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A CULTURE-BASED VIEW ON INNOVATION COMMUNITIES
WITH SOME MARGINAL NOTESON THE POSSIBLE FUTURE OF OPEN
INNOVATION

During the last years changes in innovation stiige occurred. The most recent development waadhent

of a concept labeled as ‘open innovation’. The rrgamf open innovation ranges from the openinghef t
involved actors’ basis, e.g. by including suppliensl customers to opening the understanding ofvetian, e.g.
by opening to new themes. The paper outlines anroapph into innovation competencewhich is

a synthesis of knowledge, experience, skills andition. The synthesis or fusion is embedded into a
innovation discoursemong the relevant innovation actors. Innovatiomgetence in its perfected form goes
beyond carrying out high-level innovations, butheat can be understood as the involved actors’ takidi
transcend the boundaries of innovation, its prespiaad the given goals. Thus innovation competeacebe
seen as contributing to an enhanced understandliogem innovation. Innovation communities are susggg as
the preferred form to develop a high level of inatten competence.

1. INTRODUCTION

The last decades are characterized by considechhleges in the social organization
of innovation. While the former simplistic view annovation as a process of applying
knowledge and transforming it into new, or improvpbducts or services and thus
commercializing knowledge, was challenged by newpregches that open up the
perspective by not narrowly focusing on knowledgehe sense of codified or articulated
knowledge. In addition, a simple linear processmirpure knowledge into applied
knowledge and eventually into innovative produatservices was contested. In an actor
perspective the easily identifiable individual ination heroes vanished and — due to
a change in the overall processes of innovatiorbi-ateral) actor collaborations and
networks appeared as the new key structure of mirmv. Recently, all these developments
have been complemented by a conceppEn innovationThis colourful concept brought
forward, among others, by Chesborough [1], hascadrange of meanings, starting from
a simple opening of the involved actors’ basis twy inclusion of suppliers and customers
into companies’ innovation processes and endingwifln “crowdsourcing”, a type
of cooperation with a huge or undetermined numiepatential innovation actors. This
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understanding of open innovation obviously focusasthe enlargement of the number
of actors involved in innovation processes. Evitjgrhis can be perceived as contributing
to a new innovation quality, but is it sufficient terms of sustainability and aren’t new
social goals of innovation on the agenda in thergf

With these questions in mind an enhancement ofofen innovation concept is
proposed that builds upon the idea of innovatiommanities as an advanced type
of cooperative innovation and which not only reide$ the modes of collaboration but also
challenges the conventional or mainstream undetstgrof the essence of innovation. Thus
the re-formulated question reads: What is innovatgmod for and how can wishful
developments be stimulated?

2. HOW INNOVATION CHANGED ITS FORM

For decades the mainstream of innovation reseagemtified innovation with
technical innovation. In this restricted perspeetengineers were the natural innovation
actors. But over time, innovation has developednfie process that originally took place
within the boundaries of a company into a dispem®edess that occurs in various places or
which has a single but virtual space. This develepmequates with opening up the
innovation actors’ circle and implies the inclusiohadditional actors into the innovation
processes. In the beginning widening the actorsbasiluded spheres outside the field
of engineering design, but nonetheless they bebbngehe overall sequence of innovation
process steps from planning and design to marke#ind sales. Boundary crossing
of innovation alliances, either bi-lateral or netked, changed the innovation processes,
e.g. by emphasising the necessity to secure conuaiimm among the actors, which was
mainly a problem of crossing the cultural bordezsn®en different disciplines, or domains.
With the advent of community types of innovatiomnf®rms of collaboration emerged that
were typically evolving in the open source softwatevelopment [2],[3]. While in
innovation networks the included actors are paditthg because of their functions,
positions or expertise, in innovation communitiasylaody can become an innovator.
Innovation networks usually include expertise,wrdtions that fits into the portfolio or that
is required for certain purposes. Even stronger thés strategy in the case
of bi-lateral innovation partnerships, e.g. betweempanies and universities, or research
institutes. On the side of the company is a cleddfined need for expertise which is
assumed to be held by the partner and which sleatldnsferred. On the other hand, the
involvement of actors in innovation communities apen, unplanned and not deliberatively
selective. Innovation communities typically implemhean innovative process that is
opposing to some core elements of traditional imtiom concepts such as the idea that
innovating companies or organizations need to agvehajor innovative knowledge in-
house. An innovative community does not care whisegeknowledge or expertise is located,
the crucial point is that it is available and ca@ bsed for innovation. Furthermore,
innovation communities’ mechanisms of incentivesl amatifications differ from those
of innovation partnerships and company-based psesesAccordingly the innovation



38 Klaus RUTH

communities’ goals linked with innovations are iangral more socially-oriented rather
than aligned to the commercialising interests adiittonal innovation.

A case that is often presented as a paradigmatimpbe of open innovation is the
companylnnoCentive InnoCentiveclaims to be the place “where the world innovatiés’
This company stands for a special strategy of iatiom management: The company
sources for solutions to innovation problems, padiy technical problems defined by other
companies of the bio-chemical sector. BasicalhyjoCentiveis a marketplace where
a network of anonymous innovation actors is workimgdefined problems. The potential
problem solvers* expertise is no object, it is idividual problem solver’s own motivation
to deal with problem solving. The advantage InhoCentive‘'sopenness to basically
anybody is the foundation of its advantage abowerotorms of innovation cooperations:
The problem solver's domain of expertise is oftartsmle of the domain of problem
definition. The outsiders' approaches can thus dsimed to be the key to the successful
solution of technical problems.

InnoCentivealso only adheres to contract research using eéseurces of the 1
century: It is an asymmetrical design that is samtb many large companies’ concepts to
initiate an innovation competition between departtedor sites) within the company. But
InnoCentive acts anonymously in the “global market”, instedddoing business within
corporate limits. The question, however, is whetthes is in fact an ‘open innovation’?
A great part of the ‘open innovation’ communityriks it is. Hence, the overriding question
of whether this response shows a limited and sige@rfunderstanding of the definition
of innovation is raised. Shouldn’t ‘open innovatitwe defined in a much broader sense? If
open innovation is to be a pioneering approachesearch and practice of innovation, it
must go beyond the integration of customers ang@lgrp in innovation processes as well as
beyond a globalizedideas /inventor competitioOpén innovation’ would have to
reposition itself with its basic assumptions abawtovation. For example, the basic
understanding of innovation, their operating piqites and reward mechanisms should be
redefined and a clarification of the term ‘openhesd®uld be done. Especially the term
‘openness’ can then show if it means the openingnobvation involvement through
integration of customers and suppliers, or wheth&ter dimensions of the innovation
activity will be integrated into the concept.

This is exactly what such innovation approachesclvi@im at integrating customers
[5] or are based on network cooperation [6], do dot The mentionednnoCentive
approach offers no advanced understanding of ogsreither. Rather, the three approaches
have in common that they still remain within thenilis of the ‘Schumpeterian paradigm’
whereby innovations are characterized by the flaat they are merely the establishment
of a new production function. Thus, the companig®rspective is established as
a benchmark for innovation and so the pursued iatho® purposes are attributed to
individual companies. This also applies to networks which individual companies
transform their new production functions.

This, however, is not the case with globalized éntor markets’lonoCentive as well
as with the so-called contract research. Both ¢aroorse be understood as forms of ‘open
innovation’, since organizational boundaries arnadpepened for the purpose of innovation.
They differ only from the above-mentioned type ihatt they are hierarchical and
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asymmetrically influenced. Also, the latter two égpfocus on knowledge transfer. This is
based on a ‘knowledge gap’ or a knowledge defigitloe part of the company, which, in
order to be compensated for, either deliberateks d&sr expertise or aimlessly places an
anonymous request for expertise on the global malkeler thegiven or agreed framework
and rules (concerning intellectual property riglaisgd gratification) innovators, external to
the enterprise, develop knowledge and expertisenagke this available to the innovative
firm, which then ‘sets up new production functioiihe imbalance of this relationship is
shown in the circumstance that the innovation tagiase within the company, whereas the
external suppliers of knowledge and expertise aeimvolved in the open innovation
process after having delivered.

The implications of these types of innovation Wk discussed in the subsequent
chapters in order to ensure a broader understawdiogen innovation.

3. CREATING INNOVATION COMPETENCE IN DIFFERENT
INNOVATION MODES

Different forms of innovation deploy different maef competence generation and
handling. Traditional innovation types focus onlediing innovation knowledge that is
mostly of technological nature. Once applied in theovation process it may become
incorporated in products. In these types of innovaknowledge is treated as a commaodity.
It is either available as a resource within the pany or it is subject of cooperation in bi-
lateral and networked relationships. While knowkedmn be bought or be obtained via
sourcing this is not so easy with other compon@ftgnnovation competence® which
experience, skills and intuition are counted.

In short, innovation competence in its perfecteanfgoes beyond carrying out high-
level innovations, but rather can be understoothasnvolved actors’ ability to transcend
the boundaries of innovation, its premises, andythen goals. Thus innovation competence
can be seen as contributing to an enhanced undensggof open innovation.

Probably the most important issue in the creatidnaohigh-level innovation
competence is the integration of its various congpds or inputs. The major challenge in
this regard is the successful ‘fusion’ of differ@mputs from various actors of the innovation
arena. The difference between a sometimes veryiagldntegration and an organic fusion
is precisely the success factor, which makes theiardifference between a high and a low
level of innovativeness. Fusion shall mean mora th@ombination of different inputs, “it
invokes an arithmetic in which one plus one makese’ [7]. In other words, something
new emerges. And fusion furthermore is highly deleer on co-operation among various
actors without being led by a ‘heroic innovatioragipion’. This is why many examples
show that a high level of social skills ensuresghecessful fusion.

The idea underlying this paper is that these fusishall be embedded intan
innovation discoursamong the relevant innovation actors. The genesalraptions of this
concept are the ideas that (1) innovation processes interactive processes among
a (varying) number of different actors; (2) the s (or subjects) of these discourses do
not follow exclusively purposive rationality; and)( communication is the basis of
interaction. Innovation discourses are special $£aske communicative action brought
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forward by Habermas [8]. They incorporate techniadkfacts into the interaction, they
incorporate power imbalances, but nevertheless téyw the development of trust
relationships during the discourses and thus thkgwathe creation of a mutual
understanding — leaving it open whether this urtdading is an inter-subjective
phenomenon or a mutual self-deception of obserelygervers. Innovation discourses thus
are socially, institutionally and culturally — amadcordingly in my terminology industrial
culturally — situated. Therefore we can expecteddhces in the formation of design
discourses according to the underlying industridtucal setting. Before the argument is
developed further some short remarks on concepidafstrial cultureshall be made. For
the purpose of international comparisons industrigture is understood as a dynamic
object which is taking shape on various interdependevels: the macro or national level,
the meso or regional, institutional or organisadidevel, and last but not least the micro or
individual level. A set of dimensions has been dgwed and proved to be significant
constituents of industrial cultures: social ingtdas, covering common cultural values and
attitudes as well as industrial relations, techingtgles and role models etc., industrial
organization the structure and organisation of shquor industrial sectors, general and
vocational education and training, industrial pgli@nd last but not least psychology.
Summing up, industrial culture is devised as a irlajtered actor-oriented approach, which
means that (i) the relevant dimensions and thearaipnalised variables are located at
various societal levels and (ii) that industrialterte is the coherent and dynamic system
of mutually stabilizing dimensions which serves as action orienting frame for
individuals, groups, organizations, networks ontiole nations [9], [10].

When re-considering the above outlined remarks @& tcommodification
of knowledge the question how to utilize experierstells and intuition for the generation
of innovation competence occurs. The answer mustitferentiated depending on the
innovation type. The traditional company-based tyyas all the ‘ingredients’ in-house
therefore all components — knowledge, experienkids @nd intuition — are available and
can be utilized — theoretically. In practice oftaganizational constraints are detrimental to
a successful configuration of innovation competence

For bi-lateral cooperations the generation of iratmn competence is a difficult task
that in most cases is not achieved. The reasdmatisthe bi-lateral relationships are often
safeguarded by contracts which impacts the relshignbetween the partners, defines their
roles and often prevents an overriding of their-gggermined roles towards competence
building.

Networks of innovation can show a wide range of petance building. The less they
are strategically oriented the more they corresponthe bi-lateral cooperation type. The
more strategically they operate the more they cegate innovation competences by
developing innovation discourses, which go beyomoldedge accumulation. Evidently the
degree of building innovation competence is dependin the establishment of trust
relationships within the network as well as on tmmmunication style and the nature
of collaboration.

Innovation communities are gathering people aroandiission or a shared idea
of what innovation should focus on (not necessatdythey end up with a product). Since
the collaboration generally is long-termed there apportunities to bring into the
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innovation arena all ingredients needed for gemggannovation competence. Usually there
is a high level of commitment among the membersimdvation communities, the involved
actors want to achieve a common goal and therafi@evilling to play a substantive part in
the community by contributing more than the usuabant of their available resources.
Under these circumstances a common self-undersiguadithe community’s activities and
goals is developing, and trust emerges and grohair®) of knowledge and experiences as
well as the informal exchange about skills andtteicowledge is more likely to take place
under the condition of mutual trust within innowasticommunities.

If we quickly throw an industrial cultural view dhe innovation competence creation
in different modes of innovation, we learn abowt tmportance of the key factor ‘trust’
which is, among others, influenced by communicattbe willingness to share knowledge,
experiences and skills, the tie strength betweetm@as and genuinely cultural values and
attitudes. Given these dimensions as crucial foregging innovation competence, it is
obvious that innovation communities have the bdsance to achieve a high leve
of innovation competence.

The final section will pay particular attention am enhanced understanding of open
innovation and the possible role of innovation camities’ in this new innovation arena.

4. A POSSIBLE FUTURE OF INNOVATION

Nelson and Winter's remark that “. a theory of imatbon must incorporate explicitly
the stochastic evolutionary nature of innovation,[11] can be seen as the starting point
for a stand-alone research strand that focusett@stbchastic quality and the ‘uncertainty
factors’ undermining innovation processes. Meamsyhiplenty of practical concepts
of innovation management have been developed tobabragainst the ‘uncertainty’.
Beyond the widely accepted uncertainty factors likeomplete information on new
products, new processes and new markets whichgsyrampair the rationalist conception
of economic action, also the process of generatimd) applying innovation competencies:
knowledge, experience, skills and intuition, is cdsered as a source
of uncertainty in innovation. This refers to thdfidulties of generating a new quality
of innovation by involving different actors intoetlinnovation processes. If finding the right
people to become involved might be difficult, inviolg people is even more difficult, but
no guarantee at all to achieve successful innavalibe arguments outlined above suggest,
that the traditional forms of cooperation are nopmortive for new or open innovation
processes. Evidently, crossing the organisatiormatldys was one important step that
allowed to open up the innovation arena for inn@vagactors hitherto not engaged. But as
long as these processes of pulling down the bardmrd selecting and incorporating
innovative actors is managed and steered by ableidiand’, i.e. a principal innovating
person or organisation, the composition of the eoajing actors or networks is pre-
determined and thus the success depends on therwisidthe principal innovation actor.

Joining an innovation community is completely ei#nt. This takes place by self-
assignment of actors to existing communities. Tghodhis approach a usually bigger
variety of actors, interests, domains and discgdiemerges in the community. Because
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of the uncertainties of the innovation processesdbes not determine success. But through
the variety of perspectives impinging on each othere is a good chance to develop new
approaches, re-define innovation goals or find peeted solutions. Of course, doubts can
be raised in how far communities are emergent iestior in how far they are self-
organising and self-steering. At any rate it carstia¢ed that they are on a way towards these
(ideal) ends. Their clear advantage against Schtange innovation types denote those
forms of innovation that go back to the definitiavfsSchumpeter, which means that these
forms of innovation are company-based, have a @degrhasis on commercialisation and
are measured in economic terms. Probably is theienpial to put new themes on the
innovation agenda and thus contribute to open iation. Evidently, open innovation in its
enhanced meaning will comprise a re-alignment abwuation goals from an economic to
a social frame of reference. This goes hand in hdtida re-alignment of the utility and the
valuation of innovation towards social criteriam8arly, the rewarding mechanisms for
innovation will be transformed from market to sagie

Through their huge internal variety of actors aedspectives innovation communities
can be expected to contribute to the mentionedriesvations and transformations
of innovation towards a real open or holistic inatbon [12].

5. CONCLUDING OUTLOOK

The recent changes in the modes of innovation tsvaspen” or ‘holistic’ concepts
offer opportunities for remodelling the actors’ awbnships towards community types
of collaboration. The expectations meeting with sthereorganizations circle around
generally developing new innovation approaches emdefining the innovation goals.
Besides, a fundamentally new approach into innowatvill throw a fresh view on the
innovation process itself. Re-defining the generabvation approaches and the innovation
goals contributes to opening up innovation to neermies, which are beyond the realms
of economy and technology. But in addition to egliag the contentual scope this will
affect the innovation processes. They will be mgpen-ended, uncertainty will be on the
increase. But it is even more than ‘incorporatihg stochastic nature of innovation’.
Actually this means to accept the non-determinigtiality of innovation processes. Thus
the myth of planning innovation processes mustidect at least this is true for those
innovations that are more radical and not of in@etal nature. It can be expected that the
role of innovation management will be reduced ®adhg up of obstacles. Innovation by
‘recipe book’, which relates the ‘ingredients’ anefined process steps with an expectable
outcome is not feasible — especially if sociallgpensible and sustainable innovation is
pursued. Instead of a ‘deterministic mode’ of inabon with a hierarchical control the truly
open innovation will be of aremergent and autopoietic typ@ which the system
components, i.e. the innovation actors create aesysi.e. innovation community
of which a qualitatively new level of innovationrapetence evolves.
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