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Abstract
Human Resource Management research is striving to 
develop rigorous and actionable knowledge for today’s 
social and environmental global challenges. For years, 
academic-stakeholder collaborative knowledge creation 
processes have been considered as potentially rewarding 
ways to achieve this objective. However, applications of 
collaborative HRM research are still relatively sparse, as HR 
scholars tend to engage with more traditional processes of 
knowledge creation. The aim of this editorial is to foster 
more widespread conduct of collaborative HRM research in 
the future. Drawing on Habermas, whose ideas on human 
knowledge are considered to be at the core of the epis-
temology of collaborative management research, we first 
highlight three avenues for collaborative HRM research 
that addresses our technical, practical and emancipatory 
knowledge-constitutive interests. For each of them, we 
highlight key theoretical assumptions and risks. Thereafter, 
we describe two key requirements for rigour and relevance 
in the context of any collaborative HRM study. Finally, we 
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Management research is today expected to support stakeholders with practical insights on how to address the severe 
societal and environmental crises our societies are facing (e.g., Cunliffe & Pavlovich, 2022; Mair & Seelos, 2021; 
Reinecke et al., 2022). Various labels have been attached to those challenges, such as ‘wicked problems’, given that 
they require multiple stakeholders to cooperate to integrate fragmented knowledge (Rittel & Webber, 1973), ‘messes’ 
because it is impossible to decompose them into isolated and homogeneous components (Ackoff, 1997), or ‘grand 
challenges’ because they involve multiple and non-linear dynamics which make them radically uncertain (Ferraro 
et al., 2015). Social sciences can provide a unique solution to these challenges through ‘transformative-systemic-col-
laborative projects’ (Bartunek, 2022), in which researchers and stakeholders work closely together to explore such 
complex phenomena and to generate actionable research outcomes (Adler et al., 2004; George et al., 2016; Klag & 
Langley, 2022; Williams & Whiteman, 2021).

present the papers included in this special section and 
discuss their implications for HRM research.

K E Y W O R D S
collaborative research, HRM research, knowledge constitutive 
interests

Practitioner Notes

What is currently known about the subject matter?
•  Stakeholders face complex challenges demanding practical solutions from scholars. However, doubts 

regarding the practical relevance of HRM research persist.
•  Scholar-stakeholder collaborations have the potential to enhance both the rigour and relevance of HRM 

research. Yet collaborative studies are still scant.

What does this paper add to the debate?
•  We discuss three theoretical foundations of collaborative HRM research, emphasizing how 

scholar-stakeholder collaboration can enrich the diversity of HRM research.
•  We elaborate on how scholar-stakeholder collaborations can address technical, practical, and emancipa-

tory concerns in HRM research.
•  We outline three collaborative criteria that HRM studies must satisfy to achieve these objectives: unwa-

vering rigour, multiple perspectives, and truly multidisciplinary approaches.

The implications of the study's findings for practitioners
•  HR researchers should cultivate an ambidextrous ability to achieve rigour and relevance, and can use 

collaborative methods to expand the depth and breadth of their research toolkit.
•  Stakeholders should have an active role in research projects while respecting researchers' need for rigour.
•  HRM doctoral programmes should encourage PhD candidates to critically reflect on their epistemolog-

ical foundations and interact with practice to catalyse a more collaborative approach to HRM research.
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GUERCI et al. 3

Through collaborative knowledge creation processes, academics hope to generate more relevant and better 
theory by embedding themselves in stakeholders' contexts of application, and collaborating with stakeholders 
throughout the research process (Mirvis et al., 2021; Shani & Coghlan, 2021). Management research has framed 
collaborative knowledge creation processes in different ways (for a review, see Shani et al., 2008), such as Mode 2 
(Bartunek, 2011; Gibbons et al., 1994, 2011; MacLean et al., 2002), design science (Van Aken, 2005), intervention 
research (Oliva, 2019), or engaged scholarship (Van de Ven, 2007). All these perspectives share the idea that collab-
orations need to be rigorous, relevant, and reflexive (Pasmore et al., 2008), and that the divide between rigour and 
relevance is not unbridgeable.

HR research appears especially well-equipped to provide actionable knowledge on social and environmen-
tal challenges, as it is heavily engaged in exploring the contribution of people to management practices for social 
and environmental sustainability (Beer, 2022). However, examples of collaborative knowledge creation processes 
are still rare. Recent commentaries have argued that HR research is dominated by traditional knowledge produc-
tion processes mostly performed by and aimed at academics, and which are therefore driven by theoretical and 
disciplinary concerns rather than practical ones (e.g., Deadrick & Gibson, 2007, 2009; DeNisi et al., 2014; Farndale 
et al., 2020; Harley, 2015; Kougiannou & Ridgway, 2022; Kulik, 2014; Markoulli et al., 2017). As a consequence, 
the HRM research community and HRM stakeholders have grown more and more apart (e.g., Jewell et al., 2022; 
Markoulli et al., 2017; Rynes et al., 2007). Calls for more collaborative forms of research have thus multiplied in 
recent years, alongside conceptual articles providing HR researchers with recommendations on how to organize 
collaborations with stakeholders (e.g., Bleijenbergh et al., 2021; Chandrasekaran et al., 2020; Fisher et al., 2023; 
Guerci et al., 2019; Kaufman, 2022; Lawler & Benson, 2022; Oliva, 2019; Van Aken et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2015). 
Some empirical examples of collaborative research have recently been published in top HR journals (e.g., Malhotra 
et al., 2020; Ram et al., 2022; Sanchez et al., 2023).

Within this context, in 2020 the Human Resource Management Journal launched a call for papers for a special 
issue entitled ‘Relevant, rigorous and reflective knowledge creation in HR through scholar-stakeholder collabora-
tive research’. This call originated from a simple observation: the growing conceptual and theoretical acceptance of 
collaborative approaches in the academic HRM community had not translated into a significant number of published 
studies (e.g., Bartunek, 2011; Carton & Mouricou, 2017; Paterson et al., 2018). Conversations with peers inside and 
outside the HRM field, in particular, revealed that several studies intentionally ‘hid’ their collaboration with stake-
holders within more traditional narratives—because doing so is widely regarded as ‘safer’ for publication. Several 
colleagues told us that they still perceived the academic world as dominated by a traditional mindset, and the HRM 
field specifically by a positivistic mentality that treated alternative epistemologies with suspicion (Bonache, 2021; 
Harley, 2015). Our call for papers sought to stimulate a conversation about the relevance of HRM research in today's 
business, social and political context (Wood & Budhwar, 2021). We consequently looked for submissions which (i) 
explained how scholar-stakeholder collaborations had been accomplished in real-life, and (ii) how they had generated 
unique contributions to HRM research.

This experience added to our own experience of publishing in the HRM field; hence, this editorial offers 
some suggestions on how scholars can state their case for publication by (i) highlighting the type of contribution 
that their study makes; and (ii) signposting how their research does not just comply with academic rigour but 
adds to it.

2 | THREE CONTRIBUTIONS OF COLLABORATIVE HRM RESEARCH: THEORETICAL 
FOUNDATIONS, RISKS AND SUGGESTIONS

Collaborative HRM research comes in different shapes and forms (cf. Shani et al., 2008), and it has the potential to 
make contributions to the field that overlap only partially with those made by Mode 1 research, which comprises an 
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GUERCI et al.4

array of contributions, for example, ones that detect correlations or cause-effect relations between variables, and 
analyse the evolution of variables over time. Mode 1 contributions are usually explained as theoretical and empirical, 
whilst collaborative HRM research claims it can make ‘practical’ and ‘relevant’ contributions. What does this actually 
mean?

We suggest that Jurgen Habermas did the groundwork for clarifying the types of contribution that collabora-
tive research can make to the HRM field (cf. Kemmis, 2001; Kemmis et al., 2015). His seminal work, ‘Knowledge 
and Human Interests’ (Habermas, 1971), introduced two ‘anti-positivistic’ concepts that form the basis of collab-
orative management research. First, he contested the passive mirroring of natural facts, advocating instead 
the development of human knowledge through ‘exploration of the validity of propositions in communicative 
action’ (Kemmis, et al., 2015, p. 455). This approach emphasizes the pursuit of intersubjective agreement, mutual 
understanding, and consensus among people. Secondly, Habermas criticized the notion of value-neutrality in 
human knowledge, positing that it is deeply ingrained with what he termed ‘knowledge-constitutive interests’. 
These interests encompass: (i) a technical inclination focussed on predicting and controlling phenomena; typi-
cally associated with the ‘empirical-analytic’ sciences, it aims at the material reproduction of the species through 
labour on nature; (ii) a practical interest geared to comprehending social systems and their underlying mecha-
nisms; commonly developed by the ‘historical-hermeneutical’ sciences, it is oriented to the social reproduction 
of human communities; and (iii) an emancipatory interest that emerges through the use of critical perspec-
tives intended to improve the human condition and liberate individuals from forms of domination and coercion. 
Against this theoretical background (which, given the scope and nature of this paper is neither challenged nor 
extended here), collaborative HRM research is a family of research approaches that can address each of these 
knowledge constitutive interests—and thus can, and often need to, take multiple shapes and forms. In what 
follows, we will review each of these knowledge interests in turn with its particular frame of reference, and 
associated risks (see Table 1).

Types of 
collaborative 
HRM research Objective

Typical 
frame of 
reference

Type of HR 
knowledge 
generated Associated risks

Methodological 
emphases

Addressing 
technical 
interests

 ‘Know that’
 Control what 

HRM 
practices 
benefit 
performance

Unitarist Instrumental and 
functionalist, 
based on 
‘objective’ 
causal relations

Co-optation: Doing 
research for 
management

Positivist criteria:
•  Validity and 

reliability
•  Generalizability 

or transferability

Addressing 
practical 
interests

 ‘Know how’
 Better understand 

how actors 
perceive and 
behave in HR 
systems

Pluralist Hermeneutic and 
constructivist, 
based on 
‘subjective’

Over-politicization: 
Doing human 
resource politics, 
rather than 
management, 
research

Constructivist 
criteria:

•  Credibility and 
authenticity

•  Accommodation

Addressing 
emancipatory 
interests

 ‘Know why’
 Emancipate and 

empower 
humans from 
oppressive HR 
systems

Critical Critical and radical, 
based on 
political values

Stereotyping: Doing 
research against 
management

Constructivist 
criteria:

•  Heteroglossia 
and 
multivocality

•  Hegemonic 
unsettlement

T A B L E  1   Types of collaborative HRM research (from Habermas, 1971).
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GUERCI et al. 5

2.1 | Collaborative HRM research responding to technical interests

Technical interests have been traditionally associated with positivistic research, and originally with research fields 
such as medicine, chemistry or engineering where interventions are designed and tested ‘through rule-following 
action based upon empirically grounded laws’ (Grundy, 1987, p. 12). Here, research generates instrumental knowl-
edge, for example, causal explanations, that predict how certain inputs will affect certain outputs—and will thus 
help in designing interventions that can manipulate and direct real-life phenomena towards desired outcomes. This 
is arguably the prototypical role of strategic HRM, which theoretically investigates the casual relation(s) between 
HR practices and organizational performance—seeking to inform what companies can do to motivate workers and 
achieve superior performance (see, for example, the seminal study by Huselid, 1995), Technical interests also repre-
sent the prototypical role of collaborative HRM research, despite (often) not being informed by a positivist mindset.

Collaborative research based on action research, intervention-based research, or design science aims at develop-
ing interventions that ‘make a difference’ for HRM stakeholders. It conducts a scientific investigation of how certain 
choices and factors produce certain effects, and why. These approaches start from real-life problems; they interro-
gate the context of application to understand why that problem exists and how it could be averted; they generate 
an ‘answer’ based on rigorous research; and finally they develop a more general and abstract action/intervention 
that others can replicate—if conditions allow it, and rules are followed (e.g., Chandrasekaran et al., 2020; Shani & 
Coghlan, 2021). In responding to these technical interests, collaborative HRM research owes its legitimacy to its abil-
ity (i) to improve outcomes important for its immediate stakeholders—which is why it emphasises that the interven-
tion was generated in a context of application, and what impacts it created; and (ii) to abstract the action towards a 
theory-in-action—because the relevance of collaborative HRM research is contingent upon its ability to demonstrate 
potential for replication and transferability (Van Aken et al., 2016).

A naïve technical interpretation of collaborative HRM research risks uncritically adopting a unitarist frame of 
reference which assumes that employers and employees share common goals and interests, and thus that the action/
intervention will please ‘everybody’ (cf., Boxall, 2013). When collaborative HRM research adopts a unitarist approach, 
it risks being co-opted by the interests and objectives of the employer, at the expense of the employees and other 
stakeholders (cf. Beer et al., 2015). In practice, this means that collaborative HRM research is restricted to academ-
ics and executives, while other stakeholders are neglected. Instead of being research with stakeholders, collabora-
tive HRM research may become research for the employer. In this regard, Bresnen and Burrell (2013) warned that 
collaborative research should not go ‘back to the future’, that is, devolve into earlier versions of Mode-0 research 
where academics in effect acted on behalf of ‘patrons’ paying for the collaboration. These authors pointed out that 
‘academic life may face a situation in which Mode 0 is re-asserting itself — particularly when it comes to the sponsor-
ing closeness of patronage in medical research (the pharmaceutical companies), engineering (the defence industries), 
finance (the City, Wall Street), actuarial statistics (insurance companies), jurisprudence (the market for international 
law) and the market in fine/high art’ (p. 34). To mitigate this risk, we suggest that collaborative HRM researchers 
should avoid the reductionist term ‘HR practitioners’, and emphasise the broader concept of ‘HR stakeholders’, which 
could encompass powerless (and often neglected) actors related to HRM. An example of this approach is provided 
by one of the earliest collaborative HRM studies, Pasmore & Friedlander (1982), which was based on action research 
addressing an HRM-related question of importance for employers and employees—how to reduce the number of 
preventable injuries? This issue was resolved through the collaborative generation of a new theory on the causes of 
injuries transferable to other contexts. In this line, collaborative HRM scholars that seek to generate HRM knowl-
edge responding to the technical interests of employers and employees should abstract the intervention beyond the 
specific boundaries of their collaboration, so that readers can appreciate the transferability of the analytic knowledge 
generated which informed the intervention(s).
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GUERCI et al.6

2.2 | Collaborative HRM research responding to practical interests

Practical interests are instead associated with hermeneutic and interpretive research that seeks to understand how 
societies function, and how human beings make sense of each other (Grundy, 1987). This is arguably the prototypical 
role of HRM research focussed on professional identity and diversity of interpretations, which has typically used 
qualitative methods (e.g. case studies) to investigate how individuals experience HR practices and their institutional 
context, as well as how they develop relationships with others (Kaufman, 2015). This is also the prototypical role 
that collaborative HRM research plays when it looks beyond causality and correlation, and explores the nature of HR 
practices, actors, and relations within the designed HR systems.

For years, collaborative research has been emphasising the importance of discovering differences between 
espoused theories and theories-in-use; showing how theories-in-use inform decision-making; and analysing how 
theories-in-use evolve as a result of contingencies, such as different objectives or cognitive schemas of the stake-
holders involved (Bartunek & Rynes, 2014). The gap between espoused theory and theory-in-use is not simply a 
matter of application (i.e., how academic and ‘objective’ research is ‘transferred’ to stakeholders); it is also a matter of 
interpretation and communication among stakeholders. This is of key importance for the refinement and innovation 
of HR systems, especially when stakeholders' interpretations provide researchers with new understanding of how HR 
practices and systems function. Working alongside stakeholders can provide a more-than-ethnographic experience 
for scholars because they do not simply observe what stakeholders do, but interact with them on a deeper level of 
decision-making, learning and mutual reflection.

Theoretically, collaborative HRM research addressing a practical interest embraces a multi-stakeholder perspec-
tive. This is rooted in a pluralist frame of reference, that is, employers, employees and stakeholders have a mixture 
of shared and conflicting interests, all of which are legitimate (Ackers, 2014; Heery, 2016). The risk of an uncritical 
adoption of a pluralist collaborative HRM research is that of endorsing an over-politicized posture, so that ‘we begin 
to see politics everywhere and to look for hidden agendas even where there are none’ (Morgan, 2006, p. 205). This 
might mean, for instance, focussing exclusively on differences in, and conflicts among, stakeholders' interests, and 
how these are negotiated or left unmediated—even when, such differences and conflicts do not represent the main 
‘story’, like in cases of HRM practices with mutual gains for shareholders and stakeholders (Boxall, 2021).

To mitigate this risk, collaborative HRM researchers should spend time on providing adequate evidence for 
politicized interpretations. Interestingly, this suggestion points in the same direction as a consideration in the seminal 
book Images of Organization (Morgan, 2006, p. 205): ‘The analysis of interest conflict and power easily gives rise to a 
Machiavellian interpretation that suggests everyone is trying to outwit and out manoeuvre everyone else’. To avoid 
over-politicization, it is not sufficient to mobilize the view of every different stakeholder; rather, local interpretations 
need to be checked against each other, and against objective data when possible. When this happens, collaborative 
HRM can expand or change the horizon of topics studied in the HRM field, as for example, happened in the case of 
strategic HRM. Indeed, two foundational books in this HRM sub-field. that is, Strategic Human Resource Management 
(Fombrun et al., 1984) and Managing Human Assets (Beer et al., 1984), can be interpreted as the results of multiple 
collaborations with stakeholders with whom the authors engaged and which allowed them to establish a new subfield 
which is still informed by their seminal contributions (Kaufman, 2015). In conclusion, collaborative studies aimed 
at generating HRM knowledge responding to practical interests should show how their interpretive studies could 
mobilize stakeholders' views (taking constant care not to over-politicize interpretations) in order to contribute to a 
redefinition and/or expansion of certain HRM constructs or theories.

2.3 | Collaborative HRM research responding to emancipatory interests

Emancipatory interests are associated with critical research that seeks to emancipate members of society from inap-
propriate practices and rules and empower them (Adler et al., 2007). This is the prototypical role that critical HRM 
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GUERCI et al. 7

research has long pursued, endorsing a radical rethinking of the foundations and goals of both the academic discipline 
and HRM practice (e.g., Bevort et al., 2018; Delbridge & Keenoy, 2010; Watson, 2010). In this regard, Harley (2015) 
lamented that the dominance of positivist methodologies and correlational thinking in the field implies incremental 
advances in knowledge and an institutionalized defence of the status quo. Hence, the expansion of theoretical and 
methodological thinking is important to sustain more radical and progressive forms of change. It is thus not surprising 
that, since its origins, collaborative research with stakeholders has been pursued with an explicit emancipatory objec-
tive in mind. Two founders of collaborative management research, namely Kurt Lewin and Goodwin Watson, were 
even put under FBI surveillance for their pro-labour posture, and thus subjected to allegations of socialist sympathies 
(Cooke, 2007). Similarly, recent historical accounts of the Frankfurt School have shown how the founders of critical 
theory engaged dialectically and practically with several actors operating in the field (Cluley & Parker, 2022).

In the employment relations literature, several calls for emancipatory collaborative research have been put 
forward (e.g., Almond & Connolly, 2020; Brook & Darlington, 2013), and papers showing how to undertake such 
work have been published (Huzzard & Björkman, 2012; McGrath-Camp et al., 2022). In general, collaborative HRM 
research represents an essential opportunity: (i) to give a voice to stakeholders that are perceived as ‘marginal’ or 
‘dangerous’ to business (cf. Mitchell et al., 1997), and (ii) to represent the ‘action’ or the ‘intervention’ as success-
ful when—more than improving stakeholders' productivity and well-being—it accomplishes more radical forms of 
empowerment or emancipation (Keenoy, 2009).

Emancipatory forms of collaborative HRM research also carry significant risks. These need to be recognized and 
mitigated. A critical frame of reference assumes that employment relationships are shaped by antagonistic conflicts 
of interest among unequal groups; hence, disadvantaged groups can emancipate themselves only through radi-
cal change (Heery, 2016; Thompson & Newsome, 2004). Collaborative HRM research that uncritically adopts this 
frame of reference thus risks seeing every organizational socio-material practice as intentionally constructed by the 
advantaged groups to reproduce their superiority. Critical scholars have sometimes recommended scholars not  to 
engage with management practices, to avoid any form of co-optation (cf. Fournier & Grey, 2000). Other critical 
scholars have criticized this choice as being informed by an anti-preformative stance that could lead to sterile forms 
of research against management (e.g., Spicer et al., 2009). In conclusion, future collaborative HRM studies should 
include management in the collaboration, and prevent stereotyped depictions of its motivations and actions. Accord-
ingly, in our call for papers, we referred to that tradition by asking for studies which could demonstrate dialectical 
collaborations among researchers and stakeholders, the dynamics of the collaborative inquiry process, and the role 
of researchers as facilitators of a discovery and emancipatory process. We asked authors to provide evidence of if/
how collaboration elicited self-reflection among researchers and stakeholders about taken-for-granted assumptions 
on current potentially exploitative management practices, from which either could be freed.

3 | COMMUNICATING (INNOVATIONS IN) RIGOUR AND RELEVANCE: THREE 
ENABLERS

Technical, practical and emancipatory forms of collaborative HRM research have divergent stances on rigour (see 
Table 1). At one end of the spectrum, technical forms of collaborative HRM research regard rigour as a necessity, and 
interpret it through positivist lenses. For instance, action research studies might adopt formulaic patterns to pursue 
validity, reliability and transferability—while being criticized for standardizing research outcomes (e.g., Alvesson & 
Gabriel, 2013). At the other end, emancipatory forms of collaborative research might regard an ‘excessive’ reliance 
on positivist rigour as a burden on both theory and practice, and call for an emancipation from it (e.g., Harley, 2015). 
Because the current literature has identified multiple forms of rigour, we suggest that HR researchers should account 
for three enablers when communicating the rigour of their collaborative research (e.g., Farndale et al., 2019).

First, studies should demonstrate that collaborative HRM research comes with greater, not less, rigour in data 
collection, analysis and presentation. Management research currently allows for different modes of engagement, for 
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GUERCI et al.8

example, positivism, neo-empiricism, critical or postmodernism (Johnson et al., 2006). Hence, collaborative HRM 
studies are invited to present their core ontological and epistemological assumptions, and choose methodological 
commitments that are consistent with them. Rather than communicating that collaborative research ‘simply’ complies 
with one of these interpretations of rigour, studies should communicate how collaboration increases the depth and 
precision of their data collection and analysis. Specifically, this means: (i) being prodigal and transparent with the use 
and presentation of data; (ii) persuading readers they can trust data collection and analysis, showing how collabora-
tion helped positivist criteria of validity and reliability, constructivist criteria of credibility and authenticity, or critical 
criteria of heteroglossia and multivocality; and (iii) generating findings that extend beyond the local empirical context 
of the collaboration and account for positivist criteria of generalizability or transferability, constructivist criteria of 
accommodation, or critical criteria of hegemonic unsettlement (Johnson et al., 2006; cf. Table 1). Collaborative HRM 
studies should be heavily data-rich because the interactions with stakeholders are themselves sources of data. Data-
rich studies are fundamental for collaborative research, not least because they show that such an approach is not a 
shortcut for publication, that is, they showcase relevance at the expense of rigour; on the contrary, such work should 
be an ambitious attempt to find ‘both/and‘ solutions to the relevance and rigour paradox (Bartunek & Rynes, 2014). 
Collaborative HRM research can apply any qualitative and quantitative technique of data collection available to more 
traditional research, such as interviews, participant and non-participant observation, ethnographic diaries, surveys, 
and many more (Shani et al., 2020). Likewise, collaborative research can apply any qualitative and quantitative tech-
nique of data analysis available to traditional research, from inductive thematic and process analyses, to abductive 
grounded theory, and deductive statistical analyses (Shani & Coghlan, 2021). With expanded data collection and 
data analysis comes rich data presentation, in which ‘show and tell’ is conceived as a non-negotiable requirement for 
publication.

Available guidelines for collaborative management research highlight transparency regarding the ‘who’ and 
‘how’ of the collaboration with stakeholders, as well as the ‘what’ and ‘so what’ of the collaboration (Mohrman & 
Lawler, 2011). Any combination of data collection and analysis techniques and data presentation strategies needs to 
demonstrate a deep engagement with the context of application, so that the essence and dynamics of the collabora-
tion are captured as part of the methodology (Guerci et al., 2019).

Second, collaborative HRM research should come with multiple accounts, not one. Discourses on rigour and 
relevance usually assume that the former is for academics, and the latter for stakeholders (Kieser & Leiner, 2009). 
Stakeholders, however, look for evidence when making decisions, that is, if they skip the methodological and findings 
sections, they are most likely to skip the whole manuscript. The gap between academics and stakeholders appears 
to be more closely related to how rigour is presented to both. As a consequence, top journals have recently been 
urging academics to develop companion pieces, that is, more agile and informal summaries (or rewritings) of the 
academic content aimed at stakeholder audiences. The Academy of Management Journal, for instance, uses Academy 
of Management Insights as its companion magazine to present the same research from an academic and practitioner 
perspective (cf., Solomon et al., 2022a, 2022b). Likewise, journals such as the Journal of Operations Management 
invite published researchers to write a companion piece for California Management Review, Harvard Business Review, 
Management and Business Review, or MIT Sloan Management Review to reach out to practitioner audience.

Compared to these standards, collaborative research has a further opportunity, in that stakeholders are directly 
involved in the research and can create their own account of the study. In our call for papers, we invited the authors 
to provide a companion piece, which we labelled the ‘practitioner account’. This account was a document designed 
for HRM stakeholders, not unlike the companion pieces described above. However, it could also be a document 
entirely led by the stakeholders, who could use their own sensibility and expertise to re-tell their story from a differ-
ent perspective and for their peers. In essence, rather than creating an account that is a compromise between rigour 
and relevance by and for academics, and rigour and relevance by and for stakeholders, the companionship between 
an academic and a practitioner account provides an opportunity to tell the same story multiple times and in differ-
ent ways. In this regard, we note that medical journals such as the New England Journal of Medicine have long used 
comment sections alongside their main articles, allowing medical practitioners to share their experience with the 
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GUERCI et al. 9

topic, and potentially communicate directly with the authors (cf. Hartzband & Groopman, 2016). The options for 
bridging rigour and relevance outside the academic world are boundless; indeed, perhaps in a near future, immer-
sive technologies might even enable academics and stakeholders to share their actions and interventions through 
hyper-realistic simulations of environments, characters, and objects.

Third, collaborative HRM research should be clear about its disciplinary commitment and contributions—and it 
should make careful claims about its inter-disciplinary or cross-disciplinary nature. Throughout this editorial process 
(and in several other reviewing experiences), we have frequently observed a nonchalant attitude to ‘inter-disciplinary’ 
claims based on the notion that HR academics have established relationships with stakeholders with finance, sustain-
ability, production and/or R&D backgrounds (to name but a few). The engagement of a functionally diverse group of 
stakeholders, however, does not make the collaboration necessarily multi-disciplinary or inter-disciplinary. It is worth 
reiterating that the object of the collaboration—rather than its subjects—will determine its disciplinary status. For 
instance, a collaboration among HR academics, HR department, executive board, marketing department and produc-
tion department on the issue of ‘talent retention’ is unlikely to be inter-disciplinary as long as diverse stakeholders are 
converging towards HRM ideas and tools. In essence, collaborative management research transgresses organizational 
boundaries because academic-stakeholder interactions occur, almost by definition, between at least two different 
organizations. This does not mean that collaborative studies necessarily cross disciplinary boundaries. Hence when 
this happens, collaborative studies need to properly evidence how it has done so.

Collaborative HRM research often traverses multidisciplinary, cross-disciplinary, or inter-disciplinary boundaries. 
This is especially likely when HR researchers collaborate with practitioners with a stronger disciplinary identity (e.g. 
doctors, scientists, lawyers, creatives), engage stakeholders with a heightened non-managerial praxis (e.g., social 
movements, political parties), and deal with HRM implementation (e.g. Trullen et al., 2020). In such contexts, expert 
stakeholders are likely to draw on their own professional identity and knowledge to shape, and enrich, HR interven-
tions with ‘foreign’ frameworks and ideas. The identification and retention of talents in healthcare, for instance, is 
likely to cross the boundaries of HRM research to meet the sociology of professions, for example, to understand how 
talents interact in professional bureaucracies (e.g., Evetts, 2011), and psychology, for example, to understand the 
specific forms of burnout and anxiety connected with healthcare (e.g., Connor et al., 2018). The interplay between 
different disciplines has multiplicative effects only when properly attended and represented. On the one hand, 
academics and stakeholders with different disciplinary perspectives may have conflicting interests, frames of refer-
ence, ontologies and epistemologies. These differences may result in clashes if they are ignored or dominated by one 
perspective. These tensions, however, are part of research itself, that is, they are arguably some of the most potent 
resources with which collaborative research can demonstrate how and why a certain disciplinary perspective is not 
sufficient to make a positive contribution to practice. Hence, it is vital that collaborative research collects data about 
the tensions, reflects on them, and reports them. We recommended authors to follow a few but necessary steps: (i) 
review the disciplinary grounding of the actors involved in the collaborative knowledge creation process; (ii) provide 
spaces and opportunities for each disciplinary perspective to express its voice; (iii) evaluate whether the knowledge 
outcome has to be multi-, inter- or cross-disciplinary, or whether it would be more effective to produce separate 
disciplinary accounts; and (iv) communicate this process adequately in the study (cf. Guerci et al., 2019).

4 | THE ACCEPTED PAPERS: CONTRIBUTIONS AND KEY REQUIREMENTS

Three studies in our special section successfully incorporate the points raised above. Table 2 includes a brief overview 
of each study, with their main contributions and rigour requirements.

Anastasia Kulichyova, Stefan Jooss, and Thomas Garavan contribute a study on creativity development. This 
study responds to the above-presented ‘technical’ research interest of collaborative research by providing new 
knowledge on how to develop creativity knowledge, skills and abilities through ad hoc events. The study investigates 
the implications of a structured academic-led intervention through the lenses of event system theory. The authors 
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GUERCI et al.10

Author(s)—
Stakeholders

Knowledge 
interest 
targeted Theory

Research 
question 
addressed Methodology

Supports for future 
collaborative HRM 
research

Kulichyova, 
Jooss, and 
Garavan—4 
hotels in 
Northern 
Ireland

Technical Event system 
theory

How to design 
structured 
interventions 
as events 
which activate 
cycles of 
experiential 
learning that 
lead to the 
development 
of creativity 
knowledge, 
skills and 
abilities

 Structured pre- and 
post-workshop 
surveys; 
structured 
observations 
during the 
workshop and 
post-workshop; 
23 
semi-structured 
interviews 
(9 months in 
total)

 Abductive logic in 
qualitative data 
analysis

 Account of the 
benefit of the 
collaboration from 
the direct words 
of 2 workshop 
participants (see 
practitioner note)

 Consent form, the 
structure of 
the workshop 
component of 
the structured 
intervention, 
observation 
protocols, a data 
protocol, and 
suggestions for 
collaborative 
research (see 
methodological 
note)

Currie and 
Spyridonidis—A 
health-care 
organization 
aimed at 
integrating 
clinical 
academics and 
doctors

Practical Professional 
identity, 
HRM 
co-creation

How actors 
(i.e. clinical 
academics 
and doctors) 
make sense 
of HRM 
practices 
(performance 
management, 
job design) in 
professional 
contexts 
(health care 
clinical/
research 
structure)

 134 
semi-structured 
interviews in 
30 months, 
fieldnotes

 Abductive logic in 
data analysis

 How to design the 
job of ‘knowledge 
brokers’ and 
support their 
creation of 
communities of 
practices (see 
practitioner note)

 Example of 
memorandum of 
understanding 
with involved 
organization(s) for 
managing research 
interactions (see 
methodological 
note)

T A B L E  2   Contributions and key requirements of accepted papers.
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GUERCI et al. 11

elaborate on how structured collaborative interventions trigger an experiential learning process that underpins the 
development of creativity knowledge, skills, and attitudes, which can last over time.

Graeme Currie and Dimitrios Spyridonidis contribute to this special section with an interesting spin on collabo-
rative HRM, that is, investigating somebody else's collaboration efforts. This study responds to the above-presented 
‘practical’ research interest of collaborative research by increasing our understanding of how and why collabora-
tion between stakeholders works. The authors observed and analysed collaboration between clinical academics and 
doctors in the context of translational research. Employing a large arsenal of qualitative data (notably, 134 interviews 
conducted longitudinally), the authors identify how development workshops are used to co-design HRM interven-
tions, with a specific emphasis on how professional identities and jurisdictions align through them. This study reveals 
a triangular relation among management scholars, clinical academics and doctors, in which the former provides the 
latter with a reflection on their collaborative management research.

Finally, Manuel Ramirez and Gazi Islam contribute with a study on employee activism, and how the collaboration 
between researchers and stakeholders can affect it. This study responds to the above-presented ‘emancipatory’ 
research interest of collaborative research by reflecting on how ‘research-practitioner’ collaborations can enable 
progressive forms of employee activism. The study shows the potential of scholar-stakeholder collaboration to enact 
(and simultaneously observe) stakeholders' critical thinking. The authors adopted an ethnographic method during 
their collaboration with a practitioner, which enabled them to build theory on the researcher-practitioner dialectic. 
This study successfully contributes to an established topic in HRM research (i.e., employee activism) and identifies a 
significant gap for theory and practice. It then elaborates on an effective presentation of the collaborative method-
ology and established analytical strategies; and finally uses the data-rich findings to discuss what it conceptualises 
as the ‘praxis encounter’.

Author(s)—
Stakeholders

Knowledge 
interest 
targeted Theory

Research 
question 
addressed Methodology

Supports for future 
collaborative HRM 
research

Ramirez and 
Islam—
Atalanta, one 
sustainability 
manager 
operating 
in a French 
business 
School

Emancipatory Employee 
activism

How dialectical 
relations with 
researchers 
can support 
stakeholders 
in engaging in 
progressive 
forms of 
employee 
activism

 Full time fieldwork 
with Atalanta 
(a sustainability 
manager) for 
3 months, 
based on 
shadowing, 
meetings 
participation, 
and formal 
and informal 
interviews

 Triangulated 
analysis of 
the history of 
encounters 
between the 
first author and 
the practitioner

 Account of the 
benefit of the 
collaboration from 
the direct words 
of Atalanta (see 
practitioner note)

 Guidelines for 
developing short, 
medium and long 
term dialectical 
research-oriented 
relations with 
individual 
stakeholders (see 
methodological 
note)

T A B L E  2   (Continued)
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GUERCI et al.12

5 | LOOKING FOR AN AMBIDEXTROUS FUTURE FOR MODE 1 AND MODE 2

To conclude, our main hope for the future is that HR researchers and stakeholders develop an ambidextrous ability 
to perform Mode 1 and Mode 2. The community is currently divided between researchers that commit to Mode 
1 and those that commit to Mode 2. But both should be part of our research toolkit; we should use one or the 
other according to the occasion and opportunity. In this sense, collaborative HRM research complements (rather 
than challenges) traditional Mode 1 (see also Zhang et al., 2015). This ambidexterity would enhance the diversity 
of epistemological assumptions within the HRM research field, and it would enrich the landscape of opportunities 
that an individual researcher can pursue (Bonache, 2021). These implications extend to HRM stakeholders. The 
collection presented here illustrates a wide array of processes for stakeholder involvement, indicating that the early 
engagement of stakeholders in the research process enhances the potential for mutually beneficial research. Inter-
estingly, the three papers exhibit two seemingly contrasting features: all of them emphasize the transformation of 
HR stakeholders from passive consumers to active participants, yet each project strictly respects the boundaries 
between parties. Paradoxically, maintenance of their distinct perspectives emerged as a common feature, resulting 
in more profound and higher-quality interactions. Similar to most academic papers, the three contributions included 
in this collection have implications for HR education. While conventional papers often offer recommendations for 
educating future HR practitioners or stakeholders, this collection could contribute to the education of prospective 
HR researchers. Many doctoral programmes in the field primarily focus on traditional epistemologies, often without 
thorough discussion and examination of them. Incorporating sessions on epistemology, and on collaborative epis-
temologies, within doctoral programmes could encourage PhD students and early-career researchers to adopt a 
more critical approach, thereby enriching their research orientations. For those particularly interested in collaborative 
HRM research, educational institutions could channel existing bridging mechanisms (e.g. DBA or MBA programmes; 
grants), to facilitate collaborative HR research initiatives.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We sincerely thank Prof. Elaine Farndale, former Editor-in-Chief of this journal, who accepted the idea of launching 
the call-for-paper. In addition, we sincerely thank Prof. Martin Edward, Special Issue and Reviews Editor; Prof. Pawan 
Budhwar and Prof. Geoffrey Wood, current Editors-in-Chief, for their insight and encouragement in the preparation 
of this special section. Finally, we gratefully acknowledge the precious contributions of the anonymous reviewers, 
whose comments helped refining this editorial.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Data sharing not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or analysed during the current study.

REFERENCES
Ackers, P. (2014). Rethinking the employment relationship: A neo-pluralist critique of British industrial relations orthodoxy. 

The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 25(18), 2608–2625. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.20
12.667429

Ackoff, R. (1997). Systems, messes and interactive planning. In E. Trist, F. Emery, & H. Murray (Eds.), The social engagement 
of social science, volume 3: A tavistock anthology-- the socio-ecological perspective (Vol. 3, pp. 417–438). University of 
Philadelphia Press.

Adler, A., Shani, A. B., & Styhre, A. (Eds.). (2004). Collaborative research in organizations: Foundations for learning, change, and 
theoretical development. SAGE Publications.

Adler, P. S., Forbes, L. C., & Willmott, H. (2007). 3 Critical management studies. The Academy of Management Annals, 1(1), 
119–179. https://doi.org/10.5465/078559808

Almond, P., & Connolly, H. (2020). A manifesto for ‘slow’ comparative research on work and employment. European Journal of 
Industrial Relations, 26(1), 59–74. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959680119834164

Alvesson, M., & Gabriel, Y. (2013). Beyond formulaic research: In praise of greater diversity in organizational research and publi-
cations. The Academy of Management Learning and Education, 12(2), 245–263. https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2012.0327

 17488583, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1748-8583.12540 by C

ochraneItalia, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [06/03/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.667429
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.667429
https://doi.org/10.5465/078559808
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959680119834164
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2012.0327


GUERCI et al. 13

Bartunek, J. M. (2011). What has happened to Mode 2? British Journal of Management, 22(3), 555–558. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00773.x

Bartunek, J. M. (Ed.) (2022), Social scientists confronting global crises. Routledge.
Bartunek, J. M., & Rynes, S. L. (2014). Academics and practitioners are alike and unlike: The paradoxes of academic–

practitioner relationships. Journal of Management, 40(5), 1181–1201. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314529160
Beer, M. (2022). Human resource systems for sustainable companies. In Sustainable human resource management (pp. 1–56). 

River Publishers.
Beer, M., Boselie, P., & Brewster, C. (2015). Back to the future: Implications for the field of HRM of the multistakeholder 

perspective proposed 30 years ago. Human Resource Management, 54(3), 427–438. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21726
Beer, M., Spector, B., Lawrence, P., Mills, D. Q., & Walton, R. (1984). Managing human assets. Free Press.
Bevort, F., Darmer, P., & Muhr, S. L. (2018). Managing the human' in 21st century organizations: Developing a critical and 

performative research agenda for HRM-studies. Ephemera, 18(2), 209–220.
Bleijenbergh, I., van Mierlo, J., & Bondarouk, T. (2021). Closing the gap between scholarly knowledge and practice: Guide-

lines for HRM action research. Human Resource Management Review, 31(2), 100764. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
hrmr.2020.100764

Bonache, J. (2021). The challenge of using a ‘non-positivist’ paradigm and getting through the peer-review process. Human 
Resource Management Journal, 31(1), 37–48. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12319

Boxall, P. (2013). Mutuality in the management of human resources: Assessing the quality of alignment in employment rela-
tionships. Human Resource Management Journal, 23(1), 3–17. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12015

Boxall, P. (2021). Studying mutuality and perversity in the impacts of human resource management on societal 
well-being: Advancing a pluralist agenda. Human Resource Management Journal, 31(4), 834–846. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1748-8583.12341

Bresnen, M., & Burrell, G. (2013). Journals à la mode? Twenty years of living alongside mode 2 and the new production of 
knowledge. Organization, 20(1), 25–37. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508412460992

Brook, P., & Darlington, R. (2013). Partisan, scholarly and active: Arguments for an organic public sociology of work. Work, 
Employment & Society, 27(2), 232–243. https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017012461838

Carton, G., & Mouricou, P. (2017). Is management research relevant? A systematic analysis of the rigor-relevance debate in 
top-tier journals (1994–2013). Management, 20(2), 166–203. https://doi.org/10.3917/mana.202.0166

Chandrasekaran, A., de Treville, S., & Browning, T. (2020). Intervention-based research (IBR)—What, where, and how to use 
it in operations management. Journal of Operations Management, 66(4), 370–378. https://doi.org/10.1002/joom.1093

Cluley, R., & Parker, M. (2022). Critical theory in use: Organizing the Frankfurt School. Human Relations.
Cooke, B. (2007). The Kurt Lewin–Goodwin Watson FBI/CIA files: A 60th anniversary there-and-then of the here-and-now. 

Human Relations, 60(3), 435–462. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726707076686
Cunliffe, A. L., & Pavlovich, K. (2022). Making our work matter: From spectator to engagement through public organization and 

management studies. Academy of Management Perspectives, 36(3), 879–895. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2020.0051
Deadrick, D. L., & Gibson, P. A. (2007). An examination of the research–practice gap in HR: Comparing topics of interest to 

HR academics and HR professionals. Human Resource Management Review, 17(2), 131–139. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
hrmr.2007.03.001

Deadrick, D. L., & Gibson, P. A. (2009). Revisiting the research–practice gap in HR: A longitudinal analysis. Human Resource 
Management Review, 19(2), 144-153.

Delbridge, R., & Keenoy, T. (2010). Beyond managerialism? International Journal of Human Resource Management, 21(6), 
799–817. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585191003729309

DeNisi, A. S., Wilson, M. S., & Biteman, J. (2014). Research and practice in HRM: A historical perspective. Human Resource 
Management Review, 24(3), 219–231. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2014.03.004

Evetts, J. (2011). Sociological analysis of professionalism: Past, present and future. Comparative Sociology, 10(1), 1–37. https://
doi.org/10.1163/156913310x522633

Farndale, E., Bonache, J., McDonnell, A., & Kwon, B. (2019). Positioning context front and center in international human resource 
management research. Human Resource Management Journal, 33(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12483

Farndale, E., McDonnell, A., Scholarios, D., & Wilkinson, A. (2020). Human resource management journal: A look to the past, 
present, and future of the journal and HRM scholarship. Human Resource Management Journal, 30(1), 1–12. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1748-8583.12275

Ferraro, F., Etzion, D., & Gehman, J. (2015). Tackling grand challenges pragmatically: Robust action revisited. Organization 
Studies, 36(3), 363–390. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840614563742

Fisher, S. L., Bonaccio, S., Jetha, A., Winkler, M., Birch, G. E., & Gignac, M. A. (2023). Guidelines for conducting partnered 
research in applied psychology: An illustration from disability research in employment contexts. Applied Psychology, 
72(4), 1367–1391. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12438

Fombrun, C., Tichy, N., & Devanna, M. (1984). Strategic human resource management. Wiley.

 17488583, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1748-8583.12540 by C

ochraneItalia, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [06/03/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00773.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00773.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314529160
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21726
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2020.100764
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2020.100764
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12319
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12015
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12341
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12341
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508412460992
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017012461838
https://doi.org/10.3917/mana.202.0166
https://doi.org/10.1002/joom.1093
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726707076686
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2020.0051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2007.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585191003729309
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2014.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1163/156913310x522633
https://doi.org/10.1163/156913310x522633
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12483
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12275
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12275
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840614563742
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12438


GUERCI et al.14

Fournier, V., & Grey, C. (2000). At the critical moment: Conditions and prospects for critical management studies. Human 
Relations, 53(1), 7–32. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726700531002

George, G., Howard-Grenville, J., Joshi, A., & Tihanyi, L. (2016). Understanding and tackling societal grand challenges through 
management research. Academy of Management Journal, 59(6), 1880–1895. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.4007

Gibbons, M., Limoges, C., Nowotny, H., Schwartzman, S., Scott, P., & Trow, M. (1994). The new production of knowledge: The 
dynamics of science and research in contemporary societies. Sage.

Gibbons, M., Limoges, C., & Scott, P. (2011). Revisiting mode 2 at noors slott. Prometheus, 29(4), 361–372. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/08109028.2011.641384

Grundy, S. (1987). Curriculum: Product or praxis? Routledge.
Guerci, M., Radaelli, G., Shani, A. B. (2019). Conducting mode 2 research in HRM: A phase-based framework. Human Resource 

Management, 58(1), 5–20. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21919
Habermas, J. (1971). Knowledge and human interests, trans. J. Shapiro (p. 310). Beacon Press.
Harley, B. (2015). The one best way? ‘Scientific’ research on HRM and the threat to critical scholarship. Human Resource 

Management Journal, 25(4), 399–407. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12082
Hartzband, P., & Groopman, J. (2016). Medical taylorism. New England Journal of Medicine, 374(2), 106–108. https://doi.

org/10.1056/nejmp1512402
Heery, E. (2016). Framing work: Unitary, pluralist, and critical perspectives in the twenty-first century. Oxford University Press.
Huselid, M. A. (1995). The impact of human resource management practices on turnover, productivity, and corporate finan-

cial performance. Academy of Management Journal, 38(3), 635–672. https://doi.org/10.2307/256741
Huzzard, T., & Björkman, H. (2012). Trade unions and action research. Work, Employment & Society, 26(1), 161–171. https://

doi.org/10.1177/0950017011426314
Jewell, D. O., Jewell, S. F., & Kaufman, B. E. (2022). Designing and implementing high-performance work systems: Insights 

from consulting practice for academic researchers. Human Resource Management Review, 32(1), 100749. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2020.100749

Johnson, P., Buehring, A., Cassell, C., & Symon, G. (2006). Evaluating qualitative management research: Towards a contingent crite-
riology. International Journal of Management Reviews, 8(3), 131–156. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2006.00124.x

Kaufman, B. E. (2015). Evolution of strategic HRM as seen through two founding books: A 30th anniversary perspective on 
development of the field. Human Resource Management, 54(3), 389–407. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21720

Kaufman, B. E. (2022). The academic-practitioner gap: Past time to bring in the practitioner perspective. Human Resource 
Management Review, 32(2), 100895. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2022.100895

Keenoy, T. (2009). Human resource management. In M. Alvesson, T. Bridgman, & H. Willmott (Eds.), The oxford handbook of 
critical management studies. Oxford Academic.

Kemmis, S. (2001). Exploring the relevance of critical theory for action research: Emancipatory action research in the foot-
steps of Jürgen Habermas. In P. Reason & H. Bradbury (Eds.), Handbook of action research: Participative inquiry and 
practice (pp. 91–102). Sage.

Kemmis, S., McTaggart, R., & Nixon, R. (2015). Critical theory and critical participatory action research (pp. 453–464). The SAGE 
Handbook of action research.

Kieser, A., & Lieser, L. (2009). Why the rigour-relevance gap is unbridgeable. Journal of Management Studies, 46(3), 516–533. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00831.x

Klag, M., & Langley, A. (2022). When everything interacts with everything else: Intervening in messes. Academy of Manage-
ment Perspectives, 37(1), 37–54. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2020.0159

Kougiannou, N. K., & Ridgway, M. (2022). How is human resource management research (not) helping practice? In defence of 
practical implications. Human Resource Management Journal, 32(2), 470–484. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12414

Kulik, C. T. (2014). Working below and above the line: The research–practice gap in diversity management. Human Resource 
Management Journal, 24(2), 129–144. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12038

Lawler, E. E., III, & Benson, G. S. (2022). The practitioner-academic gap: A view from the middle. Human Resource Management 
Review, 32(1), 100748. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2020.100748

MacLean, D., MacIntosh, R., & Grant, S. (2002). Mode 2 management research. British Journal of Management, 13(3), 189–207. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00237

Mair, J., & Seelos, C. (2021). Organizations, social problems, and system change: Invigorating the third mandate of organiza-
tional research. Organization Theory, 2(4), 263178772110548. https://doi.org/10.1177/26317877211054858

Malhotra, A., Majchrzak, A., Bonfield, W., & Myers, S. (2020). Engaging customer care employees in internal collabora-
tive crowdsourcing: Managing the inherent tensions and associated challenges. Human Resource Management, 59(2), 
121–134. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21952

Markoulli, M. P., Lee, C. I., Byington, E., & Felps, W. A. (2017). Mapping human resource management: Reviewing the field and chart-
ing future directions. Human Resource Management Review, 27(3), 367–396. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.10.001

 17488583, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1748-8583.12540 by C

ochraneItalia, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [06/03/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726700531002
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.4007
https://doi.org/10.1080/08109028.2011.641384
https://doi.org/10.1080/08109028.2011.641384
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21919
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12082
https://doi.org/10.1056/nejmp1512402
https://doi.org/10.1056/nejmp1512402
https://doi.org/10.2307/256741
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017011426314
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017011426314
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2020.100749
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2020.100749
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2006.00124.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21720
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2022.100895
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00831.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2020.0159
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12414
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2020.100748
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00237
https://doi.org/10.1177/26317877211054858
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21952
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.10.001


GUERCI et al. 15

McGrath-Champ, S., Gavin, M., Stacey, M., & Wilson, R. (2022). Collaborating for policy impact: Academic-practitioner 
collaboration in industrial relations research. Journal of Industrial Relations, 64(5), 759–784. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00221856221094887

Mirvis, H. M., Mohrman, S. A., & Worley, C. G. (2021). How to do relevant research: The journey from the ivory tower to the real 
world. Edward Elgar.

Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. (1997). Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and salience: Defining the 
principle of who and what really counts. Academy of Management Review, 22(4), 853–886. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.1997.9711022105

Mohrman, S. A., & Lawler, E. (2011). Useful research: Advancing theory and practice. Berrett-Koehler Publishers.
Morgan, G. (2006). Images of organization (Updated Edn.). Sage.
O’Connor, K., Neff, D. M., & Pitman, S. (2018). Burnout in mental health professionals: A systematic review and meta-analysis 

of prevalence and determinants. European Psychiatry, 53, 74–99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2018.06.003
Oliva, R. (2019). Intervention as a research strategy. Journal of Operations Management, 65(7), 710–724. https://doi.

org/10.1002/joom.1065
Pasmore, W., & Friedlander, F. (1982). An action-research program for increasing employee involvement in problem solving. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 27(3), 343–362. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392316
Pasmore, W. A., Woodman, R. W., & Simmons, A. L. (2008). Towards a more rigorous, reflective, and relevant science of 

collaborative management research. In A. B. Shani, S. A. Mohrman, W. A. Pasmore, B. Stymne, & N. N. Adler (Eds.), 
Handbook of collaborative management research (pp. 569–584). Sage.

Paterson, T. A., Harms, P. D., & Tuggle, C. S. (2018). Revisiting the rigor–relevance relationship: An institutional logics perspec-
tive. Human Resource Management, 57(6), 1371–1383. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21911

Ram, M., McCarthy, I., Green, A., & Scully, J. (2022). Towards a more inclusive human resource community: Engaging ethnic 
minority microbusinesses in human resource development programmes targeted at more productive methods of oper-
ating. Human Resource Management Journal, 32(3), 540–554. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12416

Reinecke, J., Boxenbaum, E., & Gehman, J. (2022). Impactful theory: Pathways to mattering. Organization Theory, 3(4), 
26317877221131061. https://doi.org/10.1177/26317877221131061

Rittel, H. W., & Webber, M. M. (1973). Dilemmas in a general theory of planning. Policy Sciences, 4(2), 155–169. https://doi.
org/10.1007/bf01405730

Rynes, S. L., Giluk, T. L., & Brown, K. G. (2007). The very separate worlds of academic and practitioner periodicals in 
human resource management: Implications for evidence-based management. Academy of Management Journal, 50(5), 
987–1008. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.27151939

Sanchez, J. I., Bonache, J., Paz-Aparicio, C., & Oberty, C. Z. (2023). Combining interpretivism and positivism in interna-
tional business research: The example of the expatriate role. Journal of World Business, 58(2), 101419. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jwb.2022.101419

Shani, A. B., Coghlan, D., & Alexander, B. N. (2020). Rediscovering abductive reasoning in organization development and 
change research. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 56(1), 60–72. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886319893016

Shani, A. B. R., & Coghlan, D. (2021). Collaborative inquiry for organization development and change. Edward Elgar.
Shani, A. B. (R.), Mohrman, S., Pasmore, W. A., Stymne, B., & Adler, N. (Eds.) (2008), Handbook of collaborative management 

research. Sage.
Solomon, B. C., Hall, M. E., & Muir, C. P. (2022a). When and why bias suppression is difficult to sustain: The asymmet-

ric effect of intermittent accountability. Academy of Management Journal, 65(5), 1450–1476. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amj.2020.0441

Solomon, B. C., Hall, M. E., & Muir, C. P. (2022b). Why avoiding biased decisions can be so difficult. Academy of Management 
Insights. Retrieved from https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/amj.2020.0441.summary

Spicer, A., Alvesson, M., & Kärreman, D. (2009). Critical performativity: The unfinished business of critical management stud-
ies. Human Relations, 62(4), 537–560. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726708101984

Thompson, P., & Newsome, K. (2004). Labor process theory, work, and the employment relation. In B. E. Kaufman (Ed.), Theo-
retical perspectives on work and the employment relationship (pp. 133–162). Industrial Relations Research Association.

Trullen, J., Bos-Nehles, A., & Valverde, M. (2020). From intended to actual and beyond: A cross-disciplinary view of (human 
resource management) implementation. International Journal of Management Reviews, 22(2), 150–176. https://doi.
org/10.1111/ijmr.12220

Van Aken, J. (2005). Management research as a design science: Articulating the research products of mode 2 knowledge produc-
tion in management. British Journal of Management, 16(1), 19–36. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00437.x

Van Aken, J., Chandrasekaran, A., & Halman, J. (2016). Conducting and publishing design science research: Inaugural essay of 
the design science department of the Journal of Operations Management. Journal of Operations Management, 47, 1–8. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2016.06.004

Van de Ven, A. H. (2007). Engaged scholarship. Oxford University Press.

 17488583, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1748-8583.12540 by C

ochraneItalia, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [06/03/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1177/00221856221094887
https://doi.org/10.1177/00221856221094887
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022105
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022105
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpsy.2018.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/joom.1065
https://doi.org/10.1002/joom.1065
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392316
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21911
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12416
https://doi.org/10.1177/26317877221131061
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01405730
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01405730
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.27151939
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2022.101419
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2022.101419
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886319893016
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2020.0441
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2020.0441
https://journals.aom.org/doi/10.5465/amj.2020.0441.summary
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726708101984
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12220
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12220
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2005.00437.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2016.06.004


GUERCI et al.16

Watson, T. J. (2010). Critical social science, pragmatism and the realities of HRM. International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 21(6), 915–931. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585191003729374

Williams, A., & Whiteman, G. (2021). A call for deep engagement for impact: Addressing the planetary emergency. Strategic 
Organization, 19(3), 526–537. https://doi.org/10.1177/14761270211011703

Wood, G., & Budhwar, P. (2021). From the editors–what makes world leading research in HRM? Human Resource Management 
Journal, 32(4), 723–728. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12421

Zhang, W., Levenson, A., & Crossley, C. (2015). Move your research from the ivy tower to the board room: A primer on action 
research for academics, consultants, and business executives. Human Resource Management, 54(1), 151–174. https://
doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21616

How to cite this article: Guerci, M., Huzzard, T., Radaelli, G., & Shani, A. B. (2023). Editorial: 
Scholar-stakeholder collaboration for rigorous and relevant HRM research—Possible contributions and 
key requirements of collaborative studies in HRM. Human Resource Management Journal, 1–16. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1748-8583.12540

 17488583, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/1748-8583.12540 by C

ochraneItalia, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [06/03/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585191003729374
https://doi.org/10.1177/14761270211011703
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12421
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21616
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21616
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12540
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12540

	Editorial: Scholar-stakeholder collaboration for rigorous and relevant HRM research—Possible contributions and key requirements of collaborative studies in HRM
	Abstract
	1 | INTRODUCTION
	2 | THREE CONTRIBUTIONS OF COLLABORATIVE HRM RESEARCH: THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS, RISKS AND SUGGESTIONS
	2.1 | Collaborative HRM research responding to technical interests
	2.2 | Collaborative HRM research responding to practical interests
	2.3 | Collaborative HRM research responding to emancipatory interests

	3 | COMMUNICATING (INNOVATIONS IN) RIGOUR AND RELEVANCE: THREE ENABLERS
	4 | THE ACCEPTED PAPERS: CONTRIBUTIONS AND KEY REQUIREMENTS
	5 | LOOKING FOR AN AMBIDEXTROUS FUTURE FOR MODE 1 AND MODE 2
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	REFERENCES


