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Abstract 

This study analyzes open innovation in large multinational organizations. The study has been 

applied to four organizations to examine how they work with open innovation in innovation 

networks. 

The purpose of this study is to render a knowledge inventory on experiences of an open 

innovation approach, with an emphasis on innovation networks, among product developing 

enterprises within different branches. 

The theoretical part and empirical outcomes of the study touch upon models and methods of 

using open innovation. The three main theoretical models are innovation networks, partnering 

and ecosystems. The study is a multicase analysis which builds on the experiences of four large 

anonymous organizations within different branches and fields. The experience-based 

knowledge of this essay is drawing on material from semi-structured interviews with twelve 

anonymous respondents, two from each organization. 

The conclusions of this study show that one of the most important parts in innovation 

cooperation is to be able to harness relationships because relations are quintessential in an open 

cooperation for either the success or failure of said cooperation.  All organizations have 

differences and there exists no original blueprint in exactly how a company should work with 

innovation as they must adapt the open innovation strategy to the companies’ needs and 

organization culture. The study has found eight concrete points in how companies’ can succeed 

with open innovation cooperation. 

  



 

 

 

Sammanfattning 

Denna studie berör öppen innovation i stora multinationella organisationer. Studien har 

applicerats på fyra stora organisationer för att undersöka hur de arbetar med öppen innovation  

inom innovationsnätverk. 

Syftet med studien är att redogöra en kunskapsinventering för erfarenheter av öppna synsätt, 

med betoning på innovationsnätverk, hos produktutvecklande företag inom olika 

verksamhetsområden. De granskade teorierna och de empiriska utfallen grundar för en 

utvärdering av hur de stora organisationerna kan dra nytta av den varierade kunskap som finns 

utanför företagens gränser och hur de kan hantera relationerna till de externa parterna på bästa 

sätt.  

Den teoretiska delen av studien berör modeller och metoder för att använda sig av öppen 

innovation. De tre teoretiska huvudmodellerna är innovationsnätverk, partnering och 

ekosystem. Studien är en flerfallsstudie som bygger på fyra stora anonyma organisationer inom 

olika branscher och verksamhetsområden. Den erfarenhetsgrundade kunskapen av studien är 

baserad på material från semistrukturerade intervjuer med åtta anonyma respondenter, två från 

varje organisation. 

Slutsatserna visade att en av de viktigaste delarna i ett innovationsamarbete är att kunna hantera 

relationerna, detta då relationerna i ett öppet samarbete är avgörande för om samarbetet kommer 

att lyckas eller misslyckas. Alla organisationer skiljer sig och det finns ingen originalritning för 

exakt hur företag ska gå tillväga utan de måste anpassa den öppna innovationsstrategin efter 

företagets behov occh organisationskultur. Studien har lett till åtta konkreta punkter kring hur 

företag ska lyckas ingå i öppna innovationssamarbeten.  

  



 

 

 

List of terms 

Innovation – Innovation is a new combination of different factors or that different factors are 

implemented through new conbinations. It is the manufacturing of a new product or an essential 

improvement, in the shape of a new product, method or process.   

Product innovation – It is the development of an already established product or a development 

and improvement of a whole new system. It can result in the shaping of products, or the use of 

new material or components in the manufacturing of established products.  

Open innovation (OI) – This study defines open innovation as the use of appropriate inflows 

and outflows of knowledge with the purpose to accelerate innovation and at the same time 

enable external markets for innovation. Moreover, it is about a conscious attitude towards 

external cooperation.  

Innovative ecosystems – Composed by several different parts that cooperate and nurture each 

other within a limited field. An innovative ecosystem is the synthesis of the organization’s new 

offers and other companies that create a connected client solution. Innovations can often not be 

ground-breaking in isolation but are depending on other innovations.  

Partnering – Is a structured cooperation form where two or more parts are involved. They work 

towards common goals, visions and strategies with the purpose to achieve a better common 

result in one or more projects. Partnering can be seen as a way to regulate the more ethical 

aspects of a relation that are not regulated by a written contract.  

Large companies – With larger companies, it is implied companies that fullfil more than one 

of the following conditions under of the two last financial years: 

 More than 250 employees in average. 

 More than € 43 million in balance sheet total. 

 More than € 50 million in net sales.   

The following companies are always seen as larger companies. A company whose shares, 

technological options and debt certificates are listed on the stock exchange, an authorized place 

on the market or any other regulated market (European Commission, 2003). It often concerns 



 

 

 

companies and other businesess that are established in more than one country and that are 

connected in a way that they can coordinate their business in different ways (OCDE, 2015). 

  



 

 

 

Table of content 

1 PREFACE .............................................................................................................................. 1 

1.1 BACKGROUND .......................................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2 PROBLEM DISCUSSION ........................................................................................................................... 5 

1.3 PURPOSE .................................................................................................................................................... 6 

1.4 QUESTION FORMULATION .................................................................................................................... 6 

1.5 LIMITATIONS ............................................................................................................................................ 6 

1.6 OUTLINE..................................................................................................................................................... 7 

1.7 THE STUDY’S DEFINITION OF OPEN INNOVATION ......................................................................... 7 

2 LITERATURE REVIEW ..................................................................................................... 9 

2.2 INNOVATION NETWORKS .................................................................................................................... 11 

2.3 PARTNERING ........................................................................................................................................... 15 

2.4 INNOVATIVE ECOSYSTEMS ................................................................................................................ 18 

3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS ........................................................ 21 

3.1 OPEN INNOVATION ............................................................................................................................... 22 

3.2 COOPERATION RELATIONS ................................................................................................................. 25 

3.3 SUPPORTING AND ENABLING OPEN INNOVATION ....................................................................... 32 

3.4 ADMINISTRATION OF THE INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS ............................................... 32 

3.5 THEORETICAL SUMMARY ................................................................................................................... 34 

4 METHOD ............................................................................................................................. 38 

4.1 RESEARCH APPROACH ......................................................................................................................... 38 

4.2 RESEARCH STRATEGY ......................................................................................................................... 39 

4.3 CHOICE OF STUDY OBJECT ................................................................................................................. 39 

4.4 DATA COLLECTION ............................................................................................................................... 42 

4.5 INTERVIEWS ........................................................................................................................................... 43 

4.6 OPERATIONALIZATION ........................................................................................................................ 45 

4.7 RESEARCH ETHIC .................................................................................................................................. 46 

4.8 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ANALYSIS ............................................................................................. 47 

4.9 QUALITY DISCUSSION .......................................................................................................................... 48 



 

 

 

5 RESPONDENTS’ STATEMENTS .................................................................................... 51 

5.1 COMPANY A: HYGIENE AND FORESTRY FIELD ............................................................................. 51 

5.2 COMPANY B: MEDICAL TECHNICAL FIELD .................................................................................... 60 

5.3 COMPANY C: TELECOMMUNICATION FIELD .................................................................................. 65 

5.4 COMPANY D: FORESTRY FIELD ......................................................................................................... 71 

6 ANALYSIS ........................................................................................................................... 79 

6.1 OPEN COOPERATION MODELS ........................................................................................................... 79 

6.2 COMMUNICATION AND INTERACTION ............................................................................................ 81 

6.3 OPENNESS ................................................................................................................................................ 82 

6.4 RELATIONS BETWEEN COOPERATING PARTNERS ....................................................................... 84 

6.5 RISKS ........................................................................................................................................................ 87 

7 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION .............................................................................. 92 

7.1 IMPORTANT ACTIONS .......................................................................................................................... 96 

8 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH ............................................................. 99 

BIBLIOGRAPHY ................................................................................................................ 101 

APPENDIX 1 ........................................................................................................................ 117 

 

Table of figure 

FIGURE 1 OUTLINE ......................................................................................................................................... 7 

FIGURE 2 THE STUDY’S DEFINITION OF OPEN INNOVATION ................................................................ 8 

FIGURE 3 THE CLOSED AND OPEN INNOVATION MODELS ................................................................... 23 

FIGURE 4 INNOVATOIN NETWORK............................................................................................................. 12 

FIGURE 5 THEORETICAL REFERENCE FRAME ........................................................................................ 37 

FIGURE 6 SUMMARY OF THE RESPONDENTS .......................................................................................... 42 

FIGURE 7 THEORETICAL ANALYSIS FRAM CONNECTED TO THE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ............. 46 

FIGURE 8 THE TRIANGLE OF INTERACTION FEED ................................................................................. 95 

 

 

file:///C:/Users/341173agas/Desktop/Fixad%20%20version%2020150628.docx%23_Toc423418080
file:///C:/Users/341173agas/Desktop/Fixad%20%20version%2020150628.docx%23_Toc423418081
file:///C:/Users/341173agas/Desktop/Fixad%20%20version%2020150628.docx%23_Toc423418084


1 

 

1 Preface  

In this part, the background to the problem area is presented and a discussion is put forward 

which leads to this essay’s research question and purpose. Subsequently is the description of 

the work’s limitations and outline. 

1.1 Background 

The world is facing a continuing process of globalization which is constantly accelerating. This 

implies that changes on the market happen more hastily and that new social networks and 

activities which challenge the traditional political, economical, cultural and geographic 

boundaries are created all the time (Anderson & Parker, 2013). Under the last years, the pressure 

of the competition, in combination with shorter product life cycles, the evolution in 

communication techniques have been growing steadily (Heidl et al., 2010; Amaral et al., 2011). 

Because of the short innovation lead times and the fact that it is more easier to imitate each 

other, it is more difficult for organizations to be leaders in product developing as the allocation 

of single resources often is not enough (Bergman et al., 2009). That is why companies should 

lie ahead of the market as the news of today could be forgotten tomorrow. One of the biggest 

challenges and overriding changes companies are facing nowadays is the need to open up to the 

surrounding world. With the rising openness, the companies can easily adapt to the current 

market and pursue the learning and future development. It is not only the increasing 

globalization that affects the companies and their management. Even the emergence of a strong 

oriented ownership, the birth of new information technology and the growing weight of 

knowledge work are three factors that influence and put pressure on the need for a modern 

business management (Lindvall, 2011). 

Several books and newspaper articles emphasize the organizations innovation ability as 

essential for the creation of growth, competition advantages and success (Chesbrough & 

Appleyard, 2007; Kang & Kang, 2009; Slowinski et al., 2009). Aasen and Amundsen (2013) 

point this out and describe the fact that companies’ innovation ability is paramount for either 

the success or the stagnation and disappearance from the market of the companies. The term 

innovation means renewal and is often used for both describing the “act of innovating”, which 

implies to create a new product/service and the process of production in itself (Schumpeter, 

1976). Innovation is therefore not only a new invention but corresponds also to a whole system 

which links an idea to markets, production and usage (Benner, 2005). Schumpeter (1976) finds 
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that innovation is a cornerstone which stands for progress and for meaningful knowledge and 

structures to be created. Innovations are becoming a more important means of competing for 

knowledge-based and producing companies as innovations increase growth. This because 

offering a fantastic product on today’s market is not enough (Malone, 2004)1. 

Innovation work from a traditional point of view, closed innovation system, is something that 

many companies have been working with under a longer period. Chesbrough (2003b) considers 

this innovation work as old fashioned and a failure. The traditional approach to innovation work 

aims at keeping all activities along with development within the companies and recruit qualified 

staff to focus on the companies’ core competence. When it comes to innovation work, the 

employees only work within the field they are experts on and nothing else. This very square-

shaped mindset was successful in the middle of the 20th century. Already at the beginning of 

the 1970s and mostly nowadays in the 21st century, a wider mindset on the surrounding world 

is requested to be able to handle today’s fast changing market (Chesbrough, 2003; Hossein, 

2013; Parida et al., 2012; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2012; Sloane, 2011). Chesbrough (2003) argues 

that a technology developing company should stop putting limitations and obstacles and instead 

see the opportunities around the use of both external and internal ideas, as well as seeing internal 

and external paths towards the market as a part of their work to further develop its technology. 

He called this new mindset “open innovation”. Open innovation is about opening up the 

boundaries between the innovation business and its surroundings so that ideas and knowledge 

can move more freely. Several researchers point out that a company must realize that it cannot 

rely on its internal resources and knowledge only as there also exist very smart people outside 

the organization (Hossain, 2013; Aasen & Amundsen, 2013). This has motivated companies 

such as IBM, 3M, Boeing, General Motors and Frito-Lay to involve several external partners 

in R&D projects (Heidl & Phelps, 2010; Amaral et al., 2011; Anderson & Parker, 2013). 

                                                 
1 This is something that is reflected in today’s society as the government noticed that  in Sweden we must 

strengthen the innovation climate to continue to be competitive and it therefore decided to allocate 226 million 

crowns this year (2015) on an industrial political offensive, with support for financing, strengthened innovation 

climate and an export offensive. The reason for this is Sweden’s plummeting since 2006 from the third to the tenth 

place in the World Economic Forums’ ranking over countries with biggest international competitive power and 

Sweden cannot afford to lose more competitive power. The reason behind this is that Sweden’s export force has 

declined. Prime Minister Stefan Löfven described in Veckans Affärer (2015) the world’s growth is shifting focus 

and that Asia stands for 40 percent of the growth in the world. 

 

“… There is only one way to be part of the journey and that is to streghten our own competitive power through a 

bid on the innovation climate. If you want to be part of the world market, then you must have high productivity, 

but also lay high in the processing chain. We will never be able to compete with minimum wages, this is not our 

thing. Therefore innovation must function, so that we have products and services that make us competitive.” 

(Stefan Löfven, TV4, 2015) 
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Through the use of both internal and external resources, a company creates advantages in the 

shape of lesser wrong investments, increased innovation, and widening of new potential 

markets and channel for new products and services (Chesbrough, 2003). 

The term open innovation is quite new but its appearance in companies’ business not so much. 

Manceau et al. (2013) and Vanhaverbeke (2012) point out that companies have always needed 

to cooperate with external partners to succeed with their innovations. Despite open innovation 

being more noticeable, there has been a shift from the prior idea of making a random and 

experimental appearance to currently being a managable way of acting that can be taken care 

of systematically and structurally by many organizations (Manceau et al., 2013). Several 

researchers have noticed that the sight on innovation has changed as a paradigm shift has 

happened around innovation and what innovation processes look like (von Hippel, 2005; 

Chesbrough, 2006a; Tapscott & Williams, 2008). They imply that companies have shifted focus 

from the internal research and development process to see innovation as a collective process 

where companies cooperate and interact with external actors in their own innovation processes 

(Chesbrough, 2003; Chesbrough, 2006; Christensen et al., 2008; Enkel et al., 2009). Even 

Huber (1991) and Kristenson et al. (2014) point out that cooperation between users, suppliers 

and manufacturers is requested to succeed in creating new technological ideas and innovations 

as well as avoiding internal knowledge gaps (Huber, 1991; Kristenson et al., 2014). Tidd et al. 

(1997) and Harris et al. (2000) believe that the competitive power on the market forces 

organizations to invest in product and service innovation to secure their survival.  

Open innovation is almost by definition in connection with the creation of bonds between 

innovative companies and other organizations (Chesbrough, 2003). Therefore, more and more 

companies are forced to cooperate with other companies to develop or absorb new technologies, 

commercialize new products or simply keep in touch with the latest technological development. 

Companies work more and more like a part in a wider network to create client value. These 

networks rely on cooperation with specialist firms where each and everyone give completing 

effort, products and services. Networking can also imply cooperation with other parts. The 

setting up of partnerships can be different depending on which goals an innovative company 

wants to achieve: companies may want to develop relations with universities and research 

laboratories to be able to research the technical and commercial potential of a new technology; 

establish alliances or buy start-up companies or create networks with chosen suppliers and 

clients to launch radically new products or services based on new techniques or a new business 
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model. To learn how to create and capture profit when companies are strongly depending on 

each other is still an underexploited field in the network literature. Most companies are used to 

make decisions within their boundaries and take the outside environment as an exogene variable 

or see it as an arena where companies compete with each other (Chesbrough, 2003)2. Several 

researchers bring up the problematic around the fact that companies often focus on their 

achievements in the core competence and therefore own the wrong competence to pursue new 

projects, especially those in technological innovation. Product development is complex, as 

these projects request new technology which often lacks within the own organization (Danilovic 

& Browning, 2007). Limitations in the traditional research and development are created as the 

surrounding world becomes more complex and insecure (Inauen & Schenker-Wicki, 2011). 

Nowotny et al. (2003) suggest that the increasing competitive power in the current society affect 

the drive towards innovation and development towards the innovation trend. They mean that 

innovation fathers insecurity which in turn births more innovations.  The researchers describe 

that society has a natural drive power towards development and growth which in return creates 

a kind of insecurity in the society. The insecurity is based on the fear of the development 

creating a strong competition for the society actors that have not developed that innovative 

mindset. To be able to handle the insecurities that are created, the society and organizations 

counteract with other innovations. When society is developed to a level where it becomes too 

complex and incomprehensible, the need for new knowledge, methods and processes increases. 

As a consequence, the innovation wheel spins on more time and therefore the knowledge that 

is requested is developed to understand and handle the prior innovation’s contribution 

(Nowotny et al., 2003). 

   

                                                 
2 This is something the Charlotte Bogren, the general director at Vinnova, the institution that encourages research 

and innovation in Sweden, takes up in an interview in Ny Teknik,  as she points out how organizations must embrace 

the networking thinking to be able to get faster out on the market and still be competitive. (Hållén, 2009) 
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1.2 Problem discussion 

A lot of organizations have participated in the different types of cooperation for innovation in 

the past, but they are still unsure about how they can achieve a successful result. du Chatenier 

et al., (2009) and Wallin and von Krogh (2010) insists that there exist various critical questions 

for each organization to answer before it engages in a cooperation; for example, how does the 

organization include new types of partners in the innovation process, which partners should be 

invited, how much information should be shared, who gets the honour for the results, and last 

but not least, how such a cooperation should be handled. Most of the organizations do still not 

seem quite comfortable in these “open” cooperations, where the profit and the results are 

strongly depending on the contribution of partners (Vanhaverbeke, 2006). It is worth to notice 

that up to 70 % of innovation alliances fail, and this can depend on contradictory 

recommendations for an effective management of innovation and a successful handling of 

cooperations (Sivadas & Dwyer, 2000). 

An increased international competition, fast technological development and shorter product life 

cycles make the demand for more effective models and tools for how a company can practice 

innovation to be able to follow in the development and not stagnate in the long run. Large 

companies often own large resources in the shape of time, competence and capital to start 

innovation cooperation. Even if big companies have all these advantages, it takes them more 

time than smaller and middle-sized companies to perform technological innovation work. This 

is due to the fact that they are complex and that they lay down a large amount of resources to 

agree about cooperation strategies and contracts about ownership rights and patents. It can 

sometimes not lead to any cooperation because of the complex relations and contracts 

(Thorgren et al., 2011). This implies that there needs to be a new mindset and effective solutions 

for this. Companies must start to interact with other actors to be able to configurate the current 

value chains to make their structure flow and create and develop innovations directed at new 

markets (Alle, 2000). Several authors mean that a potential solution for these challenges can be 

open innovation and cooperation as well as networking (Chesbrough, 2003; Vanhaverbeke et 

al., 2012; Hossain, 2013). 

Because of the prevailing challenges that companies face, there is a constant need to combine 

different ways of understanding and experiences to solve them. Therefore, there is a need for 

companies to cooperate, both over field borders, internal structures and between different 

organizations (Aasen and Amundsen, 2013). Open innovation in technology developing 



6 

 

projects gives big opportunities but also challenges. Currently, there are few models for 

handling when companies should be opened and when they should be closed, and the existing 

models are still in an early immature state. The existing models have not been able to give 

support for evaluation about which choice is the best suited which in turn makes a lot of 

companies that participate in open activities expose themselves to big risks as well as making 

it hard to take in the value in the activities (Enkel et al., 2009) . 

As a motive for this study, two knowledge gaps have been identified. On one hand, open 

innovations increase in bigger companies and there is a gap in knowledge within open 

innovation cooperation. On the other hand, a big part of the research that has been pursued has 

adopted a strictly focused strategy which in this study is completed with a cooperation 

perspective.  

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this essay is to examine how open innovation cooperation is used in large 

companies. 

1.4 Question formulation 

1. How can companies cooperate to be able to be at the forefront of product developing? 

2. How can companies avoid the obstacles and challenges that exist around interaction with 

external actors? 

1.5 Limitations 

We have chosen to examine large companies based in Sweden which work with innovations in 

the form of product developing within open cooperation networks. Open innovation as a 

phenomenon is complex and the innovation process in itself is extensive so this study will first 

and foremost treat product innovations. 
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1.6 Outline 

The essay is divided into seven main parts with the intention to create an understanding around 

the research questions and answer the question formulation of this study. 

 

Figure 1 Outline (Own interpretation, 2015) 

1.7 The study’s definition of open innovation 

In Chesbroughs definition of open innovation, boundaries for the company are used as a central 

term to differentiate between internal and external innovation (Chesbrough, 2003a). This 

limitation can give a clear distinction between external and internal but even creates 

interpretation space when it comes to where the company’s, the organization’s, boundaries are. 

Lakhani et al. (2013) argue that the company should include several levels of boundaries for 

openness instead. These levels can for example include vertical integration or strategic 

Preface 

• Describes the background to the research and gives an insight into the research 
questions which are to be processed in this study

Theoretical
frame

• Accounts for earlier research on subjects such as open innovation, innovation 
networks, partnering, ecogenes, cooperation relations, intellectual property rights 
and describes the central terms and fields that will be analyzed in the study

Method 

• Describes the approach that has been used to answer the question formulation 
and how the study relates to the method choice and which points of criticism that 
have been taken into consideration under the writing process. 

Empirical
data 

• A clear summary of the interviews that have been carried out from the 
experiences of the respondents and internal data from the companies.

Analysis 

• The result of the theory and its pertinence to the empirical data that has been 
collected from the interviews and internal data from the companies. The 
empirical data will be analyzed using established models of analysis

Conclusions 
and 

Discussion

• Referring to the analysis comes a conclusive discussion that answers the question 
formulation

Suggestions 
for future 
research

• Describes how researchers can use this data for future research, as this study is 
only a beginning for further research in the field
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alliances, which can contribute to several types of open innovation as it creates opportunities 

for decision makers to place levels in a way that fits the organization and the field. To clarify 

these organizational boundaries and the study’s chosen definition of open innovation, the 

different levels have been summarized in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 2 The study’s definition of open innovation. (Own interpretation, 2015) 

Level 1 in this study will be defined as closed innovation which represents limited projects 

where all development happens internally to the project and the results are delivered to the 

project’s predetermined market. For an innovation model to be considered as open, an active 

choice is requested to take part in external ideas, resources and competence as well as an active 

choice to offer internal ideas, resources and competence to some part external to the project.  

The second level is the level that Chesbrough (2003) describes as closed innovation, as it 

follows the classical company boundaries. The third level contains vertical cooperation, which 

implies that a company cooperates with one or several suppliers or universities. The central 

difference with level four is that the company is the only part in the horizontal level. Within 

level four, one or several of the involved parts are on the same horizontal level in the same 

project. There can therefore be several competitors involved in the same project. In this study, 

the focus will lay on the vertical and horizontal cooperations.   
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2 Literature Review 

This section describes briefly the literature that highlighted the subject by researchers 

considered the subject from different angles, Cooperation and Network 

Due to fact that the challenges that companies face become more and more complicated, there 

is greater need to combine different ways of understanding and experiences to solve them.  

Thereafter, there is a need for people to cooperate across field boundaries, internal structures 

and between organizations (Kothandaraman & Wilson, 2001). The management of external as 

well as internal relations for the general network is paramount to the success of open innovation 

in a company (Vanhaverbeke, 2012). An underlying insight around open innovation is therefore 

that companies do not act as independable actors on their own markets but they are part of a 

bigger network and system. This shows that cooperation is an important function to succeed 

with open innovation in companies (Hossain, 2013; Aasen & Amundsen, 2013). 

2.1.1 Effective cooperation for innovation 

At the same time, innovation research shows that opinions on what is the best strategy to 

succeed with cooperation vary between different disciplines and is in accordance with existing 

ways to understand social challenges (Burns & Stalker, 1961). Powell et al. (1996) point out 

that relations and cooperation are about more than the exchange of products and services. 

Effective cooperation is rated as leading to innovation, increased client interest and better 

operation (Powell et al., 1996). This is due to the fact that many ideas and innovations emerge 

in the intersection between different people’s various knowledge and experiences (Johansson, 

2005). Powell et al. (1996) describe that depending on how operational individuals and teams 

are at combining different knowledge from separate fields, the more new ideas and directions 

they will be able to bring forward. Bergman et al. (2009) think that the thought is that more idea 

development and innovation happen when people from different professional and practical 

backgrounds connect around a problem or a task, which we recognize from the tradition of open 

innovation. According to this perspective, innovation can therefore be seen as a collective 

process where participation and cooperation for innovation between different actors are the 

essential focal points (Bergman et al., 2009). 

An example for a successful cooperation strategy is Procter and Gambles Connect development 

strategy that Huston and Sakkab (2006) describe as successful as they continuously search for 

new ideas outside the company’s boundaries that are then picked, bettered and capitalized. 
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Procter and Gambles Connect development strategy builds on collaborations between several 

individuals and organizations where they systematically look after tested technologies and 

products that can be enhanced. It is therefore important that the organizations that are engaged 

in the cooperation have a clear picture over what they are looking for. If the company involves 

itself in such a process without clearly stated and defined goals and which actors that fit in, the 

risk is that the company get a lot of ideas that are not achievable or fit in in its organization 

(Aasen and Amundsen, 2013). 

2.1.2 Value 

Kotler (1988) argues that value refers to what the clients gains, the difference between what the 

client gives and what it gets. Value can mean different things for each individual and 

organizations as well as for each new project. Value does not only imply economical value but 

also qualities (Womak & Jones, 1996). The achievement of value has to do with whether 

innovation processes lead to profit creation or not. The realization of the value of inventions 

and new ideas is balanced with the organization’s ability to convert new knowledge, scientific 

breakthroughs and technological achievements to industrial and economical successes. Value 

creation presumes that the innovation process leads to measurable results such as: lower costs, 

better existing products, widened product portfolio or better client service. The results must 

also give a positive effect on business performance, measured with factors such as yield level, 

share in the market, competitive postions and above all the value for the client (Chesbrough & 

Appleyard, 2007). 

2.1.3 Network 

The different actors in an organization create a network. The networks can have close relations 

with strong bonds between partners or consist of different actors that barely have any contacts. 

The various actors that compose a network can be suppliers, clients, stockholders and co-

workers. The research highlights how important it is to have a strong bond between the different 

actors. Through the creation of a clear network organization, various actors can exchange 

knowledge, information and experiences with different external parts outside their own 

organization. As long as there exists a will in the different partners to engage in the network, 

mutual exchange and find common values, they have all the prerequisites to succeed. This 

functioning or not of the network is depending on their openness (Dalsgaard & Bendix, 1998). 



11 

 

According to Alvesson and Svenningsson (2007), the relations are a key component in 

networks. They describe network as a metaphor that consists of comparison based on the 

relations, data and the environment that surround a company. From this metaphor, they observe 

that it is difficult to map how the network will look like, understand which characterics the 

relations have and how these influence the company in different situations. Alvesson and 

Svenningsson (2007) also point out the weight of relations for the emergence of a network. 

These relations take the shape of for example, common norms, communication, and information 

exchange between companies, when organizations share or exchange staff, or when a superior 

organization (such as the town council) creates relations with organizations in the same field. 

According to Hamrefors (2002), different constellations of various relations give birth to 

networks.  

2.2 Innovation networks 

Lütz (1997) describe open innovation collaboration as a multilateral network composed by a 

constellation of actors such as suppliers, manufacturers and competitors. Lütz (1997) believes 

that a network has some institutional advantages in the shape of directing mechanisms and 

expected production of innovation but he experiences that it is hard to live up to the potential. 

Lütz (1997) argue that it is first when the participating organizations change the reference frame 

from seeing cooperation as non profit game to seeing the positive value of it that radical 

innovation can be achieved. One of the most challenging obstacles to the creation of a network 

is the standard routines that the organizations have inculcated earlier in partner organizations 

and that need to be learned again.  
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Companies that want to engage in an innovation network must develop a wider strategic 

orientation (Hamrefors, 2009; Normann & Ramirez, 1993). The network’s value builds on the 

relations that can vary from unique to exchangeable (Lieberman & Montgomery, 1988). Powell 

(1990) claims that network relations are neither spontaneously cooperative, like markets, nor 

authoritatively determined by administrative decisions, such as hierarchical organization forms; 

they are rather a multilateral cooperation form with unique streaks of flexibility and stability. 

Network are strongly depending on the cooperation taking place as they are directed by 

reciprocity in the exchange relations and that only those actors that are willing to give 

something away will most likely get something in return (Gouldner, 1960). They must therefore 

be conscious of the essence of trust between partners (Yström, 2013).  

Allee (2000) describes three different components that are important in an innovation network. 

She defines the three components as “currency” as they are something that can be exchanged 

within the innovation network. The first currency (1) is products, services and income. This 

currency contains all parts that have to do with the products (invoices, contracts and 

development). The second currency in innovation networks is knowledge (2) as it is important 

to be able to change information, process knowledge and support the main product or service. 

The third current is intangible advantages (3). These advantages go beyond the main product 

or service and focus on the loyalty towards clients and a feeling of belonging to a community. 

Kothandaraman and Wilson (2001) describe another model in an innovation network that is 

composed of three main parts:  

1. Core competence: The main characteristics in the network’s existing partners. These 

functions will together create an added value for the client.  

Figure 3 Innovatoin network (Own construction of Hamrefors, 2009) 
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2. Relationship: The functions are affected by the relationship between partners in the network. 

The relationship between partners helps the network to move forward and stop at the right 

moment.  

3. Preeminent client value:  Through knowing what the client wants, it is possible to work 

towards a place where the client value is fulfilled.  

In the innovation network, knowledge is important and the network often changes shape 

because of all the knowledge that the actors have. The insecurity in a network leads to 

companies positioning themselves strategically and deciding which function and role they want 

to have in the network. If the companies do this, they can more easily keep their position 

(Hamrefors, 2009). To create a successful cooperation, each partner must contribute with 

something distinctive: basic research, product developing competence, manufacturing 

capability or access to distribution facilities. The challenge is to share enough skills to create 

advantages against companies outside the alliance but at the same time having the company 

hindering the sharing of its entire core competence with the partner (Hamel et al., 1989). This 

is a very thin line to cross which implies that companies must meticulously choose which skills 

and techniques they give to their partners.  They must develop protection against unwanted, 

informal exchange of information. The goal is to diminish the insight into their business 

(Yström, 2013). 

Tidd and Bessant (2012) describe four main arguments for networking on a higher level within 

the innovation field:  

 Collective effectivity – In complex surroundings, it is hard for everyone except the 

largest companies to own a core competence. Networking allows more to have access 

to resources through a shared exchange process. Effectivity can be compared to what 

emerge in a cluster model.  

 Collective learning – Networking does not only necessarily imply to share spare or 

expensive resources. It can even lead to companies sharing experiences, ideas and 

support shared experiments.  

 Collective risk taking – An innovation network allows companies to share the risks that 

a lone company would not dare to take on.  
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Intersection between different knowledge settings – Networking even allows different relations 

to be built up across knowledge fronts and leads to the opening up of participation companies 

to new stimulus and experiences.  

Nowadays, many companies have built upp innovation networks due to today’s fast changing 

market where product life cycles become shorter, costs for research and development are 

decreasing and the complexity of new products increase. Innovation networks are a way for a 

company to handle these challenges to increase their innovation capacity. Innovation networks 

can create cooperations to co-innovate with suppliers, clients and other potential partners 

(Chesbrough, 2007). These networks even lead towards new hardships such as communication, 

knowledge sharing, risks and ownership (IPR). The most common innovation/production 

network contains suppliers and clients who are important sources of innovation (Song et al., 

2012). 

Gardet and Mothe (2011) speak of five coordination mechanisms to best organize an innovation 

nework: 

 Type of exchange and level of formality: 

 Formal exchanges such as standardized products, budget formulation, planning, 

confidential agreements and contracts.Informal exchanges which are implicit and 

verbal. These are often seminars, meetings and creation of new teams.  

 The informal ways are not as expensive as the formal ones as they increase the 

strategic flexibility and decrease the risk for conflict although they may demand 

longer time to implement.  

 Trust between organizations – As the innovative environment is changing fast, there 

must be trust as contracts are not substantial enough.  

 Shared results that companies have agreed on.  

 Delivering guarantees on what has been promised – If companies cannot deliver, they 

can get a bad reputation which most of them want to avoid.  

 Conflict management – There are several ways to solve conflicts in a network: 1) A 

common solution to the problem between partners, 2) Convincing, 3) Coercion, 4) 

Sanctions, 5) A third part act as an intermediary between the companies.  
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2.3 Partnering 

Partnering is a cooperation form where all actors that are involved in a project collaborate 

towards common goals, activities and economy.  They have the same vision and goals and in 

that way succeed to achieve better results because they possess different knowledge and 

experiences (Dubois & Gadde, 2002; Dubois & Gadde, 2012). This cooperation method 

differentiates itself from the traditional cooperation methods where the different actors in the 

network often work on their own with their parts and then pass it on to the next actor (Akintoye 

et al., 2000). The biggest difference between partnering and normal business relations is that 

partnering builds on a core consisting of faith and trust. Normal business relations can build on 

trust but normally they do not do it to such a big extent. These are the problems and difficulties 

with partnering, because trust is not something that can be bargained for or put in a contract 

with your partner. Another big difference that separate them is that partnering projects have a 

shared economy, which implies that partners share a business risk and at the same time bring 

forward and share intellectual property rights on the highest level and you also have a common 

eye for the product (Humphreys et al., 2003). 

Everyone involved in a partnership project shall have the same conditions and take part in the 

incentives. This is for everyone to feel part of the team and work for the projects best (Dubois 

& Gadde, 2002). It is important that all parts are open and share their experiences and 

knowledge and do not hide something from the other members of the team. They start the 

project together and are part of it all the way so that they are able to handle different problems 

and risks that can show up, and together bring forward a future solution or product (Akintoye 

et al., 2000). 

To clarify the difference between a normal cooperation and a partnering project, the following 

criteria exist: 

Non partnering suppliers: 

 Deliver simple components  

 Numerous suppliers 

 Low price differentiation  

 Low loyalty 

 Low margins 
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Partnering suppliers: 

 Deeper relations 

 Different types of differentiation 

 Some type of added value 

 Commonly decided cost reductions  

 Common innovation 

 Common information sharing (can include stock exchange information – deeper 

information)  

 Common technical information 

 Common strategies 

 Sharing of the profit that emerge from the solution or product (Humphreys et al., 2003) 

There exist two types of partnering: Strategic partnership that builds on long-term solutions at 

the company level that span over several different projects and project partnering that builds on 

cooperation forms that are created and preserved under a specific project. Some of the 

advantages with partnering are among other things diminished costs, increased productivity, 

shorter project times, which all contribute to increased quality through learning as well as 

constant improvements. As a conclusion, this will hopefully lead to more value for the client 

(Dubois & Gadde, 2012; Akintoye et al., 2000). 

When only similar projects are running at the same time, there is a risk for tunnel vision. By 

working with various actors in different departments so reduces the risk of this by concerting 

together. There can even be several projects running in parallel and they can use knowledge 

exchange between the various projects (Dubois & Gadde, 2012). 

It is easy for conflicts to emerge when the different parts cannot agree on a decision and that 

often one of the parts is using its influence on the others. This can create an unbalanced relation 

between the actors as one of the most essential parts in partnering is mutual adaptation to create 

opportunities for an enhanced performance. Therefore, it is important to be able to handle 

conflicts in a smooth way and take into consideration the strive for a long-term relation that you 

want to cherish for it to last longer (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). 
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2.3.1 Strategic partnering 

Strategic partnership has always been a critical source for value for businesses and has become 

even more important in today’s economy as companies become more and more depedent on 

each other. Statistics tells that over 70 % of innovation alliances and partnerships fail, and less 

that 10 % deliver what was expected from the alliance or beyond expectations. To create 

strategic partnership is nowadays a requirement for many companies to be able to reduce costs, 

enhance performance and accelerate the speed of innovation (Bardin et al., 2013). 

Bardin et al. (2013) highlights that the strategic partnership they want to exemplify is the 

partnership that covers the entire companies’ businesses and not individual projects. These 

types of alliances strive to create materialistic and even transformative value for both partners 

in alliances and the value stretches over the entire business portfolio. Nowadays, business deals 

more with accessibility than ownership. A problem that often comes up with the forming of an 

alliance is the background of the company. Most companies are used to total ownership which 

makes them feel safer and easier to manage.  

According to Bardin et al. (2013), the main motives for strategic partnership are: 

 Lower risks and higher security 

 Access to resources and competences 

 Access to innovative potential  

 Access to new markets or relations 

A strategic partnership is often described as a marriage. Both parts must ask a few questions to 

each other to see if they match. Questions may be do we have the same goals in the long run, 

do we want the same things? Do we trust each other? The definition of a partneship is when 

you care as much about your partners’ interests and results as your own (Bardin et al., 2013). 

A strategic partnership is there to create long-term strategic objectives with the purpose to 

improve or dramatically change the company’s competitive position. This is done through new 

technology, new markets and new products. Strategic partners see themselves as an extension 

of their own organizations (Mentzer et al., 2000). 

   

The result of a strategic partnership in the earlier part of the value chain can lead to collusion 

that limits entry on the market. The market leaders can further increase their influence through 
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partnership and increased industrial concentration. A combination of industrial concentration, 

the size of the company and common efforts of the market leaders can create more or less stable 

cooperation networks (Hagedoorn, 1995). 

2.4 Innovative ecosystems 

The term ecosystem defines as the economical system that connects different actors and 

resources that are needed to create innovation and growth in an organization or a newtork. 

Interaction between actors in the system is in its turn directed by the system’s institutions, which 

mean the laws, rules and norms that exist. Two important components in a well-functioning 

ecosystem are the finance managers and the executive advisors (Adner, 2006). 

An innovative ecosystem can be seen as a strategic alliance, which implies that the different 

parts of the ecosystems help each other to survive. There are two shades of the term ecosystem; 

on the one hand, an ecosystem is a system composed by economical actors that belong to the 

thought out sale market for an invention.  On the other side, it designates the environment of 

actors and factors that contribute to push forward inventions and innovations. Ecosystems 

englobe cultures, values, institutional rules, structures, networks, interaction between actors 

among other things (Adner & Kapoor, 2010). Most ground-breaking innovations fail if they are 

isolated. They need completing innovations to attract clients and be able to work altogether. To 

get involved in an innovative ecosystem is risky. To be able to introduce an innovation on the 

market, the market must be in phase. An example for this is when Apple delayed Itunes’ 

entrance on the music market as they needed to wait for online distribution of music to be legal 

(Adner, 2006).  

Other terms that are related to ecosystem are clusters, competence block and development 

block. Nowadays, the idea that random coalitions and interactions offer solutions and business 

opportunities is not longer acceptable. Instead, you speak of partnership and alliances, both 

upstreams and downstreams, as the best ways for cross fertilization and synergy effects. To be 

able to survive and thrive in today’s world of global innovations, companies must seek alliances 

based on compatible differences (Traitler et al., 2011). 

When ecosystems function, they allow the companies that have not created value on their own 

to do so. Ecosystems come with new opportunities but also greater risks. Even if a company 

would develop its own innovation brilliantly, they still need to adapt to their partners in the 

ecosystem to be able to succeed. When companies use an ecosystem and are depending on 
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others, there are some strategic implications that need to be pondered. Time management is 

almost always affected. To introduce an innovation on the market before your competitors has 

only a value if your partners are ready when you are. Another strategic consideration that needs 

to be contemplated is the resource distribution. Since there are critical bottle necks outside the 

organization, it can be more effective to distribute the resources to external projects rather that 

internally in the organization. The most important strategic consequence of engaging in an 

ecosystem is that risk assessement changes dramatically. Most financial departments at 

companies assess the risks for the companies to create value on their own. When value is created 

in an ecosystem, it is necessary to compare it with the traditional measuring standards. Although 

that it is not enough for success. When there is not a systematic method to analyze risks within 

an ecosystem, yielding processes will remain incomplete. This is a problem as these processes 

put the expectations on new initiatives, the actual yardstick against what the results will be 

measured against. When expectations on projects are based on shaky grounds, it is then a 

balancing act between success and failure for the project. This can happen despite the best 

efforts from the project leaders. A pretty usual mistake managers make is their wish to plan, 

position themselves and defend their standings at once within the ecosystem. Leaders tend to 

forget to look at the process and order in which an ecosystem will emerge. Innovation 

ecosystems are characterized by three fundamental types of risks: Initiative risks, risks that 

emerge from mutual dependence and integration risks (Adner, 2006). 

Different ecosystems are unequally suitable to favor innovation. From a lone inventor’s or idea 

owner’s perspective, it is important to both understand in which ecosystem you are and what 

parts of the ecosystem that is important to consider (Korfmacher, 2000). When it comes to the 

ecosystem’s actors, Korfmacher (2000) describes the following as most important: 

1. Density of knowledge intensive innovation companies  

2. Private equity companies that have genuine knowledge and experiences 

3. Density of universities and university environments 

4. Flows of individual persons 
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Other important factors in an innovative ecosystem that Selander et al. (2010) take upp are: 

1. Geographical density 

2. Entrepreneurship  

3. Examples in the geographic proximity  

4. Friendship, culture and trust 

5. Culture of openness (but at the same time IPR- awareness) 

6. Relaxing atmosphere 

7. Initiative skill 

8. Spirit of experimenting (Okay to fail) 

9. Flow of information to and from the outside environment 

10. Cooperation with bidirectional knowledge arrows 

11. Both gut feeling decisions and well based decisions  

12. Companies are “need seekers” and not “tech-pushers” 

To formulate an ecosystem’s strategy is very repetitive and it must be. It must be iterative based 

on the fact that there are so many connected parts and actors. When managers have developed 

a vision of which market they want to enter, they reach a preliminar agreement on what they 

expect. Thereafter, they assess the risks that come with the plan. These are initiative risks, 

dependence risks and integration risks. The risk assessement process often leads the leaders to 

revise their expectation on the results and change their original plan. This new way of thinking 

can lead to an acceptance of lower performance goals, the allocation of more resources to the 

project, the redistribution of the responsibility for the development between companies and 

their partners, change in their target market, declining an opportunity and so on (Adner, 2006). 

The biggest risk with mutual dependence is that if one of the partners is delayed, all participants 

in the ecosystem will be as well. Despite the market looking like it is waiting for a product, 

delays can shut the window that existed for introducion a new product.  It can even be beneficial 

to wait for a new product till the market gets a chance to adapt itself to the new technology.  It 

is of great weight to plan and expect delays that are outside of their own control (Adner, 2006). 

Williamson and De Mayer (2012) also describe an ecosystem where actors cooperate to create 

value together, but where a company has the leader role and makes sure that the other companies 

in the network contribute to create value that can be useful for the company at the top. The 

company that leads the ecosystem does not need to be the company with the most power or 
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resources, but it is the company that succeeds in directing and stimulating the other companies 

in the ecosystem.  

Gawer and Cunsumano (2014) speak about how companies create industrial platforms within 

their field which are often associated with network effects. The more that adopt the platform, 

the more valuable the owner and its members become. The companies and their partners 

together create an innovative ecosystem where members get an increased access to the other 

members and completing innovative products. In other words, there is an increasing incentive 

for more companies and users to adopt a platform and participate in an ecosystem when the 

number of users and member is constantly on the rise. This creates network effects and a 

cumulative advantage for existing platforms. The more completing products and services are 

created in an innovative ecosystem, the higher the entry barrier on the market for the 

competitors.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 Theoretical framework of analysis 
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This section presents the main theories of the thesis that will be analyzed. 

3.1 Open innovation 

The need for organizations to increase their innovative ability has been an important driving 

force to enable the search for new ways to find and use ideas outside the organization’s 

boundaries. One of these is the business model that is called open innovation (Chesbrough, 

2003a). Open innovation is defined as the use of appropiate in- and outflows of knowledge to 

accelerate internal innovation and expand markets for the external use of innovation. 

Companies that work with open innovation consenquently work in innovation networks which 

contributes to companies keeping themselves updated and they can draw from each other’s 

knowledge and experiences. They can in this way steadily lay at the forefront when it comes to 

now technology (Enkel et al., 2009). 

A starting point for the idea of openness is that a lone organization cannot be innovative in an 

isolated environment. An organization needs to engage with different partners to get ideas and 

resources from the external environment to be able to stand side by side with the competitors. 

External partners may be other organizations or individuals that are not employed internally in 

the company (Dahlander & Grann, 2010). Kuschel et al. (2011) point out that an effective open 

information infrastructure is defining for open organizations and therefore there is a need to 

embrace heterogeneity for the different actors used. Bergman et al. (2009) even identify the 

need to structure and control the open innovation process. A balance between coordination and 

openness needs to be found. However Herzog (2008) argues that there are different needs for 

an organization to be open depending on the novelty grade of the innovation that the company 

chooses to work with and the resulting knowledge gaps. Moreover, there are needs to take in 

knowledge external to the organization.  

The term open innovation was coined down by Henry Chesbrough (2003). According to him, 

there has been a paradigm shift over how companies commercialize industrial knowledge. 

Chesbrough (2003) calls the old paradigm closed innovation. Closed innovation is a mindset 

that says that successful innovation needs control. This implies that companies must generate 

own ideas, develop, market and finance them on their own. This mindset was a popular and 

successful way to work during a bigger part of the 1990s. To trust someone or something that 

had been produced outside your own organization was unthinkable because the employees did 

not want to trust its quality and performance. This phenomenon is called not invented here, the 

mistrust against the different way of working from outside their organization.  It is not possible 
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to work in this way anymore as knowledge today is distributed all over the society and new 

ideas emerge everywhere (Yström, 2013). 

Chesbrough (2003) and Heidl et al. (2010) argue that the idea of closed innovation is no longer 

sustainable and that the society is shifting towards a new paradigm that they call open 

innovation. Open innovation is a paradigm that presupposes that companies can and should 

used internal as well as external ideas. Companies should even use external and internal ways 

into the market. As a consequence, it will be easier for them to progress with their technology. 

All smart people do not work in the same place and companies cannot rely on themselves to 

stand for all value creating moments to create a competitive product (Chesbrough, 2003). 

The reasons that Chesbrough (2003) believes have shaken the closed paradigm which leads to 

open innovation during the 21st century are:  

 The growing mobility of competent people that depends on a lot of resource allocation 

on higher education.  

 The increasing growth of venture capital Company that had specialized in starting new 

companies that commercialized external research and converted them to growing and 

valuable companies.  

 Researchers and innovators that do not get any financing from their own company could 

go over to the new start-up firms and this endangered the internal research.  

 

Figure 4 The closed and open innovation models (Chesbrough, 2003) 

In figure 2, Chesbrough (2003) shows how a closed and open innovation model looks like.  The 

closed model implies that a company only focuses on the internal research and its already 

existing market. In the open innovation model, the company use external knowledge, 
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cooperates with other organizations and enters new markets (Chesbrough, 2003). The most 

prominent reason for this is that companies want unexploited knowledge to be used and create 

radical innovations. Companies can in that way cooperate with other companies and earn money 

on a knowledge exchange which can lead to economical growth. This process has often given 

more beneficial than damaging results for the company as it actually must open up and exposes 

some material (Tidd & Bessant, 2012). 

Through having a close cooperation with other companies, companies even save money as they 

do not need to own all core competence within the company or spend money to have the latest 

technology on their own. Organizations must dare taking the risk to share their assets and 

knowledge as they will get new knowledge from other actors in return. If the companies do not 

dare taking risks, they must at the same time be prepared to not be constantly attractive on the 

market and as a result stagnate. Examples for this are Nintendo that was not ready to share 

knowledge with its cooperation partners and therefore fell down in the development chain. 

Nintendo could not make a living only on their knowledge and competence. Lego is also a good 

example for this as they were one of the biggest actors within the toy industry in the year 2003 

and expanded fast, but several years later they were near bankruptcy due to the fact that they 

had lost client focus and stopped looking around. Therefore, they recruited the help of other 

companies as well as used digital platforms to get help from external partners. Lego succeeded 

with turning its downturn around to today being one of the most valuable toy companies (Aasen 

& Amundsen, 2013). 

Lindegaard and Kawasaki (2010) believe that the key to succeed with the implementation of 

open innovation is to build a strong innovation culture and innovation strategy. Laursen and 

Salter (2006) have researched the relation between the company’s external search strategies and 

their innovative performances. They have discovered that many innovative companies have 

changed the way in which they search for new ideas through the adoption of open search 

strategies that involve the use of a wide choice of external actors and sources to help them 

achieve and keep innovation. With width Lindegaard and Kawasaki (2010) mean the amount 

of external sources and search channels the company rely on and with depth, they define to 

what extent the company extracts knowledge from the various external channel and search 

channels. Companies can reach a max limit for when the searching is profitable. Some 

companies tend to oversearch external knowledge which leads to non profit and waste of 

resources.  
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Cohen and Levinthal (1990) argue that a company’s ability to recognize the value of new 

external information and being able to absorb it depends on the company’s innovative 

capability. With capability, the authors mean the company’s absorbtion ability and suggest that 

this is a function of the company’s prior knowledge related to the field. The most elementary 

prior related knowledge includes basic knowledge or can even be a common language. It can 

even be knowledge about the newest technology in a given field.  

3.2 Cooperation relations 

Simard and West (2006) mean that knowledge flows and knowledge transfers are important 

aspects for many innovations. This knowledge is transferred in a network and in the different 

relations and bonds that companies have with each other. According to Håkansson (1989), the 

fundamental standing point is therefore that each company has connections and important links 

to other companies and actors outside the company’s own boundaries. This insight implies that 

companies therefore are not free or independent units but compose a bigger network where 

everyone depends on each other in different ways. The network perspective can be explained 

as the relations between these companies, as well as how these relations are managed, and what 

types of transactions and exchange happens between them. Moreover Ford et al. (1999) find 

that all relations are valuable but some are more valuable than others.  This depends to a great 

extent on which knowledge and resources the companies possess. They argue that the company 

should have a clear view on what relations and values that are defining for the company before 

they enter a deeper relation. Håkansson (1989) describes that industrial networks are 

characterized by different companies that are connected to each other due to the fact that if they 

are producing, processing or manufacturing competing products. The companies’ different 

resource assets (technologies, knowledge etc.) are central in this network. Furthermore, he 

observes that companies can get better control over the total resource capital in a network, 

through engaging in deeper relation and cooperation with actors whose resources are of weight 

for their own business (Håkansson, 1989). 

Something that is pinpointed as central for open innovation is the management and 

establishment of the relations and bonds that exist between companies and their external 

persons of interest in a network (Chesbrough et al., 2006). Simard and West (2006) believe that 

organizations and individuals are part of a network where relations between actors can be shared 

into two different types: formal and informal. Formal relations are characterized by strategic 

alliances with for example consultants, suppliers and partner organizations. In these relations, 
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there often lays a contract at the base and future resource and knowledge exchanges are planned 

in advance. Informal relations are of a more personal character and emerge not too rearly from 

a formal relation that has evolved over time. Both these relations are defining when it comes to 

open innovation and are the base for which open innovation strategy companies choose with 

each relation (Simard & West, 2006). 

Furthermore, Simard & West (2006) take up two other types of relation descriptions, deep 

versus weak relation bonds. The likeliness and effectivity for a successful open innovation 

strategy increase if the company has deeper relations with the other part. This is understandable 

as the conditions and cooperation climate often are more profitable if the companies have a 

strong relation to an external actor. Weak bonds do not necessarily imply the opposite bad 

conditions, but are characterized by individuals and organizations that are a few levels away in 

the network. The advantage with this can be that they possess other knowledge and 

competences that can be of value for the company and that this can often grant access to new 

networks. The authors mean that all above mentioned relation types are defining for open 

innovation to function. It demands a balance between them for the prerequisites to be optimal 

(Simard & West, 2006). 

3.2.1 What characterizes a successful cooperation  

Trust – Trust is one of the most fundamental factors for a cooperation relation to function. 

There are different types of relation in the shape of contract, competence and good will 

cooperation (Sako, 1992). Relations in a cooperation project are often complex and therefore, 

trust is something that all business relations try to achieve because of the negative correlations 

and transaction costs (Williamson, 1975). It is deemed to be especially important in partnering 

as these types of contracts usually are portrayed as less complete and that a constant 

renegotiation does not happen. Trust can emerge in different ways: it can happen through an 

already existing relation based on rumours (1), it can emerge spontaneously (2) or is developed 

over time through repeting interactions (3) (Lazar, 2000). The usual argument is that it takes 

time to develop trust and the key to this strategy is that trust is developed through mutual 

cooperation strategies from both parts (Lazar, 1997; Lazer, 2000; Cheung et al. 2003). 

However, sometimes trust can be created faster as it does not demand repeating interactions 

and can even emerge in a lone cooperation projects. For this to happen, it is requested that both 

parts are on the same “wave length” immediately (Lazar 2000). 
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Common goals and common understanding – Companies strive after maximizing their own 

profit, but it is important for them to have a long-term perspective. The thought behind 

cooperation projects is that the individual goal will fulfill the common goal (Crowley & Karim, 

1995). But with the above mentioned starting point, “common goal setting” is almost 

impossible. The important thing is that there exists a mutual understanding and respect for each 

others’ interests in the cooperation. This understanding and respect make it easier to reach 

compromise in a situation where you realize that the other part’s marginal utility is much higher 

than your marginal loss – and that it can be the contrary next time. The long-term consequences 

of compromises in a well-functioning partnership are higher profits for both partners. Even if 

companies are profit maximizing and therefore have different economical goals, there can still 

be common goals in other moments such as security, respect, creation of new technology and 

nice working environment etc. This can ease the understanding for each others’ interests and 

be considered an important part of cooperation (Kadefors, 2002; Kadefors, 2004). 

Relation building activities – It is important the the cooperation composed by the key persons 

in the project, from both parts, meet as soon as possible with the purpose of strengthening bonds 

and getting to know each other (Cheng, 2000). It can be advantageous if the first meeting is 

preferentially held in a neutral place and has the character of a social happening. An interaction 

course can also be held during the meeting, before they work out the underlying goals in the 

cooperation project. To succeed in creating and maintaining a good relationship, it is essential 

that the parts are in agreement from the beginning about what they want to achieve as well as 

that the organizations make sure to achieve the performances that they have taken on. This is 

not enough although, they must constantly follow up on the expectations, if something new 

happens on the market or if there is something else that need to be changed  (Humphreys et al., 

2003). 

Continuous and structured meetings – Another fundamental aspect is that the goals should 

continuously be followed up on if they are to serve any purpose. This is recommended to be 

done in the cooperation group that also discusses problem solving and new improvement ideas 

from all the levels in both organizations. It can be important the the group has mandate to make 

quick decisions and as result, create a flexible organization (Crowley & Karim, 1995). 

Discussion leader - An external intermediary role can be described as an impartial discussion 

leader that makes sure that both parts gets to voice their opinions in a balanced way. The 

person’s task is also to administrate meetings in such a way that the discussion focuses on 
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relevant questions and does not stagnate due to trivial and pointless questions. This management 

of meetings is especially important in the beginning of the relationship (Baden Hellard, 1995), 

and it can even be positive if the intermediary has experience of similar cooperation projects 

and can function as an introduction to the term in the first meetings (Stephenson, 1996; 

Kadefors, 2004; Tyler & Matthews, 1996). 

To choose cooperation partners – Since partnering conveys a closer relation between two 

organizations, it is important to have a clear strategy around how companies choose their 

cooperation partners. It is essential that a good personal interaction exists from the beginning. 

Therefore, it is of great weight that persons that engage in cooperation projects agree. A 

successful result will be easier to achieve if participants have an initial positive mindset to each 

other and to the cooperation project. To get the “right persons” in the cooperation group, it can 

be advantageous to hand pick suitable participants that make an effort to understand diverging 

opinions, needs and goals. If the collaboration does not function in the project, it needs to be 

changed through a closer look if some participants need to be changed and to have a 

predetermined strategy around how they should go forward (Kadefors, 2004; Crane et al., 

1999). 

Another important aspect is that there should not be too many cooperation projects running at 

the same time, as it is essential to keep track of them and that they should not be mixed together. 

There can be an amount of different cooperation fields with a certain component solution where 

there is a deeper relation (Humphreys et al., 2003). 

Predetermined conflict solving methods – Before organizations engage in a cooperation 

agreement, it is important that they agree on how they should handle big problems and conflicts 

that can emerge. It can be solved through productive or destructive methods (Mohr & Spekman, 

1994). To solve a dispute in the court of justice or with an internal form of disagreement solution 

can only result in one winner; this characterizes a destructive solution. The other manner to 

solve a disagreement is to discuss the problematic, preferentially between the people whom the 

problem emerges from, normally on an operative level. State that the cooperation relation is an 

implicit promise from both parts that they will try to do it in a positive spirit that as a result, 

will hopefully lead to productive solution when problems arise (Cox & Thompson, 1997). 

Openness – A well-functioning cooperation implies the sharing of information between the 

parts. The knowledge of each other’s goals, visions and dilemmas can hopefully make 
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cooperation easier in the shape of compromises (Thompson & Sanders, 1998). The information 

sharing that happens also gives a better opportunity to contribute with improvements (Cox & 

Thompson, 1997; Kadefors, 2004). Humphreys et al. (2003) argue that to be open is a defining 

factor at the beginning of a cooperation relation, to give a signal of good faith as trust does not 

exist yet.  

For a partnership or cooperation to be able to exist, all cooperating parts must have a motive at 

the institutional level and experience that they can win something from participating 

(Johansson, 1997; Dodgson, 1993). It can be about reaching greater flexibility and effectivity 

or to manage an unsafe environment, share risks in product development (Erfors, 2004), or to 

be able to reach legitimacy (to be seen as belonging to the “right audience”) (Oliver, 1990). The 

motives for cooperation often vary, and it is normal that several factors are involved, and have 

a consolidating effect, which results in additional positive effect from the cooperation (ibid). 

Cooperation advantages (Huxham, 1993) (compared to for example competitive advantages) 

describe the added value that can come from organizations tha cooperate with each other. When 

competitors or suppliers are requested to be colleagues in the innovation process, some new 

opportunities emerge and new relations are created, both internally and externally for the 

participation organizations.  

Chiaromonte (2006) suggested opening up the innovation process to englobe a greater variation 

of partners. On the way, the industrial dynamic as well as roles, identities and responsibility are 

changed, when for example suppliers become colleagues rather than subordinates. Therefore, 

there is a need for having an ability to handle knowledge flows and coordinate relations between 

parts. To manage cooperation implies to set up social processes where different actors create 

knowledge and reveal business opportunities (Bergman et al., 2009). 

When it comes to managing cooperation between various organizations, the complex relations 

between parts are a key question for organizations to take care of (Yström, 2013). What 

differentiates organizational cooperation from open innovation is that it is still possible to keep 

roles in the shape of suppliers and buyers in alliances, networks and so on, when open 

innovation cooperation are said to break up these roles and enable a more equal partnership 

(Chiaromonte, 2006). The management of cooperation between organizations tends to focus 

on; 1) how the involved are affected by their participation, 2) secure engagement from the 

involved and 3) create favorable conditions for productive interaction (Mandell and Steelman, 

2003). Vangen and Huxham (2003a) have a similar perspective but separate the business in two 
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focus fields: the spirit in the cooperation (embrace, empowerement, engagement and 

mobilization) and collaborative hooliganism (manipulate the cooperation agenda and play the 

politics). The aspects of cooperative hooliganism is not often named (Yström, 2013), but 

according to Vangen and Huxham (2003a), it is an important part to make cooperation work.  

Open cooperation involves several parts, and research shows that the specific frame for 

cooperation affects the expectations of the different participants as well as which type of 

behaviour that can lead to effective management methods (Ring & Perry, 1985). It is also true 

that previous relations between partners can come to define to what extent different parts has a 

mutual understanding and that they can trust each other in the arrangement (Mandell & 

Steelman, 2003). Moreover, they will have preconceived ideas on what it implies to work with 

representatives from other sectors and the behavior rather builds on views than what we know 

(in principle) (Mandell, 1999). It is a tricky but important task for the leadership to use these 

differences in perspective and experiences to be able to reach the good in the cooperation. 

To create a successful cooperation, a whole amount of time and resources are requested in the 

shape of continuous and permanent maintaining of relations, as it is not enough to have a good 

contact only at the beginning (Huxham & Vangen, 2004). Trust between the parts must be 

established (Vangen & Huxham, 2003b) as the trust building curve is extremely delicate 

(Newell & Swan, 2000). The economical profits can fast be crushed by disturbances such as 

changes in partners or something else that changes the ecosystemic cooperation. Huxham and 

Vangen (1996) further describe a list of dilemmas in the cooperation between organizations:  

1. A dilemma is how much information companies can reveal. It is a matter of whether 

they are only revealing a certain amount of information, strategies and goals only to a 

few individuals in the organization or if all information should be managed and openly 

discussed in the entire organization. There must at least be a sufficient agreement on 

main goals and detailed actions for cooperation partners to succeed in creating a 

common involvement and engagement.   

2. To make sure that everyone gets positive feedback for common actions is important, but 

some feedback can be left out in favour of democracy.  

3. Compromises must be done from each individual organization’s priorities so that 

cooperation towards common goals can be defined in a realistic manner and to 

encourage cooperation as a whole.  
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4. Individual organization’s power bases can be stronger than what can be immediately 

perceived by the company’s own staff – the identification of a power base can put an 

organization in a good negotiation position.  

5. Tasks that can be of modest signification or routine can take a lot of time and 

compromising to unravel to the satisfaction of everyone involved. Time must be 

allocated for this. 

6. Smaller organizations can experience much more vulnerability than bigger 

organizations can imagine – give space to the first named implies that you must realize 

the weight of communication and be careful in your use of language.  

7. Badly thought use of language can make cooperation partners angry, and they feel 

powerless and confused.  

8. To get a trustworthy relation from the start, it is requested that the company must be 

ready to take a risk.  

9. The pondering and management of internal and external persons of interest is important 

for cooperation initiative.  

10. Shared initiative takes longer time than what is normally expected. It demands both time 

and patience – it is important that a “budget” has been allocated for this.   
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3.3 Supporting and enabling open innovation 

The emphasis on openness and in and outsourcing of ideas and competence has resulted in a 

number of different types of actors to be shown and recognized in the innovation field during 

the last ten years (Yström, 2013). A type of actors that has become bigger is the ”innovation 

intermediary”.  It has emerged with the purpose to bring organizations together and help them 

to cooperate within the open innovation process. It is often independent organizations that other 

organizations go to to get help and support. Howells (2006) defines these middle hands as 

”Organization or organ that function as an agent or agent in a specific part of the innovation 

process between two of more parts.” (p. 720). Within this concept of innovation intermediary, 

different types have been described: bridgers (McEvily & Zaheer, 1999; Bessant & Rush, 

1995), agents (Provan & Human, 1999; Hargadon & Sutton, 1997; Gianiodis et al., 2010; 

Vinsch & Courtney, 2007), third part (Mantel & Rosegger, 1987) and more recently Living 

Labs (Almirall et al., 2012), animators (Howells, 2006), and initiative crowdsourcing such as 

InnoCentive (Sieg et al., 2010; Surowiecki, 2004).  

What the intermediary does is to strengthen an existing innovation process through the 

providing of different contents (for example technology and knowledge) or the conveying of 

the right network conditions for a defined innovation goal (Yström, 2013). Howells (2006) 

describes four conveying functions that an innovation intermediary contributes with: (1) giving 

information about potential cooperation partners; (2) conveying transactions between two or 

more parts; (3) functioning as an intermediary or in-between organ for organizations that 

already cooperate; and (4) helping find advice, financing and support for the innovation results 

of these cooperations. 

3.4 Administration of the intellectual property rights 

The more companies cooperate with external partners, the harder it becomes to appropriate the 

results of these partnerships to interested parties (Di Minin & Faems, 2013; Henkel, 2006; 

Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002). Laursen and Salter (2006) therefore refer to the 

“paradoxical openness”, that claims that to be able to create innovation advantages out of 

openness as well as commercializing innovations demands appropriability. In practice, a 

partnership implies long-term agreements and licenses. However, prior research shows that co-

licensing contributes to a negative connection between the amount of co-patents in the 

company’s license portfolio and its financial growth, companies should therefore avoid 

licensing as much as possible (Belderbos et al., 2010). Simultaneously, other studies show that 
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co-owned licences steadily increase over time (Hagedoorn, 2003). The development towards a 

more open innovation makes it all the more important to think about intellectual property rights 

and create a clear intellectual property rights strategy (Henkel, 2009). 

There is a pitfall where many companies wind up as they have an excessive trust in intellectual 

property rights agreements, and try to support and regulate innovation processes through 

contracts. Agreements, of course, have a function, but in practice it is a lot about the parts’ trust 

in each other. The management must create stability through structures and norms and at the 

same time be aware that open innovation can convey insecurity and chaos. It is not always 

possible to predict the result in advance (Henkel, 2009; Yström, 2011). 

Chesbrough (2003) describes a company scenario, from an open innovation perspective, where 

intellectual property rights are something that must be treated on a strategic level and not be 

delegated to the judicial departments. From this perspective, it is not only interesting to sell 

intellectual property rights, but also be active on the market to buy these. Chesbrough (2003) 

underlines the importance of it for how speed can affect technology in a defining way through 

the fast diffusion and imitation of knowledge. Chesbrough’s (2003) main argument is that 

protected ideas on a shelf are not useful.  

Nambisan and Sawhney (2008) emphasize how the open source movement has originated in 

new ways of treating intellectual property rights aspects through introducing alternative 

licensing models to be able to use, distribute and modify program codes under flexible 

conditions. The emergence of the models has also affected the growth of innovative regulations 

outside the software industry. Among these, a noticeable one is Creative Commons that is an 

organization that freely provides tools for people, companies and organizations to manage 

rights for their own works in a flexible way. Creative Commons (2001) defines a spectrum of 

opportunities between complete protection and common property. This with the purpose of 

rising works to new creative heights through sharing, using, recycling and remixing. Kuschel 

et al. (2011) imply that as a result of increased opportunities to communicate, it is requested to 

open new copyright standards.  

The technique makes it possible for us to connect in a more smooth way, but the complicated 

copyright system was originally shaped to protect innovation which has been a source of 

friction. Just as a company needed open network protocols to create a friction free online 
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network, they now need to open upp the judicial norms to solve the frictions that emerge from 

obsolete restrictions on copyright (Kuschel et al., 2011). 

3.5 Theoretical summary 

Based on the theoretical background, it can clearly be shown that new actors emerge in open 

innovation cooperation and that there exists a pitfall around how these cooperation projects 

should be handled. Therefore, the purpose of this essay is to describe how these open innovation 

cooperation can be created and managed. Below follows a theoretical analysis frame for how 

we will interprete and analyze the empirical data based in the next chapter.  

There exists an amount of different methods and models for how companies choose to position 

themselves and use open innovation. Three of these models that the study has chosen to focus 

on are value network, partnering and ecosystems. The similarity between these three open 

innovation models is that there are two or more parts that decide to formally work together to 

achieve common goals that otherwise would be unachievable. However, the various models 

have som divergences. What separate organizational cooperation from open innovation is that 

in the first named, it is still possible to maintain the roles in the shape of suppliers and buyers 

in alliance, networks etc. when open innovation cooperations are said to break up these roles 

and enable a more equal partnership (Chiaromonte, 2006).  

Partnering is often part of a value network. Partners presume networks but networks can be put 

up loosely and can be a form of social club when partnering always requests an agreement. 

Companies cannot have a loosely defined partnership, either they have one or not. To think in 

a network mindset, that everyone is depending on each other, is the foundation for partnership. 

Partnership is often regulated with licenses. Partnering often happens between a few actors 

when innovation networks and ecosystems can be composed of several organizations that do 

not necessarily need to be strongly bound to each other. It happens within a limited time or 

period when innovation networks or ecosystems can span over an unlimited time frame 

(Humphreys et al., 2003). Within ecosystems and innovation networks, a company can have a 

leadership role which is not possible through partnering. Ecosystems and innovation network 

are influenced by outer circumstances such as new technique and laws which leads to disorders 

in structures and roles in the network. These outer circumstances do not affect partnership in 

the same way (Akintoye et al., 2000). 
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All networks, partnering and ecosystems demand an agreement but the difference within an 

ecosystem is that a separate unit is created for this. In an ecosystem, the agreement is usually 

between organizations and in a partnership or a network it can be a combination of two 

companies (Laursen & Salter, 2006). An example of an ecosystem is Star Alliance, where 

several different flight companies have joined forces and create synergy effects together. This 

happens through offering consumers different destinations where the flight companies do not 

compete against each other, instead they share the flights and make sure that they do not take 

each other’s clients. The parts often contribute equally within an ecosystem, networks and 

partnership, it is an ability to combine resources to drive the project forward and achieve the 

common goal. All parts share the costs and risks, it is not a lone unit that inherits all the rewards. 

Each part can convey unique and different strengths to the relation that can be used to compete 

more effectively in the field (Zhao & Song, 2010).  

Another common aspect for these models is that, for a partnership or cooperation to exist, all 

cooperation parts must have a clear motive on an institutional level and experience that they 

gain something out of participation (Almirall et al., 2012). Whatever method (value networks, 

partnering or ecosystems) a company chooses is completely depending on the organization’s 

purpose, goal and strategy as well as how the corporate culture looks like (Adner & Kapoor, 

2010). However, what is characteristic and common for all the methods is:  

(1) Cooperation – Is the first central aspect, where companies must start with looking at the 

internal organization to examine and analyze why they should engage in an external cooperation 

project and what the purpose is. This is what will become defining for which type of method or 

model of open innovation they should choose (Howells, 2006 ; Yström, 2013).  

(2) Communication and interaction – It narrows down around how companies should interact 

with another partner. They must even make a choice of what is the most central for them in the 

cooperation to become conscious of what it implies to engage in open innovation cooperation. 

It can be everything from goals, expectations, vision, follows up as well as how they should 

handle differences and conflicts (Kuschel et al., 2011).  

(3) Openness – Describes how a company can regulate openness in cooperation with other 

partners. Moreover, it emphasizes how they should manage attitudes and norms internal and 

external to the organization’s boundaries when it comes to openness (Enkel et al., 2009).  
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(4) Cooperation relations – There are two necessary components in cooperation relations; these 

are trust and mutual understanding. Cooperation relations are about the fact that companies 

must examine who they should interact with and how they can agree on the cooperation project 

as well as how they should handle these relations and what is the most central in these 

(Gouldner, 1960). It is important that the different parts have a clear purpose around why they 

should engage in cooperation with this part in particular. Sometimes, it can even be necessary 

to take in an external partner that helps to manage everything around cooperation relations or 

arrange relation building activities (Lieberman & Montgomery, 1988; Kothandaraman & 

Wilson, 2001).  

(5) Risks – As a conclusion, the unavoidable risks in open innovation cooperation are treated. 

It can be about intellectual property rights, free riders, theft of each other’s ideas and 

technology, partners that do not contribute, power balance, wrong expectations or too divergent 

visions, strategies and goals. These are the different phenomena that are important to be able to 

handle for an open cooperation to emerge and succeed (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Hamrefors, 

2009).  
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Figure 5 Theoretical reference frame (Own construction, 2015) 
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4 Method 

In this chapter, the essay’s method choice will be presented and discussed. 

4.1 Research approach 

The research started with a literature examination to get an image of prior studies around open 

innovation, innovation networks and product development. It then showed that there existed an 

under exploited field in the network literature around the fact that organizations must learn to 

create and capture value through interaction with other actors to lay at the forefront in relation 

to their competitors. When theories around innovation and network were clarified, the empirical 

data collection started.  

To best achieve the purpose of this study, a qualitative method was chosen. The qualitative 

method was used to get a deeper understanding around how companies within different fields 

work with cooperation with various partners and actors. Through conducting a qualitative 

method, a complete, rich in content and detailed empirical data was created. This is to describe 

how, what and why this and that happen as well as interprete them based on their context 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Holme & Solvang, 1997; Wertz, 2014). This means that the study 

wants to create an understanding for how companies can cooperate to lay at the forefront when 

it comes to product development. As open innovation to a greater extent deals with how 

companies manage interaction especially as well as cultural and relationship factors with other 

outside actors, we thought that the qualitative method was the most appropriate for this study.  

When using a qualitative method, words are used to analyze the problem. With this method, it 

is hard to generalize the results and instead the researchers try to understand behaviours and 

values (Bryman & Bell, 2011; Murakami, 2013). Qualitative research means not only to present 

facts but also to catch experiences from people (Wedin & Sandell, 2004; Wertz, 2014). This 

method even builds on the research repeatedly departing from a number of different theories 

(Larsson et al., 2005). Another argument for why we have chosen a qualitative method is to 

create closeness to our interviewees (Bryman & Bell, 2011). With closeness we mean that we 

can have a deepened understanding of the interview respondents’ behaviors, attitudes and 

thoughts (Combs, 1995). Moreover, we can through this approach analyze reactions and 

feelings, for example when the interviewee highlights certain words, meanings or fields. We 

believe this is weighty to be able to answer our research question and treat such a hard 

synoptically and subjective field like innovation.  
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4.2 Research strategy 

The choice of research strategy for this study is case study. According to Saunders et al. (2009), 

case studies examine a phenomenon in its context as opposed to experiments that take place in 

a supervised environment. This study treats case studies in different companies that are 

analyzed against each other (Combs, 1995). You can generalize case studies when it comes to 

theoretical hypotheses and case studies are preferred as a research strategy  when you need 

answers to questions such as “how” and “why” (Yin, 2007). 

We chose a case study as, according to Yin (2007), a multicase study increases the probability 

for a good result. Generalization increases, results and the analytical conclusions can become 

more sustainable than those coming from a one case study. This gives the opportunity for a 

direct theoretical replication which strengthens external validity if you compare with the results 

that a one case study can give (Yin, 2007). 

Multicase study was the best choice to be able to fulfill the study’s purpose and get a rich and 

deep understanding of the problematic and its context.  

4.3 Choice of study object 

The case study approach was chosen after non probability sample which means a conscious 

choice (Saunders et al., 2009). The study was started through a conversation with a responsible 

at Ideon, a science parc for open innovation in Lund. They work as an innovation intermediary 

who implies that they connect companies with the purpose of researching and developing. They 

helped us find out which large companies that works with open innovation and have a business 

in Sweden so that we could make a conscious choice. The reason why companies in separate 

business fields were studied was the fact that it was found pertinent to examine their diverging 

experiences and perspectives. Prior research describes that there exists an under exploited field 

in network literature around learning how to create and capture value through interaction with 

other actors (Chesbrough, 2003). 

The following criteria were taken into account in the choice of study objects: 

 The companies were willing and available to participate in the investigation.  

 They were manufacturing large companies that have some business in Sweden.  With 

larger companies, it is implied companies that fullfil more than one of the following 

conditions under whichever of the two last financial years: 
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 More than 250 employees in average (250) 

 More than € 43 million in balance sheet total. 

 More than € 50 million in net sales.   

The following companies are always seen as larger companies. A company whose shares, 

technological options and debt certificates are listed on the stock exchange, an authorized place 

on the market or any other regulated market (Bolagsverket, 2014). It often concerns companies 

and other businesess that are established in more than one country and that are connected in a 

way that they can coordinate their business in different ways (OCDE, 2015). 

 Interviewees had a leadership role alternatively responsible for research and 

development (R&D). 

 Companies were active in different fields. 

 They must work with open innovation as an innovation model.  

From these criteria, we have selected four companies that represent our main choice. These 

companies are active in the following fields: 

 Hygiene and forestry industry (Company A) 

 Medical technical (Company B) 

 Telecommunication (Company C) 

 Forestry (Company D) 

The different companies chosen are active in different fields as we wish for a high diversity of 

answers. The reason why we have chosen to investigate several different companies within 

different fields is to see how they work with open innovation and get a picture over how they 

could cooperate over the company fields’ boundaries.  

The reason why the criteria was large companies is that it is often large companies that work 

with open innovation as they have bigger resources to implement it (Lendrum, 2003). The 

population that the study was based on is large companies that are active in Sweden but with 

an internal market.  
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4.3.1 Choice of respondents 

A goal oriented choice was made as the respondents that were interviewed were meticulously 

chosen based on their work with innovation and product development in the chosen companies. 

The respondents have a long experience and are very involved in the subject (Peterson & 

Merunkab, 2014; Peterson, 2001; Ferber, 1977). As a consequence, the main respondents that 

participated in the interviews were asked to give further suggestions on other respondents that 

could be meaningful and interesting for the study. This is even called subjective choice as 

respondents give recommendations and help find other informants (Cunliffe, 2001; Jahan et al., 

2010; Rao, 2008). 

28 persons at different companies within different branches that could be relevant to interview 

in this study were contacted via e-mail or telephone and this resulted in twelve interviews in 

total. In appendix 1, the interviews that were conducted with the twelve respondents that work 

in different companies are presented. Bryman (2011) argues that when it comes to interviews, 

everyone can participate as long as the respondents find the theme relevant. You often need 

different types of participants with various backgrounds, ages, sex and education to get an 

accurate picture (Bryman, 2011). The respondents and their companies were made anonymous 

to minimize negative consequences and with the hope that respondents would dare to be more 

open and honest (Bryman, 2011). Below is a description of all respondents: 
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Respondent  Company Position Gender 

1 

2015-05-06 
A Programanager for open 

innovation 

Woman 

 

2 

2015-04-28 
A Director for innovation and 

knowledge management 

Man 

3 

2015-06-30 
A Product and innovation 

developer 

Man 

4 

2015-03-13 
B Marketing director Man 

5 

2015-03-24 
B Product expert Man 

6 

2015-07-06 
B Product developer Man 

7 

2015-04-02 
C Innovation and research 

manager 

Man 

8 

2015-05-06 
C Program manager for 

partnering 

Man 

9 

2015-07-14 
C Director Emerging 

Technologies 

Woman 

10 

2015-05-07 
D Factory manager Man 

11 

2015-04-22 
D Product manager Man 

12 

2015-07-22 
D Product and innovation 

developer 

Woman 

Figure 6 Summary of the respondents. (Custom design, 2015) 

4.4 Data collection 

To create an understanding about the chosen research field, information was first and foremost 

taken from book and scientific articles. The study was started through searching for scientific 

articles via Södertörns university library, from the databases SöderScholar and Discovery. Key 

words that were used during the search were for example “value network”, “ecogenes”, 
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“partnering”, “value chaine”, “shared value” and “open innovation”. Scientific articles that 

described the problem were found through the database. Prior studies around open innovation 

and cooperation with external partners were chosen to present at the start of the theoretical 

frame. These were used to describe the central terms as well as clarifying the problematic 

around why it is important for companies to cooperate and interact with suppliers, clients as 

well as potential external actors. The prior studies took up several different terms that describe 

how companies can organize themselves to create value together. These terms are described by 

several researchers in the theoretical analysis frame. The terms that constitute the theoretical 

analysis frame are Partnering (Hagedoorn, 1995; Mentzer et al., 2000), Value network (Alle, 

2000; Kothandaraman & Wilson, 2001; Hamrefors, 2009), Ecogenes (Adner, 2006) and Open 

innovation (Chesbrough, 2003). 

The literature that was used in this study was first and foremost research articles and 

international books but even some Swedish books were used as they described the situation in 

Sweden. Under the course of the study, interesting phenomena emerged and lead to a constant 

renewing and further deepening of the theoretical part to be able to understand and explain the 

problematic.  

Most of the books that were used were found at the city library in Stockholm. Internal material 

has been collected during the interviews. Information was found on the Internet through Google 

and the search words were “cooperation within complex companies” to get a clearer picture of 

the theme. Some articles from different journals that have highlighted the problem were 

collected. The remaining information that was collected came from the interviews that were 

conducted with the companies. How the interviews went, the choice that were made and why, 

are discussed in the chapters “Choice of respondents” and “Interviews”.  

There even was a choice of data collection, literature and research articles to secure that the 

study’s purpose can be achieved. To get reliable and trustworthy data, ethically accepted 

research articles have been chosen in the first place.  

4.5 Interviews 

The qualitative data collection method was chosen for this study due to the wish to look under 

the surface and get detailed answers. Qualitative interviews are flexible as the order of the 

questions may vary (Malbon, 1999). The focus was shifted when the most important questions 

were raised during the interview. The reason why the interview method was chosen as a 
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collection method to get the study objects opinion on the subject. It was deemed most 

advantageous to proceed with physical meetings to be able to question the respondents. It is 

then easier to create a picture of the problem and get more detailed answers. Through the use 

of interviews, a flowing conversation was created where respondents answered based on their 

experiences (Mason, 1996). 

Interviews were conducted like semi-structured interviews as you can see in Appendix 1. A 

semi-structured interview is designed to try and capture occurrences more deeply than a 

questionnaire would do. Questions are often generally formulated and the interviewer also has 

the tendency to ask further questions on what are considered important answers. A disadvantage 

with this type of interview method is that it is time consuming as each interview needs to be 

summarized and analyzed separately before any comparison can be made. (Lupton, 1996; 

Beardsworth & Keli, 1992; Bryman, 2011) 

The interview questions were based on the theoretical reference frame. These questions made 

up a base for all interviews but in each interview, some were reformulated after the emergence 

of new knowledge. Due to the fact that the interviews were carried out with different 

respondents from separate companies and positions, interview question were adapted as you 

can see in Appendix 1. The order of the interview questions was different depending on each 

interview. To come to the core in each interview, semi-structured interviews were carried out 

which resulted in the adaptation of certain questions to each respondent. To avoid directing the 

respondents, questions that touch upon a certain field or a characteristic situation that is of 

relevance and interest for the research question were asked in an open way (Mason, 1996). 

4.5.1 Implementation 

The study’s analysis is based on several interviews that have been connected to the theory. 

Below, a clear picture of the way the interviews were carried out is given.  

In total, twelve interviews were carried out, four of them at the companies’ office and the eight 

other per telephone. The respondents got access to the interview questions a few days prior to 

the interview to have time to prepare. To avoid misunderstanding and create reliability towards 

the respondents, it would have been preferable to carry out all interviews through a physical 

meeting. Through personal contact, trust is created and respondents can more easily open up. 

Another aspect that can have a defining role is the respondents’ body language (Lantz, 2013; 

Bryman, 2011). 
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Due to the lack of time for certain respondents, telefon interviews were carried out and the 

answers can be somewhat short and lead to lost data that could have been meaningful for the 

study. We did not experience this as we carried out telephone interviews because of 

geographical reasons and we had the possibility to complete with further questions. Telephone 

interviews were carried out in the same way as the physical interviews.  The only difference 

was that the respondents’ body language could not be interpreted because you could not see 

how the respondents reacted to the questions. The respondents have the ability to be partial in 

their answer towards their company and therefore all respondents are made anonymous under 

the study with the hope that they would dare to be open and honest.  

Interviews lasted between 50-60 minutes depending on how much time respondents could 

allocate for it. All interviews were taped as notes were made to diminish the risk to miss 

important information. During the interviews, one of the interviewers asked the questions as 

the other wrote notes, this to get more straightforward answers as well as get a more cohesive 

result. In the beginning of all interviews, a short presentation of the study was made to clarify 

its purpose. This happened to clarify for the respondents that they should anwser the questions 

starting from their own experiences as well as create a safe and relaxed atmosphere. It is 

important to let the respondents direct the conversation as well as highlight the points they 

found relevant in their work. After the presentation, the ethical research guidelines were 

introduced to the respondents, as well as the clarification about their anonymity was made and 

they were asked about the possibility to record the interview.  

After each interview was carried out, it was transcribed and sighs and pauses among other things 

were not taken into account as they were not considered meaningful and important for the 

purpose of the study. The purpose with transcribing is to avoid any room for misinterpretation 

of the data that has been collected (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Holme & Solband, 1997; Lantz, 

2013). After the transcription was made, the material was sent to the respondents to give them 

the opportunity to revise it if any errors had been made.  All respondents could even take part 

in the study before it was published to avoid discontent as well as misinterpretation from the 

respondents.  

 

4.6 Operationalization 
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Under this chapter, you can see the connection that has been made between the interview 

questions and the theories. Operationalization is a method to judge if reality corresponds to 

theory or not (Posadzki et al., 2010; Fairclough, 2005, Bryman, 2011). To get a picture of how 

companies can cooperate to create value, seven different factors have been used. This has been 

done to examine and analyze how different organizations can work around this matter. These 

are the seven criteria that lay the ground for operationalization in this study. All interview 

questions that were asked to the respondents are summarized in Appendix 1. In table 2 below, 

a theoretical analysis frame has been connected to the questions asked to the respondents.  

Interview questions to all respondents 

Theoretical analysis frame Questions 

Open innovation 3, 6, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 ,21 

Cooperation 1, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11,12, 13, 21 

Network 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 21, 27, 25, 24 

Partnering 5, 10, 11, 13, 14, 18, 20, 22, 25, 27, 29 

Ecosystems 3, 5, 10, 11, 13, 14, 18, 20, 21, 23, 25, 29 

Cooperation relations 8, 27, 28, 29 

Risks 5, 26, 30, 31, 32, 33 

Figure 7 Theoretical analysis fram connected to the interview questions (Own construction, 

2015) 

4.7 Research ethic 

Something that is important when doing research is that the authors should reflect on the ethical 

problem that can emerge during a study. The study has has three ethical ways; consent 

requirement, the information requirement and the confidentiality requirement. This is to protect 

and avoid damage towards the persons that have participated in the study. Before each 

interview, the ethical guidelines were presented to the respondents.   

The first ethical guideline that was presented is the individual protection that is composed by 

consent requirement. This indicates that participations in the research study decide on the terms 

and how long they want to participate (Bryman, 2011; Vetenskapsrådet, 2013). If the participant 

chooses to abort the research, no negative consequence will emerge. The respondents were 

informed that their participation was voluntary and that they always had the possibility to end 
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the interview if they did not want to take part anymore. The respondents were also informed 

that they could take part in the collected material after the interview to get the possibility to 

decide if the collected material could be used as is in the study or if it needed revision.  

The second ethical guideline that was presented is the information requirement that informed 

the participant of the study. The study’s purpose as well as the content of the research were 

introduced to the respondents to give a clear picture of the subject and what the interview would 

be about (Bryman, 2011; Vetenskapsrådet, 2013). 

The third ethical guideline that was presented was the confidentialy requirement which has the 

purpose to regulate sensitive information through professional secrecy (Bryman, 2011; 

Vetenskapsrådet, 2013). The respondents were informed about how their contact information 

had been handled and why they were interesting for the study. Because all respondents were 

made anonymous in the study, it was important to make sure the data was impossible to trace 

for outsiders and figure out who the participant may be.  

Good research ethic can be summarized in a few rules as you shall tell the truth in your research. 

You should openly demonstrate method and results. You should talk openly about the 

commercial interests and other commitments. You shall consciously examine and show the 

starting points for your study. You shall not steal research results from other. You shall maintain 

order in you research through documentation and archiving. You shall not carry out your 

research in a way that other people get harmed, for example trial persons and you should be fair 

in the judgement of others’ research (Gustafsson et al., 2004). 

The honesty requirement is huge within research as this will give honest and trustworthy results. 

The knowledge mass should be built on from generation to generation. Knowledge needs not 

only be seen as an instrument in itself but has also its own value independent on how it is used. 

Something that is important when researching is that you must follow your own driving force 

and do not have any profit in mind and research without any outside influence (Gustafsson et 

al., 2004). 

 

4.8 Implementation of the analysis 

To create an understanding and knowledge around the subject, a collection of theory happened 

before interviews were carried out. The interviews were transcribed and discussed directly after 



48 

 

the interview was made, this to secure that all important information had been collected. The 

material was noted in different categories with a connection to theory to easily enable its 

analysis.   

Under the interviews, we strived for a consciousness about understanding and subjectivity to 

get a clear picture of the respondent’s views on the actual context. This was made to enable the 

interpretation of the collected data after the theoretical base was chosen. The material that was 

taken from the interviews was summarized and worked on based on the following points: 

cooperation, communication and interaction, openness, relations and risks.  

 

4.9 Quality discussion 

Data has been chosen based on taking the information that was seen as the most reliable. The 

scientific articles that were chosen are written by researchers and are published by reliable 

publication houses. The research articles have even been compared with each other and as most 

articles support each other, they are thought to be believable (Björklund & Paulsson, 2003). As 

there is a limited amount of articles that describe what the problematic looks like in Sweden, 

internal articles have been added to describe the problem from a global perspective. This could 

have affected the reliability as there can be differences between Sweden and other countries. 

The literature that has been picked out is judged to be reliable as it is relatively new and written 

by authors that have been researching the field for a long time. Even the articles that have been 

written in different journals on the Internet are believed to be reliable as they have interviewed 

researchers and knowledgeable persons in the field. This study has used scientific articles in the 

first place to strengthen the reliability and trustworthiness, which show the degree of high 

reliability and validity (Jacobsen, 2002; Eriksson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 2011). Another aspect 

that strengthens the work is term validity which implies that the terms the study uses measure 

what they are supposed to (Yin, 2007). This has been achieved through a continuous use of 

different sources and data.  

The companies that were chosen to be studied are organizations that are well-known within 

open innovation. The companies were picked out because they are Sweden’s largest company 

within their respective fields. However, there were only resources to study the Swedish office 

of each company which could have affected the results of the study. As a result of this, a 

presupposition cannot be made on how the whole organizations work globally to create an open 
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innovation cooperation. Based on the limited amount of resources, only two persons were 

interviewed at each company. According to Yin (2007), it is considered reliable, as these 

persons have described the situation from their point of view as well as the fact that they have 

leading key positions within the company. Some of the interviews were made through the 

telephone. Interview situation can be uncomfortable which can result in the respondents 

twitching at the question to avoid answering it. To meet this problem, several interviews were 

conducted.  

It is hard to conduct longer interviews on the phone as respondents can more easily avoid 

annoying questions or choose to end the conversation quicker than a physical interview. It is 

not possible to read the respondents body language, how he/she reacts and meets the question. 

It can even emerge difficulties as well as disturbances on the telephone line or that the 

respondent is interrupted or distracted by his/her work colleagues that sit in the same office 

(Bryman, 2011). To avoid this, the answers were compared to the ones from the physical 

interviews and the telephone interviews were booked at a time that suited the respondents. The 

respondents even gave their consent to contact them again in case the answers were not 

complete and complete enough.  

There are three types of reliability; stability, internal reliability and inter-observatory 

consequences. Stability is about if the measuring that has been conducted is stable over time 

and that the result is not affected depending on the time at which it is measured. Internal 

reliability implies that the indicators that compose a scale are consequent.  Inter-observatory 

consquence emphasizes the fact that there is a lack of consequences when procession date 

coming from several observants. (Cokluk & Kayri, 2011; Potts et al., 2014; Bryman & Bell, 

2011) 

This study is believed to have a high reliability as the date that is used is both composed of 

older and new material that describe how the problem looks like which gives duration and 

stability (Thurén, 2007; Cokluk & Kayri, 2011). The respondents that were interviewed have 

given their own point of view on the problematic and the empirical data can vary over time and 

it contributes to the variation of the internal reliability. The inter-observatory consequence has 

been avoided as the choice of date has been decided together. An additional aspect that 

strenghtens the study’s reliability is that a database for case studies has been created through 

the saving of all data such as the interview guide and transcriptions in one place. Yin (2007) 

describes the term reliability as an important criterion when judging the quality of an 
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investigation; reliability describes how trustworthy the collected material is as well as touching 

upon how researchers have proceeded under multicase studies (Halvorsen, 1992; Eriksson & 

Wiedersheim-Paul, 2011; Cokluk & Kayri, 2011; Potts et al., 2014). 

To increase the validity of the investigation, clear questions have been constructed for 

respondents to not misinterpret any questions. The interview questions were sent out in advance 

to the respondents so that they could have the opportunity to prepare themselves. In this way, 

answers can contribute to deeper information. As the number of interviewees was limited, this 

study could not give a complete enough picture of the entire problem but it can give an insight 

in it. This is something that Olsson, Sörensen (1999), Bryman and Bell (2011) defines as 

validity, which implies that the investigation really measures what it should examine (Olsson 

& Sörensen, 1999; Bryman & Bell, 2011; Potts et al., 2014).  
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5 Respondents’ statements 

The companies that have been chosen as case studies and a summary of the interviews that 

have been conducted are presented in this chapter. 

5.1 Company A: Hygiene and forestry field 

Company A is a global paper manufacturer that develops and produces sustainable personal 

hygiene products, tissue paper and products for the forestry field. The company is active in all 

parts of the world and has more than 40 000 employees and is retailing in approximatly 100 

countries. Innovation is a big part of their business. The empirical data is based upon the 

answers of three persons that have leading positions and have been working a longer period for 

the company within the fields of product development and research with a focus on open 

innovation. Respondent 1 is working as the chief of the open innovation program, Respondent 

2 is the director for innovation and knowledge management and Respondent 3 is a Product and 

innovation developer. Company A works with open innovation in the form of cooperation with 

clients, suppliers, the university, institutes and other external actors. 

5.1.1 Open innovation 

Company A works diligently with open innovation and finds that more and more companies 

are opening up. Respondent 1 feels that they have always been working with open innovation 

in the form of their work with the university and suppliers, even if it was not termed as open 

innovation. But the respondents experience that they have got a greater focus in most of the 

companies as there has now come new tools that have enabled to pursue open innovation within 

the company. Company A defines open innovation as a combination of external competences, 

solutions, knowledge and resources with the company’s internal competence and resources to 

be able to launch future successful products on the market (Respondent 1, 2015). 

Respondent 2 describes that they do not have a closed department dealing with open innovation 

because they want it to spread throughout the entire organization. To create an innovation 

encouraging climate, company A steadily works to integrate collaborators into innovation 

processes. They have an internal platform, a cooperation system where the employees all 

around the company can release their creativity and where they are requested to create new 

contacts and work with innovation. They even work a lot in cross-functional teams to create 

exchange and optimize the processes (Respondent 3, 2015). 
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Company A believes that open innovation is a complement to the internal knowledge. 

Respondent 1 means that they always get something out of taking in external competence but 

that it does not always lead to something revolutionary or a complete solution. Sometimes it 

only leads to a “part-solution” which even so enables them to move forward in the process 

(Respondent 3, 2015). Respondent 2 even stresses the weight of adapting open innovation to its 

business in different ways and that it is not only “plug and play”. Open innovation can be a 

cost-effective tool which can decrease costs for innovation work. It is important to have a clear 

strategy to be able to measure and se when open innovation could be used to reduce costs and 

time. Respondent 1 describes: 

“… in the form of what it would have cost if we had done it ourselves and how long it would 

have taken us to do it ourselves.” (Respondent 1, 2015) 

5.1.2 Cooperation with external actors 

Company A has an amount of different collaborations with clients, suppliers, the university and 

other external partners. One of their deepest collaborations is with the universities and higher 

education institutes. It can concern their access to different experts within different fields who 

can help them with question formulations. Often these cooperation projects are short-term, 

specific projects. But they also have long-term and deeper cooperation which can stretch over 

several years as they have different research collaborations where Vinnova, the Swedish 

innovation authority, steps in as a funder. Consequently, the academia and the industry are 

cooperating in longer projects, where resources from both the company and the academia are 

provided (Respondent 3, 2015). 

Respondent 1 describes the choice of their cooperation partners as depending entirely on the 

field they need help with. It is important to choose a partner or an actor depending on what the 

purpose of the cooperation is. If they want to find the next radical innovation or a new product 

that they can launch next year, they will not turn to the university but then they try to search for 

another external actor in the form of another company. This is because they want to accelerate 

the lead time at the launch of a new product. Sometimes, smaller companies contact them with 

the goal of getting help from company A to launch a new product. This can happen as smaller 

companies do not have the right resources or channels to succeed launching a certain type of 

product and therefore need to cooperate with larger companies which have bigger resources 

(Respondent 1, 2015). 
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Respondent 2 finds that a company should continuously build on its network; especially 

between companies in the same field to be able to maximize the exchange of experiences. It 

takes time to build loyalty between partners and therefore the process needs to be steadily 

rolling and maintained. Company A works mostly in longer collaborations as it is hard to create 

a good relation and cooperation structure. Have they found a partner they can trust, they keep 

the cooperation regardless if there exists a cheaper cooperation partner available due to 

reliability reasons (Respondent 1, 2015). 

5.1.3 Relations 

According to Respondent 1, one of the central aspects of the open innovation approach is 

relations. The Respondent finds that it is important to be conscious of the time it takes to build 

a relationship. This is due to the fact that relations are built through trust and confidence and 

this process takes time to build up and create. Respondent 2 points out: 

“… Trust is the focal point in the choice of partners and you must be ready to stand for the costs 

as well as the distribution of the profit. Moreover, it is important that those you are cooperating 

with are able to deliver solutions.” (Respondent 2, 2015) 

Respondent 3 feels that one of the basic aspects at the beginning of cooperation is to “agree on 

what you agree on”. 

The Respondent believes that it is vital as it otherwise can easily lead to misunderstanding. 

There are many that misunderstand what open innovation means and that everything should be 

opened, which is not the case, as it should be opened as long as the both parts wish it to be 

opened. The central point is that the different parts should agree and have a clear goal on what 

they want out of the cooperation, where the delimitations go and what it means. It demands a 

lot of work at the beginning of a cooperation to attain what the parts want as well as what goal 

they should have and clarify the roles and the game rules around the cooperation; this to be able 

to minimize the risks such as companies that free ride. If they have a longer collaboration that 

stretch over the years, they then spend more time and involvement on the cooperation in the 

beginning to make it work and make sure that both parts are on the same level. It is 

simultaneously significant to have continuous check-up to control that both parts still have the 

same vision and goal as well as nurturing the relation under the entire course of the cooperation 

process (Respondent 3, 2015). Respondent 1 indicates: 
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“This we do to avoid splitting up during the course of the process as it could lead to conflicts 

and large expenses. You go through this questioning process before starting collaboration 

during shorter cooperations as well, but not as extensively and not in the same way.” 

(Respondent 1, 2015) 

5.1.4 Different strategies for open innovation 

Company A practices open innovation through a number of contrasting strategies. In all of their 

development projects, they use the input of clients, suppliers and sometimes even other external 

actors. They must test their product and coordinate in various ways. No product reaches the 

market if it has not been evaluated by a consumer or a client. They build their competence on 

the fact that they have lot of knowledge of their clients. They often use focus groups to assess 

and analyze a new product, where they pick up the opinions and knowledge around the product 

or the service (Respondent 2, 2015). 

5.1.5 Partnering 

Company A employs close cooperations with two to three external actors instead of unstable 

short collaborations with their over a hundred external actors. They have strategic partnerships 

with a few chosen suppliers and these cooperations are on a deeper and closer level. They have 

chosen some suppliers from a strategic point of view because they are central to their business. 

They work together to put new solutions forward. The reason why they want to have a deeper 

collaboration with certain suppliers can depend on the fact that one of the suppliers 

manufactures a vital material or a material that is often used and that is why Company A wants 

these suppliers to be at the forefront of the field they are active in. Resources from both the 

suppliers and Company A are used during these projects. They work together under a different 

amount of projects where they pool their knowledge and resources together (Respondent 1, 

2015). 

Company A chooses the project form; either project partnering or strategic partnering; 

depending on their purpose and who they are cooperating with (Respondent 1, 2015). 

Respondent 2 describes that when it comes to collaborations with suppliers, they often work in 

strategic projects as they are more long-term. But when it comes to clients, they mostly work 

in project partnering which are shorter cooperations under a specific project as they can get 

input and discuss various solutions together with their clients. In the opinion of Respondent 1, 

both are equally important but are controlled by the project’s purpose. 
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5.1.6 Exchange of patents 

Respondents explain that the company exchanges patents with other actors instead of both parts 

needing to pay the license fee. This has proven to be a cost effective method for Company A. 

There is an incredible amount of patents in the hygiene and forestry industry and it often 

happens that they want to develop a product of which the patent is not accessible or they do not 

have the development possibility as somebody else owns the license. They can then try to 

exchange patents with another actor. Company A experience the advantages of working in an 

open innovation system when they manage to negotiate patents that have contributed to product 

development that in its turn has created value for the end product. The passing on of licenses 

even happens to actors that they believe to be better qualified to push the matter forward 

(Respondent 1, 2015). 

5.1.7 Innovation intermediary 

Company A uses the help of innovation intermediary Innocentive to solve a certain problem 

area (Respondent 3, 2015). Innocentive is a large global network with millions of problem 

solvers in different fields which helps organizations to solve various vital affairs in the shape 

of social, political, scientific and technical challenges. Innocentive can even help companies to 

find interesting and relevant collaboration partners or some specific technology (Innocentive, 

2015). Respondent 2 believes that this is a good thing to do on different levels to be able to 

catch ideas, practical solutions, and theoretical solutions and to see who is capable of solving 

the problem. These fours fields are important for the realization of ideas and to move from 

theory to practice. 

Innocentive allows the communion of actors and resources with the supply and demand as well 

as activities for the exchange of information, products, services and ideas. What happens is that 

they put up a description of their problem which then reach their entire network and can attract 

someone that sits on a solution or work with this matter in a completely different field. The 

response is often huge and stretch from 120 to 760 various research groups which want to help, 

but they only get paid if they come up with a solution. (Respondent 2, 2015) The important 

thing when using an intermediary is to formulate and define the problem right as well as the 

existence of clear criteria for what the solution should attain to succeed in finding the right 

competence for the specific project. Furthermore, it is vital that what the company asked for 

has a clear connection and anchorage to the project and activities that they have going on and 

not ask for something that maybe could be good to have. Thereafter, there must even be a clear 
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owner to the problem formulation. Somebody that formulates, evaluates and analyzes the 

problem formulation and the answers that come in so that the results can be used. (Respondent 

1, 2015) This is something that Respondent 2 does not agree with. Respondent 2 finds that if 

we do not buy all the solutions, there is a risk that they end up in the rivals’ hands as researchers 

want payment for their work and there should therefore not be such as hard regulation on the 

solutions that come in. 

This is done anonymously by Company A as they want to interest researchers who are not part 

of the same network of field. There can be someone that works with this in a completely 

different field and already possesses the solution which means that we can come upon a whole 

new knowledge and competence. (Respondent 3, 2015) Researcher groups have therefore often 

no field knowledge which the respondents believe to be a good thing as they otherwise easily 

end up locked in their thought process. But at the same time the solution does not just often 

cover knowledge on basic levels.  The most important advantage around Innocentive is the 

speed, Respondent 1 finds, as it goes faster to get solutions through this type of work. 

5.1.8 Inviting cooperation partners 

Company A has an open innovation portal on their website where they invite to different 

collaborations they have chosen to base on various different needs and fields where they are 

interested in long-term cooperation. According to Respondent 1 this is due to: 

“Innovation is a mean to develop and differentiate the company’s products and services, to keep 

and strengthen their position on the market, build a stronger trademark and create growth”. 

(Respondent 1, 2015) 

Company A has found value in the developing of a further network where they can among other 

things find suppliers and clients who they did not know existed in various countries, for example 

China. (Respondent 2, 2015) 

5.1.9 Leader users’ methodology 

Company A uses “leader users”, which implies groups, organizations or people that are utilizing 

the product in question and are able to describe what is missing from or what needs to be 

improved on the product. They are curious to push forward and develop a product or find a 

solution for the problem that exists. When Company A works with its biggest clients and other 

organizations, they employ this methodology and identify some persons or groups that are 
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interested in the development and lay at the forefront. They can then begin collaborating with 

them as they often have thoughts or ideas around how the company can bring forward a solution 

that fills the needs that both the clients and the company have. According to Respondent 1, this 

is an effective method as it reduces the lead time as they are in continuous contact with the 

clients and the users. 

5.1.10 Intellectual property 

A common challenge that the respondents portrayed concerning open innovation is the 

problematic of intellectual property. It can be hard to handle license rights and other intellectual 

property rights. Company A addresses this problem through the use of the intermediary 

Innocentive which has clear regulations around this matter. There has not arisen any problem 

when they have worked in the right way with Innocentive. Otherwise, the challenges are 

handled by the company’ jurists and license department as these are complex questions. 

(Respondent 2, 2015) 

Contracts and rules are paramount in a partnership, and above all in open innovation projects, 

as they must be regulated to a certain point. According to Respondent 1, the speed at when 

collaboration is regulated with contracts and licenses is entirely depending on the size of the 

partnership, the complexity of it and time management. But Company A often tries to sign some 

kind of contracts pretty early in the process in the form of a non-disclosure agreement. This is 

due to the fact that they want to start a kind of dialogue to see what the other part has for a 

vision and to be able to see if they can have a partnership with them. It is even vital to see what 

every part has to offer and how the main goals and strategies look like. Thereafter, if both parts 

are agreeing on this to appear interesting and they chose to move on, they then insert a little bit 

more contracts. They do this to enable the treatment of different rules around how they should 

control and steer their partnership as well as who will own what matter. Even if the contracts 

are produced rapidly, they try not to make it to complex of a contract with different regulations. 

Company A will first want to try to discuss and to reason with the various partners on what they 

want to achieve as well as how they want to proceed to enable both parts to obtain what they 

wish out of the cooperation. (Respondent 1, 2015) Respondent 3 points out that is important 

that they have moved forward in the collaboration a little bit to begin involving the judicial 

context. 

5.1.11 Communication and interaction 
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Respondents highlighted the weight of a clear vision around what they want to get from the 

partnership as it otherwise can be hard to get a good result. It is important to clearly formulate 

what the organization is looking for. Respondent 1 thinks that this is a thing they should practice 

as it is a development process as everything else. When it comes to open innovation where the 

collaboration happens externally, the partnership in itself is important as you need to be direct 

with your expectations towards the other part. For example, maybe the organization seeks a 

developing partner that can complement the work with a field where the organization has not 

come far yet; this can affect the partnership if the idea is not conveyed properly from the 

beginning. (Respondent 1, 2015) 

To enable communication and interaction with the other part, it is important that both parts 

agree in the beginning to have a clear strategy around who shall make the decisions and that 

they know what to expect from each other as well as what each company expect to draw from 

the partnership. It is even pertinent to discuss how conflicts should be handled if they should 

arise. Company A sometimes recruits a part that is responsible for the managing of relations 

when it comes to long-term collaboration. This is due to the fact that relations are something 

complex that are hard to create, it takes a lot of time and resources to get a good partnership 

and therefore it can sometimes be advantageous to take in someone that handles the relations 

between the different parts. (Respondent 1, 2015) 

Another central part that Respondent 1 takes up that can affect interaction with a partner is the 

innovation culture. This is something that grows under the course of the process. But 

occasionally Company A already discovers under the introduction phase that they have 

contrasting visions and goals and that it will be difficult to get a concordant innovation culture 

between the partners. Simultaneously, it is also vital to open up and have the skill to build up a 

common innovation culture and it is as equally important to detect from the beginning if there 

exists some similar values that they can build a common culture on. (Respondent 2, 2015) 

Respondent 2 points out: 

“If you are not meticulous from the beginning, there can arise a culture shock in the long run 

and it will become even more costly than ending the business relations before it even started.” 

(Respondent 2, 2015) 

5.1.12 Pros and cons with open innovation 
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Respondent 1 finds it necessary to have different forms of cooperation to have access to 

completing competence and knowledge for the company. The respondent believes that the 

company cannot possess all the competence internally as well as being dependent on the input 

of client, suppliers and other external sources can give them. Respondent 1 even mentions the 

fact that most of Company A’s partnerships are long-term which implies that they share the 

risks as well as the profits, which can emerge in both positive and negative consequences. 

Respondent 3 describes the advantage of an open innovation system to be the contribution to 

the company through new points of views and that they can see their ideas in a new light. If 

Company A creates something among a group of persons with various experiences and 

knowledge, it almost always contributes to a better and more effective result. (Respondent 3, 

2015) 

Moreover, Respondent 1 points out that it is not entirely easy with open innovation as it can be 

hard to get an agreement around contracts. Another complication is the handling of relations 

which are both resource- and time confusing. The Respondent wished that they could avoid the 

formalities that must exist and emphasizes: 

“… that it would have been easier if you only could sit down and say, let’s go.” (Respondent 1, 

2015) 

What Respondent 2 experiences as an obstacle when working openly is what is called the “not 

invented here” syndrome, but the respondent himself does not see it as  a hurdle and wants to 

turn it to “proudly found somewhere else”. The Respondent finds that it demands greater 

intelligence, humility, open mindedness and creativity to dare to fabricate on someone else’s 

ideas. Respondents 1 and 2 think that it is paramount that companies do not see the external 

sources as a threat but instead as possibility to widen organizations’ knowledge and see them 

as contribution to what we already know. The respondents point out that company is clear with 

letting its employees know that they do not expect them to possess all knowledge from the start. 

The company shows openly that it supports collaborations between different departments 

internally as well as external partnerships to push the internal knowledge forward. (Respondent 

2, 2015) 

Another negative consequence of open innovation is that the company can become dependable 

on collaboration, which puts pressure on the company to constantly find new cooperation 

partners. It is vital to be an attractive organization with whom a lot of different partners want to 
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cooperate with. (Respondent 1, 2015) Furthermore, another negative consequence can be that 

a lot of partnerships fail (Respondent 2, 2015). Respondent 2 means that: 

“It can create greater repercussions in the form of unethical action and contract breaches, which 

can make cooperation tastes more than it costs.” (Respondent 2) 

As a conclusion, Respondent 1 describes some variables that are needed for an innovation to 

emerge; (1) To satisfy an existing need, whether it is outspoken or not, (2) customer insight, as 

they need to understand the needs the customer are not aware of and (3) to offer a profitable 

solution. (Respondent 1, 2015) 

5.2 Company B: Medical technical field 

Company B is a global company that is active in two large areas, GPS positioning and laser 

instruments for eye care. The company is a worldwide multinational company with subsidiaries 

in Asia, USA and Europe. Nowadays, the company has over 4 000 employees and businesses 

in all parts of the world. The empirical data builds on three respondents in leading positions in 

the Swedish firm in the bigger group. Respondent 4 is a marketing director and has worked for 

approximately 30 years and has therefore a sound insight and knowledge about the industry. 

Respondent 5 is a product specialist and has worked for 20 years at the company and 

Respondent 6 is a Product developer since twelve years back. Company B works with 

innovation as well as product development together with its clients. 

5.2.1 Product development 

Company B handles its product development in Japan; but to increase control, effectiveness 

and possibilities of knowledge transfers, they have created a strategy around all subsidiaries 

companies that can contribute and give their opinion and proposals on how a product should be 

developed. Respondent 5 has been involved in the work to push forward this type of strategy 

as they believe it is important to have a common product development process. Respondent 5 

names the fact that clients can have different needs In Asia in comparison to Europe and that is 

why it is vital to get a clear picture of the various needs that you can find in every country. The 

new common strategy has a more defined product handling working process where they take 

care of all the projects in the common product portfolio. It creates a complete picture where 

they can see which products they have, which products they are currently developing and which 

products they can consider developing in the future. (Respondent 5, 2015) 
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The respondents describe that they have close partnership with their clients and suppliers. 

Respondent 4 believes that the current easy communication means permits tighter relations. 

Company B is meticulous to gather the problems their clients experience; they have worked a 

structured way to collect the clients’ requirements and needs to be able to develop and create 

even better products. Respondent 4 clarifies the fact that it paramount to take into consideration 

the clients’ needs through a steadily ongoing dialogue. Therefore, Company B has as a goal that 

no product developing project starts without a clear and documented understanding of how the 

products will satisfy the needs of the clients at the end. This helps the company to focus more 

on what they do than over what the competitors do. Respondent 4 describes: 

”This area of user involvement is heavy and there is still a lot to do, for example observational 

studies based on how users enjoy the products I various situations.” (Respondent 4, 2015)  

Company B works continuously to improve its processes, methods and tools for the purpose to 

carry out its product developing in the form of a central organization that continuously is 

dedicated to this. (Respondent 5, 2015) 

5.2.2 Partnership 

Company B works in a network consisting essentially of clients that use their laser equipment. 

As clients buy instruments that are costly and used during a long period of time, they get a very 

close contact with the company. They even have close contacts with their suppliers from which 

they have chosen seven-eight with whom they have a closer partnership. (Respondent 4, 2015) 

Respondent 4 describes: 

“Why should you have 50 suppliers when you instead could have a few of them that you know 

meet the quality standards?” (Respondent 4, 2015) 

Respondent 4 tells that they often carry out cooperation projects with some specific supplier to 

be able to produce better products. The respondent describes that fact that there are a few points 

that are essential to go through before starting a project: 

 What problems need to be solved 

 What the project need to accomplish and who are the potential users  

 Who is involved and what the roles are 

 Timeline 

 Phases, gates, sub targets and en targets 
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 Budget 

Moreover, Respondent 4 maps out the fact that it is important to have a clear image over what 

is requested to be able to complete the project as well as securing the resources that are needed. 

Respondent 6 even highlights that a cross functional project can be more complex the more 

people involved and it therefore takes more work under the formation of the project description. 

5.2.3 Innovation 

According to Respondent 6, the company has not a clear outspoken innovation strategy but 

believes at the same time that they work in an innovative way. Respondent 6 defines innovation 

as something that creates insightful ideas and that can push the market forward. Respondent 4 

experience that it is not hard to come up with a new idea; the problematic lies in the 

commercialization of it. The respondent means that there must exist a corporate culture where 

the implementation of the idea in itself is as valuable as the original idea. This implies to be 

able to realize innovation so that it generates some form of profit. The respondents describe the 

difficulties in assessing the value of an innovation. They have tried to judge innovation from 

strict criteria but have come to the conclusion that this is not completely optimal.  

Another challenge that Respondent 5 brings up is that the company sometimes has a too short-

sighted way of thinking and they focus solely on the core business. This generates high profits 

in the short term but it can easily impede the innovation capability. Respondent 5 states: 

”Instead of trying to carry out a point of view where you only use trial and error, which is not 

as profitable in the short term, there is a possibility to really create ground breaking 

innovations.” (Respondent 5, 2015) 

Respondent 4 tells that they are currently bringing forward a clearer innovation strategy where 

they will have two parallel product developing processes. On the one side, there will be a 

dynamic, iterative and free innovation process that will come to side with the already existing 

structured developing process. As a result of the new innovation strategy, they will manage an 

internal training concerning creativity, innovation and development work, so that the whole 

organization get to feel involved and encourage the employees to come up with new insights 

and ideas. However, Respondent 6 points out that innovation is not something that the company 

can exhort someone to do as it should be about creating a business culture that supports 

innovation.  
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5.2.4 Licenses  

Regarding the fact to enter a partnership or closer cooperation with another company both 

respondents find that it is most of the time advantageous. Respondent 6 stresses that:  

”Through the sharing of a technique, you can through common marketing increase the general 

standards on the market.”  (Respondent 6, 2015) 

Respondent 4 feels that it can be an advantage to share licenses in some cases as they would 

otherwise have to create the market all by themselves. If the company elaborates a technology 

that substantially updates a product’s performance but fails to commercialize it on the market 

because they are the only ones possessing the technology, it will result in a great loss although 

the product had potential. The respondents argue that it is necessary to share the knowledge and 

in the same way have access to new knowledge from the outside. The risk the respondents 

experience is that the competitors can have access to the knowledge and technology that they 

own within the company, but at the same time they believe that this risk is inferior to the risk 

of not getting access to new knowledge. Furthermore, Respondent 4 tells that licenses are not 

that essential in the company’s field but still points out that: 

”…together with another competitor you could have killed a third competitor as a consequence 

of a license disagreement.” (Respondent 4, 2015) 

 

Respondent 5 highlights that is difficult to know the value of a license in advance. Respondent 

5 experience that the company possesses a lot of patents that they have no use for, and as a 

result these patents are only a big expense. The reason why this is happening is that they are 

afraid the patents will be bought by a competitor who will succeed in seeing completely 

different advantages and values that they could see. Respondent 5 stresses that there must be a 

solution for this and a solution could be to exchange licenses with a company or join forces 

with a company that can see new advantages with the patent.  In that way, they can utilize the 

license that they own, even if they would have done a bigger profit if they had employed the 

patent themselves, they do not possess the resources demanded for it. Respondent 4 points out 

that licenses are important and a big competitive asset but if we do not know how we can use 

it, it will then not generate any profit and so it is better to sell it or to find a partner that has the 

resources to utilize the license. Respondent 6 argues that it is often the choice of the business 
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model, as well as the marketing and branding strategies that are paramount in how successful a 

product will be. (Respondent 6, 2015) 

The respondents highlight a few times that it is not advantageous to completely focus on the 

core business as the company risks missing opportunities in new market fields. Respondent 4 

tells about a situation where they did not dare to go all in a new business field. They had 

developed a new technology where they had identified an area of application that lay outside 

of the company’s core business. The newly developed technology would have surpassed the 

technology that was used in the existing products on the current market. However, the company 

did not dare to go for it and laid the technology aside. A while later, one of their competitors 

came out with a similar product on the current market and it reached great success. This shows 

that it is essential to find the right partners to take a technology forward within other business 

fields than the company’s core business. Even if the company does not think it has the right 

resources to take a product out on the market, it can sell it to another company or enter a 

partnership with a company that is active in this area. Respondent 4 argues the importance of 

examining the possibilities to enter a cooperation project during product development so that 

licenses and new technologies do not only lay on the shelf and generate big costs.   

5.2.5 External competence 

Company B used to buy permanent competence through company acquisitions or recruitment. 

Nowadays, they use consultants when they judge the need for a new competence for the 

company. (Respondent 6, 2015) This depends on the fact that company B believes that it is 

problematic to link itself to experts on a permanent basis as long-term and deep relations are 

very complex. They experience that they only have a short-term need of the experts and they 

therefore do not want to commit themselves during longer periods. They thus use a 

crowdsourcing company that works as an intermediary and helps Company B to find the right 

external competence. Through the help of an innovation intermediary, they can identify which 

resources and knowledge they need as well as have access to the workings of other branches 

and industries. Via this method, they have access to a wider global network and find solutions 

that the company would not have come to by itself or would have taken double the time to do 

so. According to the respondents, another advantageous spur is that they find invaluable 

partners all over the world that they would otherwise not have found.  

Respondent 5 stresses that it is extremely important to have a wide global network and the need 

to continuously have various exhibitions, conferences and congresses in Europe to maintain 
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their network relations. During these sessions, they can thus talk about the latest technologies 

and in which direction the field is going.  These meeting places are very good as they give the 

members a chance to do business with each other and talk about the latest developments. 

(Respondent 5, 2015) 

5.3 Company C: Telecommunication field 

Company C is a Swedish global manufacturer of network for mobile communication. 40 % of 

the world’s mobile traffic is lead through their network and they have over a billion users that 

rely on their services. The company has a global business, is active in all parts of the world and 

has over 100 000 employees all over the world. Their research and development department 

possesses over 30 000 patents. Cooperation, partnership and innovation are a great part of their 

organization culture. The empirical data builds on three employees’ answers that have leading 

positions in their respective department. Respondent 7 is responsible for the hardware research, 

Respondent 8 is a partnership program manager and Respondent 9 is Director of Emerging 

Technologies.  Company C has tried to use innovation intermediaries without being completely 

satisfied. Company C works with innovation in the shape of collaborations with clients, 

suppliers, universities and institutes as well as external actors.  

 

 

5.3.1 Open innovation 

Company C works a lot with innovation and new technologies on a very large market where it 

is paramount to be at the forefront when it comes to new products. Respondent 7 tells about the 

company’s innovation work and their close cooperation with their suppliers. The respondent 

argues that their work with their suppliers is like open innovation. They have tried to use so 

called innovation intermediaries as they have experiences that they have had a technological 

gap they wanted to fill. According to Respondent 7, this has not worked well as there have not 

been the resources available they have been searching for. This depends a lot on the fact that 

the intermediaries have been looking for the resources in the same place as they had already 

done or that it has been technically too hard to find someone with the competence they seek. 

Company C is such a large company that it is easy to find competence and resources as long as 

they use the network they are part of. Respondent 7 stresses that they realized after using an 
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innovation intermediary that they often have access to suitable cooperation partners in their 

own network.  

5.3.2 Network 

In Company C’s network, there are a lot of external actors. They have a large and wide network 

within university research centers in Sweden and a few in other countries. For example, they 

have university research in the USA, Italy, China and Canada.  Everything depends on what 

they are good at in the respective countries. According to Respondent 7, universities often lay 

at the forefront when it comes to research and that is why it is essential to have them in your 

network. Besides internal research, they also have research with suppliers and clients as well as 

external actors. To have a broad network helps the company to filter out what they should spend 

time and money on. It even helps them to see new technology early. (Respondent 8, 2015) 

5.3.3 Cooperation with external actors 

Company C cooperates a lot with smaller companies as smaller companies often needs 

investment. Often, it is very normal for small companies to come to Company C with 

technology smaller companies think might interest them and at that moment Company C 

decides if and how they should invest. Sometimes they begin a project with the smaller 

companies or invest to a lesser extent. If the technology is really interesting, they often buy the 

smaller company. (Respondent 7, 2015) 

Company C has a closer partnership with some of its suppliers as they believe that they strongly 

need the knowledge and resources of the suppliers and they try to understand and develop the 

market together with them. Company C shares its system and the requirements they believe the 

technology will have in the future and in their turn, the suppliers tell if they believe they can 

meet the requirements. They can together discover a technological gap or a great development 

possibility. Either they solve it together or Company C wanders off to find a solution 

somewhere else.  Together with the chosen suppliers, they can manufacture a component they 

get exclusive use of for a certain price. If they agree on the exclusive character, Company C 

needs to pay more for it but they will also be alone to possess the technology. (Respondent 9, 

2015) Respondent 9 highlights that: 

” the advantages with cooperating with external actors are that 99,99% of the smartest people 

do not work for us. We get access to technology and bigger knowledge bank. The drawback is 

of course that we need to share the cake with someone. It might also lead to the birth of a 
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competitor, the ones we are cooperating with maybe learn a lot faster than us and become more 

talented.” (Respondent 9, 2015) 

Company C has even been part of project with innovation institutions such as Vinnova and 

Ideon. They are even active in the so called Triple Helix, where the society, the industry and 

the academia cooperate proactively to support the innovation process. (Respondent 7, 2015) 

5.3.4 Purchase of firms 

Company C sometimes buys firms in the fields they are weak in but they believe to be important 

in the future.  Company C buys firms as they think that one plus one is bigger than two and that 

they can create synergy effects as they can exploit technologies better than before the firm was 

bought. Respondent 8 finds that they must reflect on what they are buying; if there are 

competent personnel within the firm, they are often few in numbers and the likelihood that they 

stay in the firm after Company C has bought it is minimal. The company must therefore examine 

and to dress up a plan around how they can succeed in keeping the key competence. 

(Respondent 8, 2015) Respondent 8 adds that: 

”It is sometimes hard when you buy a firm as the key employees disappear and what is the 

value of the firm then? It can disappear alongside the key personnel. You need to be careful.” 

(Respondent 8, 2015) 

Respondent 7 thinks that is it better to buy smaller companies as it is hard to enter partnership 

with them because of the uneven might and resource balance.  

5.3.5 Partnering 

Company C uses the innovation model ecosystem during the cooperation partnership. They use 

both strategic partnership and project partnership, but the most commonly used is project 

partnership even if Respondent 9 describes it as less essential. The respondent continues by 

stating that strategic partnership has greater weight but can unfortunately not be used in the 

same width inside the organization. The respondent even stresses that when they use strategic 

partnership, they choose meticulously which external actor to enter a partnership with as it is 

paramount that both parts complete each others’ knowledge. Respondent 7 tells us that if they 

have a strategic partnership with a company that has large process knowledge, the purpose of 

the strategic partnership is to be able to possess a great part of the market. Respondent 8 argues 

that Company C has more than a 1000 suppliers and a huge amount of partnerships. Therefore 
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they have chosen a few, five to six, to enter a close partnership with. Thereafter, there exists 

some collaboration that lay in the grey zone as they are longer cooperations but not full-fledged 

partnerships as they are not as deep.  

Respondent 9 takes up important factors in the formation of a partnership. The respondent 

believes that is hard to be a smaller company as it is often the larger companies that hold the 

power. Another aspect that the respondent describes as less advantageous is to enter a 

partnership with an equal organization where both parts possess similar resources and 

competences as it is then harder to get a greater value out of an open cooperation project.  It 

can lead to a competitive situation where both the companies cooperate for the future. Cultural 

aspects play a big role as they can lead to different opinions on how the project should be lead. 

Making the personal level work is quite essential for the managers of the companies. 

(Respondent 9, 2015) 

One important thing, according to Respondent 9, in a partnership is trust. Trust is something 

that cannot emerge for waterproof contracts; trust is created through common visions, goals and 

strategies. It can even become a win-win situation when both partners enter a partnership. 

According to Respondent 8, Company C has always understood that partnership is important. 

The respondents’ motives to the weight of the partnership is all the more complex a system 

becomes,  the faster the development goes , the more important the partnership becomes. 

Respondent 8 describes that: 

”Partnership is a complex, long-term commitment that demands constant attention and hard 

work to become successful. It is exactly like marriage, it might sound ridiculous but this is how 

it is.” (Respondent 8, 2015) 

Even Respondent 7 points out this as the respondent believes that everything that you deal with 

in marriage is also valid in partnership. When you work with partnering, there are teams at the 

different companies that work with different dimensions of problem solving and the problem 

your partner has automatically become the other partners’ issue. Therefore, you need to find 

successful solutions together. Just like in a marriage, the central point to succeed is mutual 

adaptation. It is essential that both parts contribute equally as much for it to be an equal balance. 

Respondent 7 adds that: 
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”If I needed to both clean, cook and fetch the kids and at the same time earn money for my 

home, the marriage would not last for very long. The same goes for partnering.” (Respondent 

7, 2015) 

5.3.6 Power balance 

Respondent 8 thinks that it is always difficult to handle the power balance when it comes to 

open cooperation projects. It is a hardening factor to be a smaller company as the larger 

company will automatically control the smaller. The larger company has even the advantage in 

the form of having more money to drive judicial affairs if there is a contract breach.  

It is paramount to have clear agreements from the beginning. For example, how the parts should 

market the product, how the divisions of tasks will look like and how can they get the maximal 

profit out of the product? It is essential to have the same picture of what the cooperation should 

lead to. If the company manufactures new products, both parts need to talk about who the 

investor is. It needs to be an open communication at all times. If the partners are sharing the 

risks, they must even share the incomes. This matter needs to be discussed early in the process 

by the companies. It can take a very long time to fulfill these contracts, therefore it is very 

important to have a common trust and this is where personal chemistry comes in. (Respondent 

8, 2015) 

Two competing companies within a core business cannot enter partnership because of the legal 

boundaries that would allow them to create an oligopoly.  However, these companies could 

create a partnership in subsidiary field where they can be more open to each other. It is 

important to be completely transparent and open in the field of the partner to create trust in each 

other. Respondent 9 further argues that, both parts should have a shared economy, patents and 

research within the partnerships’ field, but they can also be bitter competitors in a completely 

different field. Respondent 7 feels that it is therefore important to define what the partnership 

should be about and what the partners want to achieve to hold themselves within the boundaries 

of the field of partnership.  

5.3.7 Strategy for interacting and cooperating 

Company C has different levels of cooperation strategies. For example, they have a big EU-

project where they collaborate with competitors, suppliers and universities to see how 5G will 

look like in the future. They work close to the competitors until they begin to come close to a 

product and it is at that moment that they choose to work more internally and closer to the 
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suppliers. The suppliers they chose to work with are few in numbers and they have a closer 

cooperation with them in the shape of research and development projects. With the chosen 

suppliers, they talk about the future and work with under a longer period of time, when the 

suppliers that have not be chosen only delivers specific components and nothing more. The 

chosen suppliers often have a critical technology for Company C. an important strategy for 

company C is to select talented suppliers that have a critical technology that has weight in the 

product development of the company. (Respondent 8, 2015) 

Respondent 9 highlights that it is pertinent not to have too many partnering projects in the same 

field. It is important for the company not to mix the different projects and it is hard to cooperate 

with several different partners within the same field. Respondent 9 points out that: 

”You cannot have several wives in the same house.” (Respondent 9, 2015)  

5.3.8 Open systems 

Company C contributed to develop Bluetooth, wireless communication between different units 

and realized that they could earn more on an open standard of the ecosystem around which the 

new technology should adapt.  If Bluetooth would only have existed in Company C’s 

technology, it would not have had the huge resonance it had. Nowadays, everyone can log on 

to Bluetooth in the car to listen to music from the phone or to take a call. It happens 

automatically and it would never have happened if Company C had kept the licenses for itself. 

(Respondent 8, 2015) Respondent 9 tells that they had a clear strategy around what they should 

be best at internally and in which fields they can take external competence in.  

Another example on how Company C has profited from not licensing a product was when they 

needed new material for a product in the nineties. The new material contained very expensive 

components. These components contained a raw material that is called Tantal and it existed in 

regions that were unsafe and had unethical working conditions. Company C worked to take 

away the Tantal and replace with a new material. They paid for research at the university but 

Company C did not want to keep the results for itself but wanted the university to publish its 

results. The university created therefore the material and after that Company C went to the 

suppliers to order it.  Company C got an advantage to be the first but also saw the need for the 

competitors to have access to the new material. As a result, the accessibility of the competitors 

to the material pushed the prices down.  Together with its competitors, they could create 

synergy effects in an ecosystem that functioned. (Respondent 7, 2015) 
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5.4 Company D: Forestry field 

Company D develops, manufactures and markets forest machines and accessories. They are 

pioneers in the field of mechanical forestry industry. They have an extensive network for 

services and aftermarkets with a global accessibility to spare parts and professional consultants. 

They have in total approximately 1300 employees in the company, comprising 600 employees 

in Sweden and more than 700 clients. Company D is active on six continents and on all forestry 

markets all over the world. The most important markets for them are the Nordic countries, 

Germany, France, Russia, North America, South America and Australia. Their end clients are 

first and foremost forestry entrepreneurs, forestry firms and forestry owners’ associations. The 

empirical data is based on three persons, Respondent 10, Respondent 11 and Respondent 12. 

Respondent 10 has worked approximately 20 years in the company and works today as the 

factory manager and is a member of the management and a high decision taker within the group. 

Respondent 11 works as a product manager and has a close cooperation with the research and 

development departments and Respondent 12 is a Product and innovation developer at the 

company since nine years back. Company D uses several close cooperation projects with 

universities, suppliers and clients.  

 

 

 

 

5.4.1 Innovation 

Company D has for a while been clear with the fact that innovation has to be a cornerstone in 

the corporate culture. An innovation can both be a working method, a new products or a service 

according to Respondent 10. The most important is not what it is but that it is meaningful. 

Thereof, they are meticulous to examine what meaning it has for their clients, for the company 

and for the world. If it does not have a bigger value, then it is pointless to build upon it further. 

(Respondent 10, 2015) 

Respondent 12 experiences that the innovation ability is favoured by an open, collaborative, 

multidisciplinary and global environment and that is why they try to open up more through the 

creation of new cooperations internally in the company and over the company’s boundaries. 
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Another strategy for them to open up is that innovation should be initiated both from the 

grassroots and upwards and vice versa. The respondents describes this as advantageous as they 

at the bottom of the organization often have a closer insight on the clients’ needs and at the 

same time having everyone in the company engaged and involved. Even if it is important that 

innovations should come from the grassroots and upwards, Respondent 12 argues that the 

innovation initiative is managed and supported from the top.  The respondents stress that their 

company even has a supporting innovation culture that calls for new and interesting 

partnerships to draw out new innovation and solutions. It is vital to assess and analyze 

cooperation before we jump into something, it must be profitable for both parts and be 

something actual for the company. (Respondent 11, 2015)   

5.4.2 Cooperation with clients 

Company D’s principal cooperation partner is the client. The client is their absolute most 

important cooperation partner as it is the client that gives the company feedback on their 

products and can give them new input. Cooperation with the client occurs continuously through 

their involvement in the development process of new products to enable them to have a say and 

contribute with feedback around how the product should be developed. (Respondent 11, 2015) 

When company D creates a new product, they always have a pre study where they invite a 

reference group that is composed among other people by key clients. They then have brought a 

certain design proposal and present the new technological solutions to the reference group. 

Thereafter, when they have fulfilled the first prototype draft, they have a new cooperation 

meeting with the reference group, where they go through how the product has been developing. 

There can be a form if 3D-model, the whole prototype is often not done, it is just a first draft 

that is presented. The reference group then comes to the company and can see the different 

components or can test drive the machine to give a clear feedback on what is good and bad. As 

a conclusion, they have an additional reference group that has been enlarged and includes more 

clients, suppliers and external partners who can contribute with input around the small details 

and what might need to be modified. (Respondent 12, 2015) 

Furthermore, Company D uses a structured process to identify the users’ needs. Respondent 10 

tells us that the core of this identification work is to analyze what type of work the users want 

the machine or the service to perform. This is beneficial as the users can have a hard time to 

think out of the problem solving approach.  If the company has to listen to the clients’ 

requirements and wishes, it is possible that the company misses what the clients are out after. 
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Therefore, it is important to ask the question, what work needs to be performed, when every 

wish and requirement the users have are communicated. The respondent implies that is 

important that the company investigates in advance if there is a market and for that they want 

the opinions of the users and thereafter they can redirect the users’ attention as to what is 

relevant for the company. Respondent 11 stresses that this approach secures that they solve 

things that really can be solved.  

5.4.3 Partnering 

Company D uses partnering that implies cooperating with external actors that have a core 

competence in certain fields. It can both be universities and research bases as well as external 

actors, but first and foremost, they cooperate with a few chosen suppliers around a deeper and 

longer cooperation project. Sometimes, the colloaborations can stretch over a few numbers of 

projects with the same partner where they discuss the supplier’s development base but even 

their own development base for the next five years. This is to be able to see how they can 

develop themselves but also to create a profitable cooperation development together. They even 

discuss what different components exist that they can weave into Company D’s products. 

Another cooperation project that Respondent 11 describes that they usually perform is the one 

where they test different samples on separate component before the product is launched on the 

market. Thus, they can test the product in the woods to see what needs to be developed to be 

able to reach a unique usage contract in the forest for a number of years. (Respondent 11, 2015) 

The choice of cooperation partners is determined through a base structure where they scan how 

the markets look like and compare it with their internal priorities and core values to see which 

partners can be substantial to take in. Respondent 12 finds that they even bring forward what 

their technological components are to be able to see where they need to have a deeper 

cooperation. Subsequently, they try to find a broader cooperation with a lot of different partners 

within different fields where they need to deepen their knowledge and resources and as a 

consequence decrease the number of partners in certain specific areas that are not as central for 

them. (Respondent 12, 2015) 

5.4.4 Relations 

Respondent 10 experience that relations are quite simple. To get a good relation, you need to 

create long-term relations and trust for each other. Respondent 10 stresses that: 
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”It takes time to create a good relation as it would be foolish to think otherwise.” (Respondent 

10, 2015) 

Respondent 10 highlight that Company D has worked with partnering under many years and 

this has even formed good relations and trust for each other. In every relation they enter, they 

asked the question of what they can contribute with and in which way they can help the other 

partner. Moreover, Respondent 11 singles out the weight of being able to know how they can 

help and support the other partners. Respondent 11 concludes that: 

”A relation is nothing that can be built over a short period of time, but you have to expect it to 

take at least 20-30 years to get a real good partnership.” (Respondent 11, 2015) 

Furthermore, another vital part needed to make a relationship function is to document from the 

beginning what the different partners wish to draw from the project on a general level. You then 

need to go back steadily and examine if something needs to be changed or if everything 

matches. (Respondent 11, 2015) 

Moreover, Respondent 11 informs us about how essential it is to have a common innovation 

culture where the involved dare to take up problems and difficulties under the course of the 

process. Respondent 12 explains that it can be positive with a bit of conflicts as long as you 

know how to handle them. The respondent feels that it is normal not to agree on everything, but 

the essential thing is that there should exist common basic values as it would otherwise be 

impossible to further build on a strategic partnership.  

According to Respondent 10, trust and confidence are the basic cornerstones for partnering to 

function. Respondent 10 thinks that is it important to realize what the consequences would be 

if the trust towards a partner is broken. For example, we suppose that Company D has a 

cooperation project together with a supplier and Company D comes up with a brilliant 

technological solution to their common problem. If the supplier steals the idea and starts 

manufacturing itself or sell it to competitor, then the supplier must be prepare to lose its long-

term relation with Company D. The supplier will likely realize that it is not worth licensing or 

manufacturing the product on their own and it will probably choose to do it together in 

collaboration with Company D. It is not worth trying to use the other partners’ competence for 

you own profit in the long-term. It is better to find a solution in cooperation together as partners 

often are not active in the same field. As a result, both parts can use the license within different 

fields according to their agreement so that they do not compete with each other. Respondent 10 
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experiences that it is often pretty simple to find a good intellectual property rights approach 

between the different partners as long as they keep an open dialogue through the entire project.  

5.4.5 Open innovation 

According to the respondents, they believe that they are not working with open innovation as 

much as they would want. They define open innovation as an open source code where 

boundaries between a company and its surroundings must become more and more open. 

Respondent 12 feels at the same time that it is important for Sweden to embrace an open 

innovation as it creates a number of various competences that together can result in a good 

platform to be able to conceive new bigger technological solutions. The respondents point out 

that, through work in groups where the different persons have various experiences and 

knowledge, you can create a dynamic of new opportunities.  

The respondents describe that they try to use open innovation through the cooperation organ, 

Technical forestry cluster. All the components and machine suppliers within the forestry field 

have come together to build up a cluster. In this cluster, they work together closely to look at 

open innovation with different universities and research groups where they can produce 

different development parts to drive the technology forward. Moreover, they take in external 

sources that are not active in this specific field to collaborate with them and get input and help 

to develop or to solve a problem. It is advantageous in the way that they can share the resources 

and knowledge but even come up with new radical innovation for the whole industry. 

(Respondents 10 & 12, 2015) 

The respondents at the Company D believe that it is incredibly important to have an open 

climate to attract new cooperation partners. They possess a bigger network that they use to find 

new cooperation partners. Through cooperation with the end clients and other external actors, 

they find all the time new collaboration partners they can enter a partnership with. Furthermore, 

they can find new cooperation partners through their cooperation organ where they 

continuously receive different innovation proposal. They can then actively decide how and if 

they want to participate and if it can be profitable for their company. (Respondent 11, 2015) 

Respondent 10 judges that it still exists a large amount of contrasting opinions around how open 

innovation should be handled as well as how it should be opened up.  It is essential to change 

the attitude within the company and understand that not everything must be opened up. As a 

result, the current digitalization leads to the opening up of the company to a certain extent and 
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the realization that cooperation is a necessity to create a strong competition power in the form 

of technological development.   

5.4.6 The cooperation model 

Respondent 12 stresses that Company D use two cooperation model as they believe there is a 

huge difference around working with a complete external actor and with a supplier. Whenever 

Company D works with a supplier, they work within closed rooms where they can present the 

complete technological solutions and thereafter develop the product together under the whole 

course of the process. They dare to be more open as they feel that they do not compete in the 

same field as well as having a long-term collaboration behind them that has strengthened their 

relations. On the contrary, if they work with external actors, they have to produce a concept 

model that is more like a general technological solution that is not locked down. They then have 

a more open innovation model which is more overriding where they take different types of 

external competence in. Thereafter, they present the problem and ask for help from external 

actors that help Company D to produce new technological solutions. (Respondent 12, 2015) 

According to Respondent 10, to enable both parts to contribute and get something valuable out 

of the partnership, the partners need to open up more in their cooperation. The respondents find 

that it more transparency is needed in development projects where everyone is aware of the 

project’s goal. But for this to work you need a trust, otherwise the parties are not able to create 

this transparency. Independently of what cooperation groups you look at, the roles and positions 

have to be found in the network. If you do not have a cleat structure, the cooperation will likely 

fail. Clear role structures are needed.   

Respondent 11 points out that to create a successful cooperation, you need to be ready that your 

own mindset will be reflected in the collaboration. If a partner comes in with a whole lot of 

demands and not much to offer, the other partner will make the same requirements back. Even 

if companies first and foremost engage in cooperation projects on the basis of finding new 

solutions, it is important to see that they can contribute with something to the other partner. 

Otherwise the cooperation will never work. It is essential to have a clear dialogue from the 

beginning to be able to see what is most central for the cooperation project and what the same 

norms are and how we can find good collaboration solutions together. It must be a win-win 

situation for both cooperation partners.  

5.4.7 Risks and opportunities 
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The big risks around a cooperation project for a company are to lose intellectual property rights. 

This must be handled through protecting and securing the judicial part in the form of licenses 

before the company collaborates with an external actor. Therefore, it is important to do the 

judicial patent lock down first and then an open dialogue can happen with the partner and an 

agreement around the rules of cooperation around the different projects can be reached. The 

negative part with the publication of a license is that technical solutions that were supposed to 

be secret are made public. Therefore, Company D only tries to patent a solution when they feel 

that a profit can be made from limiting a technological solution to a specific management. 

Otherwise, it is important for them to keep a high tempo for development. (Respondent 11, 

2015) Respondent 11 feels that openness gives trustworthiness. The possibilities of sharing 

ideas depend on “patentness”, which means that they do not share ideas which can be thought 

to be licensable. Company D is active in a field where it is easy to imitate and therefore they 

should not give away the core value. Simultaneously as Company D wants to open up more, it 

needs to have a strategic plan around how much they need to open up. Respondent 12 means 

that speed is more important than intellectual property and that the company needs to lighten 

up on the protection of material from other and instead focus to be out on the market and lay 

several years ahead of their competitors which can decrease their costs so that they avoid feeling 

worried about someone imitating their license. The respondents point out that it never is 

possible to protect yourself completely with patenting. Respondent 12 describes that Company 

D often starts a dialogue with competitors around the use of each others’ patent and the 

overseeing of this. In this negotiation or dialogue, it can that they find solutions and license 

each others’ patents. They do not exchange patents but find various business solutions where 

they may not get maximal value out of their patent. They use each others’ patents to maximize 

value.  

Respondent 10 experiences no difficulties to reach an agreement around contracts and, but at 

the same time highlights that it is incredibly vital to not wait too long with signing the contracts 

until they fulfilled the product development. The respondent believes this to be very 

problematic and hard as it is important to have clear game rules and agree from the beginning 

what the goals and visions are and what each part expects and who owns what matter. When 

documentation is ready, everything usually flows. The important thing is not really the signed 

agreement but the essential is that both parts got an understanding for each other and what they 

want to do together. The contract in itself is more of a support for what they actually agreed on 

and is a summary of what they want to achieve with their partnership.  
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Company D has processes and structures for how they should handle free riders or the fact that 

persons are afraid to share their knowledge internally within the company. When it comes to 

external cooperation projects, it is about being open, because if they dare to open up, then the 

other partners will dare to do the same. Furthermore, if they find the contract form, approach to 

cooperation and agreed on how they will handle any patents, usually it´s not a problem. Trust 

is the basis for everything.  

5.4.8 Power balance 

In the past, the respondents argue that power positions were common within specific fields, but 

that it cannot happen as often now that a more open dialogue exists around cooperation projects. 

The attitude has changed and a change has happened where companies realize that they live in 

symbiosis, where companies are depending on each other to survive on the market. It demands 

that they both give and take, which means that the unbalanced power does not emerge in the 

same way. There will of course always exist a certain formality around who should make which 

decision and who should handle what. However, this is something that can be controlled 

through the contracts. Respondent stresses that it can emerge a certain power balance when 

cooperating cross-border as pride can come in the way as well as a big culture shock. You then 

need to dare to see past which company is the biggest or who has the most experience. To 

engage in a cooperation project, the companies need to be on the same page as both partners 

are equally dependent on each other. You then need to ask the question, what do you want to 

achieve together and what is the profit for us?  
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6 Analysis 

In this chapter, the results from the interview study are analyzed and discussed based on the 

purpose and goals of the study. These results are combined with the studied theory within the 

subject field and are presented through five different themes: Cooperation, communication, 

interaction, openness, relations and risks.  

6.1 Open cooperation models 

There exists a few various cooperation models such as ecosystems (Adner, 2006; Traitler et al., 

2011; Williamson & De Mayer, 2012), Innovation network (Normann & Ramirez, 1993; Lütz, 

1997; Allee, 2000; Hamrefors, 2009) and Partnering (Akintoye et al., 2000; Dubois & Gadde, 

2012; Bardin et al., 2013). According to Vanhaverbeke (2006) and Huff et al. (2013), open 

innovation cooperations are unavoidable as they believe that companies that know how to 

initiate, organize and manage these open cooperations are those that will manage to decrease 

lead times, risks and costs as well as find and create the best sources for innovation. All the 

respondents point out the hurdles with handling and managing to create profit in open 

cooperations.  Karp and Helgö (2008) describe that opening boundaries to external parts is 

difficult to handle as the conventional management and leadership tools are not used in the 

same width as before.  

Companies A, B and C all work with open cooperation models in the form of partnering. 

Respondent 1, 4 and 7 argue that they are even involved with so called innovation networks 

and think that it is extremely important to possess a wide global network to be able to find new 

cooperation partners. Despite this, Company B and C prefer to work on a deeper dimension 

with only one partner in so called partnerships. Håkansson and Snehota (1995) find that the 

more people that interact, the more complex goals and expectations emerge. Even Respondent 

9 thinks that there exist different advantages with the various types of cooperation models and 

by that he means that there is a huge differernce between working with a completely external 

partner and working with a supplier. In cases where Company D collaborates with a supplier, 

they thus work more behind closed doors where they can present the complete technological 

solution and thereafter together develop the product under the course of the process. They dare 

to be more open as they have realized that they do not compete in the same field as well as 

having a long-term collaboration behind them that has strengthened their relation. On the 

contrary, if they are involved with external actors, they show a concept model which is more of 
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a general technological solution that is not locked down. They are therefore employing a more 

open innovation model that is more general, where they can row in different forms of external 

competence. Then, they present the problem and are helped by external actors that guide 

company D in producing new technological solutions. (Respondent 10, 2015) As a 

consequence, there are some that argue that the best way to access the boundaries is to cooperate 

with those who have the searched knowledge (Bissola & Imperatori, 2011). 

Moreover, Respondents 7 and 11 mentions that is it essential to have a clear picture of what it 

takes to complete a project as well as securing the resources that are needed. Respondent 4 even 

indicates that a cross functional project can be more complex the more people are involved and 

demands therefore more work under the formation of the project description. All of the 

respondents that the more parts are involved, the more difficult it is to open up, share and make 

sure that everyone gets the profit that they wish. Respondent 1 describes that it is vital to pick 

your cooperation partners depending on the field you need help within. It is paramount to 

choose a partner or an actor depending on the purpose of the cooperation and thereafter decide 

which type of network relation they should engage in. If they want to find the next radical 

innovation or a new product that should be launched next year, they do not get in contact with 

a university, they then often search for an external actor to build a partnership with. This is due 

to the fact that they want to speed up the lead time at the launch of a new product (Respondent 

1, 2015). Respondent 2 emphasizes that companies must steadily build on their network, more 

specifically on the one between companies of the same field to be able to maximize the echange 

of experiences. It takes time to build up good and close relations and it is therefore a process 

that is continuous and need to be maintained (Respondent 1, 2015). It is something that Gawer 

and Cunsumano (2014) describe as the innovative ecosystem, where companies try to find a 

few other companies that they can create industrial platform together with in the same field and 

achieve the effects of networking.  Respondent 4 argues that an innovative ecosystem does not 

exclude partnering. He means that engaging in a partnership can be advantageous in certain 

projects but that a network or an ecosystem is what a company constantly needs as it lives in 

symbiosis with other companies. This is something that Humphreys et al. (2003) describe as 

the fact that in a network, participants are in continuously depending of each other in the form 

of various network roles while a partnership only lasts for a certain period and is more intense 

when the participants work together on a daily basis.  
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According to Oliver (1990), the motive is what directs which type of open cooperation a 

company engages in. therefore, companies cannot only engage in partnerships as they are also 

depending on finding an even balance between deep informal and more superficial formal 

cooperations (Simard & West, 2006). Respondent 7 mentions that through the maintaining of 

their relations to earlier cooperation partners, Company C can more easily find future partners 

for closer collaborations. Furthermore, Respondent 11 points out the weight of possessing an 

ecosystem where all actors live in symbiosis as they can then find partners that they can enter 

a deeper and closer cooperation with. Johansson (1997) and Dodgson (1993) argue that when 

competitors or suppliers are demanded to become colleagues in an open cooperation, new 

opportunities emerge which leads to the creation of new relations both internally and externally 

for the organizations that are involved.  

6.2 Communication and Interaction 

Enkel et al. (2009) highlight that companies that work with open innovation are automatically 

involved in innovation networks which contributes to the fact that companies can keep 

themselves updated and can to embrace each other knowledge and experiences and 

consequently steadily lay at the forefront when it comes to new technology.  To be able to 

function in an innovation network and lay at the forefront when it comes to new technology, 

interaction and communication are quintessential. The respondents from Company A feel that 

a good communication on the goals and visions is a key to the success of collaboration. 

Otherwise, it can lead to an aborted cooperation before it even started. It is important that both 

parts know what the cooperation is all about and what is expected from them. When the 

managers have developed a vision of which market they want to enter, they can reach a 

preliminary agreement on which results are expected (Adner, 2006). However, Company A 

sometimes discovers that they already under the introduction phase have too different visions 

and goals and that it will be difficult to achieve a cohesive innovation culture together.  

Alvesson and Svenningsson (2007) also stress the weight of relations for a network to emerge. 

These relations take different shapes such as common norms, communication and information 

exchange between companies. Company C emphasizes that it is important that the 

communication functions well between the companies and as a result it is essential that it works 

on a personal level. This includes cultural aspects that play a major role as it can lead to different 

views on how a project should be headed. Culture can be reflected in the norms which need to 

be taken into account as they cooperate with many international actors with another 
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organization culture. Respondent 8 argues that they should have a common view on the future 

that they should communicate at the same time as well as how important it is to know who is 

responsible for what in the relation. Respondent 10 at Company D believe that it should be a 

high priority to discuss problems and addressing conflicts when they arise so that they can be 

solved. If companies have common basic values so it should be no problem to solve them. 

Ford and McDowell (1999) argue that a company should have a clear vision on which relations 

and values that are crucial before they enter a deeper relation. Respondents in Company D think 

it is important to communicate what a betrayed trust leads to. Then they can avoid that it leads 

to a conflict and a failed cooperation. Something that is highlighted as central for open 

innovation is the handling and the establishment of the relations and bonds that exist between 

companies and their external persons of interest within a network (Chesbrough et al., 2006). 

All respondents in the study tally to this idea and refer to having common goals and being clear 

when a partnership starts.  

6.3 Openness 

Open innovation is a paradigm that suggests that companies can and should use external ideas 

and ways to the market. Companies that work with open innovations work within innovation 

networks and can exchange knowledge and experiences with each other which can lead to them 

being updated about new technlogies (Enkel et al., 2009). To create this kind of openness, 

Company A often works in longer partnerships even if the partner is not the cheapest option. 

This is due to the fact that they have trust and a strong confidence in the partner they choose to 

collaborate with to create openness between them. Respondent 3 at Company A stresses that it 

takes time to create that kind of trust and therefore the company bids on the partners that they 

want to have long-term relations with.  

An orgniazation needs to engage with various kinds of partners to be able to embrace ideas and 

resources from the external environment and keep being a powerful competitor (Dahlander & 

Grann, 2010). Company C is involved with a lot of different partners and has opened up on the 

kind of competence they need to be able to compete alongside their rivals on the market. Trust 

and confidence are important in a partnership as these contracts often are portrayed as less 

complete. For this trust to emerge, both parts need to be on the same “wave length” 

instantaneously (Lazar, 2000). Company C works in ecosystems which demands openness as it 

should cooperate with the rest of the ecosystem and create synergy effects. This implies that 

they are on the same wave length as the remaining parts which leads to profit making for all 
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engaged in the ecosystem. Openness is very important as both respondents from Company C 

compare a partnership to a marriage which demands openness to create trust and confidence in 

each other.  

Organizations must dare to take the risk to share their assets and knowledge to be able to get 

new knowledge from external actors and results are often more positive than negative (Tidd & 

Bessant, 2012). Respondent 2 at Company A implies that the advantages with this openness are 

that the company gets new approaches and knowledge which in turn leads them to see ideas in 

a new light. It almost always leads to a better and more effective result. Respondent 2 highlights 

that there even exist negative approaches as it is easy for openness to even lead to the”not 

invented here” syndrome with a mistrust for new knowledge. It is not possible to work in that 

way anymore as knowledge is nowadays distributed over the entire society and new ideas 

emerge everywhere (Yström, 2013). Respondent 2 wants to turn the negative approach to a 

positive one entitled “found proudly in another place”.  

When looking at partnering, it is important to consider openness which builds on trust and 

confidence between the parts (Humphreys et al., 2003). It is vital that all parts are open and 

share their experiences and knowledge and do not hide something from the others partners in 

the project team (Akintoye et al., 2000). Company D experiences that a company wins from 

openness in a global environment because it leads to new collaborations across company 

borders. The respondents at Company D feel that they should have an innovation culture in the 

company that encourages new cooperations and that they should be opened to suggestions that 

could benefit the company. They are even open for clients as it is important what their needs 

are and how they can respond to the needs of the client in the shape of the products developed. 

An important detail for both partners to be open and have faith in each other is common goals 

that can lead to profit maximizing for both parts (Crowley & Karim, 1995). The knowledge of 

each others’ goals, visions and dilemmas can ease the cooperation through compromises. A 

well-functioning relation is about sharing information and be open (Thompson & Sanders, 

1998). Humphreys et al. (2003) highlight that openness is a key factor to give a signal of good 

intentions in the beginning of a cooperation relation as trust does not exist yet. Company B 

works all the time with creating common plan of action through the discussions around product 

development plans with its partners to create openness between them. Through having a 

common goal and a clear detailed plan, the cooperation can happen a lot smoother if they are 

open during the whole project. This point is something that even the respondents from Company 
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D highlight as quintessential when creating partnerships. Respondent 7 thinks that more 

transparency is needed in development projects but to be able to attain a higher transparency, 

you need trust in each other. To achieve this, there needs to be a clear role structure in the 

project.  

To make cooperations successful, each partner needs to contribute with something distinctive 

such as basic research or skills in product developing. The challenge is to contribute with skills 

and be relatively open, without using your whole core competition (Hamel et al., 1989). 

Company A works with openness in the form of an internal platform where all the employees 

can share their experiences and knowledge and find cooperation partners and work with 

innovation. This is to create an innovation encouraging climate. The respondents at Company 

D believe they should open up more within the research field in Sweden as it leads to a whole 

new dynamic of opportunities in the technological field. To reach this, they think they need to 

create a whole new mindset to open innovation which happens through the changing of the 

attitudes with the companies.  

6.4 Relations between cooperating partners 

According to Lieberman and Montgomery (1988), the value of a network builds on relations. 

Gouldner (1960) argues that the network is depending on the functioning of the cooperation. 

This is something that respondents 4, 10 and 12 have noticed as they have pointed out the 

meaning of mutual adaptation in a network relation. Respondent 10 observes the weight of 

creating a strong trust already at the beginning of a new cooperation. Gouldner (1960) and 

Yström (2013) describes that only the actors that are willing to give away something will 

succeed to get something valuable in return. Respondent 1 highlights that it is important not to 

be egocentric in cooperation projects as he believes that it will only create conflicts if you 

engage in that kind of cooperation. Moreover, Respondent 2 stresses that through accentuating 

that the company must want to contribute with something valuable to the other partner as much 

as they want to get something for their own benefit. 

Kothandaraman and Wilson (2001) take upp that relations are influenced by the relationship 

between the network partners. Even Hamrefors (2009) describes the weight of knowing you 

role in the network. Respondent 4 thinks that it is essential to know its role in the network to 

know which partner they should engage in deeper and weaker relations with as well as how 

they should handle their relations. Simard and West (2006) notice the weight to have a clear 

plan around how network relations should look like and describe that both infornal (personal, 
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deeper character) and formal relations are a defining factor to succeed with an open innovation 

strategy. They mean that it is important to find a balance between the deep and weak relations 

to pinpoint and plan which relation the company must invest more engagement and resources 

on.  

All the respondents mention trust and confidence as two main components to succed in creating 

a close partnership. This is something that Gardet and Mothe (2011) demonstrate, as they argue 

that the innovative environment is fast changing and companies cannot contract everything 

around cooperation projects. They even mean that they must share patents, results and economy 

within a cooperation project, something that even Lazar (2000), Humphreys et al. and Yström 

(2013) believe in. Despite this, there prevail shared meanings around this among the 

respondents, as Respondents 1 and 5 believe it is a bigger risk than an actual workable 

advantage to share a patent and economy.  

Respondents 8, 10 and 11 emphasize that it is hard to create trust and confidence towards 

another actor and know that the other partner will do its upmost to contribute with valuable 

knowledge and resources. They even observe that trust is something that must be built up and 

take a long time. Respondent 4 feels that through the pressure of being the best do you’re 

upmost and always deliver on time, you can create trust in the other partner’s eyes that 

contributes to the fact that the other partner will also do the same. Sako (1992) points out that 

if the company does not supply and deliver what has been promised, the company will get a 

bad reputation which in turn will have long-term consequence as no other organization will 

want to engage in a partnership with it.  

Another essential aspect in the handling of a relation is conflicts. Some of the respondents 

described the weight of being able to face conflicts but at the samt time to describe more exactly 

how these should be handle. Williamson (1975) describes that it can be advantageous to include 

a third objective part that can work as an intermediary and make sure that conflicts are solved 

in the best possible way. This is something that both Company A and B use to create a good 

open innovation process. Company B believes it is problematic to create close relations and 

means that they avoid to put more resources on problem solving and conflicts if a third part is 

responsible for it (Respondent 5, 2015). Respondent 12 argues that conflicts are necessary to 

create an even better result and it is even important to dare have a deeper discussion to build a 

closer relation. But he thinks that there must exist common basic values from the beginning for 

the company to be able to handle conflicts that can emerge in the cooperation project in the 
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long run. This is something that Dubois and Gadde (2002) point out, as they feel that even if a 

conflict emerges, it is important to see the relation in the long-term and it is vital to compromise 

for the cooperation to work. Even Lazer (2002) mentions that a relation only can be long-term 

and deep if both parts are immediately on the same “wave length”.  

Cheng (2000) thinks that it is essential that a cooperation group meets up as soon as possible 

with the purpose of streghtening the bonds and get to know each other. He notices that it is 

advantageous that the first meeting should be hold in a neutral place and has the character of a 

social happening. This is even something that Respondent 6 points out, as they use to try to 

have teamwork training before they can work out the underpinning goals in the cooperation 

project. A good relation is already from the beginning created and the various key persons in 

the project should learn to know each other before they begin to start a project for real. Cheng 

(2000) describes that it is incredibly important that both companies agree from the beginning 

on what they want to achieve as well as an understanding between both partners (Humphreys 

et al. (2003). Huxham and Vangen (2004) implies that even the start of a cooperation project 

lays the ground for the success of a project but it is almost as important to have continuous 

follow up meetings on the goals and expectations, as these are central aspects that direct the 

whole project and can come to change during the course of the process.  

Another important part that is included in the continuous follow ups is to value and analyze the 

relation to realize which purpose it fills and which advantages each part gets from it. This is 

due to the fact that the partners must oversee their roles in the network and be able to handle 

relations thereafter because open innovation cooperation breaks up the traditional roles and 

make a more equal partnership possible (Chiaromonte, 2006). When both partners realize the 

change in roles, they can put into action complex social processes where different actors create 

knowledge and reveal business possibilities (Bergman et al., 2009). Respondents 6 and 12 

mention that if the persons in the cooperation project do not understand the meaning of an open 

innovation cooperation, the project will likely fail. Respondent 12 implies that open innovation 

changes the dynamic of the cooperation as suppliers, clients and competitors break up and 

become equal comrades within the project. Respondent 11 therefore believes that it is easier to 

enter an open cooperation with a supplier as they already have an earlier relation. Mandell and 

Steelman (2003) describe the fact that earlier relations between partners are vital for the width 

in which they will have a mutual understanding for each other. Respondent 4 argues that 

through having an early introduction and teamwork training before the start of the project, you 
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can minimize the risks for preconceived ideas on what it means to work with representatives 

from other sectors, as they can get a fair image and understand what characteristics that relations 

have and how these affect the company in different situations. This is something that Alvesson 

and Svenningsson (2007) point out as they describe that these relations are created through for 

example common norms, communication, and information exchange between companies where 

organizations share or exchange staff, or where a superior organization (such as the town 

council) creates relations with organizations in the same field.  

Mandell, Steelman (2003), Vangen and Huxham (2003a) conclude that the handling a 

cooperation between organizations tends to focus on how the partners involved are directed to 

engage and how a company can secure involvement as well as how to create profitable 

conditions for productive interaction. Respondent 7 argues that it is important to choose 

carefully a few key persons than can direct the cooperation project and only choose persons that 

are mature for the job and understand what it implies.  He means that it is hard to create 

engagement if they are not willing to participate from the beginning. Moreover, Respondent 2 

takes up that through having continuous follow ups, you can secure engagement fron the 

participants as well as see the evolution of the relations in the right direction. Despite this, 

Respondent 1 emphasizes that it is difficult to handle these relations and that it is something 

that takes time and you can often clearly single out who is not ready for these types of 

cooperation as they can have a hard time to see past the traditional roles in the network.  

Baden Hellard (1995) describes that it can be advantageous to take in an external actor in the 

shape of an impartial discussion leader. This is for both parties to have their opinions heard as 

well as easily find a balanced mutual relation between the partners. Respondent 1 and 2 believe 

that it is easier to take in an external part that can make sure the partners focus on the meaningful 

questions and do not get stuck in trivial and pointless matters. Respondent 4 points out that it is 

especially important to involve this type of actor from the birth of open innovation cooperation, 

due to the fact that this is when both partners must agree on matters such as goals, visions and 

strategies. An innovation intermediary can even be of great help for companies that do not work 

so much with open innovation as he or she can be introducing the term in the opening meetings 

(Stephenson, 1996; Kadefors, 2004; Tyler & Matthews, 1996). 

6.5 Risks 

A problem as well as a risk with cooperation with external partners is to open up too much and 

share more information than your partner in a knowledge exchange. Despite this, it is important 
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to dare take that risk as a company which does not dare take risk stagnate and become 

unattractive for the market (Tidd & Bessant, 2012; Chesbrough, 2003).  Respondent 1 at 

Company A explains that a lot of work is demanded at the start of cooperation. This because 

they need to come up with what they want and what goals they should have as well as make 

roles and game rules around the collaboration clear and as a result minimize risks such as free 

riders.  

Cohen and Levinthal (1990) talk about the fact that companies “absorbing” capability depends 

very much on the company’s prior knowledge in the field. This is a main reason that contributes 

to a company’s ability to recognize valuable external information and being able to take it in. 

It is extremely important that a company can take in the external knowledge to be able to count 

cooperation as successful. Moreover, the respondents at Company A highlighted the weight of 

adapting open innovation to its business in various ways and it not just a “plug and play” 

situation. Company C is very good at seeing what technologies they are missing and to apply 

those on its organization. They know what they are looking for which make the search a lot 

easier.   

Collective risk taking is a main argument that Tidd and Bessant (2012) believe is need to 

network within the innovation field. These networks often lead on to new problematics such as 

communication, knowledge sharing, risks and ownership (IPR). The most common 

innovation/production network contains suppliers and clients who are important sources of 

innovation (Song et al., 2012). 

Hamrefors (2009) points out that there is a risk of being both first mover and second mover. 

The ones that lead the project do not know if there is some value in what they are producing 

anf those that hop on the project later do not know if there is a place for them on the market as 

others lay ahead although they can see the value in the product. The respondents at Company 

B talked about the difficulties in judging the value of an innovation which makes it hard to 

commercialize it. This implies that they can easily fall in the second mover position. They 

cannot see the value in an innovation as long as somebody else has done it and paved the way 

to the market.  

There exists a business risk in engaging in a partnership as economy is shared within the 

cooperation project, useful patents for the risk taken (Humphreys et al., 2003). According to 

Respondent 10 at Company D, the important thing to think about is that the best cornerstones 
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are trust and faith in the partnership and to realize that a broken trust implies a bad reputation 

and a lost business partner.  

It is easy for conflicts to emerge when the different parts cannot agree on a decision and that 

often one of the parts is using its influence on the others. This can create an unbalanced relation 

between the actors as one of the most essential parts in partnering is mutual adaptation to create 

opportunities for an enhanced performance. Therefore, it is important to be able to handle 

conflicts in smooth way and take into consideration the strive for a long-term relation that you 

want to cherish for it to last longer (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). 

According to Adner (2006), most of the innovations that are isolated fail. He points out that an 

innovation needs a support mechanism for it to be introduced on the market. With support 

mechanisms he means completing innovations. Innovative ecosystems contain these support 

mechanisms, which implies new possibilities but also great riskts. There exist three fundamental 

risks with an innovative ecosystem: initiative risks, risks that come from mutual dependence 

and integration risks. Company C that was one of the developers of the Bluetooth technology 

realized that could have become as big if they had licensed the technology.  They needed the 

market to adapt to its technology after their innovation was successful which lead to the decision 

to have an open standard.  

To cooperate with external partners leads to substantial amount of problem with licensing. The 

more partners you have the harder it gets to ascribe the results of the cooperations to yourself. 

Berberos et al. (2010) stress that prior research showed a negative connection between the 

number of co-licensed projects in a company’s patent portfolio and its financial growth which 

concludes that company should avoid licensing technology. One way that Company A has 

found to avoid license fees for the patents they cannot use is to exchange patents with other 

actors. This has proven to be prominent cost-effective method.  Respondent 5 at Company B 

believes it to be advantageous to share licenses as they otherwise must create the market on 

their own.  Even if the product has potential, the company may lose a lot of money if it does 

not manage to commercialize it. The respondents at Company B argue that the risk to not get 

new knowledge and develop is greater than the risk to open too much. Company B, as well as 

Company A, is also positive to the exchange of patents or the selling of them to other actors. 

They do not have the knowledge or the technology themselves to take advantage of the license 

and it only leads to expenses for them. Respondent 6 at Company B draws on the fact that a 

solution to this problem is to find a cooperation partner that has the resources to use the patent. 



90 

 

Company C often buys smaller firms that own a technology that can be better used by a bigger 

company. Respondent 9 at Company C thinks that it is better to buy smaller firms as it is hard 

to engage in a partnership with smaller partners where it will likely emerge an uneven power 

and resource balance. The larger company also has more money to institute legal proceedings 

against the other partner if the terms of the contract are broken. Company D has managed to 

obtain a good power balance as they have realized that they live in symbiosis with the other 

companies to be able to survive on the market. They feel that they must both give and take to 

balance up the power. This is harder when Company D cooperates on a cross-border level as 

cultural aspects can make cooperation harder. According to Respondent 8 at Company C, it is 

completely fine to share patents, economy and research within the licensed field but be bitter 

competitors outside the partnership. Respondent 10 at Company D highlights that it is not worth 

stealing an idea from a partners as they will lose a long-term relation. It is better to share the 

patent and then use it on the own market so that they do not compete with each other. According 

to the presondent, an open dialogue can suffice for a long time. It is easier to be open with 

partners that are not competitors. They are relatively closed when they realize that a solution is 

licensable and that one of the greater risks with the cooperation is to lose IPR. The negative 

part about making a patent public that the part of the information that they want to keep secret 

also comes out. Respondent 11 at Company D argues that the speed in which a product comes 

out on the market in more important than protecting the intellectual property rights. It can give 

the company several years lead on the market and diminish their costs dramatically. Respondent 

12 finds that the important thing is actually not that they sign the contracts but that they get an 

understanding for each which feels like a common denominator for all companies that are part 

of this study. Company D has even process and structures for handling free riders or for people 

that are afraid to share information internally.  

Respondents at Company A talk about the problems with intellectual property and how they 

solve them with the help of innovation intermediary Innocentive. Innocentive has clear 

regulations around how license protection functions so that there is no strangeness in the 

process. Moreover, Company A has a patent protection department that handles the big patent 

questions that Innocentive does not have the capacity to. When Company A engages in 

cooperations, they do not want to produce complex contracts with different regulations but want 

first to discuss the goals with the different partners. Furthermore, they want to discuss how they 

should proceed for borth partners to get out what they wish for from the collaboration. The 

cooperation must have been going on for a while before they involve the judicial bit.  



91 

 

  



92 

 

7 Conclusions and discussion 

In this chapter, the conclusions that can be drawn for the anlaysis chapter will be presented. 

The study’s purpose and research question will also be answered.   

The purpose of this study was to examine how open innovation cooperations are used in large 

companies. This has been fulfilled through producing a number of suggestions around how 

large companies can work to create successful open innovation collaborations. The research has 

been answered through the studying of how four different companies work with these questions 

within their own field. There has been a consciouness about the limitations around only 

generalizing the conclusions based on the study of four companies. However, even if it is hard 

to generalize on few study objects, a few conclusions can be drawn from the four study objects 

as they are leading companies within their field.  

The analysis shows that one of the most important points of actions that a company must be 

able to manage is the relations in open innovation cooperation. This is due to the fact that 

relations are the deciding factor in open innovation for the success or failure of a cooperation 

project. Therefore, it is essential to have a clear model for how a company should choose its 

cooperation partner. The analysis indicates that it is vital that companies do not limit 

themselves. They must dare to work cross-border as it looks different in various branches and 

it is important that companies are conscious that there are many ways as well as they must adapt 

their open innovation strategies to the companies’ needs and culture. It does not exist any 

original blueprint that can fit all. When it comes to handling open innovation cooperations, 

whether they are alliances, networks or partnerships, there are many factors that play a role such 

as which environment surrounds the company, which leadership and culture prevail and 

therefore each company must find its own model and custom fit it to the company’s needs and 

goals. However, there are parts in open innovation that can be implemented in almost all fields 

independent of the choice of innovation cooperation. In the following paragraph, eight key 

points to succeed with open innovation collaboration are presented. Is it fundamental to have 

both deeper and weaker relations in an innovation cooperation and to have an even balance 

between these; however, to create more radical innovations, informal relations with a personal 

and deep character are requested and these relations demand both resources and commitment.  

These are the hardest to handle and that is why these deepened cooperation are described below.  

1. Identify needs – A problem or the discovery of a need of a new technology emerges.  
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2. Examine solutions – They must then examine, analyze and evaluate if they possess the 

right competences within the company, if they need to buy a smaller company that has 

the right competence or if they need to find an external partner that they cooperate with 

to solve the problem. It is about examining and finding where the utility and resources 

are available. It is important to meticulously evaluate and analyze the need or the 

problem to see how big it is. If it is a smaller problem, it is easier to solve by other 

means that engaging in a deeper cooperation. That is why the company must have a 

good insight in its organization and knows what they are good at, what they are missing 

or lack as well as what they need to develop. 

3. Develop a plan of action – The Company must identify which values and relations that 

are fundamental for the organization as well as set up clear goals, expectations, visions 

and strategies that are based on what they want to achieve with this cooperation and 

project.  

4. First introduction – When the company has found a cooperation partner, it is important 

to have a first introduction to clarify and discuss both partners’ goals, expectations, 

visions and strategies. This is to enable evaluation and see on which level the other 

partner stands and examine if both partners can get something valuable out of the 

cooperation as well as contribute with something. If one of the partners already then 

realizes that they are on different levels, it is important to interrupt the cooperation 

immediately as it will otherwise be more costly if they try to engage in a closer 

collaboration when the right criteria do not exist. Another essential aspect that needs to 

be discussed in this phase is what is included in this area of cooperation. It is also 

essential to put clear limitations for where the cooperation field starts and ends. This to 

be able to see how the information exchange and how the commuting flows will look 

like. It is in this phase that the parts write a simpler contract around what is included in 

the cooperation field, this to increase understanding for the other partner as well as 

clarifying the goals, expectations and what each part should contribute with. 

5. Test – If the partners realize that they are on the same wave length, have the same basic 

values and choose to engage in cooperation after the introduction phase, it can be good 

to perform a start-up project in a smaller scale to be able to see which opportunities this 

cooperation project can have and how it should look like.   
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6. Expected effects – When both partners have wholeheartedly decided to get involved in 

a project and seen that this cooperation project will lead to something valuable, it is 

important that both partners sit down and develop their first contract. Thereafter, they 

can write a more thorough and detailed contract around knowledge, economy, risks and 

ownership as well as decide how they should handle conflicts and problems that can 

emerge and who is responsible for what in the relation. It is important to convey and 

clarify expectations and goals to enable the other partner to fulfill these expectations 

and contribute with the right resources and records for this specific project. Thereafter, 

you just need to gear up and increase the width of the project.  

7. Evaluation, follow up and management – It is essential to have a clear plan on how 

relations should be nurtured and have a continuous follow up. Through continuous 

follow ups and clear sub targets, it can be easier to control that the other partner fulfills 

the other’s expectations. It is important as the expectations have been voiced as an 

important factor in the success of a partnership. Perseverance, learning and further 

development are three basic aspects that need to be taken into consideration under the 

course of process. At the same time as open innovation cooperation lacks hierarchy and 

partners should be equal, it must be regulated and direct to a certain extent.  This must 

be done through regular meetings, as goals can change under the course of the project 

and therefore demands a continuous follow up to see how it is going and in which 

direction they want to go. This can take place thorugh two different levels of 

management, the executive one or the daily one. On one side, the executive group 

handles bigger and more overriding questions such as investment, conflicts of interest, 

resource planning, development of cooperation and time frame. This group only has a 

few meetings a year. On the other side, the daily management has daily follow ups that 

can deal with progress, communication, resource and document handling, workshops, 

etc. Follow up is something that always happens on two different levels. At the same 

time, it is important to take into consideration that too restrictive line of management 

with permanent managers and lawyers that in the mean time can be more harmful than 

helpful which hinders a new promising form of development cooperation.  

8. Follow up – As a conclusion, when the project or sub-project is finished, it is important 

to have a follow up project to evaluate how the cooperation went and if the goals were 

achieved as well as assessing if each part has contributed with what had been promised. 

It is vital to nurture the relation and be able to evolve towards the next project.  
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To enable large companies to successfully create a good cooperation relation, partners must go 

through the following three steps: 

(1) Vision and expectations – Why are we doing this? To make concrete what the purpose and 

advantages of the project are as well as which problem needs to be solved.  

(2) Strategy and communication – How should we do it? What the project is supposed to 

achieve and who are the planned users. 

(3) Create value – What do we do? Who is involved in the project and which roles each have. 

Create a time frame, phases, grinds, and sub-goals and end goals as well as budget. 

Figure 8 The triangle of interaction feed (Own work 2015) 
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7.1 Important actions  

There are some other things that this study has lifted such as important key aspects that 

companies need to successfully create and handle open innovation cooperations.  

7.1.1 Structure 

The analysis points out that the handling of large scaled open innovation cooperation is 

complex, and companies must therefore be able to create the best possible conditions for the 

cooperation to develop and thrive. This implies to understand which structural necessities need 

to be in place for a cooperation to function and to keep control (for example on the requisition 

of office space, make decisions and distribute resources) but also have an insight about how 

much stability and control risk destroying the diversity and creativity that comes with bringing 

several partners together. You need to be able to balannce these contradictory powers to achieve 

a state of both stability and chaos. It demands an understanding for how much stability and 

what type of stability is needed at each moment in time (and this can change over time).  

Moreover, the analysis records that the challenges that come from gathering several partners in 

a cooperation can be underestimated as well as the resources (time and money) that har needed 

to put together the cooperation’s content. In these situations, the ones that direct the cooperation 

will most likely be conscious of the different powers that try to pull the cooperation towards 

different directions and experience frustration when decisions are difficult to make and when it 

is hard to move on.  Furthermore, they can profite from thinking about the leading guidelines 

that were decided in the beginning of the cooperation as they can offer a way to handle these 

challenges.  

From a partner’s point of view, organizations that can engage themselves in open innovation 

cooperations can benefit from discussing at different levels in the organization what the purpose 

and intention is with participation in open innovation cooperation. With this done, it will likely 

be useful i discussions with other parts as well as internally, when it comes to the evaluation of 

the participation. However, the involvement in an open innovation cooperation also implies that 

prior decided strategies might need to be reviewed as a consequence of the engagement in 

cooperation and if this kind of situation would emerge, there should be mobilization for 

handling these types of changes within the organizations relateively quick. Moreover, there is 

a consciousness about the open innovation cooperation not being organization in the 

conventional meaning of the term and that individuals should be prepared for unclear things, 
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getting guidelines and that less formal structures should be helpful in participating in the 

collaboration in the most profitable way.  

7.1.2 External part 

The analysis shows that it can be advantageous to have an external objective part that helps 

with the partnership. It could take the shape of an innovation intermediary that has prior 

experiences form open innovation cooperation and can in this way contribute with its 

experience around what it takes to get involved in such cooperation. Under the course of the 

study, it has been repeated several times that contracts and relations are two central aspects that 

both are complex, hard to manage and defining in open collaboration as well as being incredibly 

time and resource consuming. It can therefore save a whole lot of time, energy and resources to 

involve an external part that only handles relations, contracts (they have predetermined 

regulations on how cooperations should look like) or helps to find potential cooperation 

partners.  

7.1.3 Nurture the spirit of the cooperation  

The handling of relation is something complex and problematic. The analysis demonstrates that 

it takes both time and resources to produce a well functioning cooperation relation and 

therefore, it is recommended to only engage in closer collaboration with a handful of actors. 

The more external partners, the harder it gets for the company to take in the results of open 

innovation cooperation. When it comes to R&D projects or the development of future products, 

it is more advantageous to engage in a field specific cluster, where several companies can work 

with new research and development. However, if it comes to the nearer future, it is more 

advantageous to only single out one cooperation partner within a specific field. It can even be 

more beneficial to engage in a closer cooperation with a supplier, as companies already have 

an existing relation instead of beginning a whole new one. This changes the dynamic in the 

collaboration, as suppliers become cooperation partners and get a completely new position in 

the innovation network.  

In the same way, it is important to create a good relation in the form of encouragement, identity 

building, meaningful creation and nurturing activities between partners, as it is as least as 

important to have a clear plan for when to take action if individuals or partners do not pull their 

weight and contribute or when one of the partners does not care about the relation. This must 
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be adapted to each partner’s needs and interests. It is important to make a judgement around 

how far you should go not to create unwanted consequences.  

7.1.4 Clear boundaries 

Another essential aspect that the analysis shows is to clarify together with the other partner 

where the boundaries of the cooperation run. This is to more exactly define what belongs to this 

cooperation and to enable both partners to be open and share knowledge, economy, risks and 

ownership (IPR) within the cooperation field.  

7.1.5 Power balance 

The analysis indicated that for companies to be able to manage an uneven resource and power 

balance, it is important that they only engage in cooperation projects with the organizations that 

lay on the same wave length as them when it comes to resources, size and goals. Because if a 

company tries to engage in an open innovation collaboration with a much smaller firm, there 

will automatically be an uneven power distribution which in turn will create a relation that is 

not based on mutual adaptation and therefore the cooperation will not last. It is paramount that 

if a company engages in an open cooperation, they must see past the relation and strive for a 

long-term character in the cooperation to be able to create a deeper relation and symbiosis. This 

will hopefully lead to a more equal power balance and mutual adaptation where both partners 

can compromise as they do not see the cooperation as a short-term solution. Otherwise it is not 

worth to get involved in such cooperation.  

The analysis showed that companies should not collaborate if the organization is unwilling to 

spend the time and resources that are requested to engage in an open partnership as well as 

provide the other partner with the necessary resources, time and involvement. They then should 

as a matter of fact choose alternative ways to achieve their goals. It is important that both 

partners are conscious about what they get into when engaging in an open cooperation and that 

collaboration can take a huge amount of time and energy as well as knowing of what they are 

getting involved in. Moreover, it is essential to mention that just because you bring 

organizations together does not mean that you can guarantee either creativity or innovation. 

However, with the right method and mindset to open innovation partnership, there exist 

potential to succeed.  
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8 Suggestions for further research 

The study contributed to find eight concrete points around how large companies can 

successfully handle and create open innovation cooperations. Moreover, the study has come up 

with clear description around how companies can manage the risks and problem that open 

innovation cooperation can lead to in the shape of cooperation relations and intellectual 

property rights. This can be used as an inspiration for discussion among researchers in similar 

complex environments so that they know how they can handle those risks. This study also 

contributes to the literature on open innovation where a central aspect is to balance a state of 

limitations and instability. Below, it is described in the form of bullet points how researchers 

can use this material for future work as this study is the just a beginning of what can be discussed 

within this field. A lot of thoughts have been awakened during the course of the work but 

because of limited conditions, the study could not be deepened in all the parts that have been 

touched upon. The limited amount of time and resources as well as that this is still an up-and-

coming research field which made it hard to analyze and examine the depth of the complex 

problematics. It demands both more time and a deeper insight in the companies to successfully 

achieve a more thorough analysis of how companies should work to create and handle open 

innovation collaboration. Because it is a large and complex problem, each field, organization 

as well as departments might need to adapt the solutions depending on each company’s goals 

and purpose.  

 To build on and complete the results of this study, other cases should be studied to create 

a wider picture such as a multicase study (with similar or divergent points of views 

about open innovation) or quantitave studies, to examine other aspects in the handling 

of open innovation.   

 There still exist many unsolved questions about how companies benefit from open 

cooperations and how they can nurture these types of creative environments which 

imply an interesting challenge for both managers and researchers that should be further 

researched. How does a company know when it should insource or outsource knowledge 

and technology? Who should make these decisions? Which decision support and 

evaluation criteria can be used? These are questions that could be interesting to discuss 

in a future research.  

 Examine how the implementation work with open innovation works out more 

concretely.  
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 Further investigate how the cultural and social problematic reflect on open innovation 

and how companies should do to handle it.  

 Complete a comparison study with two different cases where one of the organizations 

succeeded in implementing open innovation and the others not so much. To get a clearer 

picture around what separated the different cases and what prominent advantages and 

disadvantages exist. Or only examine the failed cases of implementation of open 

innovation as there could be meaningful values in seeing how open innovation 

cooperation have failed, this means interrupted in advance, to understand the underlying 

reasons to why it happens and which methods were used in these situations.  

 Examine open innovation from a leadership perspective to get a deeper picture around 

leaders’ role in the handling of open innovation and which methods the leader should 

use to create an open innovation environment.  
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Appendix 1 

In this section, you will be able to see the interview template that was used for the respective 

interviews at all companies.  

Presentation about us: 

 Södertörns school of higher education 

 We write our master thesis in Business administration 

 A more thorough of what the study is about and the purpose of it.  

Ethical rules 

 Requirement on the use of the information in this essay: 

 The information will only be used in a research purpose and not in a commercial 

one.  

 Personal data or your name will not be used in this work.  

 Information requirement: 

 Your participation is voluntary and you have the possibility to interrupt whenever 

you want without giving any reason.  

 We want to interview you to get a clearer picture around how you company works 

both in the internal and external network as well as how you interact with clients, 

suppliers and competitors.  

 Confidentiality requirement: 

 Is it fine if we record the interview? It is only us that are going to listen to it and it 

will be directly erased afterwards. You even get the possibility to read through the 

transcribed material to be able to see that nothing has been distorted or 

misinterpreted.  

 Your name will remain anonymous but is it okay if we write your position in the 

organization?  

Who the respondent is  

 What background do you have?  

 What do you work with nowadays?  

 Tell us about your organization  
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1. Could you give us a description over which actors that are members in the company’s 

network (partners, clients, suppliers, external organizations, competitors)?  

2. What role does your company have in the network? What do you contribute with?  

3. How would you assess the help that your company takes in the open innovation process? 

What actors are included?  

4. Are there more important actors than others in the network? 

5. How do you handle “time-lead”, which implies the increase of transparency and that 

information becomes more of a fresh product?  

6. How do you look upon the use of the network for open innovation?  

7. What do you have as experiences around cooperation with other 

companies/organizations?  

8. Do you currently have a dialogue or relation with other actors?  

9. How are your company and network climates looking like?  

10. Do you take external actors in when it comes to specific processes? Why and how does 

it work?  

11. Do you cooperate with somebody on a deeper level? How does such collaboration look 

like?  

12. Do you use any type of cooperation method or strategy to successfully interact and 

cooperated in these projects? For example more short-tem or long-term or fewer 

cooperation projects.  

13. How does the company stand towards working to a wider extent with external actors to 

produce new ideas?  

14. What do you do internally to create an open and transparent culture and environment 

within the company?  

15. What is the internal opinion on open innovation?  

16. Why do you think it has become a hot topic nowadays?  

17. Do you believe there to be certain companies that can more easily embrace open 

innovation than others? Other fields?  

18. What happens when different actors connect?  

19. What tools are important to have to succeed with open innovation?  

20. How do you think the future will look like around cooperation with other actors?  

21. How does the ultimate partnership/collaboration look like?  
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22. How can an innovation process (production of a new product/service) look like at your 

company? From idea to finished product/service?  

23. How often are products and services developed?  

24. How does such a process work out?  

25. When you develop your products, which reasons exist and what is important to think 

about?  

26. How often do you license your products/services?  

27. If we look at it from a relation perspective, what is the value of open innovation for your 

company?  

28. How do you look at relations and collaboration for open innovation? (for example, 

common norms, communication and information exchange between companies, sharing 

or exchange of staff or the creation of relations with organizations within the same field)  

– How do you handle them? 

– How do you communicate/interact with them?  

29. How do you think the different partners in the network should cooperate to benefit from 

each other’s knowledge and competences but at the same time contribute with 

something?  

30. How do you handle big risks in the project such as people that do not want to share or 

steal ideas or something similar?  

31. How do you handle conflicts in a cooperation project? For example during the decision 

making etc.  

32. How do you handle the power balance when an actor tries to force its power upon you?  

33. How do you handle risks in the shape of delays in the product development process, for 

example with the other actors?  

Concluding questions 

 Is there something that you yourself feel is of weight and want to add?  

 Do you have any questions or remarks?  

 Do you want take part in the finished essay?  

 Can we come back to you if we have other new questions?  

 


