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Abstract: 

This thesis investigates the relationship between structure and innovation and how this is 

influenced by culture. The focus of the thesis is on the Danish shipping company, Clipper 

Group, located in Copenhagen. The thesis aims at challenging some of the notions found in 

the discovered literature, most important of which is the belief that innovation solely thrives 

in companies with flat structures and consequently, not in companies with tall structures and 

several layers of hierarchy.	  

In order to challenge/test the abovementioned assumption, we pose the following research 

question: “How does the organizational structure influence innovation at Clipper and how is 

this related to the culture of Clipper?”	  

To help answer this question, we devise two sub-questions: “What types of innovation are 

happening at Clipper?” & “What structures are present/detectable in Clipper?”	  

The discovered literature is two articles that treat the relationship between culture and 

innovation. These articles by Naranjo-Valencia et al. and Martins & Terblanche are dissected 

and we present their conclusions, which we later review in the light of our results. 	  

Drawing on relevant theories by Schein, Taylor, Ford, Weber, Tushman and Schilling, we 

account for the foundations behind organizational culture, traditional & early work design, 

elements of structure, internal communication and innovation.	  

The overall methodology applied in this thesis is qualitative. Regarding data collection, one 

method is qualitative and one is quantitative. More specifically, the qualitative data collection 

consists of three interviews with three employees in management positions within Clipper, 

and the quantitative collection method is a survey distributed on the company's website, 

resulting in approximately 31 peoples' participation. The analysis of this data follows an 

interpretive, qualitative approach. 	  

In the beginning of the analysis we answer the two sub-questions. In the first answer we 

apply frameworks from innovation literature and in the second, we apply frameworks from 

literature on organizational structure. We then turn to the frameworks concerning 

organizational culture and apply them to decipher the underlying assumptions of Clipper. 

After this we propose a complete answer to our research question. 	  
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Before we conclude, we discuss several areas of the thesis, which has an impact on either the 

result or the process. These areas of discussion include: Criticism of literature, limitations, 

questions for further study and recommendations for Clipper.	  

In the criticism of the literature, we apply our critical view on the abovementioned articles. 

First and foremost, we find that they treat the question of being innovative as rather black and 

white and the relation to culture as too categorical. We contest that the interaction between 

these two elements is more interchangeable in that a company is not either innovative or not, 

neither does it have only one culture.	  

We then discuss the limitations that we encountered in connection with some of the data that 

we collected. This includes data integrity of both the answers in the interviews and in the 

survey. This is related to interpretations of questions and other intrinsic limitations of 

interviews and surveys.	  

The questions for further study are not pertaining particularly to the scope of our research 

question but are definitely relevant to the overall topic. We suggest two additional areas of 

study which, given more time, could give more ethos to the thesis in the light of what we 

conclude.	  

In the final part of the discussion section, we provide some concrete recommendations for 

both Clipper and other companies. These recommendations constitute practical advice based 

on what we learned throughout the thesis and are a critical reflection on the applicability of 

the reviewed literature and our own conclusions.	  

Finally we conclude the whole thesis. We summarize the answer to our sub-questions and 

research question and tie it with elements from the discussion section, in order to provide a 

conclusive end to the thesis.	  
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1. Introduction: 
 

The aim of this thesis is to investigate how organizational culture and structure influence 

innovation. In this context, we have teamed up with a medium-sized logistics company to 

look at the nature of their innovative initiatives and how this is related to and influenced by 

their culture and structure. The nature of our cooperation was that we had a contact person, 

called Britt Jørgensen, who handled our requests in regards to interviews and survey 

distribution.	  

In our research we have found that little literature exists, which addresses the connection 

between organizational culture and innovation and even less so in regards to logistics 

companies. 	  

During this thesis, we turn to theories and frameworks by Schein, Taylor, Ford, Weber, 

Tushman and Schilling in order to analyse our observations and data collection. 	  

In the same way that one might expect macro-cultures to affect predominant organizational 

structures and cultures, the general literature has assumptions about how different industries 

affect an organization’s propensity to innovate. The shipping industry is a classic one with a 

lot of heritage, cultural baggage and rich traditions, but does that mean that organizations in 

the shipping industry are less innovative? 	  

Among all the literature on the areas that we investigate, we decided to look at two articles 

that addressed approximately the same research question as ours. The articles are Imitation or 

Innovation? The role of organizational culture and Building organizational culture that 

stimulates creativity and innovation by Naranjo-Valencia, Jiménez-Jiménez & Sanz-Valle, 

and Martins & Terblanche respectively. We regard these as the current paradigms for views 

on how culture relates to innovation. The claims that these two articles make will be subject 

to testing and criticism during the analysis and discussion parts of this thesis. The articles 

functioned as our inspiration and motivation and helped us arrive at the final research 

questions and subsequent sub-questions.	  

Based on these two articles, it is a widely accepted assumption that the organizational culture 

and structure influence innovation or the potential for innovation, in a certain way. In broad 

terms: The more decentralized a structure and informal the culture, the higher potential for 
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innovation there is. This will be established in the literature review. We would like, if not to 

challenge, then at least investigate this assumption, which has led to the following research 

question.	  

1.1. Research question and sub-questions: 
 

How does the organizational structure influence innovation at Clipper and how is this related 

to the culture of Clipper?	  

To help answer this, we have devised the following sub-questions:	  

·      What types of innovation are happening at Clipper?	  

·      What structures are present/detectable in Clipper?	  

In order to answer our research question, we chose to execute two types of data collection. 

First, we conducted qualitative interviews with three employees from Clipper (Anders Bruun 

- head of business development in COACH, Kenneth Mollerup - general manager and head 

of business controlling & reporting in BI and Me Sophie Christensen - director and head of 

people & communication) and second, a questionnaire was uploaded to the company intranet, 

which resulted in approximately 31 employees' participation. More details about the data 

collection can be found in the method section. 	  

1.2. Business context:  
 

The business context in which this analysis takes place is the shipping industry, which is 

characterized by its fast pace, extreme volatility and high level of risk and reward. Among 

other things, this is partially caused by the amount and availability of oil and its price 

fluctuations. Additionally, there is also the constant threat of oil spills, which, apart from the 

major environmental damages, also cause enormous penalties and severe consequences for 

the parties involved. 	  

Recent history holds plenty of examples of catastrophes in the shipping industry in all shapes 

and sizes, caused by all kinds of factors, for example technical malfunction (the explosion at 

the British Petroleum oil refinery in Texas in 2005), human interference like piracy (most 

famous is probably the hijacking of the MV Maersk Alabama in 2009) and a combination of 
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natural circumstances and human error (Titanic in 1912). Because of these risks, the shipping 

industry is under constant scrutiny by the public in terms of ensuring that all actions and 

procedures are carried out as safely and sustainably as possible.	  

Overall, the shipping industry is renowned for its high level of competitiveness and its need 

to adapt to constantly changing market conditions. Ship-owners need to be aware of all 

manners of factors, including the economic trends (price and availability of oil), political 

trends (for instance if a country suddenly begins to import and/or export less than previously 

or if a specific conflict like a war breaks out, making the access to certain waters either 

dangerous or restricted), environmental trends (oil consumption and environmental 

footprints), etc.	  

Taking all of the above into consideration, innovation becomes especially relevant for a 

shipping company to hold as a central theme regarding their business strategy. 	  

1.3. Clipper Group:  
 

The company that we have chosen is called Clipper Group (hereafter referred to as Clipper), 

which is a Danish ship operator- and owner established in 1972. Their main business is the 

transportation of dry bulk via supramax and handysize vessels and they currently have more 

than 200 people employed.  	  

Clipper, whose headquarters is located in Copenhagen, operates approximately 140 vessels 

(of which about half are owned) and has offices in 10 different countries, including India, 

China, Japan, the United States of America and Brazil. Additionally, Clipper also operates 

Clipper Steel Services and has invested in other vessel types, like cruise ships and ferries. 	  

Clipper's values consist of being dynamic, dependable, innovative and hands-on while aiming 

to be a leading player in the shipping industry. The company is privately owned and is 

currently run by CEO Frank G. Jensen. For more information on the organizational structure 

of the company, see the figure on page 54. 	  

The reason why we have chosen to write about Clipper is that we found the relationship 

between innovation and organizational structure- and culture interesting, which corresponded 

well with the fact that Clipper has innovation listed as one of their values. This is furthermore 



	   COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL – MCO – 17/05/2016 
 ESBEN SJØNTOFT & LOUI DEFRIES 

	   	   	  
	  

9 

interesting seen from the point of view that the logistics industry is not usually primarily 

associated with creative thinking and innovation.	  

Within Clipper, in addition to our overall research question we have chosen to focus on the 

differences between departments. More concretely, we have conducted interviews with three 

Clipper employees from three different departments. These departments (Business 

Intelligence (BI), COACH and HR) are considerably different in nature, which makes them 

ideal subjects for comparison.	  

While the HR (Human Resources) department pretty much explains itself, the two other 

departments need a bit more elaboration. The Business Intelligence department works with, 

among other things, assisting with producing forecasts, budgets and simulations while also 

assisting commercially with market intelligence. The third department, COACH, will be 

explained below.	  

1.3.1 COACH: 
 

COACH is a vessel performance monitoring system developed in 2011 as a product that 

Clipper sells to external clients and is managed by the department of the same name. The 

department itself comprises of a management board of four people and its main purpose is to 

optimize the vessels’ fuel consumption and performance, and thereafter analyse what can be 

done better or differently. In other words, COACH is a software system, which is offered to 

several clients, both Clipper's clients and complete 3rd party clients.	  

More specifically, COACH helps the ship operator during and after the voyage with 

monitoring and analysing technical aspects on-board the vessel, for example the propeller, 

hull and engine. Additionally, COACH feeds satellite information, allowing the progress of 

the vessel to be tracked by the owner/operator. Taking into consideration the market 

conditions, vessel rates, fuel cost and performance of the vessel, COACH helps chartering- 

and operations departments to plan the vessel’s optimal speed.	  

COACH also reports on energy deviations and can thereby identify over-consuming vessels 

and in that way limit the environmental footprint caused by the vessel. It was implemented in 

2011 and is operated on bulk carriers, chemical tankers and multi-purpose vessels (both 

owned and chartered) and in 2014 it became available externally, meaning that more than 300 

vessels are now using COACH. Lastly, COACH also provides monthly reports with 
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recommendations and actions for the client along with day-to-day guidance and support for 

the crew and office staff.	  

2. Literature review: 
 

In order to treat our research question in a meaningful way, the following chapter will be 

separated into two overall parts. First, we will provide a detailed account of the articles that 

we think constitutes the current view of the relationship between culture and innovation.  

Secondly, we will establish the terms, definitions and frameworks with which we will analyse 

our data. The terms and definitions will help support the understanding of the articles. The 

articles themselves contain their own frameworks but these will not be applied in the same 

fashion as the fundamental theories.	  

2.1 Current paradigms on the relationship culture and innovation: 
 

In the following we will account for two different, yet similar views on how culture affects 

innovation in organizations. This will be subject to scrutiny and testing. After this, we will 

establish the theoretical frameworks, with which we will analyse our data, necessary to test 

the assumptions and conclusions of the paradigms, on Clipper.  	  

2.1.1 Innovation & Imitation:  
 

Julia C. Naranjo-Valencia et al. discuss in their paper Innovation or imitation? The role of 

organizational culture how different cultures favour either an imitation strategy or an 

innovation strategy. Their distinction is that innovation strategy means to be on the forefront 

of your field and actually be the pioneers who push the boundaries of practice in the industry, 

whereas imitation strategy is about following in the footsteps of those who innovate.	  

Aside from the practical determinants such as resources and company age or nature (if we are 

dealing with a new company that has few resources, imitation might be the best choice) 

Jimenéz et al. argue that culture is also a crucial factor in affecting whether a company 

innovates or imitates. 	  
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They operate within a framework that treats culture as adhering to one of four types: Clan, 

Adhocracy, Hierarchy or Market. These cultures are judged on two scales: The “flexibility 

and discretion vs. stability and control”-scale and the “internal focus vs. external focus”-scale. 

This model was devised by Cameron and Quinn in 1999. 	  

	  

In short, adhocracy, as can be gleamed from the figure, emphasizes flexibility and is 

externally oriented. Key values of the adhocracy culture are: Creativity, entrepreneurship and 

risk taking. Clan cultures are similar but with an inward focus. Characteristics of the clan 

culture include: Teamwork, employee involvement and corporate commitment to employees. 

Market and hierarchy are both control-oriented but where the market culture is externally 

oriented and has core values such as productivity and competitiveness. Hierarchy is internally 

focused and has efficiency and coordination as its main characteristics (Jimenéz et al. 2011: 

58 - 59).  	  

From what we came to find out, we can establish that Clipper does not fit in to any one of 

these types specifically. It would have to be placed somewhere between clan and adhocracy 

but at the same time it has a strong external focus.	  

Naranjo-Valencia et al. claim that the adhocracy culture is the one that favours innovation 

orientation the most. Another claim that they state is that the hierarchy culture cultivates 

imitation orientation. In this thesis, we will investigate whether this applies to Clipper. We 

will also, among many other things, examine whether it makes sense to think of an 

organization as having only one culture. We will also be reviewing if it makes sense to think 

of an organization as either being innovative or not. We will also be analysing our data with a 

mind to whether these claims hold true for Clipper. 	  
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2.1.2 Creativity and innovation in organizational culture: 
 

The article Building organizational culture that stimulates creativity and innovation by 

Martins & Terblanche looks at the relationship between creativity, innovation & culture and 

how they influence each other by both supporting and inhibiting. In the article it is described 

how all the right steps towards stimulating creativity and innovation are taken (for example 

involving employees in decision-making, hiring people with creative characteristics, setting 

standards for work performance and providing regular feedback), yet something is still 

missing, leading to the question: What determinants of organizational culture have an 

influence on stimulating and promoting organizational culture in organizations? (Martins & 

Terblanche 2003: 64).	  

Like Deal & Kennedy, the article treats culture as "the way we do things around here" and as 

something that is deeply rooted within the organization and which is reflected in the 

behaviour and attitudes of the employees. Martins & Terblanche also address the integration 

in to a company, as forming identity to the company and thus creating a shared system of 

meanings, expressed through symbolism, physical settings and artefacts.	  

When treating the concept of creativity, it is important to establish the relevant definition 

since the word can be understood in different ways. As Martins & Terblanche put it: "Some 

definitions of creativity focus on the nature of thought process and intellectual activity used 

to generate new ideas or solutions to problems. Other definitions focus on the personal 

characteristics and intellectual abilities of individuals, and still others focus on the product 

with regard to the different qualities and outcomes of creative attempts" (Martins & 

Terblanche 2003: 67).	  

The same applies when defining innovation, which can be either very general or specific. For 

instance, innovation can either be the implementation of a unique product or service and 

thereby providing a solution to a given problem, but it can also be ideas of improving or 

restructuring general processes and programs. Innovation is often associated with change but 

it is important not to use the two terms interchangeably, since change by itself not necessarily 

includes new ideas nor does it guarantee improvement. Regarding definitions of innovation in 

the context of this thesis, they will be explained in section 2.2.6.	  
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According to Martins & Terblanche, "creativity and innovation can be regarded as 

overlapping constructs between two stages of the creative process, namely idea generating 

and implementation" (Martins & Terblanche 2003: 67).	  

Just as norms, values and behaviour influence what employees think of their company, they 

will also make assumptions as to whether creativity and innovation are natural attributes of 

their company. This will often be relevant within the company if resources are allocated to 

investigate the development of new ideas.	  

Based on the findings by Martins & Terblanche, researchers tend to disagree about how to 

improve creativity and innovation via organizational culture. Additionally, there seems to be 

a paradox in that organizational culture both can stimulate and hinder creativity and 

innovation, while at the same time little empirical research exists that identifies norms, values 

and mentalities that promote creativity and innovation.	  

Some companies have come up with strategies that specifically promote the development and 

implementation of new products and services and which are either customer- and/or market-

oriented. This, for example, could be to solve customers' problems.	  

In order to reach the company's vision and mission, it is important for the employees to 

understand the difference between the current situation and what the company is striving 

towards so that they can act creatively and innovatively. This also implies that the company 

goals must be realistic but hard to reach, as we found in our interview with Anders from 

COACH: "They (the values) are within reason but it takes quite an effort to reach them. I 

have a problem with setting up goals that are unreachable. For example, if I said to my guy, 

“I need you to increase our clients within the next month by 5,000%”, that wouldn’t give him 

anything, but if I said, “you need to bring on two more clients within the next month”, he 

would work towards that".	  

Regarding the concept of structure, Martins & Terblanche report that "a flat structure, 

autonomy and work teams will promote innovation, whereas, specialisation, formalisation, 

standardisation, centralisation will inhibit innovation" (Martins & Terblanche 2003: 70). 

Similarly, organisations with values like freedom and flexibility will often promote creativity 

and innovation, while values like control, stability, predictability and order (often associated 

with hierarchic structures) will prevent creativity and innovation.	  
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Judge et al. (1997) describe creativity and innovation as "chaos within guidelines" (Martins & 

Terblanche 2003: 71). In other words, employees have the freedom to decide their work 

within certain provided regulations. This can be further promoted by support mechanisms, 

which create a work environment where creativity and innovation is encouraged and creative 

behaviour is rewarded and if this is consistently reinforced, it will influence the 

organizational culture. An excellent example of this is the video IDEO Shopping Cart Project, 

which is about a group of workers from several different backgrounds at IDEO whom spend 

five days on redesigning a classic shopping cart. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=taJOV-

YCieI 

Another way to look at how/if innovation is encouraged, is to look at how mistakes are 

perceived. For instance, mistakes can be ignored, covered up, used as punishment or used as 

a learning opportunity. Later in the thesis during the analysis, we will look at how negative 

results at Clipper are conveyed and reacted to.	  

As with the Naranjo-Valencia article, we will test whether the conclusions in this article hold 

true for Clipper. Before we can do that however, we need to establish the theoretical 

framework used to answer the research question and sub-questions.	  

2.2 Theoretical framework: 
 

As our research question deals with structure, innovation and culture, these will be the three 

parts that we separate our "theoretical frameworks"-section into. Although, the order of 

appearance will be Culture --> Structure --> Innovation, as we feel that this is the most 

natural and intuitive chronology, given that culture represents the deepest mechanisms that 

result in a given structure, which will in turn lead to different types of innovation. In the 

following, key phrases, concepts and theories will be marked in bold as to emphasize their 

importance.	  

2.2.1 Organizational culture:  
 

There are many ways to regard organizational culture (hereafter referred to as just culture) 

but one of the more practical views is to think about culture as the personality of an 

organization. Culture is an indication of several things, including the way things are done in a 
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company on a daily basis, how employees perform their work, how they communicate to 

each other, their customers and their superiors, etc. Apart from influencing actual tasks and 

performance, culture also has an effect on emotional issues of employees, in other words the 

atmosphere surrounding the day-to-day work (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 100).	  

Originally, culture was utilized by executive management as a "quick fix" solution to most 

problems within an organization. Later, theorists and academics applied the concept as an 

explanation to organizational behaviour. According to Cunliffe (2008), culture is important 

for four different reasons: 1) Culture shapes the public’s image of an organization, 2) Culture 

influences organizational performance, 3) Culture provides direction for the company and 4) 

Culture attracts and preserves motivated staff. Furthermore, the constant escalation of 

globalization forces companies to develop and renew their culture alongside national culture 

and in addition, it is a general assumption that there is an alignment between the company 

strategy and employee values in relation to organizational performance (Buchanan & 

Huczynski 2010: 100).	  

Just as national cultures between Denmark and China have differences, so do organizational 

cultures. For instance, the company culture at McDonald’s will not be identical to the one at 

Apple. More commonly, culture can also be boiled down to identity or, as Deal & Kennedy 

(1982) expressed it, “the way we do things around here” (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 100).	  

Over the years, many different theorists and academics have offered their views and 

definitions on culture but one of the most famous and distinguished is the American professor, 

Edgar Henry Schein. In 2004, Schein introduced his model on the three levels of culture: 

artefacts and creations, values and beliefs & basic assumptions (Buchanan & Huczynski 

2010: 101).	  

The first level touches upon all that which is visible to the naked eye and which can be 

observed, for instance norms, language, traditions and symbols. This level also includes 

taboos, myths and stories within the company but also physical objects, which are unique for 

the company. Also known as surface manifestations, artefacts and creations can also be 

mottoes, norms, company history & stories, slogans, symbols, etc. (Buchanan & Huczynski 

2010: 101 – 102). 	  

The second level represents beliefs and how to deal with certain situations. These are often 

implicit and can be used to guide the employees’ behaviour in relation to trust issues, effort, 
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level of openness, etc. These values can often be found on company websites under vision 

and/or mission statements (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 103 – 105). 	  

To these values, Schein adds the word espoused, since there can be instances where a 

company doesn't live up to their stated values (either because they fail to do so or a specific 

situation forces them). In other words, there can be an inconsistency between what a 

company says they will do and what they actually do (Schein 2010: 48).	  

The origins of values often go back to the views of the company founder and are since 

modified by current senior management. In other words, organizational values are mostly the 

values of the senior management and represent the preferred goals of the CEO and his/her 

board of directors. Ironically, organizational values are always retrospective despite aiming at 

developing the company in the future (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 106). In the case of 

Clipper, it is stated on their website how the company values originate back to the founder 

and how in those days they weren't values as such, but an "inherent part of the way Torben G. 

Jensen did business".	  

The third level consists of the invisible, preconscious and taken-for-granted understandings 

among the employees and conform the reality of the company. This can be applied to such 

areas as quality, morality, economy, excellence, responsibility and innovativeness (Buchanan 

& Huczynski 2010: 106 – 107).	  

Whether or not a company culture is fully integrated depends very much on the 

organizational socialization within the company. For instance, an employee learns the 

company through behaviours, values and attitudes of fellow employees, while (from 

managements point of view) it is a question of selecting and instructing new employees in 

specific ways as to groom them according to the senior managers' desired behaviours and 

values. If this is succeeded, it not only allows employees to identify more strongly with the 

company, but it also ensures the survival of the company culture because it is being passed on 

between employees (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 107).	  

Earlier, it was described how culture can be determined as "the way we do things around 

here". However, this sentence could justly be extended with "and, by implication, how they 

(the employees) should do it as well" (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 110).	  

Interestingly, we found in our interview with the director and head of people & 

communication that the integration to Clipper is not done in a particularly structured way and 
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on a very individual basis. “We don’t have every second month a whole day of introduction 

to Clipper". 	  

The upside of this is that the manager and employee are very close to each other, generating 

an element of trust (which, when we come to the analysis of information sharing, seems to be 

an integral part of the way things are done at Clipper). However the downside of this 

approach, as expressed by Me: "And that of course implies the risks that the Clipper culture 

or the brand value or brand promise is being communicated differently". 	  

In other words, there can be a mismatch between different employees' perception of the 

Clipper culture. According to our survey however, 78% feel that they are 100% familiar with 

culture of Clipper indicating that although culture and values may be passed on differently, 

there seems to be a general consensus. 

	  

The shared understanding of the company culture can also be referred to as strong culture vs. 

weak culture. In the first, the organization's values are widely shared among the employees 

and it guides their very behaviour. The latter suggests that there is little agreement among 

employees regarding values, expectations and how things are supposed to be done. Generally, 

the strong culture has been treated as being the "better" of the two but it still implies certain 

drawbacks. For instance, a strong company culture can be difficult to change due to the fact 

that management clings to past solutions and therefore fails to adapt to the current 

environment (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 117).	  

Managerial writers and consultants claim that one of the reasons as to why the understanding 

of organizational culture is of great importance is that it creates a higher level of commitment 

to the organization, more efficient performances and higher productivity. Academic social 

scientists argue that the term organizational culture is "overused, over-inclusive and under-

defined". Basically, this debate can be regarded as question of whether culture is something 

that an organization has or is and whether culture should be managed/controlled or tolerated 

(Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 111).	  
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The next section will go into more detail regarding the different types of culture potentially 

present within an organization.	  

2.2.1.1 Schein - Micro, Sub and Macro Cultures:  
 

So far, we have dealt with cultural phenomena that span organization-wide but in order to 

gain a more nuanced picture, it is necessary to distinguish between different internal cultures.	  

Schein (2010: 55) operates with three cultures: Macro-cultures, subcultures and micro-

cultures.	  

Macro-cultures are to be understood as cultural influences attributable to larger geographical 

divisions, such as country, region of country or even region of the world. Apart from the 

differences in culture between American organizations, for example the differences between 

Texas culture and New York culture, American organizations as a group also have different 

organizational cultures than Asian organizations. Specific to Clipper, the culture of the head 

office in Copenhagen might not be the same as the culture of the office in India.	  

In fact, the abovementioned difference between Copenhagen and India was touched upon by 

Anders from COACH, when asked about the most common communication problems 

between his department and others. “Within my own department, the main barrier actually, is 

a cultural barrier where you have a team in India and a team in Copenhagen”. “If you ask 

one of the guys out there: “Have you been to Denmark?” They will say: “Yes, but not yet”. 

You don’t say no. That’s just a common cultural thing; you don’t say no in India and in 

Denmark we are very direct and speak very openly with each other. And if you ask a person 

out there, can you be done by four o’clock, they will say yes, but if you ask them: when do 

you think you will be able to be done, they will say two weeks from now. They will do all in 

their power to be done by four o’clock but it won’t be possible. But they’ll do everything they 

can and they will throw all other things aside, even though some things were more 

important”.	  

As far as subcultures go, Schein (2010: 57) identifies three generic ones that relate to 

individuals' position in an organization. These three generic subcultures are as follows: The 

operator, the design/engineering and the executive subculture.	  
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The operator subculture consists of the “men on the floor” i.e. those who operate the 

machinery. Of course, this is to be understood as an analogy since not all organizations are 

production companies. This subculture feels that they are the ones who run the place (Schein 

2010: 58). A way to describe this subculture, which transcends all types of organizations, 

would be to think of them as the ones who could shut the business down from day one if they 

stopped working. If the managers or middle managers of, for instance a Ford production plant, 

stopped showing up, the actual car production could still go on for a few days. The same can 

be said if Alan Mullalay (former CEO of Ford) decided that he couldn't be bothered to come 

in. But if the line workers went on strike, the production would stop immediately. The same 

scenario can be imagined if the traders on the trading floor of, for instance Nordea Markets 

locked down their activities. This fact is what lays root to the shared assumptions of the 

operator subculture, one of which is, as Schein (2010: 58) defines, “We depend on 

management to give us the proper resources, training, and support to get our jobs done”. 	  

In the case of Clipper, the operator subculture contains all those who, as mentioned above, 

make the wheels go around. It is not as clear-cut in the case of Clipper as it would be in the 

Ford example above. As we will come to find in our interviews, the Clipper structure is 

sufficiently flat so that the operator subculture actually includes other people than just those 

who literally run the ships, i.e. the crew and captains etc.	  

The design/engineering subculture can best be described as the ones who design the most 

optimal ways for the operators to do their jobs. The people in this subculture often have a 

higher educational background. Schein (2010: 60) claims that their occupational 

identification transcends organizations and nations as their, e.g. engineering background, has 

them sharing assumptions about the nature of work and so forth. As we saw in our example 

above, operator subcultures can differ greatly from traders on a trading floor, to factory 

workers. But what Schein suggests is that this subculture is more unified and has less 

connection to whatever organization it finds itself in, and more connection to job 

requirements, work experience and educational background. 	  

The executive subculture contains, as the title might reveal, the executives of the 

organization. These are the people who are responsible for the longevity of the organization. 

They have to preoccupy themselves with activities relating directly to the survival and growth 

of the organization. In the private sector these will be things such as profits and returns on 

investment. But Schein (2010: 63) argues that financial activities relating to maintaining and 
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even increasing the wealth and health of an organization, is just as salient in the public and 

non-profit sectors. 	  

It is important to realize that a natural gap occurs between the operator subculture and the 

executive subculture. This is a gap attributable to the large difference in foci of the two 

subcultures. 	  

Lastly we have micro-cultures. Micro-cultures are phenomena that evolve in small groups 

that have shared tasks and history (Schein 2010: 67). At least one of our interviewees (Anders) 

could well be said to be a part of such a micro-culture, as he works in a group of a limited 

amount of people who all operate together in called COACH.	  

Drawing on the concepts in the abovementioned section, we turn now to the theory on 

traditional work design. The basic underlying assumptions will result in the nature of the 

work design and furthermore, the visible component of this work design can be regarded as 

an artefact.	  

2.2.2 Traditional work design:  
 

Most of us are unaware of this, but traditional work design (as explained by Frederick Taylor 

and Henry Ford) is still very much present in 21st century. It all began with the idea that if 

something is understood, then it should be visible in writing, i.e. a law. The purpose of 

applying such rules, laws and procedures is to replace uncertainty with predictability. This is 

also known as scientific management, which, among other things, is the theory that 

motivation is based on economic rewards (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 422).	  

Frederick Taylor was one of the pioneers in regards to reshaping how companies operated in 

the 19th century. He observed a number of inefficient work methods, including the belief 

among workers that if they increased their productivity, the risk of being made redundant 

increased. Taylor therefore increased the required productivity per worker as to reduce 

deliberate “underworking”. He also enhanced the predictability of job performances by 

standardizing tasks and dividing them into smaller and more specified tasks. Additionally, 

hierarchical authority was implemented to ease management’s decisions. Overall, Taylor 

came up with five principles of scientific management: 1) A clear division of tasks and 

responsibilities between management and workers. 2) Use of scientific methods to determine 

the best way of doing a job. 3) Scientific selection of the person to do the newly designed job. 
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4) The training of the selected worker to perform the job in the way specified and 5) 

Surveillance of workers through the use of hierarchies of authority and close supervision 

(Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 422 – 423).	  

Taylor also aimed at replacing the commonly known rule-of-thumb with a scientifically 

proven method (also known as Taylorism). In other words, he was looking for the one-best-

way of performing a task. Whether the one-best-way concept works or not, depends highly on 

the context in which it is applied. For example, Buchanan & Huczynski suggest seven steps 

for how to operate a shop till. They include “acknowledging each individual customer by 

giving him or her a welcoming smile”, “give the customer their change, telling them how 

much you have given them”, “bag the goods and put the receipt in the bag” and “give the 

customer the bag and smile once again, thanking them”. This sort of standardized procedure 

may work in a shop, but it is unlikely to function in a job that is more diverse and less 

predictable (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 424 – 425).	  

Previously, the custom for management would be to provide their workers with an incentive 

to work and then give them the time to organize their work. In Taylor’s point of view, this 

resulted in wasted labour and employees keeping their work methods to themselves (as 

opposed to sharing), and he argued that management should take responsibility for planning, 

coordinating and controlling the work (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 426).	  

It is no secret that Taylor wished to remove the decision-making from the workers and do it 

himself, which the following quote captures well: “You do it my way, by my standards, at the 

speed I mandate, and in doing so achieve a level of output I ordain, and I’ll pay you 

handsomely for it, beyond anything you might have imagined. All you do is take orders, give 

up your way of doing the job for mine” (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 426).	  

The most common criticisms of Taylor revolve around the psychological and motivational 

aspects of work. For instance, other elements that can be a motivator to work are job 

satisfaction and recognition, while the meaning of work and social relationship between 

colleagues also are strong incentives to work. Consequently, organizations today often have a 

more people-oriented approach as opposed to the process-oriented approach (Buchanan & 

Huczynski 2010: 428).	  

As mentioned earlier, many of Taylor’s concepts are still present today, though they have 

been developed over time. For example, Lillian & Frank Gilbreth introduced time-and-
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motion studies, which were used to develop wage systems via studies of employees’ 

physical movements. Organizations also began considering the human factors while 

implementing shorter working days, rest periods, holidays with pay, canteens and even music 

inside the factories (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 429 – 430).	  

However, the biggest development to Taylorism came with Henry Ford. Ford’s ideas were 

meant for mass production and he aimed at continuous improvement and to reduce or 

eliminate uncertainty while increasing his own level of control. Accordingly, Ford’s approach 

was very experimental and pragmatic; “try it, modify it, try it again, keep on until it’s right” 

(Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 431).	  

Ford also utilized heavy machinery for his production. As a result, workers didn’t necessarily 

have to be skilled but merely fast, since they had a machine to do most of the work for them. 

In this way, Ford more or less achieved Taylor’s ambition of placing the control of the 

production in the hands of management. His workforce became constant and interchangeable 

while being closely observed by management (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 431 – 433). 	  

Ford also managed to de-personalize authority, in the sense that it was the machines (i.e. the 

system) that was giving orders to the workers. In this way, the workers were virtually 

unaware that they were being directed (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 434).	  

Despite being both criticized and developed further, Taylorism can today still be regarded as 

the basis of an organization and its production control. Consider the fast food chain 

McDonald’s and how everything that takes place in the kitchen is boiled down to efficiency, 

calculability, predictability and control and how this ultimately limits the employees’ choices 

and creativity (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 438 – 439).	  

Overall, work design is very dependent on the type of business context in which it exists and 

is therefore contributory to the structure of the organization. For instance, Taylorism and 

Fordism is very suitable for production companies and work well with very hierarchical 

structures. The various elements of structure will now be addressed.	  

2.2.3 Elements of structure:  
 

A company’s structure can have a huge influence on the attitudes and behaviours of its 

employees. Organization structure can be defined as management’s attempt to define to the 
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organization's members what is expected of them. The two main purposes of organization 

structure are 1) To divide up organizational activities and allocate them to sub-units and 2) 

To coordinate and control these activities so that they achieve the aim of the organization 

(Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 453).	  

According to Buchanan & Huczynski, organization structure can be boiled down to seven 

elements and subsequent concerns: Work specialization (how tasks are divided), hierarchy 

(the number of levels in the organization), span-of-control (how many subordinates a 

manager should supervise), chain of command (who reports to who), departmentalization 

(grouping of jobs), formalization (the extent of rules) and centralization (at which level of the 

company are the decisions made) (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 453 – 454).	  

Visually speaking, a common way of portraying organization structure is in a pyramid. 

Typically, the pyramid will consist of the bottom layer, including workers and supervisory 

management (the majority of the company), the middle layer (superintendents and division 

heads) and top management (senior executives and the CEO). These correspond with the 

generic sub-cultures identified by Schein. Apart from constituting a difference in power, the 

layers are also often a symbol of status (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 455).	  

Duncan (1979) claimed that structure had two purposes. 1) Facilitating information flow to 

reduce uncertainty in decision-making otherwise caused by information deficiency and 2) 

Achieve effective coordination and integration between activities in different departments 

within an organization (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 455).	  

Hierarchy is an inevitable element of organization structure. Often, ones position in the 

hierarchy is listed in the job description (along with job title, department, tasks, etc.) and 

levels of responsibility are allocated according to the position in the hierarchy. Hierarchy can 

best be described as the number of levels of authority in an organization. Thus, a flat 

organization structure has fewer levels of hierarchy than an organization with a tall 

organization structure. The most obvious examples of tall structures are organizations like the 

army and the police (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 458 – 459).	  

In a flat hierarchy, there are many subordinates reporting to a single supervisor, which makes 

the span of control wider. Consequently, in a tall hierarchy fewer people report to their 

supervisor, making the manager’s span of control narrower. There are pros and cons for both 

structures. A flat hierarchy can result in too many people reporting to one single person thus 
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leading to information overload. A tall hierarchy can mean that a message has to go through 

several levels on the way to its destination, potentially resulting in the message deteriorating 

and loosing its main point (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 460).	  

Koontz (1966) argued that if an organization containing 4,000 employees enhanced its span-

of-control from 4-1 to 8-1, two whole layers of management could be cut out, accumulating 

into approximately 800 managers. Other factors that can influence the span-of-control include 

task similarities, physical proximity, standardized procedures, new problems, knowledge 

gaps and task complexity (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 460).	  

According to Theobald & Nicholson-Crotty (2005), neither a complete narrow or complete 

wide span-of-control is the most efficient, but rather a moderation of the two (Buchanan & 

Huczynski 2010: 462). See the figure below. 
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2.2.3.1 Dimensions of internal relationships: 
 

We now turn to the functional relationship between authority, responsibility and 

accountability but first comes a brief definition of each element, as described by Buchanan & 

Huczynski. 	  

Authority: The right to guide or direct the actions of others and extract responses from them 

that are appropriate to obtain organizational goals. 	  

Responsibility: The obligation based on a person whom occupies a certain position in the 

organization to perform a task, function or assignment. 	  

Accountability: The obligation of a subordinate to report back on their discharges of the 

duties for which they are responsible.	  

The idea here is that one cannot be held accountable for an action, unless said one is given 

the authority to do it and likewise, if one is given responsibility that same person is also 

accountable for his/her actions. Authority also lies within the actual position and not the 

individual holding the position. For example, military personnel salute the rank and not the 

person. The flow of authority flows from the top of the pyramid (i.e. hierarchy) down to the 

bottom, decreasing as it goes. Subsequently, individuals report to a manager further up in the 

system for instructions, help, approval, etc. (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 464).	  

The most basic structure for an organization is the chain of command. It is mostly associated 

with the army but almost all organization structures are modifications of it. With in the chain 

of command, different parts of the company are linked together and information flows both 

downward and upward. This may sound relatively simple but the larger an organization 

becomes, it may become necessary for the structure to expand, thus becoming wider and less 

narrow (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 464 – 465). 

The following three figures are examples of different types for organization structures, both 

wide and narrow. Note that the first structure depicting the British Royal Navy figure is 

completely vertical with no doubt about the hierarchy, whereas the second and third figures 

are more expansive and thus more horizontal. On page 54, we have included a similar 

diagram of the organization structure of Clipper. 
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An organization can be regarded as either formal or informal and revolves around job 

descriptions, types of authority, etc. The first relates to documented and planned relationships 

by management, in order to direct the activities of employees towards a common goal via 

hierarchy and authority. The latter regards the same issues but in a much more spontaneous 

manner where relationships occur via social interaction between employees. This can also 

lead to informal groups with independent values and norms different from the formal 

organization, since they are stimulated by a more transient and flexible mentality. One might 

regard it as smaller sub-groups emerging within the larger group. This could be an example 

of the micro-cultures described by Schein. A potential downside can be that the informal 

organization is in conflict with the norms set out by management (Buchanan & Huczynski 

2010: 470).	  

Within an organization, people also take on certain roles. Roles feature in all organization 

structures and can often be located within the hierarchy. Correspondingly, a level of status 

often attributes a person’s role. This raises the question of whether we are actually ourselves 

whilst taking on a role, or merely adapting a role that the organization (or society) has 

intended for us. We argue that, ideally, a person is always more than his or her job and that 

ones occupation does not define one as a person. Furthermore, life in general requires us to 

perform different roles depending on the context and as such, we demonstrate different types 

of abilities and skills (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 475 – 476).	  

Another important feature within any organization, whether flat or tall, formal or informal, is 

rules. Rules regulate and control what employees can and cannot do while warranting 

predictability of the human behaviour. Rules can be both frustrating and incomprehensible 

but they can also reduce ambiguity among employees (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 479 – 

480).	  

There are both pros and cons when dealing with hierarchy and authority. In fact, it can be a 

paradox that hierarchy can be used to allocate tasks and responsibilities and controlling and 

giving an overview of the work to be done. However, hierarchy can also (directly or 

indirectly) give out rewards and power, thus creating different social identities and ranks of 

status. In other words, hierarchy has the power to both divide and unite. One of the main 

critics of hierarchy is the bureaucracy that it entails. Bureaucracy can have the influence to 

limit individuals’ potential to mature and develop within the organization (Buchanan & 

Huczynski 2010: 481). Bureaucracy in itself will be elaborated in the next section.	  
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Authority can either be centralized or decentralized (later in the thesis, we will discuss the 

concepts of centralization vs. decentralization in the context of innovation). The first implies 

that power and decision-making lies in the hands of executive officers at the top of the 

organization. The second means that power and decision-making is more dispersed, allowing 

individuals further down in the hierarchy to roam more freely. As always, both concepts offer 

ups and downs. Centralization ensures that only senior managers make decisions, whilst 

assuming that they only act in the company’s best interest. It also means that fewer skilled 

(and thus highly paid) managers are needed and it also exercises greater control and less 

extensive planning. Decentralization can mean that decisions are made more quickly as they 

don’t have to travel up several levels in the hierarchy. It also increases creativity, innovation 

and flexibility while both motivating lower-level employees and allowing managers to spend 

more time on more important issues (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 481 – 482).	  

As mentioned earlier in this thesis, context often plays a crucial role. Innovative and creative 

thinking might be fine in the science department but probably not in the financial accounting 

department. Similarly, the business itself also has to be taken into consideration. 

Experimentation may be encouraged and remunerated at Apple when trying to come up 

with features to the new iPhone, but taking risks at a nuclear power plant means much higher 

risks with far greater potential consequences.	  

Whether experimentation is encouraged or uninvited depends very much on the level of 

bureaucracy within an organization, which brings us to next section on work design and the 

distribution of authority.	  

2.2.4 Early organizational work design:  
 

Organizational work design refers to the various dimensions and components of 

organizational structure. Even today, most organizational structures are greatly influenced by 

bureaucracy and it is most likely that this will continue in the future. This makes it interesting 

and relevant to look at the pros and cons of a bureaucratic structure, why early organizational 

work design still is so influential and how bureaucracy has been modified over the years. 

Bureaucracy (which literally means "rule by office or by officials") was first introduced as a 

theory by Max Weber in the beginning of the twentieth century. Whereas Taylor focused on 

the one-best-way to perform work, Weber was more interested in the one-best-way to 
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structure an organization. Bureaucracy is associated with legitimate authority and is basically 

the reasoning why we chose to listen to- and act upon what is told to us by people in higher 

positions than ourselves (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 489).	  

There are several types of authority but Weber distinguished between three different: 1) 

Legitimate authority (based on rules backed up by the law or people with power), 2) 

Traditional authority (based on a natural right to rule, for example by God or Royals) and 3) 

Charismatic authority (based on a unique and individual virtue, for example prophets, film 

stars and musicians). Weber believed that the legitimate authority was the best suited for 

organizations since it was related to structures and positions and not to an individual, who 

could leave, die or be replaced (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 490).	  

For Weber, bureaucracy was based on rational principles and was about work being divided, 

co-ordinated and controlled, and it emphasized speed, precision, regulation, clarity, reliability 

and efficiency. As with Taylor and Ford, this implied a fixed division of tasks, detailed rules 

& procedures and monitoring through hierarchical supervision (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 

490).	  

In Weber's view, the advantage of bureaucracy was its standardization. Employee behaviour 

was controlled and made predictable and all employees performed their work in the same 

way. This particular mind-set made bureaucratic organizations very consistent since little 

time was allocated to find new ways of doing things. Decisions were made on already 

established routines and alternatives were rarely considered. In addition, Weber stressed that 

the knowledge (or know-how) lay at the top of the organization and was distributed 

downwards through the hierarchy (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 490 – 491).	  

It is clear that such a coldly logical, impersonal and basic philosophy would work in very few 

workplaces today but for Weber, this was exactly what made his system efficient. There was 

a standard way of doing things and everyone knew the rules and what was expected of them. 

Overall, it can said that there are both positive and negative consequences of bureaucracy, 

most of which can be seen in the table below (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 492). 
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Nowadays, organizational structures have become more varying and flexible and are not 

solely based on top-down management, as the following figure by Gareth Morgan (1989) will 

show. Of these six types of organization structure, Clipper most closely resembles structure 

number 3, as can been seen on page 54. 
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Still, it is interesting to note how bureaucracy is still very much present in modern day 

companies. Robbins and Judge suggest seven reasons for this, two of which will be 

mentioned here (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 496 – 497). 	  

Size: The bureaucratic structure is more efficient in large companies than in small. 	  

Social values: The values of the company coincide with cultural values of the country in 

which it placed. For example in Western societies, people are goal-oriented (as opposed to 

being process-oriented) and prefer clearly defined job descriptions and are therefore 

accustomed to authoritarian structures.	  

Today, one of the developments of the bureaucratic structure is the contingency approach to 

organization structure, which claims that an organization must be ready to adjust according 

to the used and available technology, its environment and other contextual factors. It can 

therefore be said that Weber's concept of organizational structure would be appropriate in a 

relatively stable environment but for more changing and less predictable markets, a higher 

degree of flexibility and adaptability is required (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 500 – 501). 

This is especially important in the context of Clipper since they operate in the shipping 

industry, which (as mentioned in the introduction) is known for its unpredictable market 

conditions and high level of dependency on economic trends.	  

Lastly relating to organizational structure, are the concepts of horizontal differentiation and 

vertical differentiation. The first looks at how work and tasks are divided between various 

departments and who is responsible for what and creates many different departments, 

resulting in a flat structure. The second focuses on the authority at different levels of the 

company and creates several hierarchical levels, creating a tall structure (Buchanan & 

Huczynski 2010: 509).	  

The nature of the organizational structure and thereby the level of bureaucracy says a great 

deal about how communication flows within the company. This makes it interesting to look 

at how communication is addressed internally between managers and employees.	  
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2.2.5 Internal communication:  
 

Internal communication is, as many other elements within an organization, influenced by 

culture, structure and the industry and is therefore a relevant artefact of the organizational 

culture.	  

Traditionally speaking, internal communication revolves around the communication to and 

between employees in an organization and it is through this communication that different 

cultures (or subcultures), communities of practices and knowledge-sharing, etc. can arise, 

which makes internal communication relevant to this thesis. This type of communication can 

be passed on verbally or through various electronic means, depending on what types of 

technological tools that an organization uses (Cornelissen 2011: 164).	  

When it comes to internal communication within an organization, there will always be a 

balance between fulfilling the individual needs of autonomy and creativity while at the same 

time controlling and coordinating the employees’ actions, so that they are in line with the 

goals of the organization. It is therefore down to the managers to decide to what degree 

employees are involved in decision-making and simultaneously, upholding their morale and 

their commitment to the organization (Cornelissen 2011: 163 – 164).	  

Internal communication can be divided into two types: 1) Management communication and 

2) Corporate information and communication systems (CICS). Management 

communication refers to communication between a manager and a subordinate and is often 

related to a specific task and/or activity. CICS is more broadly aimed at informing the whole 

organization about corporate decisions, developments, news etc. (Cornelissen 164 – 165). 

Such a system exists at Clipper in the form of a company intranet, which (in relation to this 

thesis) was used to distribute our survey and encourage employees to participate in it. 

Combined, these two systems ensure that information flows both vertically and horizontally 

throughout the organization.	  

Communication can also be both downward and upward. The first is about the organization 

using its hierarchy to inform and tell its employees about the company and their 

performances and its mission and values. In other words, the information starts at the top of 

the hierarchy and moves down through the different levels of the organization. The second is 

more about the individual employee, colleagues or if something within the company needs to 
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be done or could be done differently. This is an important part because it allows employees to 

speak their mind, chip in and contribute creatively to the contribution of the company. Here, 

it is up to the manager to encourage participation of his/her employees and to provide them 

with feedback (Cornelissen 2011: 165 – 167).	  

One of the upsides of involving employees in the decision-making is that they will be able to 

identify more easily with the company. Furthermore, good internal communication also 

means to allow the employees to interact with management and that the process of 

communication is two-way, instead of it just being a matter of instructions and feedback 

(one-way) (Cornelissen 2011: 167).	  

However, it is not all organizations that encourage two-way communication. According to 

Morrison and Milliken, many organizations actively prevent its employees from participating 

and withhold information regarding potential problems or issues (also known as 

organizational silence). Morrison and Milliken name two reasons as to why employees 

refrain from speaking their mind. The first is the perception that managers fear negative 

feedback from their employees and that they strongly try to avoid being seen as threatened, 

vulnerable and incompetent. The second is the view that managers always know best and are 

most aware of the organization’s best interests, and the basic assumption among employees is 

that they simply do not know enough about the organization to make an actual contribution. 

Additionally, managers can be more prone to ask for feedback from people whom they 

believe to agree with and thus are less likely to receive negative feedback from. (Cornelissen 

2011: 170).	  

One of the problems of organizational silence is that it blocks negative feedback and 

therefore prevents management from knowing that they are making a mistake or moving in 

the wrong direction. This can also be referred to as a closed communication climate 

whereas in an open climate, information flows freely between individuals, groups and 

departments (Cornelissen 2011: 171).	  

The concepts of vertical communication (or top-down communication) and a tall 

organizational structure have already been touched upon in this thesis. However, many 

organizations have begun to implement communities of practice, in which a group within a 

company operates in a self-managing and (to a certain extent) independent style, bound 

together by the interests of the company. These communities of practice (there can be more 



	   COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL – MCO – 17/05/2016 
 ESBEN SJØNTOFT & LOUI DEFRIES 

	   	   	  
	  

34 

than just one) have the ability to cross boundaries and levels set out by organizational 

hierarchy for the greater good of the company (Cornelissen 2011: 171 – 172).	  

2.2.6 Innovation: 
 

In order to gauge how organizational cultures and structures affect innovation practices, it is 

necessary to define and distinguish between different types of innovation.	  

Innovation is defined as the practical implementation of an idea into a new device or process 

(Schilling 2011: 18). With scientific breakthroughs and an ever-evolving world, it is fair to 

say that innovation is needed, if not imperative, in order to maintain a competitive advantage 

and survive in the long run. 	  

In order to continue with the problems of this thesis in a meaningful way, it is necessary to 

establish a few further terms and distinctions regarding innovation. We will mainly be 

treating three different types of innovation in this thesis: 1) Actual innovations that stem from 

the use of e.g. digital technology like MobilePay by Danske Bank or COACH Monitoring 

Systems. These we will call “product innovation(s)”. 	  

2) Innovation practices e.g. crowdsourcing or brainstorming sessions. This we will simply 

dub “innovation”. In this context, it is useful to distinguish between internal innovation and 

external innovation. Internal innovations are innovations that stem from within the 

organization and the idea has its life cycle from conception to execution completely inside the 

organization. External innovation is when you turn to the outside world either in the form of 

contracting consultants or initiating crowdsourcing campaigns.  	  

3) “Process innovation”. This is when novel ideas are applied to a company’s internal 

processes, an example of which is the assembly line at Ford Motor Company.	  

2.2.7 Centralized vs. Decentralized innovation: 
 

Having established the ground terms of innovation, we will now look at a theoretical 

framework for how to manage innovation in an organizational context.	  

Michael Tushman, who is a Professor of Business Administration at Harvard Business 

School and director of Change Logic, a Boston-based consulting firm, wrote in 2011, an 



	   COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL – MCO – 17/05/2016 
 ESBEN SJØNTOFT & LOUI DEFRIES 

	   	   	  
	  

35 

article called “The ambidextrous CEO”. In this he explains how a company’s core business 

much too often gets prioritized in times of crisis or economic stress to the detriment of 

innovation efforts, such as the budget for the innovation department. This is a bad idea, he 

argues, because it is necessary to keep a balance between innovation efforts and core business 

operations.	  

However, often the CEO “pushes the key decisions about the right balance between 

investment in new and core businesses down into the units, ceding much of his or her own 

power and creating a collection of feudal baronies” (Tushman 2011). This, he states, is a 

recipe for failure. He suggests that CEOs keep the management of this balance at the top of 

the firm. He calls this “to lead ambidextrously” – ambidexterity referring to the ability to use 

your right hand and left hand with equal competence.	  

This is the foundation of three principles of management that will ensure that this balance is 

being kept in a correct way. 1) Engage the senior team around a forward-looking strategic 

aspiration. 2) Explicitly hold the tension between the demands of innovation units and the 

core business at the top of the organization. 3) Embrace inconsistency by maintaining 

multiple and often conflicting strategic agendas (Tushman 2011).	  

The first principle can be summarized as developing an overarching identity. This refers to 

the idea of not defining you company too narrowly. An example of this is how railway 

companies defined themselves as railway companies and what assets they had, instead of 

transportation companies and how they used those assets. As an example, Clipper identifies 

themselves as a shipping company, instead of a dry bulk company. This leaves them room to 

branch out into many different areas of the shipping industry, for instance creating the 

COACH vessel monitoring department and product. 	  

By developing an overarching identity, you leave room for redefining the practices without 

letting go of the mission or purpose. For instance, “the Ball Company has been able to 

successfully reinvent itself over more than 100 years. Its evolution from wooden buckets to 

glass jars to metal cans to plastic bottles was in part rooted in the firm’s overarching 

aspiration to be the “world’s best container company"” (Tushman 2011).	  

The second principle is about keeping the tensions at the top. What this means is that 

companies should always keep debates relating to innovation within eyesight of the CEO. 

This is in opposition to how innovation often gets managed. An example is HP: “A small 
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team, several layers down within the scanners unit, developed a portables prototype. They 

believed the innovation would revolutionize the market, but they couldn’t get attention from 

managers whose focus was winning market share for the flatbed” (Tushman 2011). 	  

There are a number of negative consequences of this practice but two stand out. One is that, 

as Tushman states: “When conflicts about funding old and new businesses are resolved at 

lower levels, innovation usually loses out” (Tushman 2011). The other is that innovations 

might suffer from a lack of coordination if they are embedded in different units below 

managerial level. Such was the case with the phone company BT: “Innovation efforts were 

housed within the units, which meant that debate around emerging trends was ceded to 

lower-level management. Owing to this senior-team abdication, BT launched two competing 

broadband products, both of which were underfunded. As a consequence, only 40% of the 

UK population had service—well below aspirations” (Tushman 2011).	  

The third principle deals with embracing inconsistency. In other words, being open to 

having two contrasting agendas for the different departments. One thing is to have a broad 

identity that leaves room for changing practices, another is to keep tensions at the top so that 

the CEO and top-level management are in on the debate about the company’s future but at the 

same time, one must be willing and able to embrace the inconsistency that these things entail. 

A good example is how “USA Today president Tom Curley, […] grew his company’s online 

business even as he scaled the newspaper into a publishing phenomenon. Curley’s 

expectations for everything from financial performance to dress code were markedly different 

for the two channels. In the newspaper, deadlines were daily, and professional journalists 

relied on their well-tended sources to break fresh content. In the online business, 600 

deadlines a day were met by a young, web-savvy team who packaged wire service content. 

Curley created two fundamentally contrasting units, kept them physically and culturally 

distinct, and each reported directly to him” (Tushman 2011).	  

In order to maintain your competitive advantage through innovation and adapt to changes 

such as the emergence of a disruptive technology, or other external factors like the ones 

mentioned in "1.2 Business context", a company should try to manage innovation through 

this three-principle framework. Tushman also talks about more basic concepts revolving the 

same idea as the above article, which is basically about how you balance core business and 

innovation. In the next article that we explain, he talks about exploration vs. exploitation. 



	   COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL – MCO – 17/05/2016 
 ESBEN SJØNTOFT & LOUI DEFRIES 

	   	   	  
	  

37 

These two terms are closely related to what is called incremental innovation and radical 

innovation. 	  

Radical innovation is defined as an innovation that is very new and different from prior 

solutions (Schilling 2011: 50). This is of course linked to exploration i.e. when a company 

explores new ideas and realms. Incremental innovation is defined as an innovation that 

makes a relatively minor change from (or adjustment to) existing practices (Schilling 2011: 

50), and this relates to how a company exploits its current competencies. 	  

In the article Process Management and Technological Innovation, Tushman and Benner 

discuss the theme of balancing between exploitation and exploration in the context of process 

management, which as stated above, relates to the ambidextrous CEO article and the 

definitions by Schilling.	  

Process management refers to managerial techniques that “focus on improving an 

organization's efficiency through high-level coordination of an organization's activities in a 

rationalized system of end-to-end processes” (Tushman & Benner 2002: 677). This might 

seem like a good idea to improve efficiency, cut costs and exploit existing technology, but 

Tushman and Benner argue that this minimizes the potential and room for explorative efforts: 

“increased routinization and coordination in an organization's activities may speed 

responsiveness in stable environments but also contributes to resistance to change, 

competency traps, and inadequate or inappropriate responses in changing environment […] 

firms in the auto industry became focused on incremental change and improvement, they 

were increasingly unable to undertake more radical, variation-creating forms of innovation” 

(Tushman & Benner 2002: 679).	  

Generally, Tushman’s framework deals with finding the right balance between exploration 

and exploitation, core business and innovation efforts. They way this is done is by following 

the three principles of having an overarching identity, keeping the tensions at the top & 

embracing inconsistency, and also being aware of the pitfalls of process management.	  

3. Methodology: 
 

For this thesis we have chosen two different methods. One is qualitative and one is 

quantitative. The qualitative method is three interviews and the quantitative is a survey.	  
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Before we go deeper into the two different methods individually, we will account for the 

philosophy of science behind our methodology.	  

Within philosophy of science, our qualitative method falls under the category of empirical 

phenomenology. This class of epistemology is separated into two levels. At level 1, the 

researcher obtains data through interviews and dialogue in order to gain an understanding of 

the subject’s reality. It is the objective to gain a “native view” without “going native” 

(Nygaard 2007: 157). What this means for our project is that we want to understand the 

culture at Clipper through our subjects’ eyes without actually working there for a certain 

length of time. Thus, the target at level 1 is to understand as much as possible about the 

subjects’ reality. It is therefore necessary for us, the researchers, to give the subjects as much 

"room" as possible and being open to having a dialogue based on the questions that we have 

written. It is important that the researcher does not seek confirmation about any existing 

presumptions about the phenomenon, which is being studied. 	  

At level 2, the objective is to perform a reflective interpretation of the data obtained at level 1. 

Another way to phrase is: "To perform an interpretation of the subject’s interpretation of 

his/her own reality" (Nygaard 2007: 158). In any case, what happens at level 2 is that the 

version of reality presented to us by the subjects will be put into a theoretical perspective. In 

our case, that will be the theoretical framework accounted for in the "Theoretical framework" 

section. 	  

In general, empirical phenomenology is part of the constructivist paradigm in that it is an 

interpretive approach; we construct our own/new reality or picture of reality based on the 

interpretations of the phenomena (which includes our subjects’ interpretations of their reality, 

and our observations) that we encounter. 	  

3.1 The interviews: 
 

Following our overall goal, we chose to perform a cross-department comparison in order to 

achieve the most comprehensive insight. We therefore chose to interview three people from 

different departments. We spoke with Anders Bruun who is head of business development in 

COACH, Kenneth Mollerup who is general manager and head of business controlling & 

reporting in BI and lastly, Me Sophie Christensen who is director and head of people & 

communication. 	  
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Each of the interviews lasted between 30 and 40 minutes. The order of the questions was 

such that questions retaining to culture were asked first and then questions pertaining to 

innovative efforts or innovation in general came second. However, for Me, our second 

interview subject, we had reversed that particular order. The reason for this was that we 

wanted to correct for potential data "disturbance" that could arise, simply as a result of the 

chronology of the questions. It is fair to imagine that the interview subject could have "gotten 

the scent" of where we were going based on the nature of the questions in the first part of the 

interview. 	  

As soon as a subject gets an idea of what we as researchers are looking for, then the rest of 

their answers could be contaminated by the fact that the subject wants to paint a particular 

picture of the organization. If, for instance, the subject detects that we might be looking for 

answers regarding whether companies in the shipping industry are more hierarchical than 

companies in other industries, the subject might want to actively dispel that myth or at least 

make it seem like it does not hold true for their particular company.	  

There are several reasons for choosing a qualitative interview: Qualitative interviews have the 

ability to assess what is actually going on in the area in which you are inquiring, rather than 

getting a, although broad, superficial picture. Silverman (2011: 166) describes it as “to 

examine what people actually do in real life rather than asking them to comment upon it”. 	  

There are different types of qualitative interviews: Open-ended, semi-structured and 

structured. The one that we chose, which will be elaborated shortly, is called clinical research. 

This can be described as a mixture of open-ended and structured interviews. It takes the 

structured form but it seeks to dig as deep as the open-ended method. This way is unique 

because it tries to safeguard itself from the pitfalls of the open-ended interview.	  

For these interviews, we adopted a methodology from Schein called clinical research. Schein 

emphasizes how a conductor of research needs to be aware of different pitfalls when, for 

instance, interviewing a human subject. One such pitfall he calls cathartic relief. He 

summarizes the phenomenon in the caption “Finally someone is interested enough in us to 

listen to our story” (Schein 2010: 180). Furthermore, interview subjects will always have a 

tendency, in some degree, to either downplay or hide data, which they perceive they should 

be embarrassed about or exaggerate phenomena that they are proud of or perceive that they 

should be boasting about. With this in mind, we will have to take these things into account 

when performing our analysis of the interview data.   	  
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Schein (2010: 181) draws up a table with two dimensions: The level of researcher 

involvement and the level of subject involvement. At the end of the table (see below) that 

aligns with the maximal level of subject involvement and highest level of researcher 

involvement, we find the clinical research. The key word here is clinical, as it denotes that we 

are trying our hardest to avoid the above-mentioned pitfall, rather than acknowledging it and 

correcting it later in the analysis. It is important when conducting a clinical interview to keep 

your problem statement secret. If the subject(s) gets to know what your agenda is then he/she 

will always (in one way or another) answer in accordance to this and the data will thus be 

“contaminated”.	  

	  

The idea is that we want to uncover what innovation is going on or what the propensity to 

innovate is in a given department, and/or what culture (sub, micro) is present, and which 

structures are detectable without asking directly about it. We want to perform an 

interpretation based on the answers they give to seemingly unrelated questions. For instance, 

instead of asking, "How innovative are you?" we ask: "Describe how new ideas arise" and 

"Do you feel you have creative freedom in your position?".	  
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3.2 The survey: 
 

It needs to be clear that this survey does not attempt to measure the culture of Clipper to any 

extent. However, it does seek to serve as a “reliable measure of employee perception and a 

valid indicator of the degree to which” the respondents believe that Clipper or their 

department is innovative, and also how they perceive the culture of Clipper or their 

department (Schein 2010: 159).	  

Furthermore, it is important to distinguish between collection and analysis. Even though this 

survey is a quantitative data collection method, the analysis of the data will be very much 

qualitative in that it seeks to back up whatever trends we spot in the interview data. In this 

sense, we will be performing interpretations of the tendencies of the survey results, thus we 

analyse qualitatively. The questions were also inspired by the interview questions, further 

supporting the semi-qualitative nature of this survey.      	  

The survey is separated into two parts. The first part is a mix of Likert scales and textboxes. 

For our Likert scale, we chose to give the participant 6 options: 1. Completely agree. | 2. 

Agree. | 3. Agree to a certain extent. | 4. Disagree to a certain extent. | 5. Disagree. | 6. 

Completely disagree. 

For an overview of the complete survey, please see the following link: 
http://www.surveyhttp://www.survey -- xact.dk/analysis/shared/40fcc016xact.dk/analysis/shared/40fcc016-- 9a2b9a2b -- 47fd47fd -- 8bce8bce --

802026a2a1e7802026a2a1e7 Important: To view the results, click on the button “Vis overblik”. 

The reason for giving 6 options with no “neutral” option was that we wanted to force our 

participants to take a stand. We were worried that with our potentially small amount of 

participants, a large amount of neutral answers would render the results less valuable.   

The second part of the survey consists of questions inquiring about the frequency of use of 

creative problem solving. For this we have created and provided a definition of "creative 

solutions", which is as follows: “A solution which is not written anywhere and which is not 

part of protocol or the daily routine (an unwritten rule), but is something that you invent in 

the situation or "on the spot"". 	  

The reason for choosing to combine the interviews with a survey is to guard our results from 

the one-sidedness of an interview. We want to spot the tendencies with the survey and then 
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go in depth with the interviews, to try to find the underlying phenomena that are behind these 

trends and tendencies. At the same time, the interview will “guard” us from the superficial 

nature of survey data. 	  

We seek to gather data that will enable us to make comparisons across the different 

departments. That is why one of the first questions of the survey asks what department the 

participant belongs to.	  

In our interpretation of the survey, we are poised to treat behaviour as artefacts of the culture. 

This is due to the superficial nature of any survey based observations or data. 	  

As a supplement to our own survey, we were given access to Clipper's own organizational 

survey from 2015, which was distributed to everyone in the entire Clipper Group.	  

Pitfalls of the survey method include the inability of ascertaining the participants' 

interpretation of specific words and mind-set at the time of fulfilling the survey. Apart from 

this, one also doesn't have the ability to ask follow-up questions to erase ambiguity 

concerning the responses.	  

4. Analysing Clipper's innovation, structure and culture: 
 

We will now apply the frameworks from chapter 2, part 2. Firstly, we will apply the 

"Innovation" part to answer sub-question 1 and then frameworks on structure to answer sub-

question 2. After that we will decipher the culture of Clipper using the frameworks from the 

"Culture" part of chapter 2, part 2. Lastly, we will use our findings to answer the research 

question. 	  

4.1 Answering the sub-questions: 
 

As stated in the introduction, we devised two sub-questions to help us answer the overall 

research question. The first deals with the types of innovation that are present at Clipper. By 

answering this, we get a clear picture of the current level of innovative efforts at Clipper, 

something which is necessary to have in order to answer how structure influences it. 

Furthermore, it will serve as the basis of determining how innovative Clipper is, the answer to 

which will be addressed in the discussion section.	  
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The second sub-question dives into the detectable structures of Clipper's organization. Once 

again this is necessary to gauge in order to see how they (the structures) influence innovation 

at Clipper. Some of these structures can be considered artefacts of the culture. The culture in 

its entirety however, will be decoded after the sub-questions have been answered.	  

4.1.1 The Innovation of Clipper:	  	  	  
What types of innovation are happening at Clipper? 

 

To answer this question, we will apply the framework from earlier. We will analyse the 

interview data to see if the innovation mentioned throughout the thesis can be considered 

product or process innovation, if it is internal or external, whether it happens and stays locally 

or whether it is represented at the top, and also whether it is mostly radical or incremental.	  

However, before we dive in to the exact types of innovation, we will cement the fact that 

innovation is in actually going on at Clipper.	  

Based on the survey, we can determine that there is a high rate of innovative and creative 

thinking.	  

67% is on the agree-side of the statement "a large part of my job is to find creative solutions 

to problems". More specifically, 13% are in complete agreement and the largest segment is 

the "agree" option, which is backed up by interview data. 

	  

Kenneth: "At least my perception of innovation is to try, at least at the end of the day, to do 

what we always do day in and day out. […] always trying to find new ways to find these tiny 

handles where you can turn just a little bit. To always sort of strive for improvement in every 

aspect. For me, at least in Clipper, that’s innovation." 	  
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Also the frequency of creative solution finding, in which 50% of the respondents replied that 

they find a creative solution at least a couple of times per week, is backed up by the interview. 

	  

Kenneth: "We can’t go out and make a new product or completely change the way we do 

shipping. But we can try to tweak our operational set-up every single day." 	  

Anders: “[…] but it (new ideas) often happens by day-by-day talks, meetings, pushing ideas 

over the table". 	  

In the survey, 87% reply that ideas are shared freely, which correlates with Kenneth and 

Anders's replies. 

	  

Kenneth: "And that (new ideas) comes from every employee, also in finance & accounting; 

why don’t we try and do this. Every one chips in".  	  

Anders: "We embrace ideas from everybody".	  

4.1.1.1 Product vs. Process: 
 

It seems that there is both product and process innovation present at Clipper, depending on 

what department you look at. When asked about what he connected the word "innovation" 

with in the context of Clipper, Kenneth answered thusly: ”We can’t go out and make a new 
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product or completely change the way we do shipping. But we can try to tweak our 

operational set-up every single day. We can try to tweak our internal reporting on getting 

better business intelligence, tweak our relationships with our counterparts, to get the last 

dollar out of the market”. This is clearly representative of process innovation.	  

However, when Anders answered the same question, he said the following: ”In the context of 

Clipper, I think it is developing a new offer for a client, which is profitable, I would say, that 

is innovation.” Contrastively, this is definitive of product innovation.	  

4.1.1.2 Internal vs. External: 
 

As to whether the innovation that goes on at Clipper originates from internal creativity or is 

gathered from outside the organization, it seems that the process innovation highlighted by 

Kenneth can be considered internal.	  

In the case of the COACH department and the product of the same name that they supply, it 

seems to be a mix of internal and external innovation; they do hold brainstorming sessions 

where they come up with new ways of using the data at their disposal. Anders: ”through 

meetings where we sit and discuss. We have an analysis, we sit and look at it, then we say it 

could be fun to test this or try and do this, that’s small innovation, as I call it, because that’s 

basically playing around with data you already have, twisting and turning it in another way 

and you might find something new.”	  

But in the same answer, he tells the story of how they sometimes combine innovations from 

the outside: ”what’s being done out on the market, having a good insight into what the 

competitors are doing and combining… “Wow, this guy has a system that tracks the weather 

and this guy has a calculation of how a vessel will be doing”… what if put these two 

together”. 	  

Me also reports on some external innovation: "Also inspiration from the outside for my part 

and within my areas".	  
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4.1.1.3 Centralized vs. Decentralized: 
 

Turning to the question of whether the innovation is being kept ”down in the departments” or 

represented at the top, as discussed by Tushman et al., we have to take into account the 

seemingly short power distance present at Clipper (identified in the analysis below). Once 

again, the answer seems to be a mix of both. The internal process and product innovation 

mentioned by Anders and Kenneth definitely arises from ”down” in the different departments, 

but at the same time ideas coming from the departments have a very short way to the top, as 

Me and Kenneth mention: ”I don’t mind that my employees sometimes jump me and jump 

directly to my boss if they need that.” ”If anyone has an idea or a comment to certain things 

in Clipper, you go directly to the person in charge whether it’s the CEO or your direct 

manager”.	  

Furthermore, it is also evident that the CEO is very interested in innovations within the field 

of shipping: ”I just had a talk with our new CEO [...] we discussed innovation in our industry, 

3D printing, unmanned vessels and so on”.	  

4.1.1.4 Incremental or Radical: 
 

In relation to the theme ”incremental vs. radical”, it very much looks like that the majority of 

the innovation is incremental. These ”tweaks” that Kenneth talks about are considered 

incremental. "We can’t go out and make a new product or completely change the way we do 

shipping. But we can try to tweak our operational set-up […] We can try to tweak our 

internal reporting on getting better business intelligence, tweak our relationships with our 

counterparts, to get the last dollar out of the market, trying to be innovative".	  

The same can be said about the ”small innovation” that Anders mentioned. However, it does 

seem fair to assume that if radical innovation is going on, it would be in the COACH 

department and that would be in the form of this ”larger scale” that Anders mentions in 

relation to the external product innovation. "We have an analysis, we sit and look at it, then 

we say it could be fun to test this or try and do this, that’s small innovation, as I call it, 

because that’s basically playing around with data you already have, twisting and turning it in 

another way and you might find something new".	  
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In terms of the Jimenéz et al. article’s framework, it would be a fair assessment that 

practicing a lot of incremental and external innovation is equivalent to pursuing an imitation 

strategy. Once again Clipper does not fit categorically in to either of these types. Although 

they mostly engage in incremental innovation through exploitation, the majority of that 

innovation is internal. Also, not following an imitation strategy is part of the mentality of 

Clipper, as Kenneth describes: "Clipper has a strategy to be […] one of the front-runners...". 	  

Regarding the Tushman and Brenner framework of how to ensure a propensity to innovate, 

they had four main guidelines or pieces of advice: Have an overarching identity. Keep 

tensions at the top. Embrace inconsistencies. Be careful of process management. 	  

4.1.1.5 Process Management: 
 

We have already established that the "tensions" of whether to innovate or expand the core 

business is reaching the CEO of Clipper. However, when it comes to the question of process 

managing, it becomes more complicated. At the surface, it seems like Clipper does not 

engage in too much process management, as Me describes: "We are not a very process-heavy 

organization and we used to be even less process-heavy so that decision were maybe made 

more based on gut feeling than on facts […] everybody, including myself, expects my 

colleagues to take responsibility of their own tasks and to perform well and inform me of any 

issues and as long as that is done, I am not so interested in how it is done". Nonetheless Me 

actually goes right on to say how Clipper is moving towards engaging in more process 

management, and she even finds that positive: "but we are working on that. We are also 

working on making processes stronger so that it is not so much dependent on the individual 

[…] so that the decisions we make are less likely to go wrong.". 	  

4.1.1.6 Overarching identity: 
 

As for the idea of maintaining an overarching identity, in order to be able to shift the focus of 

the business within so as to not be limited in a pragmatic sense, Clipper are living up to that, 

as Kenneth testifies to: "Clipper also […] had a pretty extensive new-building program. 

Right now we move more focused on operating the ships and not as focused on being a ship-

owner, simply because it’s not the best time to be a ship-owner with the current state of the 

shipping market, so it’s more interesting, from a financial standpoint, to be an operator". As 
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such Clipper have embraced their identity as a shipping company, which allows them to shift 

focus from building ships to just operating them, as opposed to clinging on to an identity of 

being a ship builder.	  

4.1.1.7 Embracing inconsistency: 
 

Clipper also does seem to embrace inconsistency. This is the case with the COACH 

department, who are clearly allowed to operate a bit differently from the rest of the Clipper 

group. As Anders puts it: "I report to the CEO and he trusts what we are doing, we have a 

proven concept and I haven’t gotten a no yet". 	  

As mentioned in "Process management" above, Clipper does engage in some process 

management. However, it seems that this varies throughout Clipper, as Kenneth explains: "if 

we talk finance & accounting, […] of course it’s more on process level that performance is 

evaluated. […] And of course, if we then take our chartering department, the sales persons, 

their performances are of course measured on bottom-line or revenue […] So, very different 

from department to department". This is also in line with embracing inconsistency. 	  

4.1.1.8 Answer to sub-question 1: 
 

In summary, an equal share of product and process innovation is taking place. This 

innovation is mostly internal, except for the product innovation within COACH. The 

innovation does originate down in the different departments but it is by no means being kept 

there. It is very well represented at the top, owing in large part to the structure of Clipper, 

although this will be elaborated in the analysis to come. Finally, most of the innovation is 

incremental, except for the external product innovation that happens within the COACH 

department. The reason why the COACH department can deal with external and radical 

innovation is most likely tied to the nature of their product. As Anders mentions: ”we have 

the privilege to be able to think a little more out of the box because we have stand-alone 

product […] it is software and you can always go in many directions with a piece of 

software.”	  

Clipper exercises an overarching identity that allows them to shift focus and follow the 

external environment, they make sure that innovation efforts are represented at the top and 
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they are, currently, not process managing too much. Additionally, they, if not embrace, allow 

for inconsistency when appropriate. In the light of this, they, in this framework at least, fit the 

description of an innovative company.	  

4.1.2 The structure of Clipper:  
What structures are detectable in Clipper?	  

To answer our second sub-question, we now turn to the more concrete concepts of the 

theoretical frameworks on traditional work design, elements of structure, early organizational 

work design and internal communication and hold them up against our collected data from 

both the interviews and the survey.	  

4.1.2.1 Applying traditional work design: 
 

Turning first to the theory on traditional work design and Taylor's five principles of scientific 

management, it was earlier in the thesis established that many of these ideas are still present 

in modern-day companies. Regarding Taylor's first principle of scientific management, at 

Clipper, whom (according to our interview subjects) claim to be a relatively unstructured and 

informal company, there is still a distinction between managers and workers but it appears to 

be more flexible in terms of tasks and responsibilities and as Kenneth puts it: 	  

"Of course at the end of the day, I’m ultimately in charge of what goes on in my department 

but I encourage both my employees and also my colleagues on management level to go 

directly to the person involved and not through me". 	  

This is further supported by Me who says: "I don’t mind that my employees sometimes jump 

me and jump directly to my boss if they need that". 	  

Anders also indicates that ideas can come from anyone and that people aren't bound by their 

roles within the company: "We embrace ideas from everybody and sometimes it works and 

sometimes it doesn’t".	  

This is somewhat confirmed when comparing with the results from the survey, where 88% 

agree with the statement “I feel the roles in my department are clearly defined”.  
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In summary, this could imply that Clipper's employees are aware of distinctions between 

themselves and their manager but according to our interview subjects (all of whom hold 

managerial positions) the roles within Clipper don't (to a certain extent) determine their 

influence and opinions.	  

It goes without saying that new employees are introduced to the work they will be doing. 

However, it is interesting to point out that while Taylor in his fourth principle on scientific 

management uses the words training and to perform the job in the way specified, Me talks 

about integration and how the introduction to Clipper is more on a case-to-case basis. 	  

“[…] we don’t have a regular flow of new people so we don’t have every second month a 

whole day of introduction to Clipper. The introductions are made more on a case-to-case 

basis". "I think it is seldom that somebody comes in that doesn’t know how to start working. 

[…] I think we are quite good at it (the integration) but maybe not in such a structured way, 

which is typical of Clipper".	  

If one regards the integration in to a company as an important part of the company culture, 

then it would, according to our survey, show that Clipper to a somewhat large extent 

succeeds in this since 78% feel that they are completely familiar with the culture of Clipper.	  

In relation to Taylor's fifth principle on scientific management (surveillance of workers 

through the use of hierarchies of authority and close supervision), it is undoubtedly the one 

that is least present at Clipper, yet this is all the more reason to mention it. Throughout all the 

interviews, the words surveillance and supervision are not mentioned once. On the contrary, 

all three interviewees give the impression that Clipper is a very open, informal and flat 

company where employees have the freedom and authority to work autonomously. 	  
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Kenneth: “Of course there’s an overall strategy for the company and there are of course 

certain guidelines that you can’t do that and you can do that, but as long as you keep within 

those boundaries, then every employee has a very, very high degree of freedom".	  

In fact, it would seem that Clipper truly encourages a sort of open office where information is 

shared rather freely. This will be further elaborated later on as part of our observations at 

Clipper's headquarters in Copenhagen but for now, consider Kenneth's comments on 

Clipper's office and information sharing:	  

"If you look at the office, we have a very open office". "[…] if we had a more closed office 

environment, people wouldn’t know that anything was going on because they wouldn’t be 

able to see it. And that’s really the downside of this open office environment; that whenever 

you see a closed door and certain employees sitting in there, then you begin making your own 

stories: “what’s going on?” – and sometimes it tends to travel… that perception. At least 

from a management level, we really, really try to channel down information to the lowest 

level of the organization to keep people informed. At a very, very high level we have a very, 

very strong faith and trust in our employees that they are able to keep information for 

themselves. And we try not to hide anything from our employees".	  

This is further supported by our survey, in which 87% feel that ideas are shared freely. One 

of the key sentences in Kenneth's reply is "a very, very strong faith and trust in our 

employees", which is in complete contrast with Taylor's ideas about surveillance of workers 

and close supervision. Quite oppositely, there seems to be a paradox in the fact that whenever 

a meeting actually does take place behind closed doors, people will begin to wonder and 

interpret the purpose of the meeting thus creating rumours within the company.	  

As explained under the "Theoretical frameworks"-section, where Taylor aimed at placing 

decision-making at the hands of management as opposed to the workers, Ford advocated a 

more practical and experimental approach to traditional work design where employees were 

given more freedom, and mistakes were considered more as a learning experience rather than 

something to be avoided altogether.	  

Kenneth: “[…] of course there’s an overall strategy for the company and there are of course 

certain guidelines that you can’t do that and you can do that, but as long as you keep within 

those boundaries, then every employee has a very, very high degree of freedom".	  
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At Clipper, in addition to being a part of the decision-making process, employees are also 

encouraged to think creatively and take risks. As Kenneth puts it:	  

"We welcome risk". "We don’t take stupid or unnecessary risks but we take risks". "If 

someone has a good idea and delivers a good presentation and there’s buy-in […] then we go 

live and sometimes it turns out brilliant and sometimes you don’t hit it". 	  

And when asked about the times where they didn't "hit it", he replied: "Then we tried. 

Everyone bought in to the idea and then we tried and we’ll just adjust accordingly"	  

This is further endorsed by Anders whom highlights that even though ideas mostly don't 

work then you can always learn from them: "We embrace ideas from everybody and 

sometimes it works and sometimes it doesn’t. Most of the times it doesn’t work but once in a 

while you get that golden egg". "I haven’t experienced an idea that wouldn’t work because 

maybe we didn’t implement it, but we got smarter".	  

And on the subject of risk aversion, he replied: "We take calculated risks. We never go into 

something and say: “This is a risky project but let’s do it anyway”. We will always sit down 

and analyse it and make a proper business case".	  

Me also acknowledges the existence of risk and that mistakes are not swept under the carpet. 

"I think we have quite a high-risk willingness". "To me it is very important that risks or 

mistakes are not hidden and that there is a risk-willingness".	  

Based on our survey, it would also appear that creativity is generally assessed as being a big 

part of the employees' daily work, as 67% say that "a large part of my job is to find creative 

solutions to problems".	  

Summing up in the light of traditional work design, the structures present in Clipper can be 

determined as a work environment where there is a natural distinction between managers and 

employees, yet due to the low level of formality, the gap between tasks and responsibilities 

isn't that big and it is quite okay to "skip" or go around ones immediate manager. The 

integration/training for new employees at Clipper is actually quite unstructured, though this 

doesn't seem to have any particular influence on the understanding of the Clipper culture. 

There also seems to be consensus between employees' and management's view on creative 

freedom and information sharing and finally, risks and mistakes are acknowledged as 

learning experiences and a natural part of the job.	  
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4.1.2.2 Applying elements of structure: 
 

Regarding the seven elements of structure and their influence on attitudes and behaviours of 

employees, as described by Buchanan & Huczynski, there are some elements that are more 

visible at Clipper than others.	  

For instance, regarding work specialization, it is fair to presume that there within Clipper are 

some employees who have one specific and unique work assignment. People higher up in the 

system however, may need to overlook several tasks and are also responsible for other people. 

Further down, the concept of responsibility will be looked at more closely but for now, 

consider Anders's comments on his various tasks and responsibilities at Clipper.	  

"So I have a team below me, which is performance management team but then I also do 

several other tasks in Clipper. I have responsibility to multi-purpose vessels; I am on the 

board of our sea truck ferry business in Northern Ireland and I also do business intelligence 

for the bulk department".	  

As both the director and head of people & communication, Me also appears to have more 

than just one main job function: "I am head of branding and communication and marketing 

and HR. […] I think also sometimes my official role is to be creatively thinking and maybe I 

can allow myself to be more freely thinking than some of my colleagues can […] maybe I was 

one of the people who had the role of making others think more creatively. And I’d like to 

take that role".	  

This is explained further when she comments on a common workday in her department: "I 

don’t know if there is such a thing as a common workday […] Then I typically have some 

material I have to read or go through and then I still have quite a lot of writing tasks, so 

maybe I have to write a press release or answer a phone call, call somebody to discuss 

something. I also have budget responsibilities so there might be some budgeting". 	  

Also Kenneth's reply to a common workday indicates that (at least in his department) very 

little work is specific: "The whole concept of, at least, what me and the staff in my department 

does, is that we really don’t have a structure in our workweek. Of course, we have certain 

deliverables we have to do on a monthly basis or yearly basis, but from day to day, really 

everything is thrown up in the air every morning, and that’s, I would say, 80 to 85% of our 
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yearly work is ad hoc. That is of course also the mentality of the employees in my department 

including myself; that we work best under a little bit of chaos". 	  

In Anders's department, there is mentioning of specific work tasks during a common workday, 

though it isn't Anders who performs them: "Then the team in Copenhagen comes in four 

hours afterwards and they start handling our clients’ requests, basically, and one guy is 

taking care of client requests and the other guy is trying to find new clients". "In terms of 

development tasks, software development, you go through steps, which are natural steps in 

software development because the important things is that everyone knows what is going to 

happen but that guy over here has to do this, the other guy has to that and the third guy has 

to do a third thing". 	  

Thus it would seem that managers tend to have several job functions and by implication, 

responsibilities, whereas employees have more specialized functions.	  

Hierarchy in relation to Clipper will be elaborated and analysed further down, but for now it 

is merely safe to ascertain that hierarchy does in fact exist within Clipper.	  

Kenneth: "Of course we have different management layers and as an international company 

we have this sort of formal setup with executive management and then we have a senior vice 

president level and a vice president/director level and manager level. So of course we have a 

certain amount of layers".	  

Anders: "I am the head of the organization, then we have the management board, which 

consists of three employees beside myself and only one of these employees has a team below 

him".	  

Despite these comments, it is interesting to note that in our survey, only 41% felt that 

hierarchy played a central role in their daily work life. 
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The figure below is an overview of the structural layout at Clipper. Note how several of the 

departments are placed alongside one another thus giving the structure a wider span (as 

opposed to being more hierarchic with the departments placed below one another). 

 

Whenever a hierarchy exists, a subsequent chain of command is inevitable. At Clipper 

however, it would seem that this "chain" is rather flexible and functions more as a guideline 

than an actual rule. For instance, note Me's description of the relationship between the CFO 

of Clipper, chairman of the board and the receptionists:	  

"The two receptionists they have a team leader and I’m her boss, but our CFO and our 

chairman of the board know the receptionists and they can call and ask something".	  

Additionally, this also seems to hold true regarding herself and her own employees: "I don’t 

mind that my employees sometimes jump me and jump directly to my boss if they need that. 

And I hate being CC’ed on a mail just because I am the manager".	  

The same can be said about Kenneth who also "skips a level" during his daily work and 

encourages his employees to do the same: "I’m on sort of the junior management level. My 

boss is on vice president level and then on top of him we have our CFO. From a day to day 

work, I work as much directly with either the CEO or the CFO as I do with my own manager, 

and also across the different departments of the organization, work directly with senior vice 

president level… and really, that goes not only for sort of management level, but for the rest 

of the organization […] you go directly to the person in charge whether it’s the CEO or your 
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direct manager […] I encourage both my employees and also my colleagues on management 

level to go directly to the person involved and not through me".	  

In addition, this is somewhat supported by some of the results in the survey where 59% feel 

that hierarchy doesn't play a central role in their daily life and 72% feel that there isn't a high 

level of formality in their department.  

 

Although here it is important to keep in mind that people can interpret the words "hierarchy" 

and "formality" differently, and that the employees may not associate those words with the 

examples that Me and Kenneth give above.	  

It is interesting to see in our survey that the remaining 40% of the answers indicate that 

hierarchy does plays a central role in their daily life. It is interesting because all three of our 

interview subjects claim that hierarchy does not affect their daily work. In this context, it is 

important to keep in mind that our three interviewees are all managers/leaders, meaning that 

they may have a different perception on hierarchy and that they might even subconsciously 

be predisposed to portray a certain type of hierarchy (or lack thereof).	  

Kenneth: "Of course I also hear sort of the general assumption that shipping is a very 

conservative business, it’s a very sort of hierarchic business with many layers of management, 

very far from top to bottom and a very sort of conservative approach. Clipper is very, very 

different to that", 	  

"[…] because we are still today privately owned, the distance from top to bottom is very, very 

short". 	  

"From a day to day work, I work as much directly with either the CEO or the CFO as I do 

with my own manager, and also across the different departments of the organization, […] 

and really, that goes not only for sort of management level, but for the rest of the 
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organization that if anyone has an idea or a comment to certain things in Clipper, you go 

directly to the person in charge whether it’s the CEO or your direct manager. You don’t have 

to follow a certain structure".	  

Me: "I don’t think my department is very hierarchic".	  

Anders: “[…] it’s a very flat organization" "we keep a very flat organization, not to make it 

too complex".	  

This difference bears witness to the fact that hierarchy certainly does have an influence, 

whether to a high degree or low degree is tough to establish. Furthermore, it is impossible to 

ascertain what the respondents of the survey understand by the word influence, i.e. positive or 

negative. In the light of this, it is worth noting that all three of our interviewees interpret the 

question of influence as something negative, but since they don't regard it as being relevant, it 

isn't a problem either.	  

In terms of formalization, there doesn't seem (according to our interview subjects and our 

survey) to be any rules, records or procedures that control the activities of individuals. Quite 

oppositely, both Kenneth, Me and Anders, when asked the question of whether they felt that 

they had creative freedom in their respective job positions, all replied positively and this is 

further backed up by the results in our survey, where 67% feel that a large part of their job is 

to find creative solutions.	  

Kenneth: "Very much. Again, as I said previously, 85% of our job is ad hoc and I have a very, 

very high degree to create my own work environment. There’s no one telling me, “you need 

to go that way”, “you need to do that”. If we feel that this is the right path to go down, then 

we’ll go down that path. And as long as we’re held responsible for the decisions that we 

make, then we can make our own decisions". "In the commercial part of Clipper then, of 

course there’s an overall strategy for the company and there are of course certain guidelines 

that you can’t do that and you can do that, but as long as you keep within those boundaries, 

then every employee has a very, very high degree of freedom".	  

Me: "I feel I have creative freedom in my position. I feel I have influence and freedom to a 

high degree".	  

Anders: "Definitely. I report to the CEO and he trusts what we are doing, we have a proven 

concept and I haven’t gotten a no yet".	  
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Before moving to the element of centralization, it is important to distinguish between the 

words "decisions" and "ideas". It goes without saying that not everyone within an 

organization is allowed/capable of making a final decision and Clipper is no exception. 

However, when it comes to generating new ideas, more people can be involved and this 

seems to apply for Clipper. In the following, Kenneth and Anders mention two general and 

one concrete example of this.	  

Kenneth: "It could be the individual charter, it could be a first year trainee that comes up 

with “why don’t we try to go after this cargo”, it could be an operator saying “okay, instead 

of using that way of loading or discharging the ship, why don’t we try to do this”".	  

Anders: "[…] we are trying to develop a culture where, if you have an idea and you think it is 

good yourself, then bring it forward" "We embrace ideas from everybody".	  

Kenneth: "We had a case a couple of years ago where we had to transport some, can’t 

remember what it was, but some certain cargo that in the past always gave us problems 

because of moist and always cost a lot of money after we transported this specific type of 

cargo, to clean the ship. And one of the operators came up with the idea that why don’t we 

spend, I think it was 1,500 kroner to install some certain kind of dehumidifier in the cargo 

room and that saved a couple of hundred-thousand dollars. It was just to go down to your 

local hardware shop and buy this and then install it in the ship, boom, that’s done".	  

We now arrive at the concepts of authority, responsibility and accountability. Neither of these 

elements figure directly in our interview questions, yet it is interesting to look at how 

Kenneth, Me and Anders may answer/divulge something relating to these topics indirectly.	  

First of all, Kenneth confirms that there is a connection between authority and responsibility: 

"If we feel that this is the right path to go down, then we’ll go down that path. And as long as 

we’re held responsible for the decisions that we make, then we can make our own decisions".	  

He also acknowledges that he is in fact responsible because of his position in Clipper, even 

though it may be a situation where someone else made a mistake: "So even though it might be 

a fuck-up of one of my employees, I of course am held responsible for that as well. […] We 

deliver the message down to the individual employees but of course responsibility ends at the 

manager in charge at the end".	  
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As the person with most authority (at least of the people we interviewed), Me also has the 

authority to delegate responsibility and it would seem that she strives to do exactly that: "I 

asked my employees, my direct references, for feedback not that long time ago and many of 

them point out that I am good at delegating and I’m not micromanaging so that my 

employees have full responsibility of their tasks". "I think everybody, including myself, 

expects my colleagues to take responsibility of their own tasks and to perform well and 

inform me of any issues and as long as that is done, I am not so interested in how it is done".	  

Her following citation can also be an indication that this sort of mentality is general for 

Clipper and thereby a part of their culture. "We pride ourselves of being frontline decision 

makers so that the people at the front desk can make their own decisions and I think we can 

do that".	  

According to Anders, it would also seem that most employees at Clipper are aware of their 

specific job functions and the subsequent responsibility that such job functions entail: "Every 

year, we sit down and do KPI’s (Key Performance Indicators). Basically, I expect you to do 

this, this and this through the year and on a quarterly basis, we just sit down briefly and talk 

together; how is that going, should we change some of these KPI’s, are they still relevant or 

have we shifted our focus. And the way the KPI’s are structured for each employee is that the 

team has all pitched in what they think are the important parts for the next year and the 

board then boil that down to, I think it is 12 KPI’s and each person’s KPI basically links into 

one of these top KPI’s so that everybody knows: “OKAY, I’m doing this part here because we 

have an overall goal that says: increase system performance by 70% and that’s why I’m 

doing this little thing over in the corner”. So everybody has quite clear goals".	  

As mentioned earlier, this is backed up by the survey, in which 88% feel that their roles are 

clearly defined.	  

To sum up, Clipper has a structure where it seems like people in management/leading 

positions are responsible for several tasks at once and more often than not, their daily work is 

distinguished by not being very common and often ad hoc. Regarding hierarchy, it is obvious 

and natural that it does in fact exist within Clipper but is viewed differently depending on 

whom you ask. Kenneth, Me and Anders downplay the importance and presence of hierarchy 

and while this is partially supported by the results in the survey, it is important to keep in 

mind that employees may interpret and see hierarchy and its influence differently than their 

managers and bosses. Generally, creative freedom also seems to be a key ingredient in the 
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daily work of both Kenneth, Me and Anders but also most of the employees, and new ideas 

are also very dispersed with suggestions and solutions coming from different parts of the 

company. Lastly, the relationship between authority, responsibility and accountability is 

fairly straightforward, with employees being given a fair amount of responsibility (due to the 

authority of their managers), with accountability leading back to the overseeing manager.	  

4.1.2.3 Applying early organizational work design: 
 

We now arrive at the notion of bureaucracy and how it is present and visible at Clipper and 

thereby how it contributes to the visible structure(s) of Clipper. As explained earlier, 

bureaucracy is still very much present in today's companies and Clipper is no exception. 

Some factors are more clear and visible than others but here we will focus on the two that 

were mentioned previously in the thesis: Size and social values.	  

It is a widely accepted assumption that the size of a company has a great influence on the 

level of bureaucracy within and that the larger the company, the higher degree of bureaucracy. 

But when can a company be considered big and what size would Clipper fall under?	  

With plus 200 employees, we would assess Clipper as a medium-sized company, which is 

also the assessment of Me: "We are family owned, Danish based, medium sized company". 

This is also somewhat evident in the fact that the "distance" between top management and the 

reception is very short. “[…] our CFO and our chairman of the board know the receptionists 

and they can call and ask something". Here it is important to note that size is not synonymous 

with success and that Clipper in fact regards themselves as a leading player within the bulk 

industry, as stated on their website, www.clipper-group.com. This view is also expressed by 

Anders when asked to describe who Clipper is: "Clipper is a leading market player within the 

bulk market".	  

Of course this sounds very good when it comes from the company's own website and an 

employee in a managerial position, but it is interesting to note that among the 31 employees 

who participated in our survey, not one chose to include words that said something about the 

size of Clipper, or chose the word leading or any other words that would suggest that 

Clipper's performance in the market is better than their competitors or among the best (see 

appendix 4). 
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Quite often, the social values of a company are tied with the values of the country of which 

the company is located or originates. If the company values and country values are too far 

apart, it can result in cultural clashes. One of the most famous examples of this is Wal-Mart's 

failed attempt at entering the German market1.	  

At Clipper, there also appears to be a connection between the national values and those of 

Clipper. For instance, Denmark (as part of the Western society) is more prone to being goal-

oriented as opposed to process-oriented and this also seems to be the case within Clipper.	  

Kenneth: "Everyone gets their own set of goals every year, which every employee is 

measured on". Anders: "Everybody has quite clear goals".	  

Interestingly, Clipper is, as described by Me, striving towards being more process-oriented 

and actually used to be less process-oriented: "We are not a very process-heavy organization 

and we used to be even less process-heavy so that decisions were maybe made more based on 

gut feeling than on facts, but we are working on that".	  

Earlier in this thesis it was established how the shipping industry is extremely volatile and 

unpredictable. This makes it relevant to return to the concept of the contingency approach to 

organization structure where a company is forced to adjust according to technological and 

environmental factors. Technologically speaking for example, Clipper most optimally wants 

to use the most modern ships as to avoiding being left behind in the market.	  

Kenneth: "Clipper has a strategy to be sort of one of the front-runners in the ships that we 

operate. We don’t want to use the 25 year-old, shitty vessel that is two weeks away from 

being scrapped in India. We want to use new ships, state-of-the-art".	  

In one instance, Clipper has already demonstrated its ability to adjust according to the present 

market trends. Due to many factors, though mainly the current price of oil, building and 

owning ships is not a very lucrative business strategy at the moment.	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  In 2006, and after 8 years of non-profit, Wall-Mart exited the German market with a pre-tax loss of 540 million 

pounds. Among the customers there was a high degree of displeasure with so-called "greeters", (employees 

whose job was to welcome customers at the entrance), and the concept of having employees "bag" their 

shopping for them, was also highly unpopular. From the staff's point of view, there was a large discontent with 

not being allowed to date colleagues in positions of authority, no flirting between co-workers, working beyond 

contracted hours, video surveillance and a telephone hotline to inform on colleagues. Thus, rules and concepts 

that worked in the United States were not applicable to Germany (Buchanan & Huczynski 2010: 121).	  
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Kenneth: "Clipper, in the past, had a pretty extensive new-building program. Right now we 

move more focused on operating the ships and not as focused on being a ship-owner, simply 

because it’s not the best time to be a ship-owner with the current state of the shipping market, 

so it’s more interesting, from a financial standpoint, to be an operator".	  

In summation, it would seem that Clipper has a relatively flexible structure with indications 

towards a low level of bureaucracy. Because of their medium size, Clipper is less influenced 

by bureaucracy than perhaps larger companies would be, even though there may be a 

mismatch between the current mentality of being goal-oriented (as described by Kenneth and 

Anders) and the more process-oriented ambition (as described by Me). Finally, due to the 

many elements that can influence companies in the shipping industry, Clipper needs to be 

able to change their strategies, ambitions, etc. according to the terms of the market.	  

4.1.2.4 Applying internal communication: 
 

Internally within Clipper, it is only natural that communication takes place between managers 

and their employees, but in what forms does it occur? It is fair to assume that managers 

posses more information than their employees and therefore are responsible for keeping their 

employees informed.	  

Kenneth: "I probably have a little bit more information on everything than my employees do, 

and there’s of course certain information that I get for my ears only. There’s also certain 

information that I get first and then I am asked to pass it on to my employees".	  

Me: "Internally, I also think that Clipper used to be more closed. Employees didn’t know how, 

for example, our business performance was but for the last seven years maybe, we’ve had 

these quarterly information meetings so there is an information flow from the management to 

the employees about how is the state of affairs, how are we doing, what does the market look 

like, what are there of larger company projects and so on. I have weekly meetings with my 

own manager so I feel very well informed myself. And I have quite good relationships with 

other people so I know quite a lot of things of what is going on. And I have also bi-weekly 

meetings with my team members in different constellations, so I try to inform them of what my 

day looks like and what’s going on at my desk. I get quite a lot of information and some of it I 

can’t always pass on, so I don't say everything".	  



	   COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL – MCO – 17/05/2016 
 ESBEN SJØNTOFT & LOUI DEFRIES 

	   	   	  
	  

63 

Anders: "There is of course stuff regarding bringing on new clients that if we are close to 

closing a client, it is not always beneficial that everyone knows because the client might not 

want everybody to know. But in general, everybody has insight to what clients do we have, 

how many clients do we have, what are they paying, what are their requests. We have an 

open inbox - everybody can read that inbox. Then there is the matter of information flow 

within Clipper. There we have our quarterly meetings where everybody is getting an update 

on what’s going on. At those information meetings, we share as much as possible". "And then 

I usually, once a month, I write an overall update email to everybody, just saying: “hi team, 

this is what we are doing, this is what we are looking at, this is what we expect to be doing 

the next month” and so on".	  

The CICS (Corporate Information and Communication System) exists, as mentioned earlier, 

at Clipper in the presence of their intranet and is used to keep the whole company informed 

about corporate decisions, developments, news etc. 	  

Kenneth: “[…] we have an intranet where there’s a lot of news posted on a daily basis. We 

get news from the bridge, which is an email sent out from executive management on ad hoc 

basis whenever something is important to share with the organization then we don’t wait 

until the next information meeting, we simply send out an email informing that: this is 

accomplished, this is going on". "In my own department, we of course have a shared mailbox 

where if any of us have information that is necessary for the rest of the department, we can 

send it in to the shared mailbox; “FYI, please read this”. Of course we also have 

communication very verbally, so even though we send it in to an email inbox, we also, in 99% 

of the cases discuss it verbally and make sure the other employees are aware that there is an 

email in the shared mailbox".	  

Me: "We have just in December implemented a new intranet, or, we call it a social 

communication platform […] we had a very old intranet before where me and part of my 

team members and some other people had editor rights, so that everything had to go through 

us to be published. That has actually changed quite dramatically because everybody can post 

all sorts of things at our new intranet called Clipper Bridge".	  

Anders: "In my department, we actually have an online system where all tasks are listed and 

everybody can see all the tasks that we have to do, if it is possible to list it". "In my specific 

department, we have this Microsoft product that is a task manager basically, where you list 

all the tasks". 	  
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Across the different departments, it is evident from the data that there is a free flow of 

information. In the survey, 82% feel that the information flow works optimally and 

additionally, 84% of the employees feel that the communication tools used at Clipper work 

efficiently. 

 

 

It is also evident that there is a free flow of ideas. This is backed up by the fact that Clipper's 

employees in Denmark scored "Manager welcomes new ideas" at 8,4 of 10, in their own 

organizational survey from 2015. (See the figure below). 

	  

Kenneth: "We then have quarterly information meetings for the entire Clipper Group, which 

is verbally for all Copenhagen based employees and then it’s recorded and shown to all the 

foreign staff, where of course it’s executive management that gives an update on current state 

of affairs and also we try every time to have some other information that is shared; that could 

be legal department giving more information on a project they are working on. It could be a 

more detailed market update from our chartering department. So we both have a general 
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update on state of affairs and then go in to a little bit more depth on something that might 

have caught the organizations attention during the last quarter".	  

In terms of organizational silence, it has already been established how Clipper encourages its 

employees to speak their mind, share their opinions and raise their hand if they disagree. As 

described by Morrison and Milliken, the two most common reasons for employees not to 

speak their mind, is 1) "the perception that managers fear negative feedback from their 

employees and they strongly try to avoid being seen as threatened, vulnerable and 

incompetent" and 2) "the view that managers always know best and are most aware of the 

organization’s best interests and the basic assumption among employees is that they simply 

do not know enough about the organization to make an actual contribution".	  

Based on the answers given by Kenneth, Me and Anders, this doesn't seem to apply for 

Clipper. Of course managers posses more information but that does not necessarily mean that 

the employees don't know enough.	  

Consequently, it would seem that Clipper leans closer towards having an open 

communication climate, as opposed to being closed. Consider the following comments on 

mistakes and negative feedback.	  

Me: "There have maybe been examples of conversations between employees and managers 

where the employee did not wish to admit to an error and where the manager maybe was not 

so easy to come to with if you were in doubt of something". "To me it is very important that 

risks or mistakes are not hidden […] If we can create a feedback culture, we make negative 

feedback less dramatic".	  

Kenneth: "Across the entire organization, people know on an individual point whenever 

they’ve fucked up. We deliver the message down to the individual employees […] The 

mentality of shipping, at least if we look at our commercial departments, is a very, very 

competitive mentality. It’s a very, very cut-the-crap-no-bullshit mentality, so for instance, the 

head of our chartering department, he said that on management level, he had the easiest job 

in the entire Clipper organization because he doesn't have to deliver hard messages. His 

employees they know when they fuck up and they are really hard on themselves and they are 

also hard on each other. If you and I were colleagues and you fucked up, I wouldn’t wait for 

the manager to say it to you; I would say it directly to you".	  
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Anders: "There’s no black book, there’s no hammer in the face or anything like that. That 

doesn’t work. It’s not productive and it’s old school". "We do very direct feedback. We never 

put it in the book and then five weeks later come and say, “by the way, at that meeting you 

did this and this and I don’t think that’s a proper way to handle that situation”. You always 

do it straight after. That gives an open feedback loop. And I get it the same way. They come 

to me and say: “You said that at the meeting and that was not true” or “ thought that was my 

job to take that” and that’s fine. No hard feelings".	  

Although Me mentions that there may have been situations where a manager wasn't 

particularly easy to approach, and Kenneth describes a certain department quite specifically, 

they all seem to be on the same page when it comes to mistakes and negative feedback. This 

is most convincingly supported by the results in the survey where 94% feel that they are 

comfortable with relaying bad news/negative information to their superior.	  

 

Conclusively, it can be said that obviously communication between managers and employees 

takes place with the first possessing more information than the latter. As an aid for this, 

systems also exist within and across the departments with the aim of keeping the whole 

company informed and up-to-date, thus allowing a free flow of information. Organizational 

silence doesn't seem to be present and consequently, an open communication climate exists 

that allows and promotes direct feedback and openness towards mistakes.	  

4.1.2.5 Answering sub-question 2: 
 

The answer to sub-question 2 is an elegant mix of all the abovementioned. First of all, the 

findings when applying frameworks from traditional work design point to the fact that the 

structures in Clipper consist of a low level of formality with the relationship between 

manager and employee being rather flexible. Furthermore, the integration to Clipper is in 
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itself unstructured but there is still a common understanding between employees and 

management, when it comes to creative freedom, information sharing, risk taking and 

learning from past mistakes.	  

Secondly, much of the daily work life in Clipper also seems to be relatively unstructured with 

hierarchy playing only a small part, since new ideas can originate from almost all 

departments throughout the company. Still, responsibility remains at the hands of the 

managers even though they have the authority to let their employees make their own 

decisions.	  

Thirdly, Clipper is also less bureaucratically structured than one might expect from a 

shipping company, which can partially be explained by its medium size but perhaps also the 

conditions of the industry, where companies must be ready to change their strategies and 

ambitions.	  

Fourth and finally, the different types of structures mentioned above allow Clipper's internal 

communication to flow rather freely. One of the ways in which this occurs is through the 

various systems used to keep employees updated and informed. This is also a result of the 

lack of organizational silence and an open communication climate encouraging feedback and 

learning from mistakes.	  

4.2 The culture of Clipper: 
 

Having established the innovation and structures of Clipper, we now turn to the culture of 

Clipper. Eventually, we want to be able to determine the link between the structures and the 

innovation. However, in order to do that, we must first decipher the culture. In order to do 

this we will be applying Schein's three-level framework and his theory on macro-cultures. 	  

4.2.1 Three-level framework: 
 

According to Schein, any organizational culture consists of three levels: 1) Artefacts, 2) 

espoused values & 3) underlying assumptions. Each will now be applied individually and 

will thereby assist in decoding the existing culture at Clipper.	  
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4.2.1.1 Artefacts & observations:  
 

The following descriptions are based on our experiences over three excursions to the Clipper 

House at Sundkrogsgade 19, 2100 Copenhagen Ø.	  

We start in the reception, which is furnished like a classic foyer with a reception desk where 

1-2 receptionists are located. For waiting guests, customers, etc., there are four comfortable 

chairs surrounding a round table, upon which business related magazines and newspapers are 

available. Additionally, the reception is decorated with models of two of Clipper's ships plus 

two plants.	  

As we turn left and walk up the stairs, we enter the centre of the building, which is designed 

arena style with free space from the floor directly to the roof. The four floors of the building 

are arranged around the free space, giving the impression that there is a lot of room to think.	  

The actual floors consist of both shared- and open offices in a bullpen layout, resulting in a 

clear overview of all the floors. This design allowed us to observe a meeting taking place 

across the floor, in which several people were sitting in what looked like a very informal 

circle.	  

Both the interior and the facade of the building are made of glass. This includes the doors and 

wall between the offices and hallways. A large portion of the glass separating the offices and 

hallways is sandblasted, but it is still so that you can always see who is in there.	  

Just like in the reception, the floors are decorated with models of various Clipper vessels and 

plants, adding a green touch to the floors.	  

In terms of dress code, we approached Clipper with the expectation that it would be a 

company highly influenced by a conservative and classic business attire. We expected the 

general stereotype, i.e. that the men would be wearing suits and tie and the women pants suits. 

This was partially confirmed by the fact that both Kenneth and Anders wore a combination of 

shirts, tie and a blazer while Me on the other hand, was more casually dressed. According to 

her, Clipper used to have a more formal/strict dress code, but this has changed over the years. 

"There was a dress code and I’ve tried, when I had the opportunity, to sort of shorten that 

dress code to the very, very minimum level of business attire".	  
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These observations tell the same story as Clipper's values. Although it is obvious that Clipper 

operates within an industry of rich heritage and traditions, which is visible by the many 

model ships and the very stylish interior decoration, the open office environment and the 

dress code back up several claims from our subjects and results from the survey of an 

informal atmosphere and mentality. 	  

4.2.1.2 Espoused values: 
 

It is clear that one of their espoused values is "being innovative". Obviously this is written on 

their website and on the back of their business cards as one of their four values, but it is also 

something that is evident throughout the interviews. In all of the departments where our 

subjects worked, each day, a certain amount of time was allocated for brainstorming, idea 

evaluation or idea sharing, as the following quotes indicate. 	  

Kenneth: "Really, brain storming, chaos", "That whenever employees sort of think out of the 

box, do something that lives up to one of Clipper’s core values, where innovative is one of 

them, people get praised for that". 	  

Me: "There is no structure or person who sits with ideas […] it is through a mix of daily work 

and dialogue". 	  

Anders: "In COACH, often through meetings where we sit and discuss. We have an analysis, 

we sit and look at it, then we say it could be fun to test this or try and do this, that’s small 

innovation, as I call it, because that’s basically playing around with data you already have, 

twisting and turning it in another way and you might find something new". 	  

Even though "Innovative" is one of Clipper's four core values, Me doesn't think they live up 

to it and 33% of the respondents state that they do not think that Clipper is an innovative 

company.  
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Also every free comment, albeit only four, is about how Clipper is not innovative - "Not as 

innovative as we used to be and not as much as we would like to be", "Perhaps - pending on 

you define innovative and innovation".	  

This can either be because there is no common understanding about what innovation means 

for Clipper, or it means that it doesn't make sense for Clipper to have "innovative" as one of 

their core values. Maybe "Creative" would be better suited than innovative, that is if 

innovation is understood in the classical sense, as in companies like IDEO or Apple, however 

this is not an official recommendation.	  

We will now (based on our survey results) look at whether the employees of Clipper mention 

the company values when choosing three words about the company culture (and thereby 

indicating whether the values are agreed with) or if completely different words are mentioned, 

thus suggesting that the company values merely are espoused values, as defined by Schein.	  

Of the 31 people who chose to mention three words about Clipper, it is interesting to see how 

the company values are represented. One quarter chose the word hands-on but only two 

people chose innovative and dynamic, respectively. Three people chose dependable 

demonstrating a significant difference in the embracement of the four values.	  

In contrast, words like formal, conservative, hierarchy, change adverse, top down 

management and lacking information flow, which could be categorized as being opposite of 

the official values, feature six times in total. Additionally, all these words are in complete 

disagreement with the views expressed by Kenneth, Me and Anders who all downplay the 

presence of formality, conservatism, hierarchy and top down management in Clipper.	  

In summation, it is fair to say that a definite degree of inconsistency is present between 

official values and the perceived values. For a full overview of all the words mentioned, see 

appendix 4.	  

Despite Clipper's four values (dynamic, dependable, innovative & hands-on) being listed not 

only on the company website but also on the back of all Clipper employees' business cards, it 

is worth noting that when asked to mention three words about the culture of Clipper, Kenneth 

doesn't mention one of those four words. Instead, he chooses informal, fast and competitive. 

Especially informal and competitive corresponds well with his comments and apparent 

eagerness to underline that Clipper is a very, very informal company, and the fact that he 

talks about how competitive the chartering department is.	  
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Me also choses the word fast, which corresponds well with the general assumption that fast 

responses are necessary in the shipping industry, as was also mentioned in the introduction. 

In addition, Me choses the word hands-on, which is actually one of Clipper's official values.	  

Lastly, Anders begins to mention two of the four company values (innovative & hands-on), 

before pointing to the fact that the values are listed on the back of his business card. Though 

when inquired as to whether he agrees with these values, he replies "I do".	  

Even though Me doesn’t seem to think that Clipper lives up to the value of being innovative, 

Kenneth and Anders seem to agree on what innovation means. Both connect innovation at 

Clipper with product related items; Kenneth ties it with performance and "squeezing that 

extra dollar out of the market" and Anders connects it with providing a new, profitable, 

service to the client. 	  

Kenneth: "To always sort of strive for improvement in every aspect. For me, at least in 

Clipper, that’s innovation […] But we can try to tweak our operational set-up every single 

day. We can try to tweak our internal reporting on getting better business intelligence, tweak 

our relationships with our counterparts, to get the last dollar out of the market" 	  

Me: "One of our values is being innovative […] I have never really thought that we quite 

lived up to that value […] There’s more talk about the market, about efficiency, about fast 

decision-making, flexibility, flexible business models" - the exact thing that Kenneth sees as 

innovation. Me's views on what innovation is: "we discussed innovation in our industry, 3D 

printing, unmanned vessels and so on, which interests me a lot".  	  

Anders: "In the context of Clipper, I think it is developing a new offer for a client, which is 

profitable, I would say, that is innovation. In terms of the COACH team, it is the same but we 

have the privilege to be able to think a little more out of the box because we have stand-alone 

product that we can actually twist and turn the way we want it […] we have the privilege, it is 

software and you can always go in many directions with a piece of software". Note that he 

sees this as a contrast to Clipper.    	  

The following are the espoused values that we can detect through our interviews and our 

survey.	  

There is a short power distance within Clipper.	  

Me: "So I don’t think the power distance is very big, I think it is short". 	  
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"For example the two receptionists they have a team leader and I’m her boss, but our CFO 

and our chairman of the board know the receptionists and they can call and ask something, 

so I don’t think that the distance is very big".	  

Clipper is very informal.	  

With 72% in the survey answering that they disagreed to a certain extent, disagreed or 

completely disagreed that there was a high level of formality in their department plus the 

replies in our interviews below, Clipper gives the impression of not being quite as formal as 

we had expected.	  

Me: "Quite low". "When I started in Clipper four years ago, I did myself find Clipper quite a 

formal company. […] our chairman, Frank Jensen, in his heart is not a very formal man and 

a funny thing in this company is that when there is a board of directors meeting, people 

always dress down".	  

Anders: "We are very informal. So cultural wise, we joke a lot with each other and go out 

and have fun, so in terms of that it’s very loose. […] a very informal structure".	  

There is a smooth information flow within Clipper.	  

In the survey it seems that by far most employees think that the information flow is smooth, 

with 82% being on the positive side of "I feel that information flow at my department works 

optimally" and 84% being on the positive side of "In my opinion the communication tools 

work efficiently".	  

This is supported by Me: "I feel very well informed myself. And I have quite good 

relationships with other people so I know quite a lot of things of what is going on. And I have 

also bi-weekly meetings with my team members in different constellations, so I try to inform 

them of what my day looks like and what’s going on at my desk".	  

Anders: "Information wise, everybody is in the loop".	  

However, this is somewhat in contrast to the 66% who were in agreement to some degree 

with the statement "I often experience communication problems between my department and 

others". 
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This is interesting as it implies that the value of having a smooth information flow, which 

may very well be the reason for their open communication climate, appears to be espoused. 

This notion is strengthened by the fact that none of the managers told us about any real 

communication problems but merely accounted for some practical inconveniences. This 

would suggest that they in fact either don't want to talk about communication problems or 

that because of their job position, they on a daily basis simply don't deal with that many 

communication problems, which is in direct contrast to having a smooth information flow. 

This operates under the assumption that the survey results, in this specific case, are more 

accurate than the results obtained in the interviews.	  

4.2.1.3 Underlying assumptions:  
 

The following statements, which are underlined, are approximations, based on analysis, of 

what the basic underlying assumptions of Clipper would look like.	  

Kenneth: "So there’s a lot of discussion and a lot of brainstorming and everyone chips in 

equally to that discussion […] and that happens a lot… that everyone says their opinion on 

topics". 	  

Me: "Internally, I also think that Clipper used to be more closed. Employees didn’t know how, 

for example, our business performance was"	  

Anders: "So we are very open to ideas; we have two students who work with us and we 

constantly have students involved so we always have a link to the academic environment" 

"Basically, everybody has the same voting rights within the team. That’s how it’s supposed to 

work". "I experience is that if you keep people in the dark, they won’t be able to react at a 

correct point in time. So I’d rather have that my team knows everything cause then they’ll be 
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able to manoeuvre in that environment. That’s also the Clipper way of doing it".   - If ideas 

have to travel through many links or layers, then they will lose their essence/relevance/value. 	  

Based on this we can sum up one underlying assumption as: Ideas should be shared freely. 	  

Me: "If we can create a feedback culture, we make negative feedback less dramatic". 	  

Anders: "There’s no black book, there’s no hammer in the face or anything like that. That 

doesn’t work. It’s not productive and it’s old school". 	  

This we take to mean that Feedback should always be constructive can be considered an 

underlying assumption.  	  

Kenneth: "Then we tried. Everyone bought in to the idea and then we tried and we’ll just 

adjust accordingly". 	  

Anders: "I haven’t experienced an idea that wouldn’t work because maybe we didn’t 

implement it, but we got smarter".	  

We can, as a minimum, always learn from an idea is the third proposed underlying 

assumption, which is based on above quotes.	  

You can, and need to trust your employees is a fourth underlying assumption, which is 

detectable in the following quotes: Kenneth: "At a very, very high level we have a very, very 

strong faith and trust in our employees".	  

Anders: "I report to the CEO and he trusts what we are doing […] I haven’t gotten a no yet".	  

Regarding the subject of a "feedback culture", another thing that supports the notion that 

there is an underlying assumption about how to treat negative results, is the fact that 94% of 

the respondents declared that they feel comfortable with relaying negative results to their 

superior.	  

Oppositely, positive results are generally perceived to be acknowledged, with 81% of the 

survey participants saying that they receive adequate appraisal for their performances.  
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This corresponds with Kenneth's comment on how new ideas arise: "It is something that we 

encourage all employees to do and something that we honour also publically. That whenever 

employees sort of think out of the box, do something that lives up to one of Clipper’s core 

values, where innovative is one of them, people get praised for that".	  

Kenneth: "That my final say is not necessarily the right one. We have a conversation where 

it’s ok to shout out if you don’t agree with what your manager says and sometimes that gets 

changed" - hierarchy does not equate to trustworthiness or authority in it self. It is rather tied 

to responsibility. 

It should be noted that the underlying assumptions that we extract from the quotes above, are 

also a product of the espoused values and observations.	  
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4.2.2 Culture familiarity: 
 

In order to determine how the organizational structure and innovation is related to the culture 

of Clipper, it is first necessary to establish if there is a consensus within Clipper in regards to 

its culture.	  

Among our interviewees, Kenneth believes that there is an overall culture at Clipper and that 

he is familiar with it, but he also acknowledges that there are different cultures between 

departments within Clipper. “I know how the culture is in, at least the departments that I 

work with on a regular basis. Of course there might be different cultures, if we take legal for 

instance, that’s definitely a different culture than the commercial part of the business and 

also a different culture than in my area of work. […] I know that there is a difference. But 

overall, I think that Clipper has really accomplished to have one culture for the entire 

business and then of course variations due to the kind of work they do in this department then 

they have a different mind-set than that department, but overall it is very, very open, flat, 

creative, entrepreneurial culture that runs through Clipper”.	  

Me also addresses the differences between departments but she also takes a more general and 

macro-cultural approach. “I feel that I know the Copenhagen office quite well and I am aware 

of differences from team to team. I also have the perception of the other offices but I don’t 

know the culture in the Columbia office for example. I have never been there”.	  

Anders’ comments are both on the macro-cultural aspect and (according to Schein) on the 

espoused values. “I am aware of the top layer. I wouldn’t know the culture in Singapore’s 

operations department but in terms of Clipper as a whole, there is a common ground of what 

we would like to be and what we aspire to be”. In other words, what Clipper would like to be 

and what they aspire to be is not necessarily 100% the same.	  

Overall, all three of them believe that they are familiar with the culture of Clipper and while 

this could be due to the fact that they all are in managerial positions, the results in our survey 

point in the same direction where 78% feel that they are completely familiar with the culture 

of Clipper. Based on this and returning to the concepts on weak and strong culture presented 

earlier, it can be determined that Clipper has a strong culture. This is further supported by 

Kenneth: "If we go down to sort of the core mentality, [...] I think it’s really embedded that 
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the Clipper organization […] is a very flat structure, and people open their mouth if they 

don’t agree […] It is really what we try to accomplish".	  

4.3 Answer to research question: 
 

As for an answer to our research question, we will break it up into two parts. First, we will 

assess how the structure affects the innovation. Secondly, we will tie that to the culture, or 

more specifically, the underlying assumptions of Clipper. 	  

We have established what types of innovation are going on and what structures are detectable.  

One of the strong points made by our interviewees was the lack of formality. As per our 

theoretical section on formal vs. informal, this is strongly related to the structure of the 

organization, for example in the form of short power distance. It is clear from our analysis 

that this informal structure is directly related to the free flow of information and ideas. The 

free flow of ideas is one of the components of keeping management in the loop regarding 

innovation, and this is one way in which the structure of Clipper affects their innovation 

endeavours. 	  

Another point that seemed to be prevalent across the three departments of our interviewees 

was the unstructured and ad hoc nature of the common workday. This was framed as being 

directly tied to idea creation, in the sense that the lack of a structured schedule made time for 

sporadic brainstorming, discussions and thinking sessions. In this way we can claim that this 

type of work design, which falls under the larger category of structure, affects the frequency 

of idea creation and thereby innovation propensity.	  

Additionally, the degree of flexibility in terms of specific roles means that ideas not only can 

come from anywhere but it is actually expected that ideas do come from anyone. This is an 

example of how the work design of Clipper affects the potential for innovation.	  

In terms of communication, which can be regarded as an artefact of the structure, there 

appears to be no formal setting in terms of sharing information and making inquiries. 

Employees are allowed to skip the various links in the hierarchy and don't have to follow any 

specific structures when they have a question or an idea. Obviously top-management is more 

informed than their employees but there seems to be a general tendency towards information 

sharing. This is further emphasized by the many types of meetings and the frequency of these, 
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in which the employees are informed about the current state of affairs. These phenomena are 

paramount in keeping management in the loop regarding innovation.	  

Superficially speaking, there is a very open office environment where meetings take place 

overtly, and this seems to be an important part of the Clipper culture in terms of sharing ideas 

and keeping the communication open.	  

Having established how the present structures at Clipper influence and affect their potential 

and propensity to innovate, we now turn to their culture to try to find the explanations for 

why these are the structures of Clipper.	  

In our analysis, we applied Schein's three-level framework. We accounted for the visible 

elements of their organization and their artefacts through observations and some of the survey 

data. In this we found that the surface layer and the visual components tell the story of a 

classic and formal environment. This is viewed in the light of the dress code, interior 

decorations and architecture.	  

We also determined the espoused values of Clipper: What they say on their website, their 

official values and what our interview subjects proclaimed. We found that these values were, 

in addition to the official values, "There is a short power distance within Clipper", "Clipper 

is very informal" and "There is a smooth information flow within Clipper". This is based on 

sentiments expressed in the interview and trends spotted in the survey data.	  

Lastly, we were able to decipher the underlying assumptions that are the foundations of these 

observed phenomena and indeed the structures of Clipper. These were: "Ideas should be 

shared freely", "Feedback should always be constructive", "We can, as a minimum, always 

learn from an idea" and "You can, and need to trust your employees".	  

These underlying assumptions and values of Clipper, which may be dubbed the "mentality", 

are the determinants of the structures that we discovered. It is these things that manifest 

themselves in all corners of work life at Clipper. They have designed their work according to 

these underlying assumptions. For instance, with one of the underlying assumptions being 

"Ideas should be shared freely", it makes sense that they would employ an open office 

environment. The same underlying assumption makes it logical that they practice a relatively 

flat structure. Having "Feedback should always be constructive" as an underlying assumption, 

explains the feedback structure and ad hoc communication flow i. e. the fact that criticism is 

taken care of immediately. Their work design is characterized by freedom and autonomy and 
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decentralized decision-making. This can be traced back to the underlying assumption that 

"You can, and need to trust your employees". 	  

Thus far we have seen how the underlying assumptions result in specific structures that then 

enable innovation. But there is also a case of how an underlying assumption influences 

innovation "directly". 	  

An example of how the underlying assumptions of Clipper directly affect innovation without 

having to "go through" specific structures, i.e. indirectly, is the attitude towards "failed" 

attempts at innovation and ideas that didn't work. This attitude, which is that "We can, as a 

minimum, always learn from an idea", encourages a general willingness to try to innovate 

and exercise creative thinking while removing a fear of suggesting ideas.	  

5. Discussion: 
 

The following paragraphs will go into more detail about some overall thoughts, comments 

and concerns regarding our thesis that we have not touched upon so far. First, we start by 

taking a critical view of the literature that we applied. 	  

Secondly, we address some of the inevitable limitations that accompany a project of this scale. 

In this, we embody our original thoughts and intuitive reactions to some of the answers given 

in the interviews and look at the integrity of the data collected in our survey, in the respect 

that we have no control or knowledge of the respondent's interpretation of various phrases. 	  

Thirdly, we investigate potential questions for further study and how such questions could 

have been addressed, if the time span and scope of this thesis had been larger. Fourth and 

finally, we present comments to Clipper and suggestions to other companies based on our 

findings.	  

5.1 Criticism of literature: 
 

To begin with, we found the amount of literature (or lack of) surprisingly little and based on 

our research question and recurring themes (structure, culture and innovation), we had 

expected a vaster amount of literature. For us, this was especially unexpected since the topics 

just mentioned, hardly are niches within the academic- and business world.	  



	   COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL – MCO – 17/05/2016 
 ESBEN SJØNTOFT & LOUI DEFRIES 

	   	   	  
	  

80 

The literature that we did manage to find, were the articles Innovation or imitation? The role 

of organizational culture by Naranjo-Valencia et al. and Building organizational culture that 

stimulates creativity and innovation by Martins & Terblanche. 	  

The first revolves around how a company can pursue either an imitation strategy or 

innovation strategy when it comes to new ideas or updating their products or business model. 

Imitation strategy means to get inspired or outright copy the paths of other companies and 

innovation strategy means to be at the forefront of your particular industry and doing the 

innovation yourself. They arrive at the conclusion that companies who pursue imitation 

strategies are predominantly hierarchical and conservative organizations and the companies 

that are flat and informal who belong to the ad hoc type in the Quinn-Cameron typology, are 

more prone to be leading an innovation strategy.	  

Article number two looks at the relationship between creativity and innovation within 

organizations and how this is influenced by culture. The concepts of creativity and innovation 

are defined and whether they are natural attributes of the company. Whether they are or aren't 

depends (according to Martins & Terblanche) on the structure of the company. If it is flat, it 

encourages innovation and if it is centralized, innovation will be inhibited. In the companies 

where innovation and creativity flourishes, it is often a result of certain support mechanisms 

that creates a work environment where creative behaviour is rewarded. 	  

In the light of these two articles, we found it questionable to regard the subject of culture and 

innovation & creativity as an either/or matter. We set out to investigate if this was really the 

case or if interaction between innovation/creativity and culture was less black and white.	  

Innovation cannot be treated as either/or because there are many ways in which a company 

can be innovative. This is explained in our theoretical framework section on innovation and is 

further elaborated in the answer to sub-question 1. Furthermore, it is in these two articles 

portrayed as innovation being the constant and culture the variable; a company can have one 

of many cultures but they are either innovative or not. Obviously this is also doubtable, given 

our account for why "innovative" is better framed as a grey-scale, or perhaps even 

typologically, rather than in a binary fashion. 	  

Regarding cultures, these articles seem to treat companies as having only one culture and 

then that determines their innovative degree. But once again we would like to contest the 

notion that a company can be said to have one culture.	  
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This seems to be the case in Clipper, who as a global and medium sized company of course 

contains fixed structures and multiple cultures but still manages to be innovative in specific 

areas.	  

One example of this is COACH, where a unique culture exists and where much of their work 

is to constantly be creative and innovative. The COACH department can certainly be 

regarded as having their own sub-culture; Anders points out how they all have similar 

educational backgrounds, which is one of the characteristics of a sub-culture. "There’s 

nobody in my team who hasn’t been through a five-year master study"	  

Another example is Clipper's offices around the world (including India) where the culture 

obviously is different due to the geographical distance but where ideas are still promoted and 

shared.	  

5.2 Limitations: 
 

In any academic undertaking, research work or scholarly study, there will inevitably be 

several limitations that inhibit the scope and integrity of the result. As a researcher, you are 

forced to ask and answer questions like: Can our data be trusted? Is our analytical method 

without flaws?	  

In the following, we will treat the factors that limit this assignment by answering the 

questions posed above and commenting on obstacles of a practical nature, such as the amount 

of time given to write the thesis and number of people taking part in our survey, etc.	  

First we will discuss the quality of the data from our interviews and thereafter the data from 

the survey.	  

5.2.1 Integrity of interview data: 
 

One of the parameters of interview data quality is how the subjects interpret the questions. 

Below we will account for some examples of how different interpretations of our questions 

limited the usability of the answers. The following section is meant as a more general 

analysis of the answers we received during our interviews with Kenneth, Me and Anders. 

More specifically, we will attempt to read between the lines of the given answers in order to 
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ascertain if the three interviewees either interpreted the questions differently or even 

misinterpreted them.	  

In relation to the question on Clipper's communication problems, the answers given in our 

interviews are of a practical character. This is an example of compromised data integrity.	  

As mentioned in the section "Espoused values", there is a mismatch between the survey 

responses on communication problems and our interviewees’ responses/interpretation of the 

question. The numbers in our survey indicate that over half of the respondents feel that there 

are communication problems between the various departments. This is interesting when 

examining the answers given by Kenneth, Me and Anders.	  

Kenneth: "And a lot of the miscommunication is probably down to perception, that… “Ok, 

what’s going on?” “We don’t know because the door is closed” and if we had a more closed 

office environment, people wouldn’t know that anything was going on because they wouldn’t 

be able to see it. And that’s really the downside of this open office environment; that 

whenever you see a closed door and certain employees sitting in there, then you begin 

making your own stories: “what’s going on?” – and sometimes it tends to travel… that 

perception".	  

It can certainly be discussed whether this is actually a communication problem as such or a 

question of rumour spreading.	  

Me: "I think the most common that I experience are, as I experienced with a very close 

colleague a few days ago, if mails are written too fast, so mails will sometimes be 

misunderstood but I mean, it can be solved and then we write let’s talk tomorrow. I also had 

some Skyping with a colleague yesterday in writing and then he just wrote, “I’ll just drop 

down and talk to you” and then he came down and we talked".	  

Here, it seems to be a question of an actual communication problem yet in the same sentence, 

Me actually gives the answer to the "problem".	  

Anders: "Within my own department, the main barrier actually, is a cultural barrier where 

you have a team in India and a team in Copenhagen. I can give you a very short example: If 

you ask one of the guys out there: “Have you been to Denmark?” They will say: “Yes, but 

not yet”. You don’t say no. That’s just a common cultural thing; you don’t say no in India 

and in Denmark we are very direct and speak very openly with each other. And if you ask a 
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person out there, can you be done by four o’clock, they will say yes, but if you ask them: 

when do you think you will be able to be done, they will say two weeks from now. They will 

do all in their power to be done by four o’clock but it won’t be possible. But they’ll do 

everything they can and they will throw all other things aside, even though some things were 

more important".	  

"Within the Clipper group, I think the biggest challenges are between front and back office. A 

chartering guy sitting and fixing vessels vs. a person sitting deep inside the finance 

department and not having knowledge regarding chartering, it’s difficult to find a common 

language when two people like that speak to each other".	  

Although it originates in national culture, the first is an example of an actual communication 

problem between two departments and something to which there is no concrete answer, but 

more a question of keeping a specific mind-set when dealing with, in this case, colleagues in 

India. The same goes for the second example, which takes place within in the Clipper House.	  

This is a case of compromised data, as it is fair to imagine that the nature of these responses 

can be due to an interpretation of the question, which is "out of synch" with what we intended 

to find out.	  

Another example is the question and subsequent answers to, "In your own words, please 

describe who Clipper is", where both Kenneth and Me choose to talk about what Clipper 

actually does instead of saying something about its identity and values. They both take a 

rather pragmatic and practical approach to the question and less in-depth, which could be an 

indication that the company values are not 100% enacted or adopted.	  

Quite oppositely however, Kenneth takes a much more interpretive and analysing approach to 

the question “What is your view on the hierarchy in your department and how does it affect 

your day-to-day work”, where he moves on to talking about how Clipper absolutely isn't like 

the general perception in terms of structure, hierarchy and formality. Additionally, he is 

already touching upon the "movement" of ideas and structure, before we inquired about those 

things specifically.	  

"Of course I also hear sort of the general assumption that shipping is a very conservative 

business, it’s a very sort of hierarchic business with many layers of management, very far 

from top to bottom and a very sort of conservative approach. Clipper is very, very different to 
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that". This is a literal exemplification of the pitfall explained on page 38, which goes to show 

that even though one tries to anticipate it, these situations can still occur.	  

Yet another example of how a misinterpretation leads to an answer, an thereby a piece of data 

being less useful, is when Kenneth gave his answer to the question “To what degree do you 

feel that your job position influences your innovative/creative contribution to the company”. 

He answers in a fashion that leads us to believe that he interprets job position as job 

description, whereas we meant place in hierarchy.	  

"If we talk finance & accounting, then usually creativity is not the buzzword in accounting. 

You don’t want to be creative in book keeping. The only exceptions for that is business 

controlling. That’s where you can brainstorm and play with scenarios and business cases and 

business models. In all other departments in finance & accounting, you are not really 

creative. You have an accounting guideline, a pretty firm set of guidelines that you have to 

operate within. As long as you keep within those guidelines then you can of course do what 

you want to. But, say in the commercial part of Clipper then, of course there’s an overall 

strategy for the company and there are of course certain guidelines that you can’t do that and 

you can do that, but as long as you keep within those boundaries, then every employee has a 

very, very high degree of freedom".	  

All this is not to say that our data is rendered useless, however it does subtract from the 

overall impact of the data, which is why we supplemented it with survey data, the quality of 

which we will now discuss.	  

5.2.2 Integrity of survey data: 
 

Originally, the idea and aspiration was to obtain at least fifty respondents in the survey in 

order for it to represent as comprehensive a picture of Clipper as possible. This seemed to be 

possible based on our conversations with our contact person Britt, whom expressed that we 

could expect approximately fifty participants in our survey.  

However, as already mentioned, only 31 people ended up completing the survey, thereby 

giving a less comprehensible overview. This should obviously also be taken into 

consideration when regarding the various numbers and percentages mentioned throughout the 

thesis. 
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This also means that we were not able to carry out the cross-departmental comparison based 

on survey data with any reasonable accuracy.	  

5.3 Questions for further study: 
 

This section looks at additional aspects relating to Clipper that could have been relevant and 

interesting to investigate, had the timeframe and scope of the thesis been larger.	  

5.3.1 Cultural barriers: 
 

Since Clipper is an international company with offices all around the world, it could be 

interesting to investigate much of the covered theory, data and literature in a global 

perspective.	  

For instance, Anders mentions a cultural challenge in relation to the communication between 

the office in Copenhagen and India. We imagine that this is not an isolated incident and could 

just as easily occur in similar or different forms between offices in Brazil, the United States 

of America, Singapore and Japan.	  

In the light of this, it would be relevant to apply various frameworks by Hofstede (for 

example power distance, high-context cultures vs. low-context, uncertainty avoidance, long-

term-orientation vs. short-term-orientation, etc.) to 1) establish cultural barriers and 2) how to 

handle such barriers.	  

5.3.2 Dimensions of innovation: 
 

Throughout this thesis we treat the questions of how Clipper's innovation is affected by either 

structure or culture. We also treat the notion of whether Clipper is innovative at all. However, 

something that remains to be answered is how innovative Clipper is, and to answer that we 

can use the following typology.	  

Many typologies of organizational culture exist, the one mentioned in the Jimenéz et al. 

article by Cameron and Quinn is just one of many. Most organizational typologies are based 

on assumptions about culture and authority. Another example is Harrison and Handy's four 

types from 1979: Power, achievement, role or support oriented (Schein 2010: 166). 	  
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However, few, if any, typologies are based on theory about innovation. Therefore, we 

propose the following typology that has 6 dimensions, which are scales that measure any 

organizations' innovative focus, willingness and ability. These dimensions are based on 

literature, especially the Tushman articles from the theoretical frameworks section. 	  

This typology is different than most, however. We argue that this typology can be applied to 

successfully determine the innovation propensity of both organizations as well as 

departments of the organization.	  

Dimensions of the "innovation propensity typology":	  

• Innovation is kept in the different departments vs. innovation is represented at the top.	  

• Ideas are shared freely vs. ideas have to travel through specified channels.	  

• Creativity is an integral part of everyday life vs. creativity is reserved for special 

occasions.	  

• The common workday is structured and predictable vs. planning takes place on a day-

to-day basis and ad hoc.	  

• Very rigid perceptions about what innovation is vs. innovation is a fluid concept that 

can be applied to all areas of the organization.	  

• Mostly internal innovation vs. mostly external innovation.	  

Given more time, one could apply this typology to Clipper and their departments based on the 

data presented in this thesis. Leading to the recommendations below, Clipper could apply this 

to determine more clearly the scope of how innovative they are.	  

5.4 Practical implications and notes to Clipper: 
 

In the light of our findings and answers presented in the analysis section, the following is 

suggestions and recommendations that can serve as advice for Clipper or other companies.	  

We suggest that even big organizations can benefit from structuring themselves like smaller, 

flatter companies in order to cultivate an innovative environment. Furthermore, innovation 

and being innovative as a company, is not reserved for tech-companies or advertising 

agencies and the like but is in fact beneficial for any type of company. In general, it would be 

recommendable to adjust one's view of what innovation is and what it means for a company 

to be innovative. We hope that the elaborations of the different dimensions of innovation can 



	   COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL – MCO – 17/05/2016 
 ESBEN SJØNTOFT & LOUI DEFRIES 

	   	   	  
	  

87 

serve as inspiration to pursue an "innovative" path for the company, something that may 

seem unbecoming or even detrimental, given a more narrow view of what innovation is. 	  

If a logistics company asks itself: "Should we focus on being more innovative?", the answer 

would be "no", if innovation is linked to creativity and brings associations to companies like 

Google and Apple. But the answer should be "yes", if one accepts that innovation can mean 

its own thing depending on the company in question; thus companies should analyse which 

type of innovation they would benefit from and then strive to implement structures which 

enables that innovation.	  

Finally, we come to the notion of risk, which was touched upon earlier when we analysed our 

interviewees' comments on risk aversion. We argue that when it comes to the mixture of 

creativity, innovation and risk, we believe that it is better to suggest any idea that one might 

have and risk getting a no, than keeping it to yourself, assuming you will get a no.	  

6. Conclusion: 
 

To recount sub-question 1, "What innovation is present at Clipper?”: The innovation present 

at Clipper is an equal share of product and process innovation and it is mostly internal. It is 

incremental and represented at the top and a little radical and external innovation is going on 

at COACH but this is in the minority.	  

Recounting sub-question 2, “What structures are detectable at Clipper?”: The structures 

detectable at Clipper are first and foremost generally flat with a low level of formality, a 

flexible relationship between employee and manager, and unstructured integration. Secondly, 

there is an unstructured daily work, a hierarchy playing a relatively small role, decentralized 

decision-making and delegated authority. Thirdly, Clipper is less bureaucratic than one might 

expect from a logistics company. Finally, there is a free flow of internal communication, little 

to no organizational silence and an open communication climate.	  

Returning to the research question stated in the introduction, "How does the organizational 

structure influence innovation at Clipper and how is this related to the culture of Clipper”, 

we conclude that the short power distance and informal environment enables the free flow of 

ideas. The lack of structure in the common workday allows for frequent brainstorming and 

time for discussions, which aides the frequency of idea creation. The flexibility within the 
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hierarchy ensures that no matter where in the organization that the ideas come from, they will 

still be heard. The practical manifestations of the structure, i.e. the open office environment is 

an important part of keeping the communication open and ideas continuously shared.	  

As for how this is related to culture, the underlying assumptions will always be the cause of 

observed phenomena and the structures of an organization. At Clipper we were able to 

identify four underlying assumptions; ideas should be shared freely, feedback should always 

be constructive, we can as minimum always learn from an idea and you can and need to trust 

your employees. These are each responsible for different elements of Clipper's 

abovementioned structure.	  

Despite of the limitations encountered, we feel that the results of our analysis are sound and 

thus the advice given is applicable for not only Clipper, but also for companies of similar size 

and in comparable industries. Ultimately, implementing a structure to nurture innovation 

shouldn't be reserved for companies whose main purpose it is to be innovative.	  

6.1 Acknowledgements: 
 

We would like to thank Clipper-Group, everyone who completed our survey and the 

following people; Emma Wahlberg, Britt Jørgensen, Kenneth Mollerup, Me Sophie 

Christensen and Anders Bruun for aiding and participating, without whom this thesis would 

not have been possible.	  

7. References: 
 

Benner, M. J. & Tushman, M. (2002): Process Management and Technological Innovation: 

A Longitudinal Study of the Photography and Paint Industries, Sage Publications, Inc. 

Cornell University, the United States of America.	  

Buchanan, David A. & Huczynski, Andrzej A. (2010): Organizational Behaviour, 7th edition, 

Pearson Education Ltd, Essex, United Kingdom.	  

Cornelissen, J (2011): Corporate Communication: A Guide to Theory and Practice. 3rd 

edition, SAGE Publications Ltd, London, United Kingdom.	  



	   COPENHAGEN BUSINESS SCHOOL – MCO – 17/05/2016 
 ESBEN SJØNTOFT & LOUI DEFRIES 

	   	   	  
	  

89 

Martins, E. C & Terblanche, F (2003): Building organizational culture that stimulates 

creativity and innovation. European Journal of Innovation Management, vol. 6, 1st issue, 

pages 64 – 74.	  

Naranjo-Valencia, J. C., Jiménez-Jiménez, D. & Sanz-Valle, R. (2011): Innovation or 

imitation? The role of organizational culture. Management Decision, vol. 49, 1st issue, pages 

55 – 72.	  

Nygaard, C. (2007): Samfundsvidenskabelige analysemetoder, 2nd edition, Forlaget 

Samfundslitteratur, Copenhagen, Denmark.	  

Schein, Edgar H. (2010) Organizational Culture and Leadership. 4th edition, Jossey-Bass, 
San Francisco, the United States of America. ISBN: 978-0- 470-19060- 9	  

Schilling, M. (2011): Strategic Management of Technological Innovation, 3rd edition, 

McGraw-Hill, Ryerson Limited, Canada.	  

Tushman, M. L., Smith, W. K. and Binns, A. (2011): The Ambidextrous CEO, Harvard 

Business Review, June issue. 

8. Appendices: 
 

The following three appendices are the transcripts of our interviews with Kenneth, Me and 

Anders. 

8.1. Appendix 1: 
KENNETH MOLLERUP  

BI & BUSINESS CONTROLLING 

Q: In your own words, please briefly describe who Clipper is and introduce your own 

department. 

K: Clipper is a ship owner/ship operator with approximately 30 years of background. A 

privately owned company, commercial headquarters out of Copenhagen, but offices and 

operation setups around the globe. Quite similar to all other shipping companies. Clipper’s 

primary focus is in dry bulk, mostly related to the smaller dry bulk segments, so not the cape-

size vessels but the small ones, which mostly transport agricultural products. Aside from that, 
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Clipper has investments in Danish ferries, owns 50% together with the Danish government, 

and a quite big investment in Irish cargo ferry business that transports trailers and containers 

over the Irish Sea on certain ferries for that – no passengers. And then on the side, very minor 

investments in cruise businesses and tanker business and some other really minor things.  

Myself… I’m head of business controlling and reporting. I’ve been with Clipper for 10 years, 

I’ve had various positions in Clipper; started in accounting, and the 5 years ago I switched to 

controlling and specialized in business controlling and business partnering, and where we are 

today we have a set-up where we are true business partners to the organization, so not only 

producing forecasts and budgets and simulations, but also assisting the commercial side of 

the business with doing their decisions and helping with market intelligence to be able to 

better run their side of the business.  

Q: What is your view on the hierarchy in your department and how does it affect your day-to-

day work. 

K: I think that… of course I also hear sort of the general assumption that shipping is a very 

conservative business, it’s a very sort of hierarchic business with many layers of management, 

very far from top to bottom and a very sort of conservative approach. Clipper is very, very 

different to that. Of course I can’t speak for our competitors, if it’s just a wrong perception of 

shipping as an industry or if it’s Clipper that’s really different on that side, but Clipper is 

privately owned. Clipper has, since the start-up in the 70’s, had a really entrepreneurial mind-

set, and also, because we are still today privately owned, the distance from top to bottom is 

very, very short. Of course we have different management layers and as an international 

company we have this sort of formal setup with executive management and then we have a 

senior vice president level and a vice president/director level and manager level. So of course 

we have a certain amount of layers but it’s a really, really flat structure. If I take myself as an 

example; I’m on sort of the junior management level. My boss is on vice president level and 

then on top of him we have our CFO. From a day to day work, I work as much directly with 

either the CEO or the CFO as I do with my own manager, and also across the different 

departments of the organization, work directly with senior vice president level… and really, 

that goes not only for sort of management level, but for the rest of the organization that if 

anyone has an idea or a comment to certain things in Clipper, you go directly to the person in 

charge whether it’s the CEO or your direct manager. You don’t have to follow a certain 

structure.  
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Q: So you would say that also carries over to your specific department? 

K: That also carries over to my specific department. At least I try to have a really, really flat 

structure. Of course at the end of the day, I’m ultimately in charge of what goes on in my 

department but I encourage both my employees and also my colleagues on management level 

to go directly to the person involved and not through me. So really, an informal flat structure. 

Even though we have these formal layers.  

Q: I think you’ve already kind of answered these next two questions.  

Q: Could you briefly explain a common workday in your position or department? 

K: The whole concept of, at least, what me and the staff in my department does, is that we 

really don’t have a structure in our workweek. Of course, we have certain deliverables we 

have to do on a monthly basis or yearly basis, but from day to day, really everything is 

thrown up in the air every morning, and that’s, I would say, 80 to 85% of our yearly work is 

ad hoc. That is of course also the mentality of the employees in my department including 

myself; that we work best under a little bit of chaos. If I had a job where I got in Monday 

morning and knew exactly what I had to do for the next five days, I wouldn’t have that job 

for a very long time. So I would say, a typical day, of course starts with me getting in in the 

morning, and usually there has been some mail correspondence during the night, simply also 

because we are a global operation so the time difference… so Asia has been up for 6 or 7 

hours once we get in the office and after we left the day before, the US was still open for 

another 5 to 6 hours. So there is a lot of catch-up on what has happened over the last 12-15 

hours and if we don’t right away get something new to go after, then we would start by 

digging around ourselves… looking into what kind of business has been made over the last 

couple of days. Is there any news from the market side? Are there any new reports on 

commodities? Are there any new reports on the supply side, on ships? So really, snooping 

around, often on our own in-house set-up but also in the industry in general, to get a better 

perception on what is going on out there. What are our competitors doing? Have they come 

out with anything interesting, that we can use?  

Q: How would you describe the information flow at Clipper and how would you describe the 

information flow within your department? 

K: Yeah of course when you have a formal structure, even though it’s informal, there’s 

always a certain degree of top down information that… I probably have a little bit more 
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information on everything than my employees do, and there’s of course certain information 

that I get for my ears only. There’s also certain information that I get first and then I am 

asked to pass it on to my employees, but there’s really also a very flat… my employees do 

this digging around and then we share it. At least in my department, we spend a lot of time 

talking, discussing theories, discussing decisions done in the past; why did we do that? What 

can we learn from that? What if the market goes like this? What if the market goes like that? 

What could be our approach on that? What are the pros and cons? So there’s a lot of 

discussion and a lot of brainstorming and everyone chips in equally to that discussion. Again, 

at the end of the day it’s my responsibility so of course I have a final say, but again, and 

that’s really part of the mentality in Clipper: That my final say is not necessarily the right one. 

We have a conversation where it’s ok to shout out if you don’t agree with what your manager 

says and sometimes that gets changed… yeah and that happens a lot… that everyone says 

their opinion on topics.  

Q: But would you say that your department, in terms of the information flow and the 

communication, is unique or very different from, say other departments, e.g. the departments 

that you have previously been in? Would you say that your department is “special” in that 

way? 

K: If we go down to sort of the core mentality, I don’t think it’s different. I think it’s really… 

embedded (unintelligible) that the Clipper organization is that… that it is a very flat structure, 

and people open their mouth if they don’t agree. And there are open discussions on 

everything and that’s not this top down management information flow. But of course, given 

the work that we do, in my department, we spend more time than the majority of, at least 

finance and accounting departments, discussing this and brainstorming. But sort of the 

basic… is the same in all departments. It is really what we try to accomplish.  

Q: On a daily basis, what are the most common communication problems (or other problems) 

between your department and others? 

K: The most common communication problem is actually that… if you look at the office, we 

have a very open office. And of course there are discussions and information that isn’t to be 

shared in an open office. So there are discussions going on behind closed doors, there are 

meetings going on behind closed doors. And a lot of the miscommunication is probably down 

to perception, that… “Ok, what’s going on?” “We don’t know because the door is closed” 

and if we had a more closed office environment, people wouldn’t know that anything was 
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going on because they wouldn’t be able to see it. And that’s really the downside of this open 

office environment; that whenever you see a closed door and certain employees sitting in 

there, then you begin making your own stories: “what’s going on?” – and sometimes it tends 

to travel… that perception. At least from a management level, we really, really try to channel 

down information to the lowest level of the organization to keep people informed. At a very, 

very high level we have a very, very strong faith and trust in our employees that they are able 

to keep information for themselves. And we try not to hide anything from our employees. Of 

course there is information that shouldn’t go down to employee level. But it’s… from a daily 

basis we try to be really, really open. But the perception is unfortunately a bit different and I 

think that’s mainly due to this open office environment.  

Q: What types of communication methods/tools do you use between departments within the 

company? 

K: In my own department, we of course have a shared mailbox where if any of us have 

information that is necessary for the rest of the department, we can send it in to the shared 

mailbox; “FYI, please read this”. Of course we also have communication very verbally, so 

even though we send it in to an email inbox, we also, in 99% of the cases discuss it verbally 

and make the other employees are aware that there is an email in the shared mailbox. More 

sort of overall accounting and finance level, we also communicate very verbally. And then 

verbally to both on management level and then the managers can decide how they want to 

communicate that down to their employees, whether it’s via email or verbally. We have bi-

weekly staff briefings where everyone chips in; what’s going on right now? What are we 

working on? Other general information for employees. 

Q: And those meetings are for all the departments? 

K: No, that’s only finance and accounting. We then have quarterly information meetings for 

the entire Clipper Group, which is verbally for all Copenhagen based employees and then it’s 

recorded and shown to all the foreign staff, where of course it’s executive management that 

gives an update on current state of affairs and also we try every time to have some other 

information that is shared; that could be legal department giving more information on a 

project they are working on. It could be a more detailed market update from our chartering 

department. So we both have a general update on state of affairs and then go in to a little bit 

more depth on something that might have caught the organizations attention during the last 

quarter. So a very verbal form of communication and we also get… we have an intranet 
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where there’s a lot of news posted on a daily basis. We get news from the bridge, which is an 

email sent out from executive management on ad hoc basis whenever something is important 

to share with the organization then we don’t wait until the next information meeting, we 

simply send out an email informing that: this is accomplished, this is going on.  

Q: At Clipper, what are your associations with innovation? 

K: At least my perception of innovation is to try, at least at the end of the day, to do what we 

always do day in and day out. We have done the same thing for the last 30 years or so and 

we’ll do the same thing for the next 20 years. But always trying to find new ways to find 

these tiny handles where you can turn just a little bit. To always sort of strive for 

improvement in every aspect. For me, at least in Clipper, that’s innovation. We can’t go out 

and make a new product or completely change the way we do shipping. But we can try to 

tweak our operational set-up every single day. We can try to tweak our internal reporting on 

getting better business intelligence, tweak our relationships with our counterparts, to get the 

last dollar out of the market, trying to be innovative on… of course Clipper also, at least in 

the past, had a pretty extensive new-building program. Right now we move more focused on 

operating the ships and not as focused on being a ship-owner, simply because it’s not the best 

time to be a ship-owner with the current state of the shipping market, so it’s more interesting, 

from a financial standpoint, to be an operator. But that’s also somewhere where you can be 

innovative on the ship design. Clipper has a strategy to be sort of one of the front-runners in 

the ships that we operate. We don’t want to use the 25 year-old, shitty vessel that is two 

weeks away from being scrapped in India. We want to use new ships, state-of-the-art, 

because we believe that that’s how we can also get that extra dollar out of the market by 

using state-of-the-art design. 

Q: Could you describe to us, how new ideas arise or are created? 

K: Really, brain storming, chaos. We don’t have an R&D department and we don’t have a 

structure where new ideas come from, or from certain employees or management level. It 

could be the individual charter, it could be a first year trainee that comes up with “why don’t 

we try to go after this cargo”, it could be an operator saying “okay, instead of using that way 

of loading or discharging the ship, why don’t we try to do this”. It is something that we 

encourage all employees to do and something that we honour also publically. That whenever 

employees sort of think out of the box, do something that lives up to one of Clipper’s core 

values, where innovative is one of them, people get praised for that. It could be… we had a 
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case a couple of years ago where we had to transport some, can’t remember what it was, but 

some certain cargo that in the past always gave us problems because of moist and always cost 

a lot of money after we transported this specific type of cargo, to clean the ship. And one of 

the operators came up with the idea that why don’t we spend, I think it was 1,500 kroner to 

install some certain kind of dehumidifier in the cargo room and that saved a couple of 

hundred-thousand dollars. It was just to go down to your local hardware shop and buy this 

and then install it in the ship, boom, that’s done. And that comes from every employee, also 

in finance & accounting; why don’t we try and do this. Everyone chips in. So chaos. 

Q: How is performance evaluated? 

K: Differently, of course, from department to department. Everyone gets their own set of 

goals every year, which every employee is measured on. Of course, if we talk finance & 

accounting, where my background is, then of course it’s more on process level that 

performance is evaluated. It’s all the monthly, yearly, daily deliverables; are they performed 

in due time, a certain quality, but also, do we have the most efficient set of processes. And of 

course, if we then take our chartering department, the sales persons, their performances are of 

course measured on bottom-line or revenue. Are they able to bring in revenue, are they able 

to perform above market levels. Everyone can perform market levels but are they able to 

knock the door in at new customers, new commodities and at the end of the day performing 

revenue above market levels. The same for operations which then covers the cost side; are we 

efficient in our cost set-up, do we have down to minimum degree late time on our ships, 

minimum days of loading and discharging and do we get a low as possible price from our 

suppliers. So, very different from department to department. 

Q: How are negative results reacted to and conveyed? 

K: Personal negative results or financial negative results? 

Q: Personal. 

K: Again, very different from department to department. I would say that, also because we 

have this very flat structure, very informal, then responsibility always runs upwards in the 

chain. So even though it might be a fuck-up of one of my employees, I of course am held 

responsible for that as well. Across the entire organization, people know on an individual 

point whenever they’ve fucked up. We deliver the message down to the individual employees 

but of course responsibility ends at the manager in charge at the end. Again, the mentality of 
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shipping, at least if we look at our commercial departments, is a very, very competitive 

mentality. It’s a very, very cut-the-crap-no-bullshit mentality, so for instance, the head of our 

chartering department, he said that on management level, he had the easiest job in the entire 

Clipper organization because he doesn't have to deliver hard messages. His employees they 

know when they fuck up and they are really hard on themselves and they are also hard on 

each other. If you and I were colleagues and you fucked up, I wouldn’t wait for the manager 

to say it to you; I would say it directly to you. And that’s a mentality that, at least for that part 

of the business is that they really need to being willing to cut off their left arm to get in front 

of line. It’s really competitive. So self-sustainable. 

Q: Can you comment on the level of risk aversion? 

K: We welcome risk. We of course monitor all risks. Shipping is a risk-oriented business, so I 

would say compared to many other businesses, we are very, very little risk-aversive. If we 

compare to other shipping companies, Clipper is definitely not the least risk-aversive 

company. We don’t bet the entire house on the market but we take risks but it’s always a 

well-calculated risk and a balanced risk compared to the rest of the group. So we don’t take 

stupid or unnecessary risks but we take risks. 

Q: And does that go as well for the sort of idea of new ideas; you mentioned that the 

dehumidifier… 

K: Yeah, yeah, if someone has a good idea and delivers a good presentation and there’s buy-

in and we don’t need to sort of do a test run in a closed environment for six months before 

going live, then we go live and sometimes it turns out brilliant and sometimes you don’t hit it. 

Q: And in that case where it might not turn out so good, how is that reacted to? 

K: Then we tried. Everyone bought in to the idea and then we tried and we’ll just adjust 

accordingly. 

Q: Do you feel that you have creative freedom in your job position? 

K: Very much. Again, as I said previously, 85% of our job is ad hoc and I have a very, very 

high degree to create my own work environment. There’s no one telling me, “you need to go 

that way”, “you need to do that”. If we feel that this is the right path to go down, then we’ll 

go down that path. And as long as we’re held responsible for the decisions that we make, then 

we can make our own decisions. 
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Q: To what degree do you feel that your job position influences your innovative/creative 

contribution to the company? 

K: Yes. If we talk finance & accounting, then usually creativity is not the buzzword in 

accounting. You don’t want to be creative in book keeping. The only exceptions for that is 

business controlling. That’s where you can brainstorm and play with scenarios and business 

cases and business models. In all other departments in finance & accounting, you are not 

really creative. You have an accounting guideline, a pretty firm set of guidelines that you 

have to operate within. As long as you keep within those guidelines then you can of course do 

what you want to. But, say in the commercial part of Clipper then, of course there’s an 

overall strategy for the company and there are of course certain guidelines that you can’t do 

that and you can do that, but as long as you keep within those boundaries, then every 

employee has a very, very high degree of freedom. 

Q: We assume that you are familiar with the culture of your own department but: Do you feel 

that you are 100% familiar with the culture of Clipper? 

K: At least from a personal level, I do, but that’s probably also because I have been with 

Clipper for 10 years. So I know how the culture is in, at least the departments that I work 

with on a regular basis. Of course there might be different cultures, if we take legal for 

instance, that’s definitely a different culture than the commercial part of the business and also 

a different culture than in my area of work. I know that there’s a different culture and I also 

know, to some extent, how the culture occurs. I wouldn’t be able to sit down and describe the 

culture in that department because I’m not a part of it. But I know that there is a difference. 

But overall, I think that Clipper has really accomplished to have one culture for the entire 

business and then of course variations due to the kind of work they do in this department then 

they have a different mind-set than that department, but overall it is very, very open, flat, 

creative, entrepreneurial culture that runs through Clipper. 

Q: Please mention three words about the culture of Clipper. 

K: Informal, fast and competitive. 

8.2. Appendix 2: 
ME SOPHIE CHRISTENSEN 

PEOPLE & COMMUNICATION 
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Q: In short, what do you connect the word “innovation” with at Clipper? 

Me: One of our values is being innovative. We have four values. I have never really thought 

that we quite lived up to that value. Because I don’t see us as a company investing a lot in 

innovation and there’s not so much talk about innovation. There’s more talk about the market, 

about efficiency, about fast decision-making, flexibility, flexible business models and so on 

and less about innovation as such. An exception may be our technical department and 

performance management solution, COACH. 

Q: Could you describe how new ideas arise? 

Me: There is no structure or person who sits with ideas. How do new ideas arise at Clipper? 

For my own part, I think it is through a mix of daily work and dialogue. For my own part also, 

a dialogue with colleagues. Also inspiration from the outside for my part and within my areas. 

I do put quite a lot of energy into going to morning meetings or reading newsletters. 

Tomorrow, I actually have allowed myself to attend a whole day called TEDx – “Re-think 

this”, I think it is called. Eight or ten speakers, talking about all kinds of different subjects in 

our daily life. We did have two years ago, in 2014, we had a seminar called “taking charge” 

where I was one of the people managing that seminar or leading it that talked about the 

Clipper culture and so on and the old Clipper culture and what it would take from our 

behaviour, what kind of changes in our behaviour would be necessary for the new Clipper 

ambitions to be realized. And there we did, it was maybe not an idea bank, but we did have 

some thoughts about how could we make sure that this would last and myself together with 

Anders Bruun sort of had the role of being, what our CEO called “project office”, trying to 

grab all these projects coming out from the evaluations from these seminars. I wouldn’t say 

that these seminars didn’t have an impact but it didn’t result in a project office generating a 

lot of ideas. 

Q: How is performance evaluated? 

Me: I am also HR responsible and one of our hobby-horses, ambitions, is that performance 

should be evaluated instantly or all the time with constant feedback from the manager to 

employee, but also across the organization and from employee to manager so that everybody 

always knows where he stands. But more formally, we have annual performance 

development appraisal talks and in HR we try to prepare managers and employees for these 

talks. We’ve done that more this year than the other years and then we have a system called 
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People at Clipper that documents these talks. That system is not very lean and we’ll probably 

change that system. 

Q: How are negative results reacted to and conveyed? 

Me: These questions are very broad indeed. That’s also one of the things we, if we can create 

a feedback culture, we make negative feedback less dramatic. Do you mean on a personal 

level? (As opposed to when the company performs badly). 

Q: Yes. 

Me: I hope it’s conveyed, again with concrete feedback on the individual, case by case to the 

individual. If it is sort of accumulated, negative feedback or broad performance in general is 

not satisfactory, then as seen from my chair, HR is often involved so that we had a talk, the 

manager and the employee where HR has either been having a discussion with the manager 

beforehand, preparing the manager, maybe participating in the talk and we try to make the 

manager document this and send this documentation to the employee involved saying, “we 

have talked to this and this person and we have agreed that you should do so and so”. We 

always try to document it if it’s sort of accelerated. 

Q: Can you comment on the level of risk aversion?  

Me: Yes, I can comment on that. I think we have quite a high-risk willingness. We are not a 

very process-heavy organization and we used to be even less process-heavy so that decisions 

were maybe made more based on gut feeling than on facts, but we are working on that. We 

are also working on making processes stronger so that it is not so much dependent on the 

individual and we are also working on using our data and our facts better and having more 

data and facts available so that the decisions we make are less likely to go wrong. But I 

actually think the risk willingness is quite high. There have maybe been examples of 

conversations between employees and managers where the employee did not wish to admit to 

an error and where the manager maybe was not so easy to come to with if you were in doubt 

of something. I think actually that it is one of the questions in our employee survey: “I think 

that my manager is willing to take risks”. To me it is very important that risks or mistakes are 

not hidden and that there is a risk-willingness. 

Q: Do you feel that you have creative freedom in your job position?  
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Me: I feel I have creative freedom in my position. I do. I feel I have influence and freedom to 

a high degree. But I have more so than when I started at Clipper. Both because of the changes 

in Clipper and the management of Clipper and also because my position is broader and… I 

have more influence now. 

Q: To what degree do you feel that your job position influences your innovative/creative 

contribution to the company? 

Me: So how important is it that I have the role that I have in order to be able to be innovative? 

Q: Yes, does your job position in anyway limit you (or the opposite) creatively? 

Me: I am head of branding and communication and marketing and HR and that is… at least 

in the communication and branding part of the job there is a touch of creativity demanded 

there, also visual creativity or new ideas, so maybe more in that part of my job that HR. So I 

think also sometimes my official role is to be creatively thinking and maybe I can allow 

myself to be more freely thinking than some of my colleagues can. I just had a talk with our 

new CEO who started the day before yesterday and who said… we discussed innovation in 

our industry, 3D printing, unmanned vessels and so on, which interests me a lot and he said 

maybe I was one of the people who had the role of making others think more creatively. And 

I’d like to take that role. 

Q: We assume that you are familiar with the culture of your own department but: Do you feel 

that you are 100% familiar with the culture of Clipper? 

Me: I think I answered that question in the survey as well. I don’t know if the Clipper culture 

can be described in one page and then I read it and I am familiar with it, so I think it is a 

difficult question to answer. I feel that I know the Copenhagen office quite well and I am 

aware of differences from team to team. I also have the perception of the other offices but I 

don’t know the culture in the Columbia office for example. I have never been there. 

Q: Please mention three words about the culture of Clipper. 

Me: I think we are very much hands-on, fix it culture, very practically minded and… if there 

is a problem, we will solve it. Very much a fix-it-culture. Maybe, in my view, a little too 

much fix it… also fast fixing. But we are also very… fast decision-making is one of our keys. 

It doesn’t take very long to go from thought to action, it’s a bit the same so we are very agile 

in our decision process. We pride ourselves of being frontline decision makers so that the 
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people at the front desk can make their own decisions and I think we can do that. We are fast 

decision makers. I think one of the other things I pointed out in the survey was that it is 

obvious we are international in our mind-set.  

Q: So hands-on, international and fast decision makers? 

Me: Yes. 

Q: In your own words, please briefly describe who Clipper is? 

Me: Clipper is a dry bulk company transporting dry bulk cargo across the oceans of the world. 

In different business models both as ship owners, ship operators and pool managers, technical 

managers, and then we have some side business as well, ro-ro and ferry businesses. We are 

family owned, Danish based, medium sized company. 

Q: What is your view on the hierarchy in your department and how does it affect your day-to-

day work? 

Me: I believe, and told, that I am quite a democratic manager myself and I asked my 

employees, my direct references, for feedback not that long time ago and many of them point 

out that I am good at delegating and I’m not micromanaging so that my employees have full 

responsibility of their tasks. Regarding hierarchy, they inform me but I hope I’m not a very 

hierarchal manager myself. I don’t mind that my employees sometimes jump me and jump 

directly to my boss if they need that. And I hate being CC’ed on a mail just because I am the 

manager. I myself have reference to the CFO but since Monday, I have direct reference to our 

new CEO and my comment on that hierarchy… I don’t really know yet. I don’t think my 

department is very hierarchic. 

Q: How do you experience the level of formality in your department? 

Me: Quite low. I think everybody, including myself, expects my colleagues to take 

responsibility of their own tasks and to perform well and inform me of any issues and as long 

as that is done, I am not so interested in how it is done, so I don’t think it is so formal. When I 

started in Clipper four years ago, I did myself find Clipper quite a formal company. There 

was a dress code and I’ve tried, when I had the opportunity, to sort of shorten that dress code 

to the very, very minimum level of business attire, so I think we used to me more formal here. 

Actually, our chairman, Frank Jensen, in his heart is not a very formal man and a funny thing 

in this company is that when there is a board of directors meeting, people always dress down. 
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So for example our head of legal, Thomas, I can always see on his clothes if he is going to a 

board meeting because he is suddenly not wearing his suit, but maybe green trousers and 

chequered shirt. 

Q: How do you experience (the) power distance within the department? 

 

Me: Maybe here I am the wrong person to ask because I am the boss. So I don’t think the power 

distance is very big, I think it is short. And power distance from me to my CEO… it’s not that I’m in 

doubt who makes the final decision but I feel we are quite close. 

Q: And you would say the same between you and your subordinates; you’re close but you 

make the final call? 

Me: Yes, for example the two receptionists they have a team leader and I’m her boss, but our 

CFO and our chairman of the board know the receptionists and they can call and ask 

something, so I don’t think that the distance is very big. 

Q: Could you briefly explain a common workday in your department?  

Me: I don’t know if there is such a thing as a common workday but I’ll try. I will normally 

start work around 8.30 and I tend not to have any meetings if I can, before 10, so then I can 

spend the first hour and a half to discuss any minor issues that might be with my colleagues, 

check my mails, fixing the most important things, prioritize my tasks. I tend to have two or 

three meetings a day; team meetings, meetings with my manager, manager team meetings or 

maybe a vendor meeting or some kind of project meeting. Then I typically have some 

material I have to read or go through and then I still have quite a lot of writing tasks, so 

maybe I have to write a press release or answer a phone call, call somebody to discuss 

something. I also have budget responsibilities so there might be some budgeting. And then I 

sometimes try to think. Stand in front of my white board and… 

Q: How would you describe the information flow at Clipper and how would you describe the 

information flow within your department? 

Me: Externally, Clipper used to be quite a closed company to the outside world. But I think 

maybe that is not the question here. So we are more open to the press now than we were four 

years ago. Internally, I also think that Clipper used to be more closed. Employees didn’t 

know how, for example, our business performance was but for the last seven years maybe, 

we’ve had these quarterly information meetings so there is an information flow from the 
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management to the employees about how is the state of affairs, how are we doing, what does 

the market look like, what are there of larger company projects and so on. I have weekly 

meetings with my own manager so I feel very well informed myself. And I have quite good 

relationships with other people so I know quite a lot of things of what is going on. And I have 

also bi-weekly meetings with my team members in different constellations, so I try to inform 

them of what my day looks like and what’s going on at my desk. I get quite a lot of 

information and some of it I can’t always pass on, so I don't say everything. 

Q: Within your department is there a lot of top-down communication, or a lot of horizontal 

correspondence going on? 

Me: I usually communicate face to face or at meetings with my employees or in case with a 

mail going back and forwards, what should we do with this, will you fix this, so there are 

sometimes I do send tasks on to my employees so that is, I suppose, top-down. 

Q: On a daily basis, what are the most common communication problems (or other problems) 

between your department and others? 

Me: Your questions are very difficult to answer. I think the most common that I experience 

are, as I experienced with a very close colleague a few days ago, if mails are written too fast, 

so mails will sometimes be misunderstood but I mean, it can be solved and then we write let’s 

talk tomorrow. I also had some Skyping with a colleague yesterday in writing and then he 

just wrote, “I’ll just drop down and talk to you” and then he came down and we talked. So 

that would often be the case. 

Q: So in that respect you could also say that you solve the problems relatively fast or hands-

on, so if you write an email to your colleagues then you deal with it immediately…? 

Me: I think so, yes. And I think it is often the written communication that causes problems. 

Sometimes written communication is necessary, I think and if the communication has started 

in writing it often needs to be ended in writing as well, I think. Especially if it is a mail sent 

to many people and if I’m one of them, I can’t just call and tell him what I think because the 

others need to hear it as well, but I do think that what often happens is that people wonder a 

bit and then they call. 

Q: What types of communication methods/tools do you use between departments within the 

company? 
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Me: We have just in December implemented a new intranet, or, we call it a social 

communication platform, so we have an intranet that is… we had a very old intranet before 

where me and part of my team members and some other people had editor rights, so that 

everything had to go through us to be published. That has actually changed quite dramatically 

because everybody can post all sorts of things at our new intranet called Clipper Bridge, and 

we can comment and haven’t really started commenting yet or having dialogue yet but that is 

an important communication tool. I am communication responsible, so I am maybe a little 

biased but we are experimenting slowly with video communication instead of writing but we 

haven’t done so much of it yet. We have the information meetings, quarterly information 

meetings here in Copenhagen, which are taken on video and sent out to the other offices. 

Then we have the all kinds of project meetings, team meetings and management team 

meetings as very important communication tools. And of course, telephone, Skype for 

business (video enabled). 

Q: Could you comment on the recruitment process that you oversee, more specifically the 

integration? 

Me: This month we actually had three new employees, that’s quite a lot for us so we don’t 

have a regular flow of new people so we don’t have every second month a whole day of 

introduction to Clipper. So the introductions are made more on a case-to-case basis. Anne in 

HR is helping with it and otherwise it is the responsibility of the hiring manager. So there are 

a lot of standard things, which the employees are introduced to of a practical kind, like IT-

systems, HR-systems, HR-terms & conditions, the house. Emma, my communication 

branding manager, also usually does an introduction to branding tools, communication tools, 

so that’s a practical part that is handled quite well and similarly every time. Then I believe 

that the integration of the person into the team is that is very much the responsibility of the 

hiring manager and my comment to that would be, “does it work well”, “could we improve 

it…?”. I’m sure we could improve it but the manager is typically quite close to the employees 

so it is often in a quite close collaboration. I think it is seldom that somebody comes in that 

doesn’t know how to start working. So I don’t see it as a… I think we are quite good at it but 

maybe not in such a structured way, which is typical of Clipper. 

Q: So it is more on an individual basis? 

Me: It is, certainly. And that of course implies the risks that the Clipper culture or the brand 

value or brand promise is being communicated differently. 
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8.3. Appendix 3: 
ANDERS BRUUN 

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT & COACH 

Q: In your own words, please briefly describe who Clipper is and introduce your department? 

Anders: Clipper is a leading market player within the bulk market, primarily, with a couple of 

other segments included. 

COACH is a performance management team. And what is performance management? It is 

optimizing fuel consumption and performance of the vessels. So basically, going in and 

saying: “Okay, if your vessels were to perform at 100%, you would spend this much bunker 

on travelling this distance, you used more bunker than that; what is the problem?” And we 

analyse that. There are many different factors; is it electrical load, is it fouling, is it the cranes 

that are not working correctly… so that’s the whole idea behind COACH; optimizing the 

performance of the vessels.  

Q: What is your view on the hierarchy in your department and how does it affect your day-to-

day work? 

Anders: So I have a team below me, which is performance management team but then I also 

do several other tasks in Clipper. I have responsibility to multi-purpose vessels; I am on the 

board of our sea truck ferry business in Northern Ireland and I also do business intelligence 

for the bulk department. So I have many arms but if I focus primarily on COACH 

performance team, it’s a very flat organization. I am the head of the organization, then we 

have the management board, which consists of three employees beside myself and only one 

of these employees has a team below him. The reason that it is structured that way is that we 

have a team in India and he’s the head of that team, so we need a local head for our software 

development, but otherwise we keep a very flat organization, not to make it too complex. 

Q: How do you experience the level of formality in your department? 

Anders: We are very informal. So cultural wise, we joke a lot with each other and go out and 

have fun, so in terms of that it’s very loose. And we also have a very open mind-set in terms 

of what is possible. We of course have to offer something to our clients that gives them a 

benefit and at the same time can be profitable for us if we should develop something. So we 
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are very open to ideas; we have two students who work with us and we constantly have 

students involved so we always have a link to the academic environment, getting the latest 

from that side. They all report to me as well, so it shouldn’t go through any links. So a very 

informal structure. 

Q: How do you experience (the) power distance within the department? 

 

Anders: The power is within, let’s say the COACH board, as we call it. So between the four 

of us, we have to decide whether to do it or not, whatever ideas come up. And it goes through 

a step process, which is also loose to some extent but we evaluate how many hours is this 

going to take to develop, thereby also what kind of price range are we looking for when 

offering to the client. Then, is it something that will add benefit to only one client or is it 

something that we can spread out to more clients. If we can spread it out, it is of course more 

beneficial for us and we can invest more time in it. But if the three guys say, “it is a good 

idea” and I say no, then basically, I won’t say; “it’s not a good idea”, because then it should 

be something that has so enormous risk that it affects Clipper as a company instead of just 

COACH. So, basically, everybody has the same voting rights within the team. That’s how it’s 

supposed to work; I don’t know if you ask my employees but I hope so. 

 

Q: Could you briefly explain a common workday in your department?  

Anders: A common workday in my department starts in India where our IT guys come in. 

They look at whether the systems are running as they are supposed to, have there been any 

failures in terms of reporting errors or anything like that. Then the team in Copenhagen 

comes in four hours afterwards and they start handling our clients’ requests, basically, and 

one guy is taking care of client requests and the other guy is trying to find new clients. So, 

responding to them, making analyses for existing clients. Much of the time is actually spent 

playing around with the data that we actually get in and see, can we see something; are there 

any trends, how does that measure up against X or Y. So a lot of time is spent just sitting 

playing around with stuff. Taking care of the clients first, trying to model something 

differently and can we get more precise at something. 

Q: How would you describe the information flow at Clipper and how would you describe the 

information flow within your department? 
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Anders: In my department, we actually have an online system where all tasks are listed and 

everybody can see all the tasks that we have to do, if it is possible to list it. There is of course 

stuff regarding bringing on new clients that if we are close to closing a client, it is not always 

beneficial that everyone knows because the client might not want everybody to know. But in 

general, everybody has insight to what clients do we have, how many clients do we have, 

what are they paying, what are their requests. We have an open inbox - everybody can read 

that inbox. Then there is the matter of information flow within Clipper. There we have our 

quarterly meetings where everybody is getting an update on what’s going on. At those 

information meetings, we share as much as possible. There are of course things regarding 

banks, new clients, customers, etc. that you just can’t share. You can’t share information 

about employees, stuff like that. But otherwise, I see it as very much open. We also do 

updates from management, writing a story out so everybody can see what’s going on. I think 

in general, at least what I experience is that if you keep people in the dark, they won’t be able 

to react at a correct point in time. So I’d rather have that my team knows everything cause 

then they’ll be able to manoeuvre in that environment. That’s also the Clipper way of doing it. 

Or it’s becoming… 

Q: Within your department is there a lot of top-down communication, or a lot of horizontal 

correspondence going on? 

Anders: It’s very much horizontal based. In terms of development tasks, software 

development, you go through steps, which are natural steps in software development because 

the important things is that everyone knows what is going to happen but that guy over here 

has to do this, the other guy has to that and the third guy has to do a third thing. In that way, 

there has to be somebody who actually structures that work so everybody doesn’t just go in 

all different directions. Information wise, everybody is in the loop and every week we have 

this online meeting where we sit in the management board and discuss, and the guy in India 

he has a meeting just afterwards with his team and explains them what we just discussed. So 

everybody should be in the loop, definitely. 

Q: On a daily basis, what are the most common communication problems (or other problems) 

between your department and others? 

Anders: Within my own department, the main barrier actually, is a cultural barrier where you 

have a team in India and a team in Copenhagen. I can give you a very short example: If you 

ask one of the guys out there: “Have you been to Denmark?” They will say: “Yes, but not 
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yet”. You don’t say no. That’s just a common cultural thing; you don’t say no in India and in 

Denmark we are very direct and speak very openly with each other. And if you ask a person 

out there, can you be done by four o’clock, they will say yes, but if you ask them: when do 

you think you will be able to be done, they will say two weeks from now. They will do all in 

their power to be done by four o’clock but it won’t be possible. But they’ll do everything they 

can and they will throw all other things aside, even though some things were more important. 

So in terms of manoeuvring in that landscape, it is very important to always remember to ask: 

what are you doing right now, when do you think it will fit in, do you think it is a good 

idea… have a lot of open questions and not yes/no questions. That’s the biggest task in terms 

of communication that we have. Within the Clipper group, I think the biggest challenges are 

between front and back office. A chartering guy sitting and fixing vessels versus a person 

sitting deep inside the finance department and not having knowledge regarding chartering, 

it’s difficult to find a common language when two people like that speak to each other. 

Q: What types of communication methods/tools do you use between departments within the 

company? 

 

Anders: In my specific department, we have this Microsoft product that is a task manager basically, 

where you list all the tasks. Then we have our Skype for business where we videoconference with 

each other; now I’m talking India-Copenhagen, we don’t do it inside the Copenhagen office, there we 

just sit and speak with each other. And then I usually, once a month, I write an overall update email to 

everybody, just saying: “hi team, this is what we are doing, this is what we are looking at, this is what 

we expect to be doing the next month” and so on. 

 

Q: In short, what do you connect the word “innovation” with at Clipper? 

Anders: In the context of Clipper, I think it is developing a new offer for a client, which is 

profitable, I would say, that is innovation. In terms of the COACH team, it is the same but we 

have the privilege to be able to think a little more out of the box because we have stand-alone 

product that we can actually twist and turn the way we want it, where as a ship you can’t put 

wings on it and take it to the moon. Whereas in COACH, we have the privilege, it is software 

and you can always go in many directions with a piece of software. 

Q: Could you describe how new ideas arise? 
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Anders: In COACH, often through meetings where we sit and discuss. We have an analysis, 

we sit and look at it, then we say it could be fun to test this or try and do this, that’s small 

innovation, as I call it, because that’s basically playing around with data you already have, 

twisting and turning it in another way and you might find something new. On a larger scale, it 

is very much also what’s being done out on the market, having a good insight into what the 

competitors are doing and combining… “Wow, this guy has a system that tracks the weather 

and this guy has a calculation of how a vessel will be doing”… what if put these two together 

and actually create something that takes into account the vessel’s performance and the 

weather and figure out a new route that could be cheaper. That’s a bit larger scale to do it that 

way but it often happens by day-by-day talks, meetings, pushing ideas over the table. 

Q: So everyone is also aware when a new ideas is presented or suggested? 

Anders: Not at the exact moment because not everybody is present, but we often have two of 

the guys in India who are IT-experts who sit and say: “Wow, we are doing this and this in the 

code, why don’t we change that because we can optimize it”. And then they just go to their 

manager and he takes it to the board and say: “Hey, we found this, can you guys see any 

problems with doing that?”. And if we can then we say “yeah, we have to take into account 

this and this” and that’s been pushed back or they are being dragged into the meeting and we 

talk about in there… the funny thing about it is if you ask a guy in India: “If you have any 

ideas, come with them”, they think it’s a task to come with ideas and they will give you a list 

where you can use maybe half a per cent of it but we are trying to develop a culture where, if 

you have an idea and you think it is good yourself, then bring it forward because we don’t 

have a punch and hammer culture where “oh, that was a stupid idea, you’re an idiot”. We 

embrace ideas from everybody and sometimes it works and sometimes it doesn’t. Most of the 

times it doesn’t work but once in a while you get that golden egg. 

Q: How is performance evaluated? 

Anders: Every year, we sit down and do KPI’s (Key Performance Indicators). Basically, I 

expect you to do this, this and this through the year and on a quarterly basis, we just sit down 

briefly and talk together; how is that going, should we change some of these KPI’s, are they 

still relevant or have we shifted our focus. And the way the KPI’s are structured for each 

employee is that the team has all pitched in what they think are the important parts for the 

next year and the board then boil that down to, I think it is 12 KPI’s and each person’s KPI 

basically links into one of these top KPI’s so that everybody knows: “OKAY, I’m doing this 
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part here because we have an overall goal that says: increase system performance by 70% and 

that’s why I’m doing this little thing over in the corner”. So everybody has quite clear goals. 

Q: How are negative results reacted to and conveyed? 

Anders: It is very difficult to generalize on these things. I think if it is something in 

connection with sending out a report that has errors in it, we have clients, we need to give 

them top of the line products and if it is something that is reoccurring, that you just haven’t 

checked your report, you will sit down and say, “how can we fix this together. I have seen 

that over a couple of months, we have these errors continuously, we need to eliminate those; 

what do you think we could do”. There’s no black book, there’s no hammer in the face or 

anything like that. That doesn’t work. It’s not productive and it’s old school. 

Q: In terms of ideas that didn’t work, it’s sort of the same thing, or…? 

Anders: I haven’t experienced an idea that wouldn’t work because maybe we didn’t 

implement it, but we got smarter. I would never go around saying: “that was not a good idea”. 

I could give feedback, for example when we are sitting with a client and some guy maybe 

says something to the client, which I find non-productive and we would take that right after 

the meeting, if we had a situation like that. We do very direct feedback. We never put it in the 

book and then five weeks later come and say, “by the way, at that meeting you did this and 

this and I don’t think that’s a proper way to handle that situation”. You always do it straight 

after. That gives an open feedback loop. And I get it the same way. They come to me and say: 

“You said that at the meeting and that was not true” or “ thought that was my job to take that” 

and that’s fine. No hard feelings. 

Q: Can you comment on the level of risk aversion?  

Anders: We take calculated risks. We make business cases. We evaluate what’s our potential 

loss from doing this. What can happen if we do it? You do your normal risk matrix on a piece 

of paper. If it’s a larger project, we analyse it. This is how many hours we expect to spend on 

it, plus 20% - okay, so where are we. We take calculated risks. We never go into something 

and say: “This is a risky project but let’s do it anyway”. We will always sit down and analyse 

it and make a proper business case. 

Q: Do you feel that the threshold for when you declare that it is okay to go ahead with a 

project is different in your department than the rest of Clipper? 
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Anders: That’s a good question. It is hard to compare against other departments because I 

don’t know how people do it in different places. We probably do a more academic evaluation 

of taking risk than… there’s nobody in my team who hasn’t been through a five-year master 

study and in that process you get to learn to start out with your questions, do your analysis 

and then do your conclusion and then maybe looking at it one more time. Other people might, 

for example the chartering guy, might shoot more from the hip by nature. That’s the type of 

business they’re in; you need to react quickly and you can’t sit down and do a five-page study 

or 50 or 100 page study of whether to do it or not. So I’ll probably say that we do more of a 

risk assessment but I won’t say we are more risk averse. I am all in for taking risks if you’ve 

calculated the outcome. 

Q: Do you feel that you have creative freedom in your job position? 

Anders: Definitely. I report to the CEO and he trusts what we are doing, we have a proven 

concept and I haven’t gotten a no yet. 

Q: To what degree do you feel that your job position influences your innovative/creative 

contribution to the company? 

Anders: Now we are moving away from COACH because I have so many hats on. I am by 

nature… I think we actually did a MBTI recently and I have the strong innovation gene inside 

of me… apparently. I think that doing business analysis, you have to be very creative. You 

always have to look for that silver bullet that can explain something and that can predict the 

future and that’s my job. I don’t think my hands are tied in any way, in terms of that. 

Q: We assume that you are familiar with the culture of your own department but: Do you feel 

that you are 100% familiar with the culture of Clipper? 

Anders: The culture of Clipper as a whole is… I am aware of the top layer. I wouldn’t know 

the culture in Singapore’s operations department but in terms of Clipper as a whole, there is a 

common ground of what we would like to be and what we aspire to be. 

Q: Please mention three words about the culture of Clipper. 

Anders: Innovative. Hands-on. The core values, I think they are even stated on the business 

cards on the back. That’s the Clipper culture in terms of being who we are. Do we always 

abide by them? That’s another question. I think you can always challenge that and push 
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towards doing that. Sometimes it is not a good idea to be very innovative. You shouldn’t be 

innovative when you are doing accounting, you should follow the rules. 

Q: You could also say that these values should be unattainable. You should always have 

something to strive after…? 

Anders: Definitely. Our vision and mission, which is always confusing, what’s one and 

what’s the other, but they are something that we strive towards. We have about twenty values, 

twenty guiding principles, are they realistic? They are within reason but it takes quite an 

effort to reach them. I have a problem with setting up goals that are unreachable. For example, 

if I said to my guy, “I need you to increase our clients within the next month by 5,000%”, that 

wouldn’t give him anything, but if I said, “you need to bring on two more clients within the 

next month”, he would work towards that. 

Q: So to sum up, you agree with these (values on the back of his business card: dynamic, 

dependable, innovative & hands-on) basically. 

Anders: I do. 

8.4. Appendix 4: 
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