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Abstract

Innovation is often seen as critical to the longevity of an organization, and equally hard to
manage. Being able to explore new opportunities and ideas is key to an organization’s ability
to innovate. Further, exploration have been found to be important to organizational learning.
An organization's ability to learn is also related to its innovation capabilities.

This study’s general focus will be on exploratory processes and how such processes can
contribute to organizational learning. The exploratory process and organizational learning
perspectives will be applied to understand how RISE’s CoCreation workshop can create value
for participating organizations. The purpose is to identify key prerequisites for successful
workshops as well as necessary prerequisites within the receiving organization for them to
capture value. A qualitative multiple case study is used, investigating six organizations that
have participated in a CoCreation workshop. Within the cases interviews are used as the main
data collection method, the cases are also complemented with participant observation at one
workshop, and an additional survey.

The organizations differed a lot in their intent with the workshop, in their post workshop
activities and in gained values. Prerequisites for a successful workshop and value capture has
been found, and based on those a workshop process framework has been constructed. In the
framework, prerequisites are divided into what is needed when preparing a workshop, during
the workshop itself and to succeed with post workshop activities.

A CoCreation workshop can be a powerful way of creating new ideas. The strength of the
format of the format lies in conceptualization and the mix of participant perspectives. The
workshop can be a part of an exploratory process, with a potential to increase organizational
learning. To achieve that, post workshop activities are important. In that way organizations
can gain dynamic values, such as knowledge and collaboration. External workshop organizers
are thus recommended to give attention to supporting preparations and post workshop
activities.
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1. Introduction

Many firms struggle to innovate (Dougherty & Hardy, 1996), even though innovation is
recognized as an important factor for the success of both companies and society of large
(Schumpeter 1942; Cefis & Marsili, 2006; Cefis & Ciccarelli, 2005). As global competition
intensifies and more and more of the world’s economy becomes increasingly knowledge-
based, the importance of innovation for competitiveness is expected to increase even more
(Lawson & Samson, 2001). In academia, innovation is usually defined as value creation from
novel ideas (e.g. Schumpeter, 1942; OECD and Eurostat, 2005), this can be contrasted to
everyday speech where innovation instead often refers to new ideas or creativity (O’Connor
& Ayers, 2005).

Being able to explore new opportunities and ideas is key to an organization’s ability to
innovate (e.g. O’Connor, 2008; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2004). Further, exploration have been
found to be important to organizational learning (e.g. Garvin, 1993; Huber 1991), and an
organization's ability to learn have been found to be related to its innovation capabilities (e.g.
Cohen & Levinthal, 1990).

This thesis focuses on the concrete implementation of exploration in organizations, which
can be called exploratory processes (Charue-Duboc et al., 2010). Even if exploration as such
is discussed to a large extent by scholars, how to manage exploratory process in practice have
not received much scholarly attention. It is the area where this thesis makes its main
contribution.

The thesis specifically studies an ideation workshop format from RISE, Research Institutes of
Sweden. RISE is a state-owned research institute with the mission to support Swedish
businesses competitiveness, aiming to be an innovation partner for other organizations (RISE
AB, 2017). The workshop studied is called CoCreation workshop, a two-day collaborative
workshop with representatives from the organization ordering the workshop, research and
surrounding industry. The first day is focused on brainstorming and the second day on
developing the ideas further into concepts.

Ideation workshops are often pursued by organizations wanting to improve their innovation
capability (O’Connor and Ayers, 2005; Birkinshaw et al., 2011) Yet, they often suffer from lack
of follow-up from the organization, and are unlikely to have the intended result on innovation
capabilities (Birkinshaw et al., 2011). By relating ideation workshops to exploratory processes
and organizational learning this thesis aims to find prerequisites for value capture from
ideation workshops. Potentially it can help workshop organizers (like RISE) to organize
workshops that have a larger value to participating organizations. In this thesis, value
includes any positive effects observed for participating organizations and individuals.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Aim and purpose

The aim of the thesis is to evaluate CoCreation workshops based on what value they create
for participating organizations. The focus will be on value created through the organization’s
exploratory processes and through the organization’s learning. The purpose is to identify key
prerequisites for successful workshops as well as necessary prerequisites within the receiving
organization for them to capture value.

The study will focus on answering the following research questions:

¢ What kind of value can an ideation workshop create?
e How can an ideation workshop contribute in an exploratory process?
e How can a workshop process contribute to organizational learning?

1.2 Delimitations

The workshops that will be evaluated are RISE’s CoCreation ideation workshops and the case
organizations will be the clients that have participated in these workshops. Beyond this
concept, other parts of RISE also offer similar workshops and working methods using co-
creation methods, but these are not included in this thesis. Respondents will be limited to
employees of the case organizations and RISE. Primary focus will be the people who have
been responsible for the workshop from the client company and workshop attendees.
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2. Frame of reference

This chapter will start with introducing exploratory processes and the antecedent of successful
exploration, drawing on relevant theories from innovation management and organizational
learning. Next, the concept of organizational learning will be defined and introduced, together with
a few frameworks explaining mechanisms of organizational learning. Lastly, literature will be
briefly summarized and the authors will provide a reflection on previous research and the areas
where this thesis will make its main contribution.

2.1 Exploratory processes

Being able to explore and experiment is key both to organizational innovativeness and
learning (e.g. Garvin, 1993; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2004; Huber 1991; Cohen & Levinthal,
1990). The concrete implementation of exploration and experimentation in an organization,
can be called exploratory processes (Charue-Duboc et al.,, 2010) Further, exploratory
processes have been mentioned as an important element in a system for organizational
innovation capability (O’Connor, 2008).

So, what is an exploratory process? O’Connor (2008) emphasizes that the exploratory process
should achieve learning and generate a large variety of options. The proposed process outline
relies on generating multiple options and pursuing each option to the point of learning
enough to take the next step of development. This proposed process has similarities to the
concept purposeful experimentation as well as recently popularized methodologies like the lean
startup and design thinking (Murray & Tripsas, 2004; Blank, 2013; Mueller & Thoring, 2012).
An important similarity of all of these theories is that ideas that are brought up are tested. In
this context testing is not only intended as validation, but also serve as a way of a generating
new exploration paths, bringing an iteration to the process (Charue-Duboc et al., 2010).

2.1.1 Exploration and variety

As mentioned, variety should be enhanced in an exploratory process, and is essential to create
knowledge in the process (O’Connor, 2008). When the organizational environment is
uncertain, variance becomes even more important (McGrath, 2001).

Many factors can help enhance variety. The scope of exploration is important, as a too narrow
scope can make ideas homogenous while a too broad scope can become hard to manage
(Charue-Duboc et al., 2010). Another important parameter relates to how and where new
knowledge is acquired. Roughly, this can be divided into local search, i.e. exploration closely
related to previous R&D work, and boundary spanning exploration, i.e. crossing either
organizational boundaries or venturing into new technology (Rosenkopf & Nerkar, 2001).

In research venturing into new technology or crossing organizational boundaries has been
found to be an effective innovation strategy (e.g. Chesbrough, 2012, Rosenkopf & Nerkar,
2001). Other findings point towards that external entities, like consultancies or researchers,
can act as knowledge brokers helping to integrate external knowledge and apply old ideas
into new contexts (Hargadon & Sutton, 1997; Borjesson 2011). Poetz and Schreier’s (2012)
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2.FRAME OF REFERENCE

findings further indicate that users and customers can help bring valuable ideas. Yet, local
search and company employees are still important to coming up with new ideas, especially if
the problem is complex and knowledge-intense (Poetz & Schreier, 2012). Apart from whether
knowledge and skills come from internal or external sources, a mix of skills and knowledge in
a group in itself has also been found to enhance creativity (West, 2002).

When bringing in new and diverse perspectives, a key challenge is knowledge integration, i.e.
making sure everybody understand and can acquire knowledge (Suominen et al., 2017; West,
2002). Knowledge integration hinges on that different communities of knowledge can make
their own communities perspective clear, and take on the perspective of other communities.
This process is called perspective-making and perspective-taking (Boland & Tenkasi, 1995).

2.1.2 Ideation workshops

Ideation events like workshops, can create attention and excitement, and generate useful
ideas (Birkinshaw et al., 2011). There are however reasons to be cautious. Directing attention
towards innovation could risk to be harmful to innovation capabilities if no other innovation
activities are established (Borjesson & Elerud-Tryde, 2017). Further, if the generated ideas
are not developed further, ideation events can be disempowering to participants, as it can feel
like generating ideas to no use (Birkinshaw et al., 2011). However, in the right context,
ideation workshops can still bring value to participants and involved organizations (e.g. Soini
& Pirinen, 2005; Hansen & Birkinshaw, 2007).

Workshops are essentially events of knowledge transfer (Soini & Pirinen, 2005). As discussed
above, integrating knowledge from other organizations, technologies or even industries can
be vital to creating variety in the ideation phase of exploration. Workshops is a good tool to
facilitate such knowledge integration (Suominen et al., 2017). Especially collaborative
workshops can provide a non-competitive discussion and collaboration arena not often found
elsewhere, integrating perspectives from many different organizations, industries and
disciplines (Soini & Pirinen, 2005). Further workshops have been found to be able create
commitment and a shared vision, both in the host organization and its ecosystem (Soini &
Pirinen, 2005).

A key aspect of ideation workshops is that they can produce new types of ideas by stimulating
out-of-the-box creativity. Building upon innovation and creativity theory, Lempiala (2010),
have identified four antecedents of out-of-the-box creativity on a group level; vision, culture
of questioning and tolerance, balanced risk-taking, and priority and demand for radical
innovation. Implementation of ideas is also important to creativity. Because if ideas are not
used, people in the organization can feel like they failed and are likely to recall these failed
ideas during future ideation sessions, which usually inhibits creativity (Lempiala, 2010).
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2.FRAME OF REFERENCE

2.1.3 ldea integration

To create value from an exploratory process, successful ideas have to become innovation
projects and finally integrated in the business of the organization (Govindarajan & Trimble,
2013). In the execution of innovation projects, overcoming other challenges than just the
quality of the idea are critical to success (Govindarajan & Trimble, 2013; West, 2002). As
mentioned above, success in the execution stage is also important to creativity (Lempiala,
2010).

Converting an idea into a project requires a significant investment of time, resources and
efforts (Cohendet & Simon, 2015). Getting these resources can be very challenging, as many
organizations are not set up to execute innovation (Dougherty & Hardy, 1996; Govindarajan
& Trimble, 2013). In many cases the access to resources is largely dependent on the individual
innovator’s own networks and ability to hustle resources (Dougherty & Hardy, 1996).

Most companies will have some type of traditional product development process (Cohendet
& Simon, 2015). One view is that idea development within exploratory processes should be a
separate process, and should be loosely coupled with the traditional development process
(Cohendet & Simon, 2015). Another view is that ideas from the exploratory process precede
a “normal” development process, i.e. is part of what has been termed the fuzzy front end (Reid
& De Brentani, 2004).

Backman et al. (2007) points out that ideas in the fuzzy front end that comes from a different
source than what is considered “normal” in the organization, can be difficult to transfer into
a traditional development process. To overcome such difficulties, it is important that ideas
are conceptualized and contextualized properly (Backman et al., 2007).

To have a strong individual advocating the idea within the organization can also aid in the
execution (Backman et al., 2007). Further, perceived external threats, an uncertain
environment or high levels of external demands can also help by producing an urgency to act
(Backman et al., 2007; West 2002).

2.2 Organizational learning

Learning and the capability to discover new knowledge is often described as important
organizational abilities, in particular improving firm competitiveness through increased
innovativeness (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). Yet, the concept of learning has traditionally been
confined to the individual acquiring knowledge (Nooteboom, 2000). Vygotsky and Dewey,
introduced social constructivism and with it a social context to the concept of learning. They
argued that communication and interaction enhance learning (Phillips & Soltis, 2009). Social
constructivism has later been developed by others like Kolb, and now form one of the
foundations of organizational learning theory (Dixon, 1999).
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2.FRAME OF REFERENCE

Two major concepts describe an organization's ability to learn, organizational learning and
learning organizations. While some scholars differentiate the concepts (e.g. Kontoghiorghes
et. al, 2005), most define both in terms of to creating and maintaining learnings in the
organizations memory (eg. Argyris 1999; Fiol & Lyles, 1985; Garvin, 1993). This thesis will
use any literature focusing on how organizations can learn regardless of the label used and
will use Garvin’s (1993) definition:

“Alearning organization is an organization skilled at creating, acquiring and transferring knowledge, and at
modifying its behavior to reflect new knowledge and insights” (p.3, Garvin, 1993).

2.2.1 Frameworks on organizational learning

Several frameworks exist that help explain what mechanisms are at play to achieve
organizational learning. Argyris single and double loop learning is introduced first. Then the
4I-framework will be presented, giving a more general explanation on how knowledge is
obtained and spread throughout an organization.

Argyris (1999) describe the levels of learning with regards to past experiences with a concept
called single and double loop learning, which is illustrated in Figure 1. Single loop learning is
essentially problem solving, when a failure is discovered and a correction is made. Single loop
is often described as a routine-based, lower level of learning, and can lead to changes in rules
or system, or development of problem solving skills (Fiol and Lyles, 1995). Double loop
learning occurs when questions raised of why the failure happened and includes an ability to
prevent future failures. Double loop learning occurs in insights not related to structures and is
non-routine. It could lead to new missions or directions, development of new culture or
problem-defining skills (Fiol and Lyles, 1995).

Double loop

Single loop

o O

Underlying Strategies & Results &
assumptions techniques consequences
Goals, values, beliefs, What we do What we obtain

conceptual framworks

Figure 1 - Argyris (1999) double loop learning model

The 4I-model is built up by the processes intuiting, interpreting, integrating and
institutionalizing and describe how they relate to individual, group and organizational level of
learning (Crossan et al., 2002). The first process of the 4I-model, intuiting, is the recognition
of patterns due to personal experience for an individual. The second, interpreting, the
explanation of insights, can happen either at an individual or group level depending on to
whom the explanation is directed. The third, integrating, the development of a common
understanding and mutual routines, happens at a group or an organizational level. The last,
institutionalizing, is the adaption of new structures, systems or strategies and takes place at
the organizational level (Crossan et al., 2002). Huber’s (1991), and Zollo and Winter's (2002)
frameworks of organizational learning have similar processes and levels connected, which is
shown in Figure 2.
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2.FRAME OF REFERENCE

O O O o—

S Intuiting Interpreting Integrating Institutionalizing

O o o—>

T
=
9 .
o E Experience Knowledge Knowledge
S 3 accumulation articulation codification

O O O o—

.§ Knowledge Information Information Organizational
T  aquisition distribution interpretation memory
§ Individual Group Organization

Figure 2 - A comparison of 41 framework (Crossan et al., 2002) to Huber's (1991) and Zollo & Winter’s
(2002) organizational learning frameworks

Huber (1991) discusses experimental learning as an important mechanism of acquiring new
knowledge for individuals and organizations alike, but experiments are seldom supported by
organizational administrators. Similarly, Garvin (1993) argues that experimentation is an
essential skill for organizational learning, and that is particularly useful to acquire knowledge
that allows the organization to explore new opportunities.

2.3 Reflections on previous research

Even if exploration as such is widely discussed, the concrete application does not seem to
have received much scholarly attention. Many similar perspectives and names on exploratory
processes exist, our interpretation of the perspectives is summarized in Figure 3. It is an
iterative process, consisting of scoping, ideation, conceptualization, testing and integration.
Our initial understanding is that the CoCreation workshop studied in this thesis contributes
to ideation in the exploratory process, and potentially provides a starting point to the
upcoming conceptualization of the options generated.

Conceptualization

Ideation Modifying Testing

concept

Ideas and

Scopin
& insight

Integration

New exploratory paths

Figure 3 - Exploration process summary
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2.FRAME OF REFERENCE

It is important to keep in mind that neither workshops nor great ideas are enough to achieve
innovation. Ideas have to be integrated to create value. (Govindarajan & Trimble, 2013; West,
2002). Thus, much attention in this thesis will be directed to what needs to surround and
support an ideation workshop to extract value. In literature, we have not found a complete
framework for what needs to be in place during and around a workshop, to create value. The
main contribution from this thesis will be providing such a framework.

On a more general level, consensus seem to exist around exploration and experimentation
being important to an organization's ability to both innovate and learn (e.g. Zollo & Winter,
2008; Garvin, 1993; Huber 1991). Many scholars have also concluded that organizational
learning is important to innovation capabilities (e.g. Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Argyris, 1999;
O’Connor, 2008). Yet, after literature review it seems that few have gone beyond concluding
one is important for the other, which means the (most likely complex) mechanisms behind
how they are connected are largely unexplored. While we do not think, we can help uncover
those mechanisms, by applying both an innovation and learning perspective to a specific
element of exploratory process, we hope to reach a deeper understanding on how value can
be derived.
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3. Methods

This chapter will describe the overall research design and research process, followed by methods
used for data collection and analysis.

3.1 Research design

This study is a qualitative, multiple case study of 6 organizations that have participated in
CoCreation workshops with RISE. As the goal of the research was to evaluate the value and
effects of the CoCreation workshop in practice, a case study approach is deemed to be the
most suitable research design (Siggelkow, 2007). The qualitative approach was deemed most
appropriate as little prior work exist resulting in open-ended research questions (Edmondson
and McManus, 2007).

An abductive approach to theory development have been used, following Dubois and Gadde
(2002). It means that an initial framework was developed from theory. The framework has
then been matched to empirical findings iteratively, in a systematic combining process,
resulting in the developed framework proposed in Chapter 7.4.

3.2 Research process

In Figure 4, an overarching outline of the research is outlined. Even if it is outlined as a linear
process, it is worth to note that it has had iterative elements going back and forth between
literature review, case studies, analysis and development of framework.

Pre-Study Empirical study Analysis
Litterature Initial Initial General In-depth case Data Final
scan interviews framework case studies studies analysis framework

O - -0 —Fy— 7 —BO—
L o1

Litterature
review

Figure 4 - Research process outline

Pre-study

A pre-study was made to get a better understanding for the field and used to narrow down
and make the field of research tangible. The goal was both to exploring specific topics that
would be relevant to study from a scientific point of view as well as for RISE, and to create an
analytical framework. A literature scan and review was done from the two literature streams
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relevant for this thesis, exploratory process and organizational learning. The literature review
was complemented by initial interviews with informants from RISE, and innovation
consultants, to understand the practical realities of the field.

Result from the literature review and the initial interviews was combined with the researchers
own experiences of both participating and organizing workshops to create an analytical
framework. The analytical framework was used to get an understanding of what areas that
should be studied.

Empirical study

The empirical study was composed of case studies with organizations that had taken part in
CoCreation workshops following the specific format studied. As seen in Figure 5, six out of
the ten organizations that have participated are included in this study. Three of these
organizations did the workshop as a part of a pilot-project, meaning they did not pay, which
could have affected results. One additional organization was studied. That organizations
workshop format was found too different to the others; thus, the organization is not included
further in this study. The choice of cases can be described as a convenience sampling, as it
has relied on which organizations have answered a request for interviews. Since this study is
a qualitative study there is no value in considering all cases. Still, the number of cases seem
to be a reasonable amount to be able to compare and find patterns (Esiasson et al., 2017).

Lansférsakringar
Boliden

Rusal Aughinish SK

Lab

2017 2018

Atlas Copco

Legend: o Pilot workshop o Ordinary workshop Not studied workshop

Figure 5 - Timeline of CoCreation workshops

The empirical study was divided into general case studies and in-depth case studies, see
Figure 4. The cases where an in-depth study have been done are shown with a larger circle in
Figure 5. Due to the study’s qualitative approach the data collection was focused on a deep
contextual understanding of the situation. To get insights about the cases, general case
studies was made by interviewing people responsible from the case organizations, see
Appendix A. The in-depth study contained interviews with workshop participants from both
RISE and the organization. In this case, a purposive sampling was used which according to
Eisenhardt (1989) is most suitable for case studies. The organizations, Lansforsdkringar
Alliance and LKAB, was chosen since they had most activities after the workshop. Interviews
was made with participant who have been involved or have insight in the post workshop
activities, see Appendix A.

Interviews where complemented by participating observation and a survey conducted during
the workshop with Sveriges kommuner och landsting, SKL. To complement the case findings,
a survey was done with participants from the SKL workshop, which was used to give some
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quantitative conclusions from participants and to see if answers differed between
participants’ roles and backgrounds.

Analysis

An initial data analysis was done in parallel with the empirical study to get more information
to guide the following steps. Interviews and survey text answers was analyzed thematically,
while quantitative parts of the survey were analyzed statistically. The analysis was made
independently from the initial framework. It means that themes were created regardless of
previous analytical dimensions. A final analysis was made after the empirical study with the
goal to produce a final framework developing theory in line with findings. The final
framework is mainly based on empirical findings, but since a qualitative study cannot exclude
theory, findings were combined with theory from the initial framework. Quotes used to
illustrate themes are freely translated to English by authors when the interview was done in
Swedish.

3.3 Data collection methods

For case studies, using different methods of data collection can be a way to increase
understanding, as different types of data complement the understanding from the other
(Eisenhardt, 1989). As described above, the primary data collection method in the study was
interviews, which was supplemented by observations and a participant survey. Each method
will be described below.

3.3.1 Interviews

Interviews was made as primary data collection method. Interviews have the benefit of asking
for further information and find out why a person answers as they do, which makes them
suitable for this kind of study (Esiassion et al., 2017).

Thematic interview guides were created, see Appendix B, since there is no need to ask every
respondent the same question in a qualitative study (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2014). Questions
and transitions was made to support the interviewer but where not necessary to follow as long
as the themes in the guide was covered. To make sure that the questions was relevant and
understandable, the first interview guide was tested with two persons and re-designed were
needed (Esiasson et al., 2017)

All interviews started with giving both respondent and the organization they represented the
opportunity to be anonymous. Further, they were asked if the interview could be recorded.
The respondents also got the opportunity to see and approve their quotes before publishing
the report.

In total, thirteen respondent interviews were held, see Appendix A. Of those were seven held
with respondent peoples from the organizations and six with workshop participants. Due to
convenience, most interviews were made over phone or skype, even if interviews are best
when you can see each other’s reactions (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2014). They took between 50-
90 minutes depending on how much the person had been involved in pre- or post work and
what results the workshop gave.
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In most cases, both researchers participated in the interview, with one asking most questions
and the other taking notes and asking follow-up question. The notes were used to write down
some immediate reflections after the interview. Notes and reflections was later used to
transcribe relevant parts of interviews, as all interviews were recorded. According to Esiasson
et al. (2017) this is a good compromise to save time but get data that is easier to analyze.

3.3.2 Observations

Observations were made by the two researchers, who participated in the workshop held with
SKL. Observation studies help researchers by letting them see a process or a structure with
their own eyes, to see what people actually are doing and not only what they are saying that
they are doing. It can also confirm respondents’ stories. Further, observations are a good way
to notice structures that the other participants might not notice themselves (Esiasson et al.,
2017). Notes were taken about things that happened during the workshop and reflections
were written down after each workshop day.

3.3.3 Survey

In addition to cases, a survey was made closely after the SKL CoCreation workshop to evaluate
the workshop. Surveys is often used to find how common responses are in a particular
population and is thereby often used to draw quantitative conclusions (Esiassion et al. 2017).

The survey was digital and send out to all participants. It contained both scale-questions and
predefined answers to draw quantitative conclusions and open asked questions to give the
participants opportunity to respond more freely (Essiasson et. al, 2017). The questions were
based on reflections from observations made during the workshop to see if it was possible to
confirm the researchers views with other participants.

40 of the 57 participants (excluding the researchers) answered the survey giving an answering
frequency of 70%. That answering frequency can be seen as high enough for the results to be
reliable (Essiasson et al., 2017). The demographics of the answering participants are
summarized in Chart 1 and Chart 2.

Chart 2 - Participants’ past experience of similar Chart 1- Participants' roles in workshop

workshops
5% 13% = Company
27%
= Yes 13% Municipality & regional
No ® [nhabitants
" Unsure = RISE & Academia
68% 22%

® SKL Bestallargruppen
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3.4 Analysis and interpretation

The methods for analysis and interpretation of results are described below, separating
thematic analysis of qualitative data and statistical analysis of quantitative data.

3.4.1 Thematic analysis

A thematic analysis method was used to analyze interview data. The purpose of an thematic
analysis of qualitative interviews to find patterns in answers, rather than counting answers
(Esiassion et al., 2017). To facilitate pattern finding in the immense amount of data
qualitative interviews render, memos are often used. In memos, parts of an interview, quotes
or own notes is written down and is then used to compare and draw conclusions.

In this study, quotes or parts of interviews were marked with different colors depending on
whether they related to expectations/intent and values, the workshop or post workshop
activities. These quotes were interpreted by researchers, by deriving the essence of each quote
and writing down key-words. The researchers first interpreted the interviews individually,
these interpretations were then compared and discussed. Memos were created by
summarizing quotes to key-words and then analysed case by case. The method of mapping
memos (Esiassion et. al, 2017) was used to find opinions related to the organization's
expectations and intent, themes affecting the workshop, post workshop activities, and
outcomes and values.

The same method was used to find patterns between the different cases. Themes found for
each case was compared and mapped into analytical dimensions. The overall process is
illustrated in Figure 6.

Case transcript markup Interpreting Mapping Mapping

—> Key'words

Case themes

——> Key words

Overarching analytical
dimensions

-+ Key words

Case themes

Key words

Figure 6 - The thematic analysis process applied
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3.4.1 Statistical analysis

The statistical analysis was made in SPSS to check if there were differences between the
individual’s perception of the workshop related to what background the participants had.

To analyze if there existed some differences in means for expectations, satisfaction, personal
contribution, complemented knowledge and group dynamics, the different groups were
compared. To see if the results are statistically significant, statistical tests were made using
the t-test and analysis of variance (ANOVA). A t-test was done when there were two groups
to compare (e.g. between participants who had past experience of similar workshops and
those without) (Field, 2009). An ANOVA omnibus test using the F-statistic was used to check
mean differences between several groups, and was used for roles, as more than 2 groups
existed. In case of a significant omnibus test, Duncan post-tests was used to check differences
between individual groups (Field, 2009).

A linear regression model was used to check possible correlation between first expectation
and satisfaction, and then, personal contribution with complemented knowledge and group
dynamics (Field, 2009).

Outcomes from the workshop were also analyses by checking if different roles had different
outcomes. It was made by converting pre-defined answers to binary variables. For such data
logistic regression could be used to see whether results are significant, but sample size was
too small to apply in this context (Field, 2009). Therefore, differences were only compared in
percent of how many had chosen each alternative and not statistically checked.

3.5 Method discussion

Overall the study was performed according to recommended design and method, which is one
of the most important parts in increasing a study's reliability (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2014).
During the study, several data collection methods were used. According to Eisenhardt, (1989)
it can enhance understanding of the context.

Questions can be raised regarding the analytical framework and choice of theory. The fact
that the analytical framework is not based on one theory or an existing framework can result
in dimensions being missed. Having a pre-existing analytical framework can also create
biases in the empirical study and analysis, were new aspects are likely to be missed and data
could be misinterpreted (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). To try to overcome that, the analytical
framework dimensions was only used to create interview guides that covered those
dimensions as well as more general questions. In the thematic analysis, the only the
overarching linear process proposed was used, and dimensions added only later. Further, it
has been argued that biases always exist, and building an initial analytical framework is
actually a good way to explicate and make those biases clear to the researchers themselves as
well as readers (Dubois & Gadde, 2002).

Another bias that probably affected the study is the researchers own experience in workshops
as participants and organizers. It has clearly affected the construction of the analytical
framework, were assumptions were made about how a workshop process works, and thereby
probably also interview guides. Further, it could have affected the analysis of the interviews
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as well. Even though this experience has given researchers a bias, it has also provided
researchers with contextual knowledge of the field of study that is likely to have improved
the researchers understanding of the topic. Overall, it makes it difficult to conclude whether
this bias has affected results in a mainly negative or positive way.

In qualitative studies, analysis lies in interpretations in answers. Reliability can be increased
if more than one interprets the results (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2017). In this study, both
researchers were marking quotes in each interview. Were different interpretations were
made, the interpretations were discussed to reach consensus (Hedin, 2011). One final check
was also made by asking all respondents read their organizations case descriptions and quotes
to see if their answers were correctly understood.

The opportunity for respondents to give their opinion has both up and down sides. Giving
respondents opportunity change their answers so they are correctly understood could
increase the reliability (Corden et al., 2006). It is also a matter of ethics, as it makes it possible
for respondents to control how they are interpreted (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2017). Giving the
possibility to see quotes also result in respondents not being happy with the picture of
themselves, and trying to change quotes to be more flattering (Corden et al., 2006). Another
ethical aspect relates to anonymity. In this study, both interviewees and respondents on
survey had the opportunity to be anonymous.

Generalizability is one of the study's biggest issues. Even the study was limited to the
CoCreation workshop, there were some differences between the workshops. Further, the fact
that this study only focused on one type of ideation workshop also makes it questionable
whether results can be generalized to any ideation workshop.

Regarding the survey, it was only made with one of the case organizations. The reason for
that was because the workshop was conducted during the study, and the survey was mainly a
follow up on the researcher’s observations. Arguably, the survey should be made with other
case organizations to draw general conclusions. Especially since the SKL workshop was
focusing on needs and not ideation. On the other hand, it could be questioned if participants
would have remembered details about the workshop after a longer period. Further, the survey
was done additional and not as a primary data collection method. Thus, the benefit of getting
survey answers from more organizations in this case did not outweigh the time it would have
taken.
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4. Analytical framework

In this chapter, the analytical framework used in this study is presented. The analytical
framework is based on literature review of organizational learning and exploratory processes.
The assumed process that different dimensions from literature have been mapped to is based
on researchers own experience of workshop processes and informants practical experience.
Further, dimensions are confirmed by informants’ practical experiences. The framework aims
to explain what dimensions affect the organization’s utilization of results from the
CoCreation workshop.

The analytical framework shown in Figure 7 consists of four different parts relating to a
workshop process. It is presumed that the workshop process includes expectations and intent
to conduct a workshop, a workshop, post workshop activities, as well as outcomes and values,
including outputs from the workshop. Further, the workshop as such, and the post workshop
activities contains analytical dimension that assumes affects outcomes and values from the

workshop process.
EXPECTATIONS/INTENT

WORKSHOP POST WORKSHOP

Scoping Management support
Individual knowledge Relevance

Knowledge sharing Resources

Motivation Systematic mgmt of learnings

Workshop Climate Interface to dev. process
Mind-set

OUTCOMES/VALUE

Figure 7 - Analytical framework

Analytical dimensions related to the workshop are shown in Table 1. It shows an explanation
of what underlying concepts each dimension includes. For example, Individual knowledge
includes a mix of participants’ skills and knowledge as well as access to external knowledge.

Analytical dimensions for post-workshop process are presented in the same way as for
dimensions for workshop, see Table 2.
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Table 1 - Analytical dimensions during the workshop

Dimensions

Scoping

Individual
knowledge

Knowledge sharing

Motivation

Workshop climate

Explanation

e Definition of exploratory field

e Type and broadness of problem is selected

o Access to external knowledge, eg. open
innovation and knowledge brokering

e Mix of individual skills and knowledge

e Conditions for participants to share knowledge
Perspective-making and perspective-taking

e Group dynamics

¢ |ndividual people’s commitment to the problem
e Motivation to learn and share lessons learned

e Vision

e Positive view of failure

e Courage to come up with crazy idéas and

“forbidden thoughts”
e Culture of questioning and tolerance
e Balanced risk-taking.

References

Charue-Duboc et al. 2010; Zollo &
Winter, 2002;

Rosenkopf and Nerkar, 2001;
Chesbrough, 2012; Hargadon & Sutton,
1997; Borjesson, 2011; West, 2002
Boland & Tenkasi, 1995;

Suominenet al., 2017

Nonaka, 2008; Lempiala, 2010

Argyris, 1999; Lempiala, 2010

Table 2 - Analytical dimensions relating to post workshop activities and value capture

Dimensions

Management
support

Relevance

Resources

Systematic
management of
learnings

Interface to
development
process

Mind-set

Explanation

e Management has understanding
e Focus on the question
e Recognition and rewards.

¢ Sense of urgency

¢ Importance to the organization and individuals

participating.
e Budget
e Time and available team members
e Committed individual driving the process
e Political influence
e Contacts and networks

e Systems and processes used to spread learnings
e Could be as a part of a knowledge management

system.

e Exploratory process coupling with “traditional”

development process.
e Fuzzy front end

e Organization view of learning and exploration.

e Risk-taking mind-set

¢ Positive attitude towards changes and failures

e Learn from mistakes
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5. The six CoCreation workshops

First, the general CoCreation workshop format will be introduced briefly. Then, the findings will
be presented as cases, one for each organizations workshop. The order of the cases will follow the
order they took place.

5.1 The CoCreation workshop format

A typical workshop lasts two days and involves representatives from the organization hosting
the workshop, established firms and startups in the surrounding industry, as well as
researchers from RISE and academia. Organizers from RISE facilitates and documents the
workshop. The documentation can take different forms, for example the workshop can be
recorded in video or audio. In some cases, a graphical recorder that illustrates the discussions
have been involved.

Before the workshop, organizers from RISE and the participating organization discuss the
problem description and purpose of the workshop. Adjustments can be made in the program
or schedule to meet the organization's expectations. In some of the cases a Request for
Proposal (RfP) have been written in this stage, to better specify the scope of the workshop.
Then an invitation is sent out to relevant potential participants within the organization, RISE
and the RISE extended network.

Day 1 of the workshops starts with an introduction so everyone understands the problem and
knows what will happen during the coming days. The introduction is sometimes followed by
an inspirational lecture, to get the right mindset, or an icebreaker activity. Then, there is
ideation through brainstorming in small groups (6-8 people) with mixed backgrounds. This
part of the workshop focuses on idea volume rather than quality. Ideas are written down on
post-its. Sometime brainstorming starts with a creativity exercise. Day 1 ends with a
presentation of all ideas from all groups. During the presentation, post-its are put up on a
wall and clustered according to emerging themes.

The focus of day 2 is conceptualization, to take the ideas from the brainstorming one step
further. In groups, participants pick clusters of ideas and try to evolve that cluster further
through constructing a concept canvas (see Appendix E). The concept canvas contains a
drawing and specific explanation of the solution. After the concept canvases are created, they
are presented to the whole group again. The last part of day 2 is ranking of the canvases. This
is done by voting. Each participant gets a number of votes and decides which canvas they
think is the best. In some cases, this is followed by a ranking of the top canvas by different
parameters, for example most impact and most economical.

After the workshop, RISE submits and presents all the results from the workshop. Usually
concept canvases are re-typed for clarity and sometimes re-visualized in by a designer.
Depending on what the organization want, further work can be done by RISE.
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5.2 The case workshops

Each case includes a description of the organization, the background and intent with their
participation, a brief description of how the workshop was performed and the results of the
workshop. The results from the survey with SKL will be presented last, after the SKL case.

5.2.1 Atlas Copco/Epiroc

Atlas Copco is a Swedish multinational enterprise with operations in 180 countries, serving
industrial, mining and construction clients (Atlas Copco AB, 2017). In this specific case, the
mining business area has been studied. This area is currently part of a split of Atlas Copco
corporation, and are together with the construction business area becoming its own company
under the name Epiroc (Atlas Copco AB, 2018). Epiroc will be used to describe the business
area involved in the CoCreation workshop henceforth. The host within Epiroc was the
strategic projects and alliances department, responsible for long-term product renewal.
Epiroc’s business centers around small series of products tailored to customers, as each client
has very different conditions in their mines. The mindset is described as very open to new
ideas, as long as it origins in customer needs, which can be seen kind of demand pull attitude
to innovation.

The workshop was initiated by RISE, who offered Epiroc to do a CoCreation workshop as a
pilot within the EU program EIT Raw Materials. Being a pilot company meaning that Epiroc
did not pay for the workshop, but provided facilities and the time of internal participants. It
also affected intent of the workshop, as it was not an activity to get ideas, but rather seen as
a way of trying a new type of workshop method. However, they hoped that it would result in
more concrete ideas compared similar workshops they have participated to.

In the workshop, three issues were worked on. All issues were on a general level, trying to
improve or solve problems regarding certain functionalities for future generations of the
product. Due to internal constraints, the time for the workshop was reduced and it lasted 1.5
days. It included around 15 participants from RISE and different departments and functions
at Epiroc. Internal participants both represented engineering and marketing. The workshop
was perceived positively, due to inspiring facilitation and good collaboration within the
groups in the workshop.

Overall Epiroc was happy with trying the workshop method, and a few interesting ideas came
out of it. Since they related to a future version of the product, they did not have resources to

develop them further. Instead, they were put in the organizations suggestion bank and not
been processed further at the time for this study.

522 LKAB

LKAB is a Swedish state-owned iron mining and refining company, which produces highly
refined iron products for the global steel market (LKAB, 2018). LKAB has been described to
have a strong line-management. At LKAB, innovation seems to be based on creative and
technically strong individuals collaborating with strong line managers.

Like Atlas Copco, LKAB was approached by RISE in the pilot-phase. The timeline of the RISE
pilot-project lined up well with the timeline of an internal LKAB project, were a project team
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had an idea that they wanted to develop further. The idea was to simulate pellets flow to
better prevent breakage, so the topic of the workshop was then to figure out how such
simulation could be made, and solving related problems. The opportunity was spotted by an
innovation consultant involved in the project and the director for external cooperation who
were then involved as organizers. The intention was to get enough input to the idea to be able
to pursue it further as a project.

In total around 25 participants from LKAB, RISE, universities as well as suppliers of
simulation software attended the workshop. Both before and during the workshop, the
external consultant focused on the participants’ ability to contribute. During the workshop,
it was expressed through facilitation of group discussions. As the problem was quiet complex,
specialists and their knowledge was needed to solve the problem. The workshop ended with
participants making up a plan for further work and distribution of responsibility.

The main result was that a collaboration was started with an academic research group that
was represented in the workshop. Through that collaboration and further work was done in
the project, technical knowledge has been expanded and the simulation tool improved. At
the time of the study, the project was put on hold as a result of a reorganization.

5.2.3 Boliden

Boliden is a Swedish exploration, mining and smelter company, with operations mainly in the
Nordics (Boliden Group, 2018). The study was performed at the mining technology
department, which is a centralized support function that develops technology for all the
mining and production sites. Specifically, it was done within a R&D program focusing on
autonomous mining vehicles. The aim of the program is to find new methods and ways of
working for Boliden, i.e. innovation.

Just as Atlas Copco and LKAB, Boliden decided to do a CoCreation workshop after they were
contacted by RISE and was offered to try out the workshop format as a pilot company. The
department had previously done other idea generation workshops, and were interested in
seeing whether a better way of performing such workshops existed. Since the workshop was
initiated by RISE, Boliden did not have a specific problem they needed to solve nor a specific
innovation area that they wanted to generate ideas within at the beginning of the process.
Instead they were instructed to find a wide and yet specific issue, and in the end, they focused
on mine reinforcement with concrete.

The workshop was done at a Boliden site and had a total of 30 participants from different
functions at Boliden, companies active within the field and researchers from RISE. The
internal participants were chosen to be open minded. The workshop was seen as a method
they would like to continue with, but not something they would be able to do themselves
Facilitation was perceived as important for the workshop success. It contributed to a open
and creative climate, and made the workshop method clear to participants.

The intent and main value was trying out a new method for workshops. The interviewee
pointed out that it brought ideas further into conceptualization than “ordinary”
brainstorming sessions. Some interesting ideas and contacts were also made. None of these
ideas have been processed further, and Boliden consider it RISE’s responsibility to make
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contact to drive ideas further. However, the interviewee has expressed interest in bringing
three-four ideas further into a literature study.

5.2.4 Lansforsakringar Alliance

Lansforsakringar Alliance (LF) is a customer-owned Swedish bank and insurance company
(Lansforsakringar AB, 2018). The alliance consists of 23 regional companies that coordinate
and collaborate through the holding-company Lansforsakringar AB.

LF had seen a need of becoming more innovative to cope with societal change. Before, LF
have made efforts to work in a more exploratory and innovative manner that has not been
successful due to lack of structures and earlier experiences. Thus, with the goal of establishing
innovation capability in the alliance, LF in 2017 created a new Head of Innovation role. While
the intent was to establish innovation capability, it was clear that they did not want to build
an innovation department. Instead they wanted to engage employees from regional
companies within what is called the Innovation Arena.

The workshop was hosted within the Innovation Arena and was intended to create engagement
and generate ideas to work further on in the arena’s processes. It included around 70
participants with representatives from all regional LF companies and the holding company,
RISE, startups, industry as well as non-profit organizations. Internal participants were chosen
through a nomination process. Upon management request, two areas were chosen to work on
in the workshop, home and health. To guide the work in the workshop, a vision was presented:

“We are not selling insurances, we are creating the basis of a secure and safe life, free from injuries.” -

While overall group discussion and climate is described as respectful and creative,
interviewees think that more room for individual preparation would have made it better.
Further, decisions on which ideas to take forward into canvases as well as the voting on
concepts in the end was perceived as ad-hoc and unclear.

The fourteen concepts that the workshop resulted in were developed further, and tested to
make sure they responded to existing customer needs. Three of those concepts were selected
to become pilot projects. These pilot projects are still ongoing and providing further
innovation. The Head of Innovation has spent a lot of time sharing results and lessons from
the workshop and the process around it. It has created a lot of attention and drive around
innovation within the alliance. The workshop also resulted in both the creation of networks
and some marketing to external parties present.

5.2.5 Rusal Aughinish

Rusal Aughinish is a large European alumina refinery. The maintenance reliability group, that
was responsible for the CoCreation workshop, have the main task of investigating potential
maintenance improvements all over the plant. The plant operates in a very competitive
market. This has led to a culture where people always look for smarter and more efficient
ways of doing business, and welcome new ideas. Management also seem to have been
important in establishing that mindset, as the interviewee puts it:

“Management recognised that the way to survive was to be leaner and more innovative than the
competition so they have always cultivated and supported this approach”
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Rusal Aughinish came into contact with the opportunity to do the CoCreation workshop
through the EU-program EIT Raw Materials. Just as the pilot companies, they got the
opportunity to do the workshop for free except for the provision of facilities and the time of
internal participants. For the maintenance reliability group, the format both seemed to fit
their way of working and the tasks they work on. Before the workshop, work was done to find
a good scope. Two specific issues were selected, both of large importance to bring down cost
of maintenance. The first about maintenance of structural steel and the second about scaling
and descaling of vessels. While hoping to get suggestions that would contribute to solving
the problems, the expectation was that the workshop would not succeed, as the problems
worked on are difficult and have been worked on extensively before.

The workshop was set at Aughinish plant, included a mixed group of participants from
Aughinish, academics and participants from industry in Europe. In total, there were 45
participants. The interviewee thought that the different perspectives was great, but wanted
more people from the industry. The workshop was described as creative and energizing due
to a open climate and good group dynamics and discussions. The interviewee suggested that
the number of ideas worked on in the workshop should have narrowed down earlier and by
experts in the fields.

Right after the workshop, there was a list of ideas worthwhile to investigate further. Even if
time was an issue, the organizer felt ownership for further processing the ideas. The ideas
were presented to management and other relevant stakeholders at the plant. As ideas were
tested, and the concepts turned out to not work. From this no further conclusions seem to
have been drawn apart from that these ideas did not work. Still, it was perceived as a
worthwhile method. Overall the workshop gave insights about the method, and extended
internal and external networks.

5.2.6 SKL

Sveriges Kommuner och Landsting (SKL) is the Swedish association of local authorities and
regions. It works both as an employer organization and as representatives for Swedish
municipalities and regions. Within SKL several groups exist that help municipalities and
regions coordinate and collaborate around shared challenges. One of these groups is called
Bestdllargruppen, and is the host of the workshop studied. Bestallargruppen coordinates
procurement of welfare technology, specially focusing on digital solutions.

The workshop was a part of a current project, with the overall aim is to do what is called an
innovation procurement, to help municipalities procure new innovative solutions. The
innovation procurement process is based on setting functional requirements based on actual
resident needs, instead of requiring a specific technology, which is what municipalities
usually do when procuring welfare technology. To define such functionality in a relevant way,
Bestdllargruppen are doing a need analysis for residents whom require support to maintain
or increase their independence. The workshop was a part of this need analysis, and intended
to bring in well-defined needs from perspectives that the group had not seen before. In
contrast to the other workshops, this workshop was done to find needs and not solutions.
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The workshop included around 60 participants from RISE, SKL, municipalities and companies
active within the field of welfare technology. Further, it included inhabitants in need of
support to remain independent. Overall the interviewee thought that it was a positive
climate, but there were a few groups were certain participants were perceived as dominating,
making it hard for other participants to contribute.

Values from the workshops include contacts made and the needs brought up. Worth to note
is that while needs were brought up, during the workshop solutions was also generated,
forcing organizers to step in and clarify the scope of the workshop to participants.

5.2.7 The SKL Survey

Here results from the SKL survey study that are used for further analysis are presented. All
diagrams, tables and results are presented in Appendix C.

Overall the survey shows that participants were satisfied with the workshop. Participants felt
that they could contribute, with a mean of 3.79'. They also feel that others complemented
their knowledge with a mean of 3.72!. Further most seem to think collaboration was good,
with a mean score of 4.08%. There are small differences between answers depending on
participants’ roles and if they had former experience in similar workshop. These differences
were in most cases not proved to be statistical significant.

What is proved to be statistically significant, is that there are differences between
participants’ expectations depending on their role and previous workshop experience. There
is also a correlation between how well participants felt that they could contribute and
whether they thought others had complementing knowledge.

Table 3 shows outcomes for individuals participating to the SKL workshop. The table shows
the percent of participants answers for each outcome for all participants and for each group
of roles. There seems to be some differences in which outcomes the different groups have got,
but those differences cannot be statistically tested due to the small sample. Worth to note, is
that there is only a small number of participants that felt that they did not have any particular
outcomes, 5% in total.

Table 3 - Individual outcomes from the SKL CoCreation workshop

Knowledge Insights
about other about Knowledge
organizations  resident about Inspiration/ Other Nothing
Contacts business needs methods energy knowledge particular
Company 78% 67% 89% 67% 56% 11% 0%
Municipality/regional 50% 25% 33% 58% 42% 33% 8%
Inhabitant 22% 56% 78% 56% 44% 56% 11%
RISE/Academia 80% 80% 40% 40% 60% 0% 0%
SKL Bestéllargrupp 80% 60% 80% 80% 60% 20% 0%
All participants 58% 53% 63% 60% 50% 28% 5%

! On a scale of: 1 - Not at all, to, 5 - To a high degree
2 On a scale of: 1 - Very bad, to, 5 - Very good
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6. Findings and analysis

In this chapter findings and analysis are summarized from all the cases described in Chapter 5.
The analysis follows the analytical framework presented in Chapter 4. Themes found in each of
the individual cases have been collected, compared and interpreted to form overarching groups.
Quotes are used to illustrate the groups and themes discussed. A full case-by-case analysis for the
individual cases is presented in Appendix D.

The outcomes and value from the workshops will be presented first, followed by the expectations
and intent of the participating organizations. Then, the identified prerequisites for the workshop
itself as well as the prerequisites for value capture after the workshop will be presented. In the end,
a brief summary and comparison of the cases will be made.

6.1 Outcomes and value

OUTCOMES/VALUE

Figure 8 - Analytical framework, with emphasis on outcomes and value

The outcomes and value from each of the workshop processes studied differ. Outcomes and
value captured came both from the workshop itself and the post workshop activities. Concrete
output from the workshop is also included.

The main output from the workshop itself described by RISE is conceptualized ideas. These
ideas have been noted down on a concept canvas during the workshop as described in Chapter
5.1. Looking at the cases, all interviewees described that they have gotten new ideas (or input
to needs in the SKL-case). Whether there were many new ideas to the organizations, for just
a few vary between cases. These ideas, or outputs from the workshop can also be seen as an
input to the post workshop activities where these ideas can be processed further, see Figure
8. That the ideas are conceptualized has been described as a key difference to other
workshops. By conceptualizing the ideas, they become more concrete and thus easier to
investigate further. As one of the interviewees said:

“...[the workshop] is quite similar to what we usually do, but we took it two steps further here.”
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When ideas have been processed further post workshop, it seems to have generated more
value, both from the project itself and in terms of insights and learnings from the project. At
LKAB it has been described to have improved one of their current solutions, as well as
generating a lot of valuable knowledge. Overall this is illustrated well by the following quote
from one of the organizers at LF when reflecting on their extensive post workshop activities:

“Itis a process of refinement. From the beginning, we had found a lot of minerals. But we haven't got this
diamond or gold, we have to take it further. And as we go, we learn.”

In the Rusal Aughinish case, processing ideas have made them understand that some
solutions did not solve the problems they intended to solve, which arguably is valuable, even
though it’s not always perceived that way.

Learnings, insights and new knowledge seem to have been derived from both the workshop
and the post workshop activities, consisting important value for participating organizations
and individuals. The scope of the learnings is quite broad. Some, especially those with little
activities post workshop like Boliden and Epiroc, has mainly learned about the workshop
method itself. In the survey, learning about the method is also the most common personal
outcome with 60% of respondents. Further, half of all the respondents in the survey, more if
they participated in their professional role, have learned about other organization’s business.
Others have gained important knowledge relating to the problem(s) dealt with in the
workshop, like LKAB where new knowledge is described as the one of the most valuable
aspects of the workshop.

Another outcome described as a valuable are contacts and networks created by meeting and
working with people from other organizations and from other parts of their own organization.
In the SKL workshop, 58% of respondents said they got new contacts, and an extended
network have been mentioned in all of the other cases too. In some cases, these contacts have
resulted in sustained collaborations with external parties, bringing even more learning as in
the LKAB case. In other cases, the most important networking has been internal, as in the LF
case, were internal participants got the opportunity to get to know other people interested in
the same thing but in other parts of the country or the organization.

In several cases an outcome of the workshop has been described as a personal energy and
motivation boost. In the Rusal Aughinish case, the value of the workshop is summarized like
this, even if the ideas they got did not turn out that well in implementation, energy is still
mentioned as a key result:

“We all agreed that it would be a great exercise to carry out [...] | would say it was energizing, it was

interesting but unfortunately none of the ideas from the workshop survived subsequent evaluation to
become implemented solutions”

A related organizational value to energy is attention to innovation work. This is a value that
has been mostly seen in the LF case. There, getting attention and organizational commitment
to innovation was even mentioned as one of the key aims from the workshop and the process
around it. This aim seems to have been reached. For example, it seems that more people want
to get involved in the innovation work as a result of the attention, and the process has become
something that is talked about throughout the organization.

Page 25 of 46



6. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

To sum it up, it seems that this type of collaborative ideation workshop and the subsequent
processing can create outcomes and value in different areas. Outcomes and values found in
this study can be summarized within five areas:

e New ideas - including the value created by processing the ideas

e Knowledge and insight - about methods, the problem and other organizations

e Contacts and networks - personal and professional contacts through meeting others

e Energy and motivation - creating personal engagement and commitment

e Attention to innovation - workshop process becoming a talking point in the
organization, can be a part of creating organizational support for innovation

6.2 Expectations and intent

EXPECTATIONS/INTENT

Figure 9 - Analytical framework, with emphasis on expectations and intent

The organization's expectations and intent differed between the cases. Expectations and
intent did also differ within cases. It can be illustrated by the Rusal Aughinish case. While
concrete expectations on the workshop were low, the intent was clearly for it to contribute to
solving difficult and important problems.

As mentioned, Rusal Aughinish had no expectations. Others, like Lansforsdakringar, wanted
to create engagement by showing what their vision and innovation work means in practice.
Still, both these two are cases where ideas have been processed further. So, expectations on
the workshop does not seem to be able to explain why ideas have been processed post
workshop.

Even if the organization’s expectations seem to not affect the post workshop activities,
individual expectations might affect their motivation, effort and contribution. This has been
brought up in the interviews. However, in the survey, no correlation is found between
expectations and other measured dimensions. Thus, no general conclusion can be made.

If intents instead are compared, Rusal Aughinish, SKL and LKAB all intended to get input to
a specific project/problem. Lansforsakringar seem to have intended to kick of their innovation
capability building. Boliden and Epiroc’s intent was to explore a new method. The two cases
were no post workshop activities have happened both share that their intent was not to get
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tangible results to process further, but rather getting to experience a new type of workshop.
In the cases were the intent was to either get input or to start an innovation process, more
has happened after the workshop. So, overall there seem to be a correlation between intent
and whether there has been a process after the workshop, and a correlation between intent
and what value can be derived from that process.

6.2 Prerequisites for the workshop

WORKSHOP

Purpose and vision
Scope level
Participant preparation

Knowledge and competence
Motivation and mind-set

Climate
Group dynamics & discussion
Workshop structure

Figure 10 - Analytical framework, with emphasis on workshop prerequisites

From analysis of all the cases, key prerequisites for a collaborative ideation workshop has
been found. The prerequisites are shown in Figure 10. The prerequisites affect the workshops
potential to result in valuable output and outcomes. For example, the scope level could affect
which ideas that comes up and what knowledge that is gained. Each prerequisite is explained
separately below.

Scope level

All workshops have differed when it comes to the workshop scope. In some cases, more than
one problem or area has been discussed. A common theme is a desire to focus on one problem
and put the scope on a concrete level. Further, in cases when an area has been the scope, a
wish has been to formulate the scope as a problem to solve instead. It is difficult to conclude
which scope level is optimal. A broad scope might on one hand enhance the probability of
creative and visionary ideas. On the other hand, the broader the scope, the higher the risk of
the ideas coming out of the workshop being non-concrete and unfeasible. As one interviewee
discussed, problem could be on detail, function or visionary level, were his former experiences
was that there is a risk that nothing relevant comes out from it if too visionary:

“I think you should avoid that [visionary] level, and rather be on the function or detail to feel that you make
something that makes sense.”
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Others instead refer to the levels of a problem as simple, complicated and complex. The
opinions differ on what type of problem this workshop is suitable to solve. The organizers
from RISE claim that it can be used to solve all types of problems. When asked about which
levels of problems the workshop is suitable for an interviewee answers:

"This type of workshop as it is structured now might be suitable for complicated problems."

Purpose and vision

A clear vision and/or greater purpose of the workshop seems to affect participants’ motivation
and commitment. In the LKAB case, it was clear that the workshop should result in further
work. The respondent felt that it created energy in the workshop:

“So, [you have] to gather around a problem with a will and plan to take it further. Because then people dare,
then people feel that it is worth putting their energy init.”

LF’s vision created a mind-set that worked as a guidance for participants, and forced them to
think in a less traditional way. The goal was to expand the horizon beyond insurance, but the
focus of the vision was also perceived as limiting the scope to ideas related to the insurance
business rather than LF’s other business areas.

Participant preparation

Making more information available beforehand, and thus giving the participants a possibility
to prepare has been discussed as a way to develop the workshop format. It relates to
information about method, purpose, and scope. Lack of preparation could affect motivation,
the knowledge the participant brings into the workshop and by extension the ideas that come
up. Further, it means that the thinking process of the participant starts first at the workshop.
If participants instead have the possibility to start thinking before they are likely to come up
with better and more thought through ideas. As one the external participants from RISE puts
it:

“It's great to come up with ideas, but it's really important to come up with good ideas and relevant ideas so

[the organization] think - Yes, let's go. To do that you must have thought it through. Most times, you
haven't.”

Knowledge and competence

What knowledge and competence participants have seems to be important to create good
concepts and to learn from the workshop. Both the specific knowledge and competence of
individual participants, and the mix of perspectives different backgrounds bring, have been
mentioned as positive themes in the cases.

In the LKAB and Rusal Aughinish cases, specific knowledge and perspectives brought in by
individual participants is pointed out as important for getting input to their problem. In the
LKAB case it was a researcher who contributed most, in the Rusal Aughinish case it was people
from the industry, as the interviewee puts it:

“The kind of thing that was great was that they could say In our company we do X, rather than
I heard people do X. They were able to talk about what they were actually doing.”

Page 28 of 46



6. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

In other cases, it has been the mix of competences that was important, which is exemplified
well by this quote.
“The first worked with communication, the second worked with the settlements of claims, a third in.... That
mix was really great. [...] We also got many external [participants]. And had a mix with research. I've heard

from many people that it was the winning formula. [When asked why?] You get new perspectives that you
haven't heard before which was great.”

Motivation and mindset

An aspect that seem to be important to how the workshop proceeds are how motivated and
open-minded the participants are. Some companies have chosen internal participants
depending on how motivated they likely will be. An interesting example is that LF required a
written motivation from participants that had been nominated to participate, which resulted
in a commitment before the workshop started. As an interviewee puts it:

“What was even better was that we asked [the participants] to motivate why they would be involved. It also

required some reflection. Is that really the right person? Am | the right person? It made you feel committed
even before you got there too, which was great.”

Both internal and external participants have also found the method itself energizing and
enjoyable, which is motivating in itself. Further things affecting individual motivation
positively are the importance of the workshop to the participant’s specific position and work,
or to the organization in general.

Climate

The goal of the workshop is to create ideas, thus, arguably a climate encouraging creativity is
desirable. When discussing the climate at the workshop with respondents, it has been
described as respectful, open, positive, creative or friendly. In interviews, inspiring
facilitation and methods encouraging creativity have been mentioned as contributing factors
to this type of climate. The fact that participants generally don’t know each other at the start
of the workshop also seem to affect the climate and has both up and down-sides. A respondent
puts it like this:

“You do not know each other, which means that it can take time to get open minded, but everyone is very

nice to each other. If you know each other from before then you can have open discussions [faster], but you
are also more prone to be critical.”

Group dynamics and discussion

Group discussions seems to be an important prerequisite to the process of coming up with
good ideas. As one participant states, when discussing how they came up with the best ideas:
“It was the discussions we had. We discussed our way to it. It is possible that if we had been alone, each of

us would have taken the safe ideas. Now we were in a climate where no limits existed [..] We dared to try a
little bit.”

Group dynamics is important to create such discussions. In some cases, interviewees seem to
think that the format only fits to those who like to raise their voice. It could result in missing
important ideas or knowledge by those who need more time to think things through. Further
dominant people can affect the rest of their group, especially those in the group who are not
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comfortable speaking up. Even if this has been raised as a concern, not the least in the SKL
case, the survey results seem to tell a different story. Participants overall seem happy with
the collaboration with a mean score of 4.08 (on a scale of: 1 - very bad, to 5 - very good).

For discussions to be productive when it comes to sharing knowledge and creating new ideas,
it seems to be important that participants are on a similar level of knowledge and experience
of similar methods. Supporting this conclusion is that in the SKL-survey exist a statistical
significant correlation between how well participants felt that they could contribute and
whether others had complementing knowledge. So if you feel like you can contribute, you are
also more likely to think others have complementing perspectives. There has for example
been reflections around internal participants not being as used to this type of workshops as
external participants, affecting their ability to contribute.

But even if all participants are on the same level when it comes to workshop experience, it is
still not certain that they can meet. They also need to speak the same language. One
respondent states:

“There are nuances in languages and details. But ... | think we were in a position where we understood

enough, and he managed to simplify his description to a level where we understood what he said. So, it's
probably a combination of your level of knowledge and where you can meet. "

Workshop structure

Workshop structure has been mentioned frequently as both a success factor and a challenge.
Aspects raised range from facilitation of the workshop and the decision-making processes, to
the time for problem solving.

Clear and inspiring facilitation has been raised as important for both this workshop format
and workshops in general. Facilitation has an important role to play in helping participants
know what to do at all times, which gives focus to the activity and probably improves the
outcomes. One respondent stated:

“I'thought the facilitators were very professional. They guided us through it in a really good way.”

The part that seems to have been most unclear during the workshop relates to decision
making, both when it comes to which ideas to develop further into concepts, and which
concept to vote for. Questions have been raised on which ground decisions should be made,
and if the quantity of ideas makes it more difficult to make well-grounded decisions. Overall,
a lacking decision-making process could result in missing good ideas.

In the Epiroc case, the workshop was shorter compared to others which returned in lack of
time to solve the problem. On the other hand, other participants found that time pressure can
result in effectiveness and is seen as a positive aspect.
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6.3 Prerequisites for value capture post workshop

POST WORKSHOP

Relevant problem
Management support

Organizational support
Resources

Ownership and responsibility
Systems and processes

Figure 11 - Analytical framework, with emphasis on prerequisites for value capture post workshop

From analysis of all the cases, key prerequisites for value capture in post workshop activities
has been found. The prerequisites are shown in Figure 11. The prerequisites affect how
potential outcomes and values are captured by the organization. For example, it is important
that the problem solved is relevant for the organization to process it further. Each
prerequisite is explained separately below.

Relevant problem

Solving a relevant problem in the workshop, seem to be central to whether solutions are
further processed post workshop. Two of the pilot workshops, Boliden and Epiroc, have not
had any activities after the workshop. One reason for that could relate to the fact that those
two companies had non-urgent problems. When discussing why no further work has been
made, one respondent reflects upon it like this:

“[..] again, this was a trial of a new method, not direct problem-solving, then | think it would have been a
faster process.”

The relevance of the problem is closely related to scope level, which has been discussed as a
prerequisite for the workshop. As an external participant from RISE reflects when comparing
LKAB, Boliden and Epiroc workshops that differed with regards to the relevance and urgency
of the problem:

“In the workshop, there was not much difference, because it was an enormous involvement from everybody

and they came up with a great amount of thoughts, ideas and ways to express them. However, it made a
difference to how you handle things after.”

Overall these findings, together with the findings on scope level point towards problem
definition being a critical activity. It is important to the success of both the workshop and
activities after. Several interviewees have suggested that more time should be spent on it.

Management support

During the study, management support has been discussed as an important part. Both
relating to encouraging post workshop activities and for individuals to spent time on it. As
mentioned in Chapter 5, LKAB’s project had been put on hold due to a reorganization. It could
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be interpreted as management support have not existed in the way the project thought. An
organizer reflects upon it like this:
“[...Jwe have thought that as we presented [the project] we had gotten support from management. But it is

such a classic mistake to believe that others understand the problem, and understand what a fantastic idea
this is and what value it will produce.”

Organizational support
Beyond management support, organizational support seems important, as stakeholders other
than management can be critical to bring ideas to their conclusion. For example, in the LF
case, as they have wanted to involve employees from regional companies in innovation work
finding support and dedication from employees and regional management has been an
important theme. As an organizer puts it:

“[..] and my planis to get the dedication, show that this cannot happen without your participation.[..] Then

it becomes everyone's responsibility to drive innovation. Otherwise we will stay where we are and might
even go the opposite way.”

Resources

To be able to manage both results from workshop and further work, the organization need to
have resources. Resources could be budget, staff or time. In the Epiroc case, they did not have
the resources to move further with the concepts at the time right after the workshop. The
interview puts it like this:

“If you don’t have the resources available and don’t have the right timing in the product development
process, then you have to wait.”

That external partners have time to spend, has also been raised as an essential resource if
collaborations are needed in further work.

Ownership and responsibility

Having a person feeling ownership and having responsibility is a recurring theme when it
comes to activities post workshop. In the cases of LF, LKAB and Rusal Aughinish there has
either been a person with responsibility or a person feeling ownership for further work. At
Rusal Aughinish, ownership is highlighted by the interviewee. Feeling this ownership
compelled them to find time to be able to work on testing the ideas. An interviewee puts it
like this:

“Both myself and the other organisers, | think we felt an ownership for bringing the ideas to a conclusion.”

Systems and processes

All cases have used different systems and processes to manage the concepts that came out of
the workshop. In some cases, like Epiroc, the organization already had a system to manage
ideas, meaning that even if nothing has happened so far, ideas can be brought forward at a
later stage. In the LF case, important processes have been built up during the work. Even
though the processes did not exist from the beginning, they have been perceived as clear to
participants and people involved. An organizer reflects upon how the processes and
structures have been built like this:
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“There are many who think that you are supposed to create a process and have a structure done, but then
you're never ready. | started running immediately. Then I've built a process together with those involved in
the meantime.”

At LKAB, a process was created during the last part of the workshop, making it easier to start
working after the workshop.

6.4 Comments on cases

So, which of these prerequisites are most important to succeeding in processing ideas after
the workshop and getting value out of the workshop? In one of the cases, SKL, it is still too
close to the actual workshop to say anything about what happened after workshop. That
leaves five cases that had the potential to do post workshop idea processing. Of these, two
have not (yet) gotten stuck anywhere in the process. No definite conclusions regarding what
prerequisite are most important can be drawn from such small sample. Yet, some hints can
be spotted by looking at what seems to be the reasons behind that Epiroc and Boliden have
not done any post workshop activities and why LKAB’s project have been put on hold.

The Epiroc and Boliden cases are similar, and in both cases two factors seem to have
contributed more. The problem solved during the workshop have not been that relevant, and
no one have had the responsibility or felt the ownership to bring ideas forward. When there
has been someone responsible for driving the process, like in the other cases much more have
happened after the workshop.

In the LKAB case, there was a project started after the workshop that have been put on hold
due to a reorganization. It could be interpreted as management support have not existed.
Worth to note is that all these are prerequisites are relating to post workshop activities, so it
does seem that the workshop in itself is not the problem.
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7. Discussion

In this chapter, the research questions of the study are discussed using empirical findings and
previous literature. This discussion will be summarized by proposing a new framework for a
workshop process, and then connected back to the title of this thesis, “Learn to explore and explore
to learn”. Worth to stress that the results discussed here are mainly applicable to the CoCreation
workshop format that has been studied. To generalize between different formats, other ideation
workshops would need to be studied.

7.1 Value from an ideation workshop

We have found several areas of value that the workshop could create, and all of them line up
well with previous research. The primary area of contribution from the workshop to a
participating organizations exploratory process is in ideation, and specifically through ideas
(Birkinshaw et al., 2011). Knowledge and insight have also been an important area of value,
which was expected (Suominen et al., 2017). Not least, because how much attention
exploration gets in organizational learning literature (eg. March, 1991; Garvin, 1993). The
other areas of value, network, energy and motivation, and attention to innovation has also
been mentioned in previous work (e.g. Soini & Pirinen, 2005; Borjesson & Elerud-Tryde,
2017).

We propose that these five areas of value can be differentiated on a more general level. The
area, new ideas, can be seen as direct value. The direct value is expected and impacts the
organization by directly solving the problem that the workshop intended to solve. The other
areas create value in an unexpected, dynamic way. This is because knowledge gained,
extended networks, energy, motivation and attention, that all can create value in other
settings beyond the intended scope of the workshop, e.g. when solving other problems, or
starting a collaboration.

Looking at direct value, it does seem that ideas from the workshop have created most value
when being processed further. It has resulted in actual improvements of products (or tools
like in the LKAB case), instead of just getting a number of “good” ideas to keep track of. The
findings line up well with the view that innovation needs to be implemented to create value,
and that ideas is not enough in themselves (Govindarajan & Trimble, 2013, West, 2002). From
this, we argue that the CoCreation workshop format studied, derives one of its main benefits
compared to other ideation workshops, from bringing ideas further in conceptualization and
thus closer to being integrated.

Direct value could be argued as the most important type of value, as most organizations
assess success by short-term financial success or likewise tangible measures (Grant, 2016). If
instead looking at long-term success, dynamic value might be more important.

As mentioned above dynamic value is value created through contribution to some other
process creating direct value. For example, the dynamic value of network and contacts can
contribute to a project by being the starting point of a fruitful collaboration that would
otherwise not have happened (like in the LKAB case). Beyond being directly useful in another
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context, dynamic value could also be valuable by contributing to develop organizational
capacities and capabilities. For example, prior knowledge is important to an organization’s
absorptive capacity which has been argued as key to building innovation capabilities (Cohen
& Levinthal, 1990). Thus, acquiring new knowledge could actually in itself be a part of
developing innovation capabilities.

The energy and motivation of participants can also contribute to building innovation
capabilities (like we have seen in the Lansforsdkringar case), possibly by affecting
organizational culture to be more open towards new ideas and experimentation (O’Connor,
2008; Martins & Terblanche, 2003). In cases were a system for innovation exist, previous
studies have found that attention directed towards it can help develop innovation capabilities
(Borjesson & Elerud-Tryde, 2017). If not, it might instead be harmful.

Overall, it is difficult to say whether direct or dynamic value from the workshop is more
important to participating firms. What we can conclude is that as direct value is easier to
measure, there is a risk to put too much focus on direct value, while missing to pay attention
to dynamic value. Thus, it is worth to pay attention to dynamic value and effects, and how to
enhance it. In the long run, dynamic value might even be more important than direct value
through its contribution to building more capable organizations.

7.2 ldeation workshop in an exploratory process

Having exploratory processes in place is a vital part of an organization’s innovation
capability, but it is not the only important thing (O’Connor, 2008). In this thesis we have
mainly discussed a certain type of ideation workshop and its surrounding process. How can
such a workshop process contribute to an exploratory process?

Using a generalized outline of an exploratory process (see Chapter 2.3) it seems that the
workshop in itself mostly contributes to ideation through giving a number of options to
explore further which was expected (Birkinshaw et al., 2011). As argued above,
conceptualization is one of the key strengths of this workshop format, but that does not
necessarily mean that conceptualization is done because ideas are closer to concepts after
this type of workshop. On the contrary, for example in the LF case more work was needed in
the conceptualization phase before taking the decision on which concepts to move forward
with. Further, the workshop could potentially help in scoping of an exploratory field. This is
especially true if organizers help participating organization defining workshop scope, as it
can give an external perspective on what scope is chosen for exploration. To conclude the
workshop in itself contributes to a small part of an exploratory process, which is illustrated
by the blue color in Figure 12.

If we look at the whole workshop process including preparations and activity afterwards,
when ideas have been brought to their conclusion, the process is essentially an exploratory
process. What is lacking is an iterative element, and letting testing inform new exploration
(Charue-Duboc et al., 2010). Iteration in this context essentially requires some form of
organizational learning, as an organization must absorb and use new knowledge to be able to
iterate in an meaningful and effective way, this will be discussed in the next sub-chapter.
However, if we look at the CoCreation workshop format as of today, it is currently not setup
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to bring in knowledge from such iterations. Any knowledge brought in from previous
exploration is in the current format a serendipitous occurrence, as it happens when
individuals bring their own knowledge and experience. Finding a way to systematically bring
in such knowledge to allow participants to use insights from previous exploration could be a
way to strengthen the format, and allow it to contribute more to the organizations
exploration.

Conceptualization

Ideation Modifying Testing

concept

Ideas and

Scopin
ping insight

Integration
New exploratory paths

Figure 12 - A exploratory process, showing the workshop’s contribution in blue

7.3 Exploratory process and organizational learning

Our thesis started with the hypothesis that learning is important for managing innovation.
Literature confirmed our hypothesis and exploratory processes are important for learning
(e.g. Zollo & Winter, 2008; Garvin, 1993; Huber 1991), and organizational learning when
building innovation capability (e.g. Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Argyris, 1999; O’Connor, 2008).
Yet, we have found that there is only a little focus on learning when it comes to the
CoCreation workshop. After conducting this study, it may not be surprising. The
organizations did not have the intent to increase their knowledge by participating in the
workshop. Also, the workshop itself is not designed for learning.

We have found that participants mainly gained two kinds of knowledge, knowledge about
method and knowledge from other participants. Even if we have found few cases were
organizations have changed their way of work, participants have got insights in an
exploratory way of work. Hopefully, those insights can lead to increased exploratory working
methods as a way of building innovation capability (O"Connor, 2008). What's even more
important, is knowledge from other participants. Workshops per se, are a method for
gathering and share knowledge (Suominen et al., 2017). As mentioned above, the ability to
absorb this knowledge is also a way of building innovation capability (Cohen & Levinthal,
1990). This kind of knowledge could be technical knowledge, knowledge about products,
services or other companies’ businesses. As literature shows that learning is important for
innovation, but the workshop does not focus on it, we argue that there is potential for further
improvement. Possible areas for improvements are discussed below.

To be able to share knowledge with each other, we have discovered the importance of being
on the similar level of knowledge and having some shared language. It is one of the important
parts in social learning according to Vygotsky (Phillips & Soltis, 2009). To manage that,
preparations are important. We have found that people with different perspectives and
knowledge are important for creativity and ideation. Arguably, different perspectives are also
needed to share knowledge. But according to both literature and findings in this study, there
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is a limit for how large the difference can be. One way of reducing differences could be giving
participants more prior information about the problem. It gives them opportunity to read
about the subject. But also to start their thinking process, which is particularly important for
some people ability to contribute.

After workshop, the exploration of ideas hopefully takes place. During the study, we have
found that organizations rather reflect upon if a concept did not work rather than why it did
not work. It can be compared with Argyris (1999) single and double loop learning. To achieve
organizational learning in this perspective, organizations should increase their focus on the
double loop learning. Literature tells us that it is important, but as mentioned there is no
existing framework that tells us how. The literature that exists tells us that management is
important, encourage time for reflections and changes in culture (Argyris, 1999). Reflections
can also be included during the workshop, as Kolb states that reflection is needed to learn
from experiences (Dixon, 1999).

Even if individuals learn during the workshop process most knowledge seems to stay on an
individual level. If we map what is happening in the workshop process to the 41 model, most
learning during the workshop can be seen as interpreting, verbalizing one’s insights and
experiences (Crossan et al., 2002). Looking at LF case, they seem to have reached the level of
integrating (Crossan et al., 2002). They have started to share a common way of looking at
innovation by those who have been involved in the workshop or post workshop activities. To
reach the highest level, institutionalizing, and change strategies and structures, they would
need to include the rest of the organization (Crossan et al., 2002). We have found attempts of
organizational involvement, by spreading of insights, activities or knowledge. Overall, it
seems like the workshop process can contribute to organizational learning, by the 4I-
framework, the areas where it has been found to contribute most are shown in blue in Figure
13. But there seems to be a potential for reaching a higher level of organizational learning, by
engaging in more knowledge spread activities.

P N o >
c L "4 L 4
Intuiting Interpreting Integrating Institutionalizing
z% Individual Group Organization

Figure 13 - The 41 organizational learning framework, the workshop’s contribution in blue

7.4 The value creation process

So far, we have discussed what kind of value an ideation workshop process can result in as
well as how it can contribute to an exploratory process and organizational learning. But, we
have yet to discuss what prerequisites exist to create and capture value from an ideation
workshop. Value includes both direct value from ideas and their processing, as well as
dynamic value from learning, getting contacts, etc.

In Chapter 4, an analysis framework for a workshop process was introduced, including intent,
workshop, post-workshop activities and value. While it was useful for analysis of the cases in
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this study, we found it can be tricky to use as a tool for constructing a workshop process that
is likely to create value. In the framework in chapter 4, we proposed that certain dimensions
just affect the workshop and others the post workshop value capture. This neglects the fact
that some of these dimensions are critical in preparation and might also interplay. For
example, dimensions relating to problem definition (relevance, scope level, and purpose and
vision) have been found to affect both the workshop and the post workshop activities, and
both should be considered when preparing the workshop.

Therefore, in Figure 14 a new outline of a workshop process, informed by both theory and
analysis of empirical findings, is proposed. The main elements are pre-workshop preparation,
the workshop in itself and the post workshop activities. Pre-workshop is proposed to affect
both the workshop and the post workshop activities. Further, the workshop affects the post
workshop activities by its output. All dimensions proposed are defined in Appendix F. As this
is a qualitative case study, it is not possible to exclude dimensions proposed as important in
literature, and not say that one dimension is more important the others. Instead, we can draw
conclusions on that certain themes seem to be important, and by the examples given clarify
the meaning of certain analytical dimensions. To exclude dimensions and rank them by
importance, further research is needed with a quantitative approach.

PRE WORKSHOP

Ownership & responsibility
Relevant problem
Workshop scope level

Purpose & vision Mindset/Culture
Knowledge & competence Intent

Possibility to prepare

WORKSHOP POST WORKSHOP

Workshop structure Management support
Motivation & mindset Organizational support
Workshop climate Processes & systems

Group dynamics Resources
Reflection Reflection and follow-up
Spread in organization

DIRECT & DYNAMIC
VALUE

Figure 14 - Framework of a value creating workshop process
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Two dimensions are proposed to affect all proposed elements of the process. The intent with
the process and the mindset/culture of the organization, especially with regards to
innovation. How intent have been found to affect the whole process is described in Chapter
6. Mindset/culture have been difficult to study in the frame of this thesis. Culture is a complex
phenomenon, needing more attention to actually understand properly than has been possible
to give in this study. Even though some insights have been gathered, it has mostly been from
the perspective of one person in the organization, meaning it is hard to draw any hard
conclusions on how mindset/culture affect each of the cases. Further research is needed to do
so. Still, from previous studies on innovation and culture, it is safe to say that it does probably
affect value creation from the workshop (e.g. Martins & Terblanche, 2003, O’Connor 2008).

In the cases studied, the workshop in itself has worked well, even if there has been minor
suggestions of improvements and tweaks. The reasons behind that line up well with what
theory suggest is necessary for a creative group environment. There has been a mix of people
and competences, that also have brought in external perspectives (e.g. Chesbrough, 2012;
Hargadon & Sutton, 1997; West, 2002). Group dynamics seem to have favoured a knowledge
sharing and integration (e.g. Suominen et al., 2017; West, 2002; Boland & Tenkasi, 1995).
Further there has been an open workshop climate allowing for crazy ideas as well as mistakes
(Argyris, 1999; Lempiala, 2010). What has not been explicitly been mentioned in literature,
but rather been taken for granted is the workshop structure. In this study different
prerequisites of the workshop structure have been underlined as important to the results of
the workshop. While workshop structure does seem important to the results, no conclusions
can be drawn on what structure is most appropriate or optimal since we just studied one
format. It is also an area that requires more research.

When it comes to the post-workshop process, a few things surprised us. From theory, we did
expect resources to be one of the most important prerequisites of successful integration of
ideas (Dougherty & Hardy, 1996). From our findings, especially in Lansforsakringar and Rusal
Aughinish cases, it does seem that having a dedicated responsible person feeling ownership
for the process can counteract a lack of resources. In many ways this counteraction is done
by the person finding resources previously unavailable, which has been a common theme in
previous research (Dougherty & Hardy, 1996; Backman et al. 2011).

Similarly, we thought that processes and systems for development and knowledge
management would be very important, and that specific configurations of processes and
systems would be superior to others (Cohendet & Simon, 2015). While we found that having
a process going forward from the workshop and some kind of system of knowledge
management is important, exactly how those processes and systems are configured does not
seem to matter much. Processes and systems does even seem like they do not have to be pre-
existing, but can be constructed along the way, as in the Lansforsakringar case.
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As discussed in Chapter 7.3, creating sustainable organizational learning requires more than
a workshop processes informed by our empirical findings and analysis in Chapter 6. We
propose that both the workshop and the post workshop activities are important to learning.
But to really achieve sustainable effects further work and thinking is needed. To achieve
individual and organizational double-loop learning, more focus on reflection and follow-up
is needed (Argyris, 1999; Dixon, 1999). To bring the whole organization on board, and
disseminate knowledge individuals have gained through the workshop process, knowledge
and results should be spread further in the organization (Crossan et al., 2002).

7.5 Learn to explore and explore to learn

The first part of the title of this thesis, emphasizes that the process could be a way for
organizations to learn how to explore, to learn how to conduct these types of workshops and
processes without aid from an external organization. In the findings, it is clear that several
organizations have found insight to the workshop method and that way of working valuable
in itself. Yet, we do doubt that organizations really can learn to do this type of exploration
themselves. Mainly, because it is a process that benefits from the external perspective, which
has been pointed out over and over, both in our findings and in theory (e.g. Chesbrough, 2012;
Hargadon & Sutton, 1997; West, 2002). But also, because organizations seem to enjoy and be
content in getting help with the facilitation of workshops.

So probably the most important process to master is not workshop facilitation itself, but how
to process ideas further. That seem to be the main challenge for many of the organizations
that have participated in our study. While our proposed framework is probably not covering
all possible challenges in post workshop processing of ideas, it is a start to understand what
is needed to address to be successful.

The second part of the title points towards that an ideation workshop can be a part of an
exploratory process aimed at learning. We have seen that learning from the process is not the
main focus of today. Yet, we do argue that to produce lasting value from a workshop and an
exploratory process, achieving learning for the organization is vital. Because if the
organization have learned something, these learnings can be used to create new options, even
if the options generated at the workshop fails. This applies both for knowledge about the
working method and technical knowledge. In essence, participating organizations that have
learned will also have gained in innovativeness. If RISE can help organizations to do so, RISE
is well positioned in the mission to become a leading innovation partner!
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To start, there is surprisingly little research on ideation workshops, even though they are
common. This study contributes with conclusions on how a type of ideation workshop, the
CoCreation workshop, can contribute to create organizational value. Further, through the
construction of a workshop process framework (see Chapter 7.4), the study indicates key
prerequisites needed to create value. The study also reveals that today, learning is not in focus
during or around the CoCreation workshop, even though theory and empirical findings
suggest the format could be suitable for learning. Increased focus on learning could be a
potential for creating more organizational value.

Research question 1: What kind of value can an ideation workshop create?

Among the organizations studied, the workshop process has resulted in value within the
following areas; new ideas, knowledge and insight, extending networks, energy and
motivation, and providing organizational attention to innovation.

Those values could be divided into direct and dynamic values. New ideas and value from
further processing, is a direct outcome from the workshop, and could be most valuable in
short term. The other areas of values found during this study are dynamic. Those values have
potential to affect other parts of the organization's business than just the problem solved
during the workshop. Increased focus on the dynamic values cloud give the organizations a
greater long-term value. To accomplish that, the whole workshop process is important,
especially post workshop activities.

Research question 2: How can an ideation workshop contribute in an exploratory process?

An ideation workshop in itself is a way of creating new ideas. It could be seen as the ideation
part of an exploratory process. If looking at a full workshop process including preparations
and activities after, it can be seen as almost a whole exploratory process as long as ideas are
brought to their conclusions. To reach its full potential, all steps should be iterative and
results be integrated to the organization. Effective iteration relies on the successful
integration of knowledge from previous iterations, essentially organizational learning.

Research question 3: How can a workshop process contribute to organizational learning?

In this study, learning has not been the primary focus of organizations in the workshop
process. Thus, the study cannot conclude how organizational learning affects innovation
capability building. What can be said, is that there is potential to increase the organizational
learning, both during the workshop and in the processing of concepts. To increase individual
learning, that is a starting point of organizational learning, it is important to give participants
opportunities to reflect on what they have learned. Further, reflections should be made on
why concepts do not work rather than if they work. Another potential lies in spreading
learnings from the whole workshop process to the entire organization.
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Final words

To summarize, this study indicates that CoCreation workshop format is a powerful way to
generate concrete ideas. Its strengths lie in conceptualization and mix of participant’s
perspectives. Conceptualization makes it easier to process ideas further compared to other
similar workshops. A mix of perspectives gives new insights and better discussions.

A process around the workshop is essential to realize value. To achieve that, the organization
must have an intent to proceed after the workshop. Even if that intent exist several
prerequisites have found to be important to post workshop activities. They include having
worked on a relevant problem and having a person responsible for driving the process.
Further, management and organizational support, resources, and processes and systems are
important. However, this has not been the case for all participating organizations. To
conclude it has been found that many organizations need support in preparation and post
workshop activities.
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9. Recommendations for workshop organizers

Participating organizations all seem to like the CoCreation format, and it seems to work well
for ideation. So, as an ideation workshop, we recommend the format. It is worth to note, that
this study’s findings indicate that an ideation workshop has most value as a part of a larger
process. Our recommendations to workshop organizers will thus relate to all parts of the
workshop process outlined in Chapter 7.4; pre-workshop, workshop itself, post workshop and
lasting learnings. The recommendations will be directed to workshop organizers that help
other organizations facilitate workshops and the process around it.

Overall, organizers must know the organizations intent to conduct a workshop. Thus,
adjustments can be made and support around the workshop can be created. Participating
organization must be made aware of what value a workshop can create and their role in
realizing it.

Preparations before the workshop influence both the workshop quality and the post workshop
activities. It is essential to find an important and relevant problem suitable for the workshop
format used. It is also important that the participants complement each other, can collaborate
and discuss at the same level. The participants also need prior information about the method,
purpose and problem to be able to contribute fully.

Organizers play an important role during the workshop, as prerequisites like the workshop
structure, climate and group dynamics are important. Here, facilitation plays an important
part, both in making sure participants know what to do and to help them approach activities
with the right mindset. To make sure that the workshop results in feasible suggestions, there
is a value in conceptualization, in making the ideas more concrete. Processing ideas several
times can also be useful to both develop ideas further and to narrow down the number of
ideas. In this process, it is important to be mindful of what intention the participating
organization has.

To increase the possible learning from the workshop, it is important that participants get an
opportunity to reflect at the end of the workshop or shortly thereafter. An evaluation can
provide one such opportunity to reflect, that also helps the organizers to learn and improve.
To help the transition into post workshop processing, it is also important to clarify the
responsibilities after the workshop.

Since more value is gained during post workshop activities, organizers should focus on what
support the organizations may need. Things that could be considered obvious may not be.
Support may be needed to obtain involvement inside the organization, create the processes
that are needed and to acquire resources. Organizers could also provide a practical support
by getting involved in further development of concepts.

Further, the whole process could generate additional value by focusing more on learning. For
that, things mentioned above such as people that complement each other, the participants’
ability to prepare and group dynamics are important. There is also need for time to reflect
and to spread learnings through the organizations. Here, an opportunity exists for the
organizers to support the organization in achieving that.
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Appendix A - List of interviewees

This appendix shows a list of all interviews made during the study. It in which part of the study
the respective interview was conducted.

Informant interviews

Jonas Thorngren, CEO Pollen AB, 2018-01-29

Peter Tyreholt, Head of Advisory Cybercom Goteborg, 2018-02-08
Magnus Karlsson, Chairperson Innovationsledarna, 2018-02-13
Erik Ronne, VP Innovation RISE, 2018-02-13

Ellen Franzén, designer at Interactive Institute RISE, 2018-03-27
Peter Sandstrom, Innovation Strategist RISE, 2018-04-23

Respondent interviews - general case study

Niklas Huss, Lansforsakringar AB, 2018-02-20

Mikael Andersson, Boliden, 2018-02-26

Bernadette Sinnott, Rusal Aughinish, 2018-03-01

Ann Johansson, Lansforsakringar AB, 2018-03-08

Mikael Ramstrom, Epiroc, 2018-03-09

Petra Ahl, Ducit Innovation (Former LKAB), 2018-03-13

Anna-Maria Andersson, Skellefted kommun (Part of SKL Bestéllarorganisation), 2018-03-26

Respondent interviews - in depth case study

Bjorn Astrom, LKAB, 2018-04-10

Tobias Groth, Lansforsdkringar Goteborg, 2018-04-10
Lisbeth Bjorfall, Lansforsakringar Halland, 2018-04-11
Aslak Felin, RISE, 2018-04-19

Matz Sandstrom, RISE, 2018-04-20

Petra Sommarlund, RISE, 2018-04-24



J]9s3 doys>Jom ay3 03 U0 DAOW M UYL
cpunoudxdeq ayj Suiptedas ppe 03 SuiyjAue aney noA oq

£S}NSaJ 03 SEWO0D } UBYM SUOI1e}2adXa Aue aAey NOA piQ
;doysyiom ay} a10jaq SuoI}e}dadXa INOA 1M JeYAA

¢3SI1Y YHM 4aN03 U} 398 NOA pIp MOH

¢J2}J€ 10 2103 dOYSHJOM JE|IWIS B SUOP NOA aABH
£$S920.d UOIEAOUUL JNOA 3C1I2S3P NOA UED) :pUN0IBYIDG MOUY J0U Sa0p U0sIad ay} J|
;doysyJom ayj3 o0jul Iy3noq NoA ased ay3 Sem Jeypa
(DA|OS 0} pajUEM NOA Wa|qo.d UIe}JaD € 43y} SEAA
;doysyJom uoi3eald0o) ay3 Jo punoidyded ayy 9qiidsap oA ued

;doysJom ay3 ul 9|04 JNOA sem JeYAA ¢3U1319S Y] Sem JeyAA ;dOYSHIOM UOo11eaID)0) Y3 SeM USUAA
¢;Auedwod ay3 JO 1594 9y} 03 paje[a. Juswliedap/a]0J JNOA S| MOH ¢3]0J JNOA 3q1J2S3p NOA ued)
3[313 4NoA sl 1By

;oweu Auedwod JNOA uojuaw 03 X0 31 S| ;ShowAuoue 3¢ 0} Juem NoA o

"U01}231102 10} NOA 0} Sa30Nnb AUE PUSS [|IM SAA "JAO S|
3J0M SIS} JNO USYM Pa33|ap 3 [|IM }] PUE ‘AJOWBW INO JO dXES 3} J04 S| 3| UOI}ESISAUOD SIY} PI0IDJ M }eU3} 3O U S|

ulw 0/-GY7 21eWI}Sa 0} pJey awil |

"J2}4€ pauaddey jeym pue jjasy doyssom ay3 ‘doysyiom ay} 0} punoasxdeq ayj Inoge (e} [[IM I

"UOI}ESIDAUOD B JO 3I0W 3q 03 SIY} JUEM AN "SAOYSHIOM UOIIEID0D) IS1Y

ano.dwyj 03 siy3} op am ‘pey aAey doys3JoMm UOIea1007) dY} S}I9443 PUE S}INSDJ JEYM DIN[EAS SAA "ENIUOIDA R BI[129D)

uoljew.0jul punoJasdeq |euoi}ippy

suoljeydadxy

IS AYm

wajqo.d

suoljsanb Auojonpo.juj

¢ANwAuouy

Suipaoday

uonngLijuod
Auedwod ay3 yyim op am Jeym
siy3 op am Aym

9M e Oym

puno.syoeg

uol3onpoUlu|

ApN3s aspd [DJaUIE) - 3UIIaPING MIIAIDIU|

"YSIPAMS Ul P]ay 219M SMIIALIIUL ISOY] dDUIS PAIVISUD.L] J0U S1 IPINS Pu0I3s Y, "SMalAIdIUl Sulinp pasn saulaping maiaiajul smoys xipuaddp siy,

SaUI|9PING MIIAJBLU| - g XIpuaddy



$10M 3U3 pa3aaje sey 31 Uiy} NOA Op MOH ¢MOH ¢ PRAJOAU] U] Juswadeuew seH juswaseuelp

&l4oM 3Y) pa3dagle sey 31 uly) NOA op moH
9|qisuodsau ‘Asuow ‘sw |
$40m doysyaom-3sod 10) pey NoA sAeY S924Nn0sal JeYAA $924N0S9Y

£$955920.d uoljeAouul JNOA JO 1594 33 YHMm 34 doysydom sy} saAey moH
A393e43s ‘sassadoud aspuiw ‘98endue| uj saSueyd)
¢£95]9 SuiylAue paia38143 doysyJom sy} aneH
SAUM ¢MOH ¢uoljesiuesao ay) ul pealds uaaqd s3INsad oy} aAeH - Suluies) jeuonjeziuesio -
;SAemeay el JnoA aue 1Jeypa
(AYM ¢MOH ¢Aem Aue ul pajedidllaed oym asoyl pajdasie doysy4om syl aneH -
¢$JOU pUE |[9M N0 pauIN} Jeym Wo.J) SUOISN|dU0d MeJp
10 uJed| 03 9|ge us3q NOA dABH (|[9M INO U.IN} JOU PIp Jey] seapl/saseAued 3daouod sy} y3m pauaddey jJeypn
£1eyy Joj suosead auae JeYAA (Seapl / saseAued 3daduod ay3 yum pauaddey Jeypy - syafoud -

Sujuiea| jenpialpu; -

XXX 104 995 NOA Op suoseal Jeypp
¢MOH (1BYAA ¢9N[eA JO 9dA] Jayio Aue pajeaud doysy4om ay3 aneH
XX 03 SSWO0D 31 USYM 92UDJ3JIP B 935 NOA 0 ¢ XXX X YHM noA d|ay doysyiom ayy pig
;suo13e109dxa 4noA 03 dn aAj| doysyom ayi pig Auedwod ayj 10 anjep

{18y} J0J suoseal ayj} aJe Jeypn
"2} 3JOM 2J0W ‘suoljen|ead = ;doysyJom ayy Jajje pauaddey Jeypn y4om doysyiom-3sod s} nsay

;doysyJom ay3 SuipJedas ppe 03 3uiyjAue aney noA o ojuj doysJom [euoi}ippy

$SHI0MIBU MaU 21830 } pIQ
$MOH ¢214193ds Sujyjawos 03 33nqIJ3uod jey3 piq
"3|doad |euJaIX OS|E 9J9M 2133 pUB)SISPUN M S s9]0.4/a8pajmou| [eulaixy

¢dom sojweuAp dnods ayi pip MoH

Juswage3ua pue UOIIeAIJOW ‘S3|0J ‘SpunoJ3ddeq
cdoysaom ayj ui pajedidizied oym aqludsap NoA ued s3]0.4/a8pajmouw] [euau|

ipanoaduwi aq 03 Spaau JeYAA ¢S1 H se 3day aq pjnoys ey
;doysy1om ayj3 Inoge uiy3 NoA pip Jeypn suojuldQ - uoijenjeas doysaopn

SANIMFAIND MIIAGFLNI - d XIANIddV



uadoysyJom eA|els ||13 94epIA IA Jed sieuuy ;uadoysyJom |13 uspunidyeq wo e33e||1} ||IA hp Jaw jo3eu 39p suul

;19]ew Je pe ¢193aqJe e33ap ed Sujujuealo) syo8e3a1g4 Je np Jaaajddn pep
;uadoysydom ed JeSujujueAloy 1oy np apey peA

;19p sopfdew dnH ¢131|pA3 JeA 19p 9p0A] eapue 313 np apeliesddn ;uadoysyJom paw }91AS Wos np apeljejddn pep
;paW eJeA nNp 3|[IA JOJIe A

éllod ulp ALDysag
¢19M3 104 NP Iey pep

1p (113 18212 B[|aNJUAS BXDD{S
ue IA 1epy Jg 319qqolxe 19343 1Je|)es Jelape. Yoo [[N3S SaUUIW LIBA 104 BIR( 19P 1QS IA (Ul Jejads IA 11e 0 19p Jy

1e3nsad [|13 yejddoy| ajul usw usilodded | JUWEN IWAUOUE BIEA 19861240} [[IA (WAUOUER BJIBA NP [JIA
184138004 19305104

IA S{SI3103] BJeA euleS Je eJ2WIISa 13e JBAS UapI] 93197 Je1a}4d Uepas Y0 doysydom a}1| ‘puniseq ejed Jawwoy|
IA ‘[EIWES 332 JaW J1|q }9P }3€ JBXSUQ IA "SAOYSHIOM UOI}EIID0)) BIIIECI0) 11E 10 13P 108 IA "BNIUOIIA 9 BI|123D

ipUS3}3€ 0} JUBM NOA JI BUI|UO WEBI)S
01 3|qissod AjqeqoJd ‘Wjoyx203s/34NquUay30o) Ul Jeuiwas e 3 [|IM 243U} pue ‘}4odad 3y} NOA puas [[IM SAA jNOA Sjuey |

£0} SS922€ 393 P|N0 9M JeY} UOIJEN[BAD UE 35I| ‘UOI}EIUSWNIOP AUB 9ABY NOA 0]
{Papaau JI MIIAIDIU] [EUOI}IPPE UE OP 3M PIN0D
¢ASAINS B puas am ue?) jsyuedidilied ayj 03 S|Ie3ap J0BIUOD 0} SSAJJE 3128 am ue?)

sda3s IXaN

(8uiyjawos ppe 03 Juem noA oQ

¢s3daduod/seapl mau Suliojdxa 03 SOWO0I 3 UBYM }3SpUlWl Y3} 3q1I0Sap NoA ued

SANIMFAIND MIIAGFLNI - d XIANIddV

punuSeq wo aJeSilIoNA

JeSujujuenlo

a)As/punisieg/ws|qod

Jo3euys3uiuddQ

ul ejadsg
;WwAuouy

Seupiq s3o8e1940) pow 108 IA peA
©119p J08 IA 10JJep
Je INBYIA

punudeg

uoipnpo.u|

ApN3as aspd yidap-uj - aulfapIng MalAIa1u|

inoA>xueyy

ssodde-eje

suoIppy

1aspuIN

Suipu3



Al

{19pJeA 1P A3[q 18P 1€ [|13 JeSUlUP3|UE JO) NP J3S PeA
$INH (3M[IA ¢2pJen j08eu 198e312.404 1398 Jey uadoysyJom np JoJd |

¢3uruodeu 31p np apJeT

FIOJIBA (INH (3M|IA ¢SIP 10} opJeA Jo8eu 1398 19p JeH
;Jegujuiuealoy eulp (113 ddn 393e3jNSaJ 9pAT apJeA

;9}2qJe aJepiA joSeu | paw JJeA np JeH

fapuey XXX 33€ ||13 usSujupajue Je np JoJ} pep jeynsay/
"ASO 939QJE 2JepIA ‘JeSULIBPIBAIN * ;USOYSHJIOM U393 Spuey peA 9)9q.e93 919qJesay3
¢uadoysyaom eajels wo e33e|[13 |[IA np Jow jo3eu 19p suul4 aJeSIllonA

iJojie A seulapunis wap ed s303 1op 1€ 331w Jop JEA
‘seAued SUjU}SQJ ‘SEAUED |13 S}I-3S0d
A JOjWwiely a4epiA S303 X J0JJBA SAP i SapJo[8 uadoysyJom | [eA 33 np sapejiejddn Japunis ed|ia ed leA

£39p |13 S04piq peA cuadoysyiom ed jajewl |y np apAsjddn unH
«Luadoys>om uely e|suey JoJ Sip pawl apey pep Jewy

;J10JIeA seapuedeA AIpjadsaad eas spelal}s|dwoy Iy ;193p] eud 19p Speddaned
;Jopunu3yeq ex1|o ueaj woy| 1u }1e apexuny 3ap 33e np apAsjddn unH
¢SIET (]I BLUWOS BjjE YD1
cuaddnud apexuny anH AIpjadsiad yoo Seupig

$INH ¢1932.e 1esdaned
(N1 11J2peSS Y20 33343 132 104 JESUIUIIESINIQS UDW “JESULINESIQ) d3UI J3[|ES IA) SPDAIIIN WOS UOISIA USP JeH 147

iJojieA ;8ulujjeisaded) Ae uadAy Jey uap 4oy Jessed doysyJom Jey Uuepes ua 33e np JaxdA |
£32p |13 USBUIUp3|UE JeA PEA ¢SIP JO) USPEIWO BJUBAS|DI 9P JeA

;EUSPEJIWIO WP WO NP 324} peA
"uadoys3JoMm Japun es[ey Y20 way paw apeqqol U wos 12p 133SI Jey IA i Suidoog

ESEPIRAIN JSAQYS] PEA (SB|[8YS] 40 PEA
;uadoysyJom Wwo np a3dA} peA Japjisy - SuliapieAn uadoys)}4op

SANIMFAIND MIIAGFLNI - d XIANIddV



uoljejuasald |13 ut Japniq Yoo yodded Jesapis IA el

{108gu e33g|13 NP |IIA 3311
139]€43S ‘1aspulw ‘}1ess1aqgJe ‘4assadoud yeads | Jedulipueao

¢Jow j03eu 1e33113 uadoysyJom JeH
¢11es 108eu ed uauojjesiuesio | s3314ds uadoysyom uedy usleynsad JeH 1e3|nsaJ Ae Sujupladsg

SANIMFAIND MIIAGFLNI - d XIANIddV

Suluin|say



Appendix C - The SKL Survey result

This Appendix shows the result from the evaluation survey made with participants in SKL
workshop.

Expectation and satisfaction

Chart 1. shows participants expectations before the workshop, with a mean of 3.31 (on a scale
of: 1 — Low expectations, to 5 - High expectations). There is a difference between the
participants role and their expectations. People from SKL Bestédllargruppen (mean of 4.0),
company (mean of 3.67) and RISE/academia (mean of 3.40) had higher expectations than
those from municipality and regional employees (mean of 3.0), and inhabitants (mean of
2.88). In the same way, the participants with earlier experience from similar workshops (mean
of 3.73) had higher expectations than those who did not have earlier experience (mean of
3.19).

Chart 1. Participants expectations before workshop.
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There are no significant differences between roles and former experience of similar
workshops when it comes to satisfaction, see Chart 2, with a mean of 3.75 (on a scale of: 1 -
Very bad, to 5 — Very good). There is no correlation between participants answer of
expectation and satisfaction.

Chart 2. Participants satisfaction after the workshop.
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Contribution and group dynamics

As shown in Chart 3, the answers indicate that there are some differences in how well
participants thought they could contribute even if it is not statistical significant. Overall
participants felt they were able to contribute, with a mean of 3.79 (on a scale of: 1 - Not at all,
to 5 - To a high degree). The results indicate that people from RISE/academia (mean of 4.6)
and those with former experience (mean of 4.18) were able to contribute most. Compared to
inhabitants (mean of 3.44) and participants from municipality and regional (mean of 3.58).
There is a correlation between the ones who felt that they could contribute also felt that other
had complemental knowledge. There are no other correlations between those who felt they
could contribute and other questions measured found.

Chart 3. How well participants felt they were able to contribute.
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There are no significant differences in how well the participants felt that other complemented
their knowledge, see Chart 4. Participants felt that others complemented their knowledge
with a mean of 3.72 (on a scale of: 1 - Not at all, to 5 - To a high degree)

Chart 4. How well participants felt that other complemented their knowledge.
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When it comes to collaboration, there is no significant difference between which groups that
felt that collaboration was good, see Chart 5. Most participants seem to think collaboration
was good, with a mean score of 4.08 (on a scale of: 1 - Very bad, to 5 - Very good).

Chart 5. How good participants felt that collaboration was.
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Individual outcomes

Table 1 shows participants outcomes from the SKL workshop. The last row shows the total
percent of participants answers for each outcome. The Table does also show outcomes for
each group of roles that participated to the workshop. There seems to be some differences in
which outcomes the different groups, but it cannot be statistically tested due to the small
sample.
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Table 1. Individual outcomes

Knowledge Insights
about other about Knowledge
organizations resident about Inspiration/ Other Nothing
Contacts business needs methods energy knowledge  particular
Company 78% 67% 89% 67% 56% 11% 0%
Municipality/regional 50% 25% 33% 58% 42% 33% 8%
Inhabitant 22% 56% 78% 56% 44% 56% 11%
RISE/Academia 80% 80% 40% 40% 60% 0% 0%
SKL Bestdillargrupp 80% 60% 80% 80% 60% 20% 0%
All participants 58% 53% 63% 60% 50% 28% 5%




Appendix D - Case analysis

This appendix shows an analysis for each of the studied cases. The order of the cases will follow
the order they took place. Each case is described under the headings; expectations and intent,
workshop, post workshop, and outcomes and values.

D.1 Analysis of Atlas Copco/Epiroc

Expectations and intent

The reason for conducting the CoCreation workshop can be summarized by this quote:

“We saw that we had a need to solve, and then we also saw that we could help our consortium, as they
needed a pilot”

The interviewee described that he was curious to see whether a better method for doing
workshops exists. The hope was that this type of workshop would produce more concrete
input then other open innovation workshops he previously had been involved in. The
expectations were quite low as the reason for entering the workshop rather was to help RISE
out then to get a specific result. As he put it:

“Getting something for free is nice, but one will have a very hard time demanding anything when one is not
paying.”

Workshop

The workshop in itself have been perceived positively. Reasons for this relate to the external
perspectives available by a mix of participants, good group composition and dynamics as well
as inspiring facilitation. Further, the interviewee reflected on the level of scope of the issues
brought into the workshop. He thought the level of problem was the right one, but since they
were quite general, more time would have been needed to get anywhere. So the main reason
for the workshop not delivering many tangible results seem to be that the time of the
workshop was reduced. He stated it like this:

“It was probably more that it wasn'’t really rigged right, which meant we didn’t get what we had hoped for”

Post Workshop

Several themes seem to be able to explain why the ideas from the workshop have not
processed further. Relevance, both of issues worked on and the suggestions seem important.
As stated before, several of the suggestions were not new. Further, the issues were non-
urgent, since they worked on solving problems for a future product generation rather than
the one in development at the time of the workshop. Adapting the process to these new, and
sometimes crazy, ideas would have taken a lot of resources according to the interviewee.
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“We want a bit of new, odd solutions and then it's not possible to just plug-and-play them in what is already
happening [...]. If you don’t have the resources available and and don’t have the right timing in the product
development process, then you have to wait.”

There still seem to be potential for utilization of the ideas. The relevant ideas have been put
into the department’s system for idea management. Senior engineers are responsible for
bringing these ideas into the development process at an appropriate timing which could take
a couple of years.

Outcomes and value

The results align to the low expectations. Even though some ideas have entered in to the
project proposal system, none has to this date been taken further. Several ideas brought up
had also been previously touched upon in internal studies. Yet, the method was perceived as
worthwhile, and it was highlighted that experience of participation in such a workshop makes
it easier to do it again.

D.2 Analysis of LKAB

Expectations and intent

Going into the workshop, the intent was to get specific input to the project. The fact that the
workshop was going to involve people with mixed competences was seen as extra positive, as
the idea at hand needs a mix of competences to be realized. Expectations seem to have
differed between different people who were involved from LKAB’s side. While the innovation
consultant and director for external cooperation both were very hopeful, some of the more
technical staff seemed more doubtful and even sceptical.

Workshop

The most important theme relating to the workshop seem to be the individual participants
knowledge and ability to share knowledge. The knowledge exchange worked best in the group
exercises, when the large format was broken down to smaller groups. There was especially
one individual, an academics, who brought a lot of important knowledge which he was able
to share effectively. One of the interviewees describe it like this:

“X'was probably a bit better to describe what he meant in words and not just using a lot of theoretical
models [..] When you encounter a person who knows his subject area so well and can describe it
comprehensively. Then you feel very fortunate. "

Even though most of the groups seem to have had a good discussions and group dynamics,
both interviewees expressed some worry that the workshop format does not encourage the
people who can contribute the most. Instead, they described it as instead promoting people
who like to talk, which is not necessarily the ones who contribute most.
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To get everybody to actually participate, facilitation was discussed as an important positive
factor. RISE was described as contributing with an inspiring structure, while the innovation
consultant who led the project from LKAB facilitated specific technical discussions. Neutral
facilitation of discussions was described as key to get introverted, and sometimes skeptical
individuals to contribute.

Other positive themes include an open and friendly climate, encouraging contributions and
that IP-rights were made clear from the start. The latter, potentially also helped the open
climate, as it made the business implications of the workshop clear.

The scope of the topic, has been described as both contributing positively and negatively to
workshop results. The scope gave a clear purpose for the workshop, which could potentially
have helped create involvement and engagement during the workshop. But, the scope was
also complex, and according to one of the interviewees almost too complex for such a
workshop, making it hard for many of the participants to contribute. A conclusion from this
could be that preparation of scope is very important, both for the workshop process but also
to be able to get the right participants there.

Post workshop

After the workshop, significant work has been done with the idea and it was brought into a
formal project form. At the time of the interview, the project was though put on hold as a
result of a restructuring of development within LKAB.

Several themes have contributed to bringing the idea further post workshop. There was
people responsible to drive the project further, they had a budget, and there was a relevance
for the company and external partners with useful knowledge and time to cooperate. A reason
for that seems to have been that a clear process to drive the project further as well as the
distribution of responsibility was actually the last point on the agenda of the workshop.
Further, the workshop addressed a issue that could lead to significant economic gains for
LKAB if dealt with correctly. There has also been external stakeholders interested in the
project, making it even more urgent.

At the time of the study, the project had been put on hold due to a reorganization. It could be
interpreted as management support have not existed in the way the project thought. An
organizer reflects upon it like this:

“[...Jwe have thought that as we presented [the project] we had gotten support from management. But it is
such a classic mistake to believe that others understand the problem, and understand what a fantastic idea
this is and what value it will produce.”

Overall finding organizational support seem to be an important theme to succeed in further
development in their project. Therefore the interviewee also suggest that line management
should be present during the workshop.
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Outcomes and value

Overall, the expectations of the workshop was met. As one of the organizers puts it:

‘It reached quite high in the expectations. At least in getting the idea further, finding the next step and
building partnerships.”

An important result from the workshop seem to be that the project team has found partners
to drive the project further. In particular, the contact and subsequent partnership with one of
academics involved is described as the main value by the interviewees. The partnership has
resulted in important technical knowledge and insight to drive the project further. Additional
to the LKAB partnerships formed two of the external companies involved in the workshop
have also started to discuss collaboration.

The workshop also provided knowledge about how to use the method to drive an idea further.
Especially the writing of a request for proposal which was done to specify the project to
potential participants was described as useful in a broader sense, as the writing forced the
project team to better specify the project and the implications of it. Knowledge that has
started to be spread in the organization, as it is useful to more aspects of the business than

Further, the workshop is described as an important reason of why the project gained speed.
The work has resulted a incrementally improved simulation tool, although not the radical
improvement that was the aim.

D.3 Analysis of Boliden

Expectations and intent

The interviewee had little expectations, the expectations he had centered around learning
something new. The reason for taking part of the workshop was to see a new method. As he
said when asked about his expectations of the workshop:

“No, | can’t say that we had any large expectations. It was more seeing a new way of doing workshops and
maybe learn something new”

Workshop

Themes brought up as contributing positively are mixed perspectives of participants relating
to the different individual knowledge participants brought into the workshop, a workshop
climate encouraging creativity, and open-minded friendly participants. Apart from those,
facilitation seem to have been important for the workshop success. It both contributed to a
open and creative climate, and made the workshop method clear to participants.

When it comes to areas for improvement, one such area is the scoping. The problem worked
on in the workshop was broad and a bit fuzzy. As the interviewee states it:
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“[...] Perhaps a smaller, narrower problem so one is more likely to come up with sensible solutions”

Post workshop process

In this case, the results from the workshop have not been processed further, even though
local management support for the project existed. However the interviewee did express an
interest in going forward with a literature study in collaboration with RISE for a few concepts.
Some reasons why could be related to the problem that was dealt with in the workshop. The
problem was real, but not urgent to solve, and not part of an pre-existing project or process.
So, even though some feasible suggestions on how to solve the problem were created, they
solved a non-relevant problem.

Another theme with potential explanatory value is that Boliden saw it as RISE responsibility
to drive the post workshop process and thus waited for RISE’s input. The process has taken
time, and no resources have been allocated to further work on the suggestions. This theme
can also be related to the relevance of the problem. As the interviewee puts it when reflecting
upon why it has taken time:

“[..] again, this was a trial of a new method, not direct problem-solving, then | think it would have been a
faster process.”

Outcomes and values

The workshop produced some results in spite of the non-existent expectations. The
interviewee especially liked the method as it brought ideas further into conceptualization
than “ordinary” brainstorming sessions. Some contacts was also made during the workshop.

D.4 Analysis of Lansforsakringar Alliance (LF)

Expectations and intent

LF saw the workshop as a kick-off for the work in building innovation capability in the
alliance. In this setting organizers expected the workshop to help showing what the vision for
innovation meant in practice and create organizational involvement. Further it was expected
to contribute to the creation an external network and ecosystem for innovation.

Workshop

Many of the themes described as contributing to the making the workshop a positive
experience are similar to other cases. For example, different perspectives from participants,
a respectful climate between participants, and inspiring facilitation from workshop leaders
all that contributed to a climate encouraging creativity.

A unique aspect of the workshop at LF is the vision, introduced to guide the innovation arena
as a whole. During the workshop the vision seem to have helped create the creative climate
earlier mentioned, by shifting focus from LFs regular business. Together with the areas for
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the workshop it provided a broad scope that was perceived as good for creativity. One of the
participants also says the vision limited the workshop to innovations related to the insurance
part of LF’s business.

Some concerns have also been raised regarding the broad scope. Suggestions have been made
that one area should have been used instead of two to make it easier to prepare for the
workshop. Yet, others point out that the scope should be based in a problem-formulation, to
make sure ideas addresses real problems. Overall, as there is both positive and negative
aspects brought up regarding the scope it is hard to conclude how it has affected the
workshop.

Another unique aspect in the preparations of the workshop is that LFAB had nomination
process for internal participants. The nomination process forced participants to reflect on
their own role in the workshop and seem to have created a commitment and motivation. One
of the LFAB organizers describes the nomination process and it results like this:

“What was even better was that we asked [the participants] to motivate why they would be involved. It also
required some reflection. Is that really the right person? Am | the right person? It made you feel committed
even before you got there too, which was great.”

Visualization, and specifically the visualization by a professional visual recorder, is also
described as having a positive impact on the workshop. The pictures made it easier to
verbalize certain things, but also to grasp the discussion as a whole.

The decision-making process and lack of preparations for participants have been brought up
as themes that could have affected the workshop negatively. The decisions-making process
in choosing which post-its to work on as canvases, and voting to determine the best canvas
is seen as ad-hoc and unclear. Thus, both organizers and participants worry that some good
ideas might have got lost in this process. As all participants do not have the same prior
knowledge, the fact that participants did not have a possibility to prepare might have caused
unequal terms of participation.

Post workshop

The most important reason for why results have been utilized seems to be that there has been
an innovation champion, the head of innovation, who has driven the post-workshop process.
He has been responsible and dedicated to build organizational support for the innovation
arena, and has succeeded in securing both management support and building organizational
interest. Through this a budget for the innovation arena has also been secured, enabling time
to be spent on the projects, even though it has sometime been hard to find internal staff for
the project. As one of the participants puts it when describing why so much have happened:

Vi
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“There has been a difference since [the head of innovation] came into the company. He is a person who
drives things forward, and wants results and effects, not just talk. That has made all the difference.”

Another important theme is that through this dedication, processes and structures that is
needed for innovation have been built up were they have not previously existed. Examples
include a system for knowledge transfer within and outside the innovation arena and a
process for running pilot-projects. Both of these have been perceived as clear to participants
and people involved. An organizer reflects upon how processes and structures been built like
this:

“There are many who think that you are supposed to create a process and have a structure done, but then
you're never ready. | started running immediately. Then I've built a process together with those involved in
the meantime.”

Other positive themes include that the areas worked on was related but not confined to
current business and the speed of the post-workshop process. The relatedness to current
business was important for the organization to recognize the relevance of the concepts, while
the areas was still broad enough to allow for new types of ideas. The value of a fast process is
best described by one of the interviewees:

“With the pace of digital development, | don't think we have the time to work everything through, because
then what we did in the beginning will already have become old. Now we need to work more agile. Start the
process, and as soon as we know what direction we need to go, start running...

Even though the broad areas were perceived as relevant, there existed a concern around
whether the ideas were relevant to actual customer needs. Thus, after the workshop ideas
were validated to ensure that they actually were based on needs. To improve the workshop
further, customer validation of needs before or during workshop, was discussed as possible
solutions. It could be done by bringing in more backgrounds of people, or presenting needs
as the basis of idea generation. In the end, some of the ideas turned out to be based real needs,
and it does not seem to have affected subsequent work after validation.

Outcomes and value

The workshop itself created some value. According to interviewees, it became a marketing
event to external actors involved. People with interest in innovation all over LF became better
connected. Further, LF employees gained insight about exploratory processes and some
interesting ideas came up.

Overall this project seem to have created an involvement and drive around innovation in all
of the LF alliance, it has almost become an hype. It also shows that results have been spread
in the whole organization, and the workshop and post workshop activities have become
something people talk about. While design-sprints was not completely finished at the time
of the study, it seems clear that they have given insights that can be useful, either in driving
the concepts as such further or for other parts of the LF business.

VIl
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D.5 Analysis of Rusal Aughinish

Expectations

The problems intent of the workshop was to solve the task they worked on. However, the
organizers were not expecting to find solutions since the problem was quite complicated,
meaning the expectations were quite low.

Workshop

Several themes; open climate, good group dynamics and discussions, individual
contributions, and reality based knowledge, all seem to have contributed to a creative and
energizing workshop. Mixed backgrounds and reality based knowledge are worth describing
more in detail.

In the workshop the mixed backgrounds of attendees seem to have contributed to creativity
and insights for the company. The most valuable input came from people from industry,
which was also the smallest group of attendees, and thus this group could have been
expanded to improve the workshop. The reason for why their input was so valuable relates to
one of the further factors found, reality-based knowledge. The interviewee puts it like this:

“The kind of thing that was great was that they could say In our company we do X, rather than
I heard people do X. They were able to talk about what they were actually doing.”

Two themes could point towards areas of improvement. The first relate to the broad issues
discussed during the workshop. While they were clear enough to produce a number of
concrete ideas, the organizer still would have wanted to spend more time defining the
problem even more narrowly. In hindsight, they also wanted to have focused on a single
problem to be able to handle it more in depth.

Another theme found relates to the decision-making process during the workshop. The
decision-making was perceived as ad hoc, and decisions about which ideas to move along with
were taken late. To improve workshop results, the interviewee suggested that the number of
concepts should be narrowed down at an earlier stage and by people with expertise in the area
to make sure that more time was spent on relevant concepts.

Post workshop

In this case, the concepts developed during the workshop have been worked on further and
brought to a conclusion. There are several reasons for that. Firstly, the problem worked on
was important and significant, and some ideas were also realistic enough to be worthwhile to
pursue. Second, and the reason most highlighted by the interviewee, is ownership. Feeling
this ownership compelled them to find time to be able to work on testing the ideas. The
interviewee puts it like this:

VIl
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“Both myself and the other organisers, | think we felt an ownership for bringing the ideas to a conclusion.”

Other themes are management support and organizational support. The organizers made
sure of having management with them, but also sought broader organizational support by
presenting the workshop to relevant parts of the organization. The first part exists in the
initial analytical framework, while the part adds to it and highlights that other organizational
stakeholders then management can also be important to result utilization.

Outcomes and value

Right after the workshop, the immediate result was a list of concepts worthwhile to
investigate further. In the end, the concepts worked post workshop turned out not to work as
expected. No further conclusions than these solutions do not work have been drawn. Overall,
it still seems that the company was happy with participating in the workshop. Our interviewee
puts it this way:

“We all agreed that it would be a great exercise to carry out [...] | would say it was energizing, it was
interesting but unfortunately none of the ideas from the workshop survived subsequent evaluation to
become implemented solutions”

Further, the workshop contributed to build valuable internal and external networks, and
provided new knowledge about both the method and the issues at hand.

D.6 Analysis of SKL

Expectations and intent

The workshop was a part of this need analysis for residents who needs support to maintain or
increase their independence. The intent with the workshop was to bring in well-defined needs
from perspective that the group had not seen before. The expectations was quite literally to
collect needs, and to have those needs concretely described. Moreover, the organizers wanted
a report from workshop analyzing the needs that had come up.

Workshop

Perceived as most positive is the different perspectives that emerged during the workshop
and the positive climate. This workshop was kicked of with a roleplay, which probably
contributed to building empathy and breaking the ice. Even though the mix of perspectives
was perceived as important and key to get credible results, the organizers had wished for a
larger proportions of inhabitants.

Group dynamics was mostly described positively. From the survey results and interview it can
be concluded that most groups let all of its members speak, and share their perspectives. Yet
there was a few groups were certain participants were perceived as dominating, making it
hard for other participants to contribute. One of the organizer describes the discussion
climate like this.
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“Overall, [there were] good discussions on most tables, with some exceptions for some tables where there
were dominant people, who did not know how dominant they were.”

From the survey, answers about the purpose of the workshop related to everything from how
to adapt future technologie for individual needs to get an understanding of how the elderly
care will be steered in the near future. From this, it can be concluded that the scope of the
workshop was not clear to participants. This was also the experience of the interviewee, and
the reason for why organizers clarified scope at the start of the second day. It seems like the
unclear scope of the workshop could have contributed to the focus on solutions instead of
needs during the workshop.

A further point of improvement brought up relates to decision-making during the workshop.
The grounds for taking decisions, ie. during voting or ranking of concepts, was perceived as
unclear. Moreover, several participants seem to have struggled with understanding the
process. Overall it puts the results of the prioritization into question.

Outcomes and values

When it comes to results, it is to early to say whether they have been valuable for
Bestdllargruppen. Some results that has been seen are contacts made during the workshop
days and some input to the need analysis. While needs where explicitly sought after, solutions
to needs were also brought up, which was not the organizers intention. During some parts of
the workshop it was even the main discussion point, and organizers had to remind the group
to focus on needs. Further the interviewee reflected that the workshop format promoted
quantity before quality.



Appendix E - Concept canvas

This appendix shows a picture of a typical concept canvas used in the CoCreation workshops.
Idénamn:
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Appendix F - Dimensions on final framework

This appendix shows a table for the final framework parts; pre workshop, workshop and

postworkshop. Each table includes the dimensions found and explanation of those.

Pre Workshop

Ownership and
responsibility

Relevant problem

Workshop scope level

Purpose and vision

Knowledge and
competence

Possibility to prepare

Workshop

Clear distribution of responsibility and feeling of ownership.

Real and economical saving problem for the organization who is
validated with important stakeholders.

Broadness of scope

Existence of a purpose and vision with the workshop process

Participants knowledge, competences and earlier experiences.
Requires a mix of perspectives, and external or other specified
perspectives of importance

Prior information about method and scope to enable possibility for
participants to prepare

Workshop structure

Motivation and mindset

Workshop climate

Group dynamics

Reflections

Includes time for problem solving, clear facilitation and decision-
making grounds and timing. Making it clear for all participants to
know what to do.

Getting motivated and open-minded participants. Could be made
beforehand and by inspiring workshop methods.

Climate encouraging creativity, respectful, open, positive and
friendly. Facilitation is important to achieve that.

Group composition and making sure that all participants can meat in
level of knowledge and language. Could include facilitation of
discussions or other methods to use all participants perspectives.

End workshop with reflections to increase learning and possibility
for further reflections on improvements in concepts.
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Pre Workshop

Management support Having management support to work further with concepts. Could
be made by having management present on parts of the workshop.

Organizational support Getting organizational commitment by important stakeholders
support.

Processes and systems Having, or creating, processes and systems for handling concepts
and learning. Could be made as a last part of the workshop.

Resources Time and budget to develop concepts further. Can include external

parts ime as well.

Reflections and follow-up Making reflections during further development by double loop
learning.

Spread in organization Spreading both activities and learnings through the organization and
adapt in other settings




