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FORORD

Uppsatstavlingen Nytt&Nyttigt arrangeras av ESBRI (Institutet for entreprendrskaps- och
smaforetagsforskning) och VINNOVA. Férmagan att tdnka nytt, och att omvandla idéerna till
nagot nyttigt for samhallet, ar centralt for en hallbar tillvaxt. Manga menar att innovationer
kan bidra till att I6sa globala samhallsutmaningar som klimatférandringar, dldrande
befolkning, pandemier och terrorism. | takt med att férvantningarna pa innovationer okar,
vaxer ocksa samhallets och féretagens behov av att forsta vad innovation ar.

Syftet med Nytt&Nyttigt ar att uppmuntra studenter vid svenska universitet och hégskolor
att skriva uppsatser om innovation, kommersialisering och nyttiggérande. | denna skrift
presenteras en sammanfattning av de vinnande bidragen for ldsaret 2010/2011. Respektive
uppsatsforfattare svarar sjalv for sammanfattningen.

Juryn har bestatt av féljande personer:

Magnus Aronsson, vd ESBRI

Charlotte Brogren, generaldirektér VINNOVA

Asa Lindholm Dahlstrand, professor Hogskolan i Halmstad
Anders Malmberg, professor Uppsala universitet

Goran Marklund, direktor VINNOVA

Maureen McKelvey, professor Goteborgs universitet
Bjorn O Nilsson, vd IVA

Lennart Schon, professor Lunds universitet

Sverker Sorlin, professor KTH

Elisabeth Thand Ringqvist, vd Foretagarna

Juryn har i sin beddmning utgatt fran féljande kriterier:

» originalitet och nytdankande

» problematisering — formulering av problemet och dess relevans

* metod — forhallandet problem-teori-empiri-analys

« analysférmaga — struktur och koppling mellan data/resultat/férslag
« praktisk relevans/angelaget dmne

» sprakbruk och framstallningsférmaga i 6vrigt

Tavlingsaret 2010/2011 deltog 72 uppsatser. Huvuddelen av landets universitet och
hogskolor har representerats med deltagande studenter. Forfattarna till de tre basta
uppsatserna erhaller resestipendier a 30 000, 20 000 respektive 15 000 kronor.
Resestipendierna kan anvandas for studieresor i syfte att utveckla kompetensen inom
problemomradet, alternativt till deltagande i seminarier eller andra aktiviteter som bidrar till
att hoja kompetensen hos stipendiaterna.

Stockholm oktober 2011

Christina Eriksson
Projektledare ESBRI

christina.eriksson@esbri.se
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Organisera for brukarinvolvering och 6ppen innovation i ”"fuzzy front end” — En fallstudie
av Getinge Infection Controls komplexa desinfektorer

Forfattare: Julia Hermansson & Emma Lindberg
Kontakt: hermanssonjulia@gmail.com, emmalindberg@hotmail.com
Handledare: Susanna Bill, Fredrik Hagglund, Jan C. Nilsson, Peter Palmqvist, Klas Rudback
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Breakthrough Innovation Without Breakthrough Technology — A case study of Snickers
Workwear

Forfattare: Eftychia Gkanidou
Kontakt: effie483@yahoo.gr
Handledare: Hans Kjellberg

Larosate: Handelshogskolan i Stockholm, Department of Marketing and Media Management

3:e pris

Towards Service Orientation in Manufacturing Firms: Requirements and Challenges for
Innovation and New Service Development Process — The case of Ericsson AB

Forfattare: Behbood Borghei & Saeed Khanagha
Kontakt: behbood.borghei@gmail.com, saeed.khanagha@gmail.com
Handledare: Nicolette Lakemond

Larosate: Linkdpings universitet, Institutionen for innovation och produktutveckling
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Juryn har valt att tilldela tva uppsatser ett hedersomnamnande:
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JURYNS MOTIVERINGAR

Juryn har motiverat sitt val av vinnande bidrag enligt foljande:

1:a pris Organisera for brukarinvolvering och 6ppen innovation i “fuzzy front end” — En
fallstudie av Getinge Infection Controls komplexa desinfektorer

Forfattare: Julia Hermansson & Emma Lindberg

Forutsattningarna for att utveckla medicintekniska produkter ar ett mycket aktuellt amne.
Uppsatsen belyser foreteelsen 6ppen innovation och i vilkken man den kan paverka
medicinsk produktutveckling. Uppsatsen ger ett ramverk for hur medicinska féretag kan
organisera och 6ppna upp sina innovationsprocesser. Med brukaren i fokus belyser
uppsatsen anvandandet av “fuzzy front end” for att involvera och skapa ett in och utflode av
kunskap.

Forfattarna har en snygg teorigdng och hanterar kopplingen mellan teori och empiri pa ett
fortjanstfullt satt. De ger en gedigen redovisning av hur den inre och yttre miljon paverkar
hur foretag fangar kunskap i innovationsprocessens tidiga skeden. Faktorer, relationer och
processer som ar viktiga for tillkomst, utveckling och strukturering av innovativa miljéer
utnyttjas val.

Detta ar en utmarkt uppsats med tydliga beskrivningar av den komplexa
innovationsprocessen.

2:a pris Breakthrough Innovation Without Breakthrough Technology — A case study of
Snickers Workwear

Forfattare: Eftychia Gkanidou

Uppsatsen ger en stark empirisk redovisning, och tydliga beskrivningar av processer for
teknisk och kulturell innovation. Uppsatsen behandlar férutsattningar for innovation genom
en spannande jamforelse mellan de tva processerna i termer av aktiviteter, verktyg,
kompetens och tillhérande kostnader. Med utgangspunkt i en fallstudie av Snickers
Workwear ger forfattaren en systematisk analys med hog praktiskt relevans.

Forfattaren ger nya perspektiv pa kulturell innovation och skriver pa ett underhallande och
spannande satt. Uppsatsen ar inspirerande och éppnar 6gonen fér nya vagar att angripa
amnet innovation. Forfattaren ger pa ett valskrivet satt infallsvinklar som ar av stor
betydelse i den allmdnna diskussionen om hur férutsattningar kan skapas for att nyttiggoéra
innovation.



3:e pris Towards Service Orientation in Manufacturing Firms: Requirements and
Challenges for Innovation and New Service Development Process — The case of
Ericsson AB

Forfattare: Behbood Borghei & Saeed Khanagha

Tjansteinnovation och dess konsekvenser for tillvdxt ar en angeldgen fraga som behandlas
fortjanstfullt i uppsatsen. Med exempel fran tjansteindustrin jamfor forfattarna olika teorier
om hur innovation kan bidra till ett hallbart samhélle. Dessutom ges exempel pa
forutsattningar som ar gynnsamma for en sadan utveckling.

Uppsatsen ger en fordjupad kvalitativ forstaelse for de forutsattningar som galler for
innovationsprocesser i praktiken, sarskilt da tillverkande foretag ska utveckla nya tjanster.
Forfattarna uppvisar en god férmaga att problematisera, koppla teori till metod och
genomfdéra en systematisk analys. Uppsatsen ar val genomford och anknyter mycket val till
tavlingens tema — innovation och nyttiggérande.

Sammantaget ar detta en valskriven uppsats som har stor praktisk relevans och som rér ett
angelaget amne.



Organisera for brukarinvolvering och 6ppen innovation i “fuzzy front end”
- En fallstudie av Getinge Infection Controls komplexa desinfektorer

Forfattare: Julia Hermansson & Emma Lindberg

Introduktion och problemformulering

Vid utveckling av medicinteknisk utrustning ska hansyn tas till tre perspektiv; brukares,
tillverkares och det regulatoriska. Samtliga perspektiv ska adresseras, men
brukarperspektivet ar sarskilt viktigt for en produkts framgang (Shah & Robinson, 2008; Ram
et al., 2005). Genom brukarinvolvering kan tillverkaren fa insikt i otillfredsstédllda behov hos
denna grupp samt deras erfarenheter av och forbattringsforslag pa den medicintekniska
produkten. Denna involvering kan leda till férbattrad funktionalitet, anvandarvanlighet och
kvalitet pa produkterna (Shah & Robinson, 2007).

Gapet mellan brukare och medicintekniska foretag pa den svenska marknaden har okat
under senaste 20 aren (Utomstdaende medicintekniker, 2011). Historiskt sett har ett flertal
medicintekniska innovationer uppkommit genom samspel mellan féretag och
sjukvardspersonal, men idag har mojligheterna for medicintekniska foretag att inhamta nya
idéer externt minskat, vilket till stor del beror pa det 6kade teknikinnehallet i dagens
medicintekniska produkter, brist pa tid och resurser inom den svenska sjukvarden (Rosén,
2010) och att nya regelverk3 tratt i kraft (Utomstdende medicintekniker, 2011).

Trots detta gap tyder forskning pa att medicintekniska foretag som engagerar brukare i en
tidig fas i innovationsprocessen kan forbdttra patientsdkerheten och utrustningens
verkningsgrad samt minska antalet dterkallade och modifierade produkter (Martin et al.,
2007). Denna tidiga fas, som kallas “fuzzy front end”, karakteriseras av stora mojligheter att
paverka utfallet samtidigt som kostnader for att gora justeringar ar laga (Herstatt &
Verworn, 2001). Det ar den del av innovationsprocessen som enligt litteraturen utgér den
mest kritiska fasen bland annat pa grund av dess ostrukturerade och experimentella natur
och att beslut maste fattas med lite information tillganglig. Aktiviteter i “fuzzy front end”
medfér manga utmaningar samtidigt som mojligheter 6ppnar sig i form av utdkad
innovationskapacitet (Koen et al., 2001; Reid & de Brentani, 2004; Nobelius & Trygg, 2002).
Denna del av innovationsprocessen har stor paverkan pa den nastkommande fasen, den nya
produktutvecklingsprocessen, liksom fér en produkts framgang vid lansering och har darmed
stort strategiskt varde for foretag (Kim & Wilmon, 2002).

Externa idéer behover inte enbart erhadllas fran brukare. Genom det Oppna
innovationsparadigmet kan féretag kombinera intern och extern teknologi for att skapa
foretagsvarde (Vinnova, 2008) och de externa kallorna till teknologi kan representeras av
universitet, forskningsinstitut och externa foretag (Chesbrough, 2003). Det har antytts att
den medicintekniska branschen involverar brukare i "fuzzy front end” i liten utstrackning
(Ram et al., 2005) och att innovationsprocessen i denna tidiga fas ar relativt sluten (Getinge
Lancer, 2011).



For foretag som tidigare engagerat brukare i
begransad utstrackning, kommer en 6kad involvering
krava omfattande forandringar internt i foretag.
Foretag maste kunna 6verge uppfattningen om att de
sjalva har all den kunskap och de resurser som kravs
for att skapa nya l6sningar och koncept (Wise &
Hggenhaven, 2008). Liknande galler for foretag som

vill implementera Oppen innovation dar ”Not-
Invented-Here”-syndromet maste Overvinnas.

Samtidigt ar det manga foretag idag som inte vet hur

de kan organisera den interna och externa miljon for

att fanga upp kunskap utifran (Vinnova, 2008). | figur 1 A\ \

\

visualiseras detta gap, dar det centrala i triangeln
utgdr vart akademiska bidrag, det vill sdga hur foretag kan organisera sig for att involvera
brukare och 6éppna upp sin innovationsprocess i “fuzzy front end”.

Syfte

Syftet med detta examensarbete ar att utforma ett ramverk fér hur medicintekniska féretag
kan organisera och 6ppna upp sin innovationsprocess i “fuzzy front end” for att involvera
brukare och skapa ett inflode och utfléde av kunskap. Studien @amnar dven applicera
ramverket pa en fallstudie.

Metod

En utforskande fallstudie har genomférts pa Getinges affarsomrade Infection Control dar
studieobjektet, den komplexa desinfektorn, har observerats i sin kontext pa tre svenska
sjukhus. Intervjuer har under fyra manader utforts pa affarsomradet, sjukhusen och med
utomstdende personer. Genom att kombinera teorier om “fuzzy front end”,
brukarinvolvering och éppen innovation med empirisk data, pa ett abduktivt satt, har TM-
modellen (Ids om denna i slutsatsen) utvecklats.

Vad som gor den medicintekniska branschen spannande att studera, och som dven andra
branscher kan lara sig nagot av, ar komplexiteten i branschen, dar kraven pa mer innovativa
produkter ®kar samtidigt som regelverken blir allt hardare. Aven brukarbegreppet &r
otydligt, dar skillnad rader mellan de som képer den medicintekniska produkten och de som
anvander den. | denna miljo verkar Getinge Infection Control, och affarsomradets komplexa
desinfektorer utgdér darmed ett lampligt fall att studera for att oka insikten i
brukarinvolvering, 6ppen innovation och “fuzzy front end”.

| fallstudien har fokus legat pa att studera rengéringsprocessen for endoskop, vilket ar ett
flode dar Getinge Infection Controls desinfektorer ar centrala. Detta for att dels kunna
utforska vilka metoder

affarsomradet kan anvanda for att ta emot och exploatera brukares innovativa idéer, men
dven for att ge ett forslag pa hur de kan organisera och 6ppna upp sin innovationsprocess.



Teori

Brukarinvolvering

Definitionen av brukarinvolvering har i detta examensarbete inneburit en process dar det
handlar om att lyfta ut kunskap fran brukare for att utveckla nya tjanster, produkter och
koncept. Det giller att forsta brukarens verkliga behov och géra brukarinvolvering mer
systematiskt (Wise & Hggenhaven, 2008, Kujala et al, 2005). Brukarinvolvering kan delas in i
fyra olika grupper utifran tva dimensioner; involvering i utveckling (indirekt eller direkt) samt
brukarbehov (tydliga eller otydliga). Grupperingen av brukarinvolveringen kan betraktas som
ett grundldggande verktyg till hur féretag kan arbeta med brukarinvolvering utifran ett
kommersiellt perspektiv. Inom de olika grupperna finns det lampliga metoder och verktyg
som foretag kan anvanda vid brukarinvolvering (Wise & Hggenhaven, 2008). For att lyckas
med brukarinvolvering krdavs det vissa forutsattningar till exempel en innovativ
féretagskultur samt ha férmdgan att skapa relationer. De utmaningar och svarigheter som
brukarinvolvering medfor ar till exempel organisationsférédndringar och Gkade resurser
sasom tid, pengar och arbetskraft.

“Fuzzy front end”

"Fuzzy front end” (hddanefter FFE) utgdr den mest kritiska och outforskade fasen i
innovationsprocessen (Kim & Wilemon, 2002; Herstatt & Verworn, 2001) och kan paverka en
ny produkts varde och innovationsgrad vid lansering markant (Koen et al., 2002). Fasen
inleds med en idé eller mdjlighet som identifierats och avslutas med att ett koncept
definieras som antingen vidareutvecklas ldggs ner (Koen et al., 2002; Murphy & Kumar,
1997).

FFE kan betraktas som ett linjart system (Herstatt &
Verworn, 2001) eller som en pagdende icke-linjar
process. Koen et al. (2002) menar att en sekventiell
processmodell inte lampar sig for FFE da den ar saval
komplex som iterativ. Vi har darfor valt att fokusera pa
den icke-sekventiella processmodellen fér FFE (se figur
2). FFE-modellen delas in i tre overgripande delar; de
fem FFE-elementen (kontrollerbara aktiviteter), motorn
(ledarskap, kultur och foretagsstrategi i organisationen
som driver FFE-elementen) och paverkande faktorer
(interna formagor, distributionskanaler, externa faktorer samt majligheter for intern och
extern forskning).

Oppen innovation

“The presence of many smart people outside your own company is not simply a problem for
you or a fact of life to be regretted. It poses an opportunity for you.”
Chesbrough, 2003, s. 177

Budskapet i ovanstiende citat &r en grundsten i det 6ppna innovationsparadigmet. Aven om
foretagets anstallda besitter stor kunskap sa finns merparten av kunskapen och expertisen
utanfér féretagets granser (Chesbrough, 2003). Oppen innovation innebér att det sker ett in-
och utfléde av kunskap. Foretaget far tillgang till den externa teknologin genom finansiering

il



av externa forskningsprojekt, riskinvestering, licensiering och teknologiférvarv. Den interna
teknologibasen i foretaget expanderas darmed och inkluderar da dven externa kallor till
teknologi, sa som universitet, forskningsinstitut och externa foretag. Detta skapar ddrmed en
storre teknologibas att arbeta med. Samtidigt utnyttjas féretagets nuvarande affarsmodell
for att serva nuvarande marknad.

SFIO-ramverket

*Ledningenz support !Kim & Wilemaon, 2002}

*Irnnovationsiedsre, innovationsm3astare och kraativa innovationsganier (Maorris,
2007)

*Fungerande interna relationer (Kujaia, 2002; Martins & Terblanche, 2003)

*“R3tt" internavarderingar (Kujala, 2002; Chesbrough, 2003;Wise & Hogenhaven,
2008; Shah & Robinsan, 2007)

«Interna system fGr inkorporering av brukaridaer och extarn teknclogi/kunskao

. LPr {Chesbrough etal, 2006; Marris. 2007}

UL E L L L Resyrser (Shah & Robinsan, 2007}

sMetcder {Shah, 2011; Xoer st al, 2002}
= Milja [Blakeney et al, 20G3; Franklin & Lowry, 2001)
«Extarna relationer [Kujaia, 200Z; Waker etai, 2001; Carlson & Wilmaot, 2005)

*Kompietteraintem k&rnkunskap mad extam kunskap {Chesbrough, 20353, 2008)

*|acitamentprogramfar intema och extarna parter (Chasbrough, 2003; Boudreau &
Karim, 2003; Pink, 2003)

*Hantera |E |{Chesbrouzh, 2003, 2006)

Figur 3 SFIO-ramverket

Vi sammanfattar teorin i vart SFIO-ramverk (se figur 3) som delas in i fyra delar, namligen (1)
Skapa en innovativ foretagskultur i FFE, (2) Férbereda infor brukarinvolvering och 6ppen
innovation i FFE, (3) Involvera brukare i FFE och (4) Oppna upp FFE. Ramverk har tagits fram
for att visa vad foretag bor ta i beaktning vid inférandet av brukarinvolvering och 6ppen
innovation i sin innovationsprocess i FFE. SFIO- ramverk dr tinkt att kunna appliceras péa
andra faser i innovationsprocessen, men for var del ligger fokus pa FFE. De komponenter
som ingar i de olika stegen kan se annorlunda ut beroende pa vilken teori- och kunskapsbas
forfattare har. Utifran valda teorier har vi diskuterat fram totalt tolv element, tre i vardera
steg, vi anser vara relevanta att studera.

Fallstudie

Getinge Infection Control ar ett av tre affairsomraden inom Getinge Group och ar uppdelad i
olika bolag; produktionsbolag och siljbolag. Getinge Lancer ett produktionsbolag inom
Getinge Infection Control, som tillverkar desinfektorer for endoskopisk verksamhet. Inom
endoskopisk verksamhet hdnder det mycket i form av nya marknadstrender, ny
teknikutveckling samt strangare lagstiftning. Detta medfor att det skapas alltmer komplexa
desinfektorer som stdller hogre krav bade pa tillverkaren och pa brukaren
(Produktutveckling Getinge, 2011). Vid framtagningen av de komplexa desinfektorer som



studerats i fallstudien har brukare involverats i liten omfattning. Getinge Infection Control
har ett intresse av att lara sig mer om brukarinvolvering, men ar osakra pa hur.

Analys

Skapa en innovativ féretagskultur

En innovativ foretagskultur dr en forutsattning for att brukarinvolvering och 6ppen
innovation ska kunna tillampas. Kim & Wilemon (2002) menar att ett foretag maste ha en
kultur som framjar och stoédjer innovation och ha ett fungerande samarbete mellan
funktioner internt dar idéer och kunskap kan utbytas.

Foérbereda infor brukarinvolvering och 6ppen innovation i FFE

Det kravs en viss planering for att involvera brukare och skapa en 6ppen innovationsprocess.
Foretag bor kunna forstda svarigheterna med och forutsattningarna for denna typ av
involvering. Bland annat kravs det en forandring i de anstdlldas mindset och resurser som
laggs pa
brukarinvolvering och
O6ppen innovation.

Typ av

. . Fas i FFE
involvering

Typ av brukarbehov  Miljo

Idégenerering

| bruk Videoobservation [ITIITISE Implicita 5::5:;:;”6 Identifiering av
Involvera brukare i FFE méjligheter
0 i : . L Brukarens I i
For att kunna involvera Idégenerering
bruk K 5| Id Skuggning Indirekt Implicita vardagsmilio Identifiering av
ruKare Kravs val valda mojligheter
Idégenerering
rrjetooder OCh . en Interviu Direkt Explicita Foretaget Identifiering av
forstaelse for vilka ! Implicita mojligheter
miljer som lampar sig :gg‘r::i'ﬁermgav
for  brukarinvolvering. . . majligheter
2 I H Fokusgrupp Direkt Explicita Foretaget Mojlighetsanalys
| Implicita Webben ,
Ugangspunkter for vilka
L Idéval
metoder och miljoer Konceptdefinition
A H Identifiering av
som Va|jS° beror bl?ni Scenarioanalys Direkt Explicita Foretaget mojligheter
annat pa geografis Mojlighetsanalys
spridning av brukarna |dégenerering
: = Diskussionsforum g1 Explicita Webben \dentifiering av
och vilka behov foéretag méjligheter
H 2 déval
vill komma at. '
Idébank Direkt Explicita Webben Idégenerering
KaMM-matrisen Brainstorming Direkt Explicita Foretaget Idégenerering
. . ”Lead user”- . - Brukarens . .
KaMM-matrisen ar en metoden Direkt Explicita T Idégenerering
kategoriseringsmatris SN .. ...
for metoder och metoden P vardagsmiljo m6j|igheterg
verktyg i FFE som tar Beratia en . B Brukarens Idégenerering
Direkt Implicita Identifiering av

hansyn till typ av
involvering, typ av
brukarbehov, miljé och

historia

vilken fas i FFE det handlar om.

Oppna upp FFE

vardagsmiljo

mojligheter

For att kunna 6ppna upp fronten av innovationsprocessen kravs att foretag identifierar sina

karnkompetenser

for att sedan komplettera med nodvandig extern kunskap. Att

tillhandahalla med inneboende beldningar kan vara ett satt att motivera externa parter att



bidra med kunskap. Incitamentsprogram for stimulering av externa parter att generera och
bidra med kunskap ar viktigt.

Slutsats

Med utgéngspunkt i SFIO-ramverket har vi analyserat Getinge Infection Control och Getinge
Lancers nuvarande innovationsarbete i FFE och dess mdjlighet att involvera brukare och
Oppna upp fasen for att i slutandan skapa ett storre anvandarvarde fér brukaren. Detta kan
sammanfattas i TM-modellen’, vilken tar hansyn till de fyra stegen i SFIO-ramverket,
samtidigt som den anpassats till Getinge Infection Control och Getinge Lancer (se figur 5).

TM-modellen ar framfor allt en teoretisk modell, men ar tankt att kunna inspirera Getinge
Infection Control och Getinge Lancer i sitt fortsatta innovationsarbete. Resultat fran
analysen visar att stegen i SFIO-ramverket till stor del kan utféras parallellt och att ett
beroendeférhadllande rader mellan dem. Detta ar vad TM-modellen forsoker illustrera.
Getinge Lancer kan boérja med vilket steg som i ramverket, men konsekvenserna kommer att
variera beroende pa vad produktionsbolaget véljer att starta med och samtliga element i
SFIO-modellen kommer férr eller senare berdras. Samtidigt utgér den innovativa
foretagskulturen, enligt teorin, en grundférutsattning for framgang i innovationsarbetet.
TM-modellen illustrerar den iterativa
innovationsprocessen som sker i FFE,
inte enbart inom Getinge Lancer dar

Getinge Infection

tillhérande brukarmarknad.

|
desinfektorerna utvecklas och E e Control e |
produceras utan dven inom hela . )
Getinge Infection Control. Modellen : Lmma -~
bestar av fyra Overgripande delar; i \r\\ T

. . . | ( Getinge il 180

Getinge Infection Control, Getinge ! 4 Lancer ,,' —_—
Lancer, teknologipoolen med A = ;
tillhérande teknologimarknad och l — N

| ‘
brukar-/marknadspoolen med SN

|

|

Teknologipoolen:  Teknologipoolen

representerar det Oppna Ll
innovationsparadigmet  och kan u relation  och -idéer
utgéra en samlingsplats for interna I wr—— Brukarmarknad

projekt som efter FFE far ett icke

godkénnande, men som eventuellt Figur 5 TM-modellen som visar hur Getinge Lancer teoretiskt
kan licensieras ut eller kan organisera och 6ppna upp sin innovationsprocess i FFE for

. K att involvera brukare och skapa ett inflode och utflode av kunskap.
vidareutvecklas tillsammans med

externa parter (exempelvis genom att

licensiera in teknologi). Poolen kan dven utgora en samlingsplats for externa projekt. Detta
beror pa vilken kdarnkompetens och affairsmodell som féretaget har och vad de saknar for att
kunna vidareutveckla projektet.

1 TM star for Teknologipool och Brukar-/Marknadspool



Brukar-/marknadspoolen: Brukar-/marknadspool representerar brukarinvolveringen och ar
en uppsamlingsplats for idéer, 6nskemal och krav fran brukarna/marknaden, vilka kan fangas
upp i FFE genom forslagsvis KaMM-matrisen. Vad som behoéver utformas innan brukare
involveras ar olika mallar for hur metoderna/verktygen ska utnyttjas. Genom att involvera
brukare i FFE och skapa ett samarbete med dessa kan Getinge Infection Control och Getinge
Lancer kontinuerligt uppdatera sig meir brukarnas behov och skapa lojalitet och en
langsiktighet i detta arbete.

Vi betraktar poolerna som en del i Getinge Infection Controls innovationsarbete. Om de ska
utgdra en enhet i affirsomradet eller bara ndagot som finns i de anstalldas tankar ar d@nnu
oklart. Var avsikt med poolerna ar att tydliggéra vikten av brukarinvolvering och 6ppen
innovation for Getinge Infection Controls framtida innovationskapacitet. Poolerna kan i
nuldget betraktas som interna system och uppsamlingsstillen for erfarenheter,
dokumentation och uppfdljning av projekt dar brukarinvolvering och/eller 6ppen innovation
utgjort en del av arbetet, verktyg och metoder som kan anvandas (dar KaMM-matrisen ar ett
bidrag till brukar-/marknadspoolen), externa projekt som kan vara aktuella att licensiera in
eller brukare och brukargrupper som kan vara lampliga att involvera. Vi uppmuntrar Getinge
Infection Control att kreativt diskutera hur poolerna kan utformas och vad

som ska ingd i dem.






Breakthrough Innovation Without Breakthrough Technology
— A case study of Snickers Workwear

Forfattare: Eftychia Gkanidou

Abstract: Although there has been extensive literature on technological innovation, cultural
innovation within a business context is a new concept and still unexplored. Holt and
Cameron (2010) introduce the concept of cultural innovation providing examples of cultural
innovators but the nature of cultural innovation concept remains to be explored. The
present study aims to identify the activities inherent in the process hence provide a first step
towards the understanding of the cultural innovation process. The research method used is
that of a case study, which in this case consists of a single organization, Snickers Workwear.
The paper is not limited in analyzing the nature of the cultural innovation process, but
further seeks to compare and contrast the two different innovation processes, i.e. cultural
and technological innovation processes.

Key Words: Innovation, Cultural, Ideology, Process, Cultural Setting

Innovation is a controversial term that has been the object of considerable academic study.
On the one hand, one can study innovation from a specific perspective such as network,
management and entrepreneurial theories. On the other hand, it is possible to study the
various effects of innovation for technical progress, economic development, social change
and so forth. The technological view of innovation as articulated by Ralph Waldo Emerson:
“build a better mousetrap and the world will beat a path to your door”, has long dominated
the innovation literature.

Recently, Holt and Cameron have complemented this technological view with what they call
cultural innovation (Cultural Strategy, 2010). According to the authors, cultural innovators
become very influential by advancing innovative ideology that challenges the dominant
practice and ideology in a given industry. Technological innovation is built upon the premise
that there is a latent demand for functionality and that only the material properties of what
we buy are important, something that Vargo and Lusch (2004) reject in their effort to
reformulate marketing through Service-Dominant Logic. Cultural innovation, on the other
hand, recognizes society, culture and politics as potential triggers for innovation. It suggests
that people are not always interested in better functionality but occasionally they are after a
better ideology. The role of the company is to provide consumers with a relevant cultural
expression, using the appropriate myth and cultural codes (Cameron and Holt, 2010).
Corona, Starbucks and Nike are all examples of businesses that thrived in their markets by
sensing the current market trends and coming up with an alternative and more compelling
ideology than the common cultural orthodoxies in their industries. Corona, for example,
leapfrogged the long dominant Heineken on the board of import beer brands, not because
of a better mousetrap, since the offerings were me-too products, but by offering a new way
of thinking of how to relax with a beer that matched perfectly with the ideological needs of
their target (Holt and Cameron, 2010).



Problem Area

Technological innovation is an extensively researched study area whereas cultural
innovation, within a business context at least, is a new concept and there is little knowledge
about it. As technological innovation fails to explain cases such as Snickers Workwear or Nike
that have been very successful in their markets, there grows a need to explore and better
understand what differentiates cultural from technological innovation. Arguably R&D will be
less important, but what other skills, resources etc. are required for successful cultural
innovations? Is it possible for a company to systematically work its way towards cultural
innovation and if so, is there any cost advantage as compared to technical innovation?
Snickers Workwear will provide a case to investigate these questions and illuminate the
topic.

Purpose

In the present study, we are looking to determine how the innovation processes differ in
character. Secondly we are looking to identify whether cultural innovation can be a low-cost
alternative to technological innovation. We naturally expect that by dispensing with
breakthrough technology the company saves on considerable investment but it is yet to
examine whether cultural innovation does not require equal or even higher investment
costs. The main research questions are, therefore, formulated as follows:

How do the innovation-processes for cultural and technical innovations differ?

And as a sub-question: What cost-consequences can we expect for firms engaging in these
processes?

This main research question will be answered with the help of three specific questions as
follows:

What are the steps inherent in each process?

How are these steps linked with one another?

What are the tools and competences that contribute to the success of each of the
processes?

Delimitations

Delimitations of the study have been set in order to fulfill the purpose of the present paper.
Firstly, a single case will be studied to allow for a focused investigation of the problem area.
The results will be considered case-specific rendering generalizability impossible. A series of
additional case studies should be attempted in order to evaluate if these involve a certain
degree of generalizability, which goes beyond the purpose of the present study. It could be
argued that a cross sectional survey would resolve the problem of generalizability, it still
made sense, however, to opt for the case study given my focus on the process.

Key Findings

The processes have been analyzed and compared on a triple basis. First of all, the activities
inherent in each process have been presented and contrasted. Once the different steps have
been identified the linkages and interactions among them were examined. Last but not least,
the success factors in each process have been described in an effort to identify whether
similar tools and competences are necessary for the two kinds of innovation processes.



The results indicate that the processes are to a great extent alike. They consist of the same
activities and are partially sequential, with considerable overlapping as well as feedback
mechanisms. They even share some common success factors such as organizational
structure and corporate culture, although the latter can be explained by the fact that the
same company in different time periods is examined. Other factors, such as the external
environment seem to affect the processes to the opposite direction. Last but not least, there
exist factors that are innovation type specific, such as the entrepreneurial spirit and keeping
updated in the cultural innovation process or the time management in the technological
innovation process. In addition factors mentioned in the literature as precondition for
technological success applied to the cultural innovation at Snickers as well, i.e. the selection
of the appropriate spokespersons.

The main difference between the two processes is that cultural innovation builds on an idea,
whereas technological innovation builds on a product. In this vein, functionality is central to
technological innovation but merely not enough when it comes to cultural innovation. This is
in addition reflected in the role of marketing. In technological innovation, marketing is
primarily responsible for communicating product attributes, tangible or intangible,
supporting and complementing in this manner the work of product development. When it
comes to cultural innovation, however, the marketing has a more central role that can be
independent of the product. This affects in turn the influence it has on the public, as
consumers find it easier to identify with situations as expressed through myths, rather than
products.

The time horizon of the processes is another significant differentiating point. The duration of
the average technological process is estimated to 18 months approximately. The cultural
innovation was significantly more time consuming and was estimated to approximately 3-4
years from idea generation to reach the market.

Another difference is the effect on the market and its reflection on the innovator. Cultural
innovation helped Snickers to overcome competition and practically change the whole
industry. The company gained esteem and reputation and although it is difficult to assess
the effect of soft values, there is no doubt that they contribute to the company success.
Almost 40 years after Matti founded the company, Snickers are still using the “we invented
the modern work wear” for the reason that it adds credibility to their offering. Such acclaims
lose resonance when it comes to technological innovation, since technology evolves in such
a fast pace that obsolescence rates have increased dramatically.

Conclusions

The theoretical framework developed by Holt and Cameron provides a basis towards
organizing for cultural innovation, it does not describe, however, the nature of the process.
The results from the Snickers Workwear case can, consequently, have significant
repercussions on innovating firms. First and foremost, it has been shown that one type of
innovation does not exclude the other but they can instead be used alternatively or as a
complement to each other. At Snickers the two kinds of innovation reinforced each other
and were equally important for the subsequent success. On the one hand technological
innovation alone would have never been enough to allow Snickers reach the mass market,
and on the other hand, cultural innovation would have fallen short in a market, where



quality and functionality are necessary for the protection of the wearer. In other words
technological innovation protected the brand from low-end competition while cultural
innovation helped the brand to differentiate from high-end competition and succeed.

The fact that the two processes were similar in terms of actions and actors involved and
shared several common success factors implies furthermore that it might not be as difficult
to organize for one type of innovation, especially when already succeeding in the other one.
On the contrary ‘innovation experience’ can be an important competence for the innovating
firm.

Cultural innovation, nonetheless, might not be as easy as technological innovation to
implement on the grounds that there has to be an ideological gap to be exploited. The
Snickers ideology that proclaimed better status for the worker and rebelled against social
discrimination based on profession made sense in the early 1970s but today is probably not
as relevant. In this vein, cultural innovation, although difficult to copy and imitate, runs the
risk of becoming outdate or simple being outrun by another ideology that the target market
considers to be more relevant. Arguably, the logical would be for the company to proclaim a
different kind of cultural innovation to meet the new consumer needs, but to what extent is
it feasible to regularly exploit cultural innovation in the same way as technical? Cultural
innovation seems to require a different competence on behalf of the innovating firm: be
constantly updated and have a feeling for contemporary issues in society that naturally
require additional resources and effort, if possible over time. Even if it is possible, there still
exists a possible conflict here with the notion of a company having a stable identity, ideology
and mission. Can these change on a regular basis and if they do, what will the reaction of the
market be? Will the change be credible or does the firm run the risk of losing its
trustworthiness?  From another perspective, following a different ideology links to
transitions in management. If you maintain the same leadership, then it is likely that you
also maintain the same ideology. Consequently, it is doubtful that the firm will take
advantage of a new ideological opportunity, especially if the latter is significantly different
from the previous one. So, how do you keep being culturally innovative?

Last but not least, cultural innovation can protect from competition longer but in the end
imitation is inevitable. Snickers managed to change the work wear market in the sense that
nowadays all competitors in the high-end segment produce more or less work wear with no
differences in terms of quality, functionality and visual design. In order to differentiate,
technological innovation is necessary, until the emergence of another ideological
opportunity with market potential.



Towards Service Orientation in Manufacturing Firms:
Requirements and Challenges for Innovation and New Service Development Process — The
case of Ericsson AB

Forfattare: Behbood Borghei & Saeed Khanagha

1. Background

New paradigms call for new mindsets

In response to intensified competition and new customer demands, service offerings are
becoming more and more important for manufacturing firms (Kindstrém, 2010, Sundin et al,
2010). Service business provides new sources of competitiveness to manufacturing
companies by opening gateways to exploit new financial, strategic and marketing
opportunities (Gebauer et al, 2009). Service offerings are not only a source of additional
direct profits for companies, but also a strategic tool to create value for the customers and
to secure long term competitiveness.

As a result of this, manufacturing companies need to increase their focus on services and on
solutions covering both services and products to maximize value of their offerings. This
“servicification” trend (Normann, 2001) is a challenge for manufacturing firms, because they
typically have a long lasting manufacturing/production culture and mentality (Kindstrém and
Kowalkowsky, 2009), which makes it difficult to adopt new practices or mindsets.

Service Innovation
There has been much emphasize on innovation with regards to New Product Development
and innovation practices related to physical products; however when it comes to services, it
is clear that innovation in services (or namely service innovation) has not received much
attention as in products. Nevertheless, it has been suggested that generic good practices
which are relevant in the management and organization of (physical) product development
can be useful for the context of service development as well (Tidd and Hull, 2010). However
due to specific characteristics of services, literature suggest that some important
adaptations or a totally new set of processes might be required for service related matters
(cf. Tidd and Hull, 2010). These differences between products and services can be
summarized as four main features as following (Avlonitis and Papastathopoulou, 2006):
Intangibility: remaining conceptual throughout the development process,
consequently services could be much more uncertain and risky than tangible
products and the extent of their market implications can be quite unknown until they
are finally delivered to the customers.
Inseparability: or simultaneity of production and consumption means that services
are produced and consumed at the same time. This can potentially affect the supply
chain and the service organization in a way that production of services (and related
organizational arrangements) might need to be moved forward in the value chain
towards the end user or close to the service delivery organization.
Heterogeneity: variations between the actual service outcome and the customer’s
experience at each purchasing occasion. Unlike products, services can create
different experiences every time they are delivered or consumed. Tidd and Bessant
(2009) suggest that perceptions of performance and quality are of a higher
importance when it comes to services.



Perishability: Unlike tangible goods that can be produced beforehand and stocked in
the inventory, services are produced as they are consumed. Services might be also
limited to a predefined time spans, certain conditions or circumstances in which they
will expire thereafter when those conditions are removed or they are not met
altogether at the same time.
A consequence of these characteristics is that service innovation is not as R&D or capital-
intensive as innovation in physical products and there is no need for huge investments on
fixed assets in order to enable service innovations (Brouwer, 1997 as cited in Dejong and
Vermeulen, 2003). Nonetheless, service innovation demands for considerable investments in
process improvements, information technology and also in acquiring necessary competences
and methods to fulfill the requirements of service-oriented business (Tidd and Bessant,
2009). Therefore, there’s a need for adjustment when designing and managing the
organization and processes for new service development (Tidd and Bessant, 2009). Another
effect is that the innovations in services are relatively small in scope and entail incremental
changes in processes and procedures (Atuahene-Gima, 1996).

New Service Development (NSD) Process

New Service Development (NSD) process can be defined as a set of stages, activities and
tasks in the form of a development project which starts with ideation and ends with
deployment and termination (Cooper et al, 1994). It has been argued that most of the
previously developed NSD process models are widely based on product development
processes with some extensions and many similarities (Perk and Riihela, 2004). We
grounded our framework on the work of Kindstrom and Kowalkowski (2009) which was
suggested as an iterative NSD process consist of four main stages, namely: market-sensing,
development, sales, and delivery as depicted in the below figure:

As shown in this model, new service development
process starts with market sensing, where service fﬁtgfkﬂef
requirements and customer needs and values are _ sensing

gathered through the market. Then the development
iterations... ' ‘

phase starts which delas with the early desing of the
service and its related tasks; however unlike product
development process, more emphesize is on the later
stages of the development process when designing a
service. Therefore, sales and delivery stages ought to
be weighted heavier in this process. The reason is that
due to its intangible characteristics, unless services are
launched and experienced by the customer in the

market, it wouldn’t be possible to get accurate
feedbacks from the design and development. Services need to be touched and experienced
by the customer! Thus, our NSD process is based on an iterative process to continuously
develop, maintain and improve services according to customer needs and feedbacks.

Critical aspects of NSD process

Throgh an extensive review on the available literature on service development and related
areas, we came to identify seven critical aspects of new service development including:
multiple sources of ideas, cross-functional teams, formal-but-flexible process, customer
involvement, formal-and-planned launch program, increased focus on sales & delivery, and



finally knowledge sharing found to have strong impact on NSD process effectiveness. By
mapping these critical areas on the service development process framework presented
above (Kindstrom and Kowalkowski,2009) we developed the following model, which shows
the most critical impact of these areas on each stage of NSD process. This model also formed
the theoretical ground for the analysis and synthesis of the results in our study later on:

Cross functional teams

Formal but flexible process

Customer involvement and Interaction |

Formal and planned launch program |

Multiple sources for ideas

Increased focus on sales and delivery

Knowledge sharing

<< Stage 1 >> << Stage 2 >> << Stage 3 >> << Stage 4 >>

Market Sensing Service development Sales Delivery

2. Methodology

Research approach

We had an expansive review on the existing literature on services early before we decide
upon our methodology in order to outline the overall structure and frame of the study. This
early literature review combined with the previous working experience of one of us in the
company revealed the fact that the nature of the study required an in-depth approach to
broaden boundaries of the research in this field. It's mainly because services are relatively
new both for the academy as well as to the industry and many aspects are still under
development, which in fact calls for explorative and in-depth research approaches in this
field. We chose to conduct a qualitative case-study research in order to extend our
understanding of the phenomenon as well as expanding boundaries of our research. We also
benefited from a number of research tools to triangulate our findings as briefly presented
below.

Research design and data collection

We designed three rounds of data collection in which we benefitted from different means of
data collection as well as double-checking and triangulating the results in each phase:

Phase I: One-to-one in-depth interviews with the focus group (9 interviews, 370 min)

Phase II: Second round of interviews including wider range of respondents (14 interviews, 560
min)

Phase lll: Questionnaire-based interviews (360 min) and surveys covering more than 300
respondents

Each phase started with reviews on the previous phase, applying feedbacks from the company
and academic supervisor as well as making adjustments to overcome possible drawbacks. The



first and second phases of data collection mainly corresponded to the explorative nature of
the study, where our best effort was to dig down into the case and deepen our understating
about the problem while the third phase was mainly designed to double-check the outcome of
our early conclusions from analysis and synthesis of the phase one and phase two data
collection. We also benefitted from a number of benchmarking cases with regards to service
development process from other companies.

Analysis & Synthesis

The analysis of empiricals started already from the first phase of data collection and
continued towards the end of the third phase. In other words, we applied an iterative
corrective process where we went through data collection and analysis in each phase and
continuously synthesized our findings with the theory to be fed into the next phase. Such an
approach helped us to make sure that feedbacks are received from each phase and
corrective measures are employed to keep the whole study consistent. This iterative process
ensured an in-depth approach which was complying with the nature of the study and proved
to be quite helpful in this case.

3. Research findings

Service discrimination

Service discrimination was an informal term that we developed internally to emphasize that
services are different and need to be treated differently. Our findings through reviews on
the available literature as well as empirical data from the case study proved the fact that
services are different in their nature and thus need to be treated differently. This was an
abandoned area that was previously neglected in the existing research findings on services.
Current research stream emphasizes on differences between services and products, but not
the same attention is given to the differences that exist between services itself. That is,
services are not only different from products; they have instinctive differences which need
to be recognized and thus treated appropriately. In our research we investigated that how
different characteristics of services can result in different requirements for service
development process as well as strategies to manage service innovation.

Typology of services
In order to be able to recognize and differentiate between services, we developed a
framework in which a set of determining factors were identified that may help service
practitioners and researchers to distinguish them. These factors are classified in three main
categories each of which containing a number of pillars to determine different characteristics
of services. These set of factors represented as:

1. Nature of customer relationship: including two pillars:

a. Transaction based (Low/Medium/High)
b. Relationship based (low/Medium/High)
2. Standardability of service: including three main pillars:
a. Variety of services
b. Complexity of services (scale / knowledge intensity / reliance on external
resources)
c. Customizability during delivery



3. Integration/Separation in relation to products: or degree of dependency with
physical products (product-oriented services / product-near services / stand-alone
services)

Service Typology
Factors

I_I_l I 1 I : 1

|
1
Relationship Product- Product-Near Stand-alone 5 Customizability

Transaction
based

Knowledge Reliance on
Scale intensity external
resources

Service innovation and knowledge management

Research findings showed that effective knowledge sharing and knowledge management are
among the most driving factors for service innovation. That is, service innovation is closely
related to capabilities of the organization in effective sharing and management of
knowledge with regards to its customers, market trends, employees and their capabilities to
be leveraged for the development of new services. Nonaka & Takueuchi (1995)’s model was
employed to describe organizational knowledge transfer and by linking it to a knowledge
lifecycle framework we developed a framework to describe different strategies in service
development process for the company.

Bottom-up vs. Top-down service development process

Traditionally, there have been tendencies to centralize innovation and R&D activities for
New Product Development in the headquarter or centers of excellence, where research and
developments are geographically concentrated and it is only the business of a small portion
of smart and selectively chosen staff in the company namely the R&D-guys or the
laboratory-staff. Our research findings however, suggest that such a Top-Down approach
does not adequately correspond to the requirements of an effective NSD process. That is a
Bottom-Up approach is needed which can delegate some service development tasks to the
regions or local markets to develop services according to their needs. We showed that such
a Bottom-Up service development needs to be directed according to the overall strategies of
the company in order to keep it consistent. Our recommendations were based on our NSD
process framework (iterative process) and the specific characteristics of services
(Intangibility, Inseparability, Heterogeneity, Perishability) which all together entailed that
services cannot be developed in isolation and thus need to be developed in the field
(market) and in close interaction with customers.

Parallel organizations for service development
As mentioned, it was found that services need to be developed in the market, which in
practice mandated a Bottom-Up approach in service development process. However, as we



showed earlier, services are different in nature and thus need to be treated differently.
Based on our service typology framework, those services with lower degree of customer-
relation intensity or higher degree of transaction-based relationship could be in fact kept
centralized in order to benefit from economies of scale. That is also true for product-
oriented and to some extent for product-near services which are developed as add-on sales
services on top of physical products in the R&D. Therefore, two parallel organizations for
service development process (Bottom-Up and Top-Down) could exist together, each of
which corresponding to the specific demands of different services. Earlier research findings
also pointed out such phenomenon as the dual principle (Sundbo, 2007) which
recommended an organizational duality for service companies.

Service R&D organization

When it comes to service innovation, we proposed establishment of a Service-R&D
organization with a sole focus on strategic planning and service innovation which otherwise
cannot be delegated to the regions or even top-level service managers in the headquarter.
That is, focus of the service R&D organization would not be on daily improvements or even
service development itself but rather on ramping up service innovation through extensive
research on services, academic partnership, and intra/inter organizational collaborations for
the sake of service innovation!
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