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Innovation och

hallbarhet

Okade satsningar pa innovation och hallbarhet har vil sillan

Av Martin skéld aktualiseratsistorre utstrickningin under den giingna pande-
min. Vi ser tydligt hur detta fokus har lett till fler grins-
overskridande projekt mellan akademi och naringsliv, vilket
ir en otroligt viktig och glidjande trend. Ett sidant konkret
exempel dr den foretagsfinansierade forskarskolan med tre
olika inriktningar pi Management of Digitalization: (1) Nya
affirsmodeller - i form av vad som krivs [6r att erbjuda varor
och tjinster med nytt digitalt innehéll och hur verksamheten
tjanar pengar pa digitalisering. (2) Ledning och strategi - hur
foretag driver den mycket mangfacetterade forindrings-
process och kompetens!{utveckling som behovs for en digital
omvandling. (3) Foretagets forindrade relationer med omvérl-
den — t.ex. leverantorer, kunder och samarbetspartners om
hur data far och kan anvindas och delas. Forskarskolan pagar
sedan flera dr med nya antagningar under hosten.

Liksom tidigare nummer bestér tidskriften dven den hir
gangen av fyra olika artiklar. I den f6rsta skriver Karl Wenn-
berg och Martin Wallin att innovation ofta drivs av nya
aktorer som drar nytta av sin erfarenhet fran andra branscher
dér ny teknik och nya sitt att organisera verksamheter ar for-
knippat med stora mojligheter att effektivisera. Men inom
hilso- och sjukvarden har sidan innovativ korsbefruktning
tyvérr varit svar att dstadkomma. Ett forsta steg for att lyckas
ir att se entreprendrer och marknadsdriven innovation som
en del av 16sningen. Annars menar forskarna att vi riskerar
att {2 mer innovation pa 'latsas’.

[ artikel nummer tva har Ove Granstrand intresserats for
hur 6ppen innovation vanligtvis ses som en strategi for att
kombinera interna och externa idéer pa vagen till en produkt-
marknad. Oppen innovation har ofta betraktats inifran- och-
ut, men kan ocksa betraktas utifran-och-in i relation till hur
foretag bedriver handel med olika insatser. Syftet med arti-
keln ér inte att kritisera den konventionella synen pa 6ppen
innovation, snarare att kontextualisera genom att presentera
en kontrasterande syn som kompletterar tidigare forskning.
Beslutsfattare bor anvinda bida perspektiven for att frimja

forstielsen och anvindningen av 6ppen innovation.

I den tredje artikeln skriver Johannes Berglind Soderqvist
att en stor del av det vi gor i en organisation, under en vanlig
arbetsdag kollegor emellan, sker sjilvorganiserat. Eftersom
sjalvorganiserande grupper just nu ar alltmer populirt finns
ett upplevt behov pa det mellanménskliga och situations-
anpassade snarare dn pé standardiserade och formaliserade
processer. Det finns ofta anledning att dverviga omorganise-
ring for att stotta ett sidant skifte, men med samma avsikt bor
vi ocksé underlitta den roll som helt vanlig sjilvorganisering
redan har i verksamheten.

Avslutningsvis har Elizaveta Averina, Johan Frishammar
och Vinit Parida intresserats for hur foretag alltmer anvin-
der cirkulira affirsmodeller. Inte minst i ljuset av miljofragor
och i relation till miljokrisen. Problemet ir att endast 2% av
foretagen nar de hallbarhetsmal som de sjilva har definierat.
Studien visar att en felaktig inramning och bedémning av
mojligheter dr en central orsak till att foretag misslyckas med
att nd sina egna definierade mal. For att 6ka sina chanser att
lyckas, bor foretag oka graden av nirkontakt med kunder och
partners for att identifiera si manga mojligheter som mojligt.
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Skilj pa latsas-
innovation och riktig
Innovation

— Hur befriimja innovation i hiilso- och sjukvard

Av Karl Wennberg
och Martin Wallin

Det klagas ofta pa privata vardbolag och digitala vardtjanster som lockar folk bort fran
kderna i landstinget till online-behandling och radgivning utan kder, med ett enkelt klick.
Digitala vardgivare anklagas for att 'skumma gradden’ genom att fokusera pa lattbehandlade

diagnoser och maximera intdkterna fran landstingens schablonerséttningar.

Sédan kritik kan vara befogad men missar den fundamentala
fragan: hur skall vi i framtiden 6ka produktiviteten och patient-
nyttan i ett vardsystem ddr kostnaderna eskalerar och behoven
arodandliga?

Patienter, entreprendrer, innovatorer, och mojliggorare

Vi vet fran andra branscher att innovation oftast drivs av nya
aktorer, ifrin andra branscher som ser effektivitetsmojligheter
genom ny teknik och nya sitt att organisera verksamheter, inte
minst frin anvindares feedback pa det som produceras. Under
pandemin har det blivit uppenbart att myndigheters forméaga
att anvinda digitala verktyg for att snabbt diagnosticera, prio-
ritera, behandla, och vaccinera ofta ir bristfillig. Det borde
inte forvana niagon, i extrema situationer och omstillningar ir
det oftast nya aktorer som driver innovation och forbittring.
I manga branscher ir det faktiskt anvindare sjilva som startar
de mest innovativa verksamheterna. Det ar dven vad akademisk
forskning frin Joseph Schumpeter for100 ir sedan till Eric von
Hippel framhaller: innovationerna blir fler och fir storre effekt
nar trosklarna sinks till vem som fir verka pa en marknad, nir
brukares behov och expertis (sjukvardspersonal, teknik, forsk-
ning) far samverka utan arslanga koer, stimpelklocka eller
upphandlingshinder.

Attinnovationsprinciperna som Schumpeter och von Hippel
beskriver ér lika relevanta i hilso- och sjukvard illustreras pa
ett vackert sitt i Nicklas Lundblads essid "Elsa-Marie, Rune,
Arne och Ake” dir pacemakerns utveckling beskrivs ur pers-
pektivet av patientens (Arne, som led av oregelbunden hjirt-
rytm), entreprendren (Elsa-Marie, gift med Ake), innovatoren
(Rune, likare och ingenjor) och majliggoraren (Ake, hjirt-
kirurg). Det fanns manga patienter som Arne, men det fanns
bara en Elsa-Marie som dlskade honom och inte tog sjukvards-
expertisens nej for ett nej. Det fanns manga medicinska teknik-
er, men fi ménniskor med Runes tvirdisciplinira kompetens
och vilja att forsoka, om och om igen. Det ér precis dessa inno-
vationskrafter som Schumpeter skrev om for snart 100 ar sedan,
och von Hippel med flera har pavisat behovs i alla branscher i
behov av fornyelse. Lundblad podngterar "nér vi talar om inno-
vationssystem och innovationsagendor ér det latt att vi tappar
bort det elementira och uppenbara: all utveckling handlar om

minniskor, om individer som bestimmer sig for att forsoka sig
pé nagot storslaget, nagot osannolikt och nistan lite vansinn-

)

igt”.

Myndigheter férstar problemen
Myndigheter av idag forstar ofta problemet. Till exempel
pekar Socialstyrelsen (2019) pa ett behov att genomlysa hur
olika "innovationer inom vard och omsorg berors av olika
regleringar”, att "patienters behov behover fi en starkare rost
inom vérd och omsorg”, samt "behov av testmiljoer med snabb
utvirderingsmojlighet baserat pa data samt aktuell evidens
och stod kring anvindning av e-hilsa och vilfirdsteknik”
dar IT-infrastruktur i hilso- och sjukvarden mojliggor inter-
operabilitet och samverkan”. Idag finns fortfarande inget fung-
erande nationellt patient- eller vaccinregister utan Sveriges
regioner lappar och lagar med olika I'T-system som de blivit
padyvlade av IT-konsultbolag som inte sillan gor dvervinster pia
dessa. Det tas dock inga samlade grepp for att fa bukt med dessa
hinder. Istillet skickar man personalen pa kurs eller samver-
kansworkshop. Men kunskapen och viljan att innovera finns
inbyggt i professionen, det behovs ingen workshop. Social-
styrelsen papekar ocksa i sin utredningatt "professionens inne-
boende strivan efter kompetensutveckling inte far utrymme i
en verksamhet med sniv budgetstyrning och olika kontroll-
system”, samt att ledarskap i vardsystemet inte dr inriktat pa att
stodja [ornyelseforsok utan pa att hélla skutan flytande.
Offentligt organiserad véird har mekanismer {or att forsoka
dterskapa privata marknaders innovationsprocesser genom
brukarenkiter, dialog med patientféreningar, upphandling av
material och tjinster av privata aktorer, samt inte minst "fik-
tiva marknadsmekanismer’ sisom de ibland utskillda, ibland
hyllade patientvalssystem eller interna kop- och siljsystem i
sjukvarden. Nackdelen med samtliga dessa system ir att de dr
tungrodda, svéra att organisera, och ofta har konflikterande
intressen. Ofta skapar de fler flaskhalsar éin de ir tinkta att 16sa,
och bidrar till tillvixten av administratorer och reglerings-
mekanismer snarare in behandlare och stodpersonal.
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“Innovationerna blir
fler och far storre effekt
nar trosklarna sanks till
vem som far verka pa en
marknad, nar brukares
behov och expertis
(sjukvardspersonal,
teknik, forskning) far
samverka utan arslanga
koer, stampelklocka eller
upphandlingshinder”

Annars gar pengarna till latsasinnovation

Privata aktorer som tillits ta betalt for sina produkter och tjanster
lyckas med det som offentliga aktorer inte lyckas med, bygga fung-
erande och kostnadseffektiva I'T-system, erbjuda attraktiva arbets-
villkor for personalen, ha ’6rat mot marken’ och lyssna pa brukare.
Koerna kortas, behandling och uppfdljning underlittas, och modern
teknik anvinds for att prioritera, diagnostisera och behandla. Det ér
sa entreprenorskap fungerar nir det tillats verka och konkurrens
finns mellan aktorer. Det genererar riktig innovation.

Kunskapen, tekniken, och det riskvilliga kapitalet finns {or att
mojliggora denna omstillning som kan komma hela samhillet till
del. Det krivsbaraatt vi tinker om och vagar slippa pa en del gamla
kipphistar. Idaghamnaristiallet kunskapen, tekniken,och det risk-
villiga kapitalet i liginnovationsverksamhet sasom de 6verkapital-
iserade elscooterforetagen som marknadsfors som ett miljovin-
ligt alternativ till taxi, men idag ligger och skrépar overallt, har en
livslingd pa tre manader och framforallt ersitter cyklar. De histo-
riska liga rintorna och tillgingen pé riskvilligt kapital gor sidana
initiativ "litta att rikna hem” i ett excel-ark och en powerpoint
presentation, men innovationsgraden ar lig och externaliteterna i
form av nedskriapning, saimre folkhilsa, och en massa benbrott pa
akuten (eller virre) tas av samhiéllet. Det hir dr latsasinnovation,
skapat av intelligenta och driftiga entreprenérer som skulle kunna
gora reell samhillsnytta om de tillits innovera i de samhills-
sektorer dir produktiviteten édr 1ag och innovationerna behdovs,
sasom i sjukvarden.

Om vi skall lyckas 6ka produktiviteten och patientnyttan i
framtidens vardsystem dér befolkningen blir allt dldre, behand-
lingarna allt battre men ocksa dyrare, kravs att samhillet beak-
tar marknadsdriven innovation. Politiker behover se till att de
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innovationerna kommer alla medborgare till del och inte bara de
rika. Men utan de innovationer som marknadsaktorer frambringar
kommer framtidens virdsystem sannolikt besta av ett ganska
pavert och dyrt basutbud, dir de rika aker utomlands for mer
avancerad vard.

Hur uppmuntra till innovation istéllet for latstasinnovation

1. GOr det mer attraktivt for entreprendrer att samarbeta med hdlso- och
sjukvdrden. Det dr inte nédvdndigtvis enbart som betalande kund som den
svenska hdlso- och sjukvdarden dr mest intressant for entreprendrer, utan dven
som en avancerad testbddd ddr nya tekniker, produkter och tjdnster kan ut-
vecklas i samspel med professionen. Hdr behdver entreprendren forstd vad
professionen ger och exempelvis erbjuda fordelaktiga rabatter till den organi-
sationen som stdllt upp som testmiljé. Det behévs tydliga regelverk hur sGdana
rabatter skulle kunna hanteras inom ett framtida upphandlingsforfarande.

2. Underldtta for professionen att delta i entreprendrskapet. Ofta behdvs
djupa kunskaper fran brukarsidan for att utveckla teknik och tjanster for hdlso-
och sjukvard. Vi behéver ett regelverk ddr anstdllda inom hdlso- och sjukvard
kan fa tjdnstledigt pa heltid eller deltid for att prova sina entreprenériella
vingar. Ett sddant regelverk behéver hanteras pa hog niva datjidnsteplanerande
chef har incitament att undvika franvaro som stér planerbarheten.

3. Utveckla system f6r smaskalig innovationsupphandling. Mindre enheter
pa bor tillatas ingd avtal med mindre teknikforetag genom ett férenklat for-
farande och till ett begréinsat belopp genomféra innovationsupphandlingar.
Smadskaliga innovationsupphandlingar kan kopplas till en gemensam innova-
tionsfond pa regional och nationell niva. Detta system har visat sig effektivt i
andra sammanhang, t.ex. for att snabba pa digitaliseringsarbetet i traditio-
nell industri.

Genom att gora det mer attraktivt for entreprendorer att samarbeta
med hilso- och sjukvarden, att underlitta for hilso- och sjukvards-
personal att delta i entreprendrskapet, och att utveckla system for
sméskalig innovationsupphandling kan beslutsfattare bidra till att
vi far fler och bittre innovationer dir vi desperat behover dessa (or
framtidens valfird, istillet for latsasinnovationer.
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Open innovation markets

— A new view on open innovation

By Ove Granstrand

Open innovation is usually viewed from inside out a focal firm, facing different strate-

gies for combining internal and external ideas on its path to a product market.

Open innovation could also be viewed from outside in as a set of markets for trading

different inputs to and outputs from innovation activities of firms and other actors.

The purpose of this article is not to criticise the conventional view of open innovation

but to contextualize it by presenting a contrasting view that complements it. Both

views can and should be used by technology and innovation managers and by start-

up entrepreneurs as well as by innovation policy makers and innovation scholars to

advance their understanding and use of open innovation.

Next time you meet an ambitious entrepreneur, or intrapreneur
for that matter, ask what keeps them awake at night and busy by
day. They will probably tell you about run rates and fund-
raising needs, how hard it is to find really good developers and
salespeople, and the painful experience of (not) letting people
go. If they are honest, they may also describe the agony of
having to project confidence to the team while privately
acknowledging tremendous uncertainties.

old wine in new bottles breaks through
As is now well known, open innovation is referred to as a new
paradigm defined by Henry Chesbrough as “a paradigm that
assumes that firms can and should use external ideas as well
asinternal ideas, and internal and external paths to market, as
firmslook to advance their technology". European Commission
defines open innovation more specifically as "the emerging
paradigm for innovation involving business models that use
partnering, licensing and venturing to combine internal and
external sources of ideas and technologies™.

However, what today is commonly referred to as open inno-
vation:

1. has a century old history in R&D and technology mana-
gement practices

2. has been studied by innovation scholars since the 1970s,
but under other labels '

3. hasbecome widely popularized, practiced and studied sin-
ce the early 2000s

Thus, open innovation is a new term for an old phenomenon.
Nevertheless, open innovation has no doubt opened up the eyes
and ears of more technology managers and innovation scholars
for the potential benefits of combining complementary internal
and external resources for R&D, production and marketing in
innovation processes. (This is in no small measure thanks to
Henry Chesbrough's seminal works.) At the same time certain
biases have become built into the dominant conventional view
of open innovation, such as having an overly emphasis on:

*In fact several such studies have been made under

the auspices of IMIT.

> Newness, promoted by narrow nominalist literature sear-
ches (aided by Dr. Google) confined only to the new term (thus
making the open innovation community paradoxically a bit
closed to external ideas).

> An inside out view of strategic options from the perspective
of a focal firm, often large

> A single focal product or service market of the firm

> Cooperation (rather than competition)

> A normative decree to use open innovation (as implied in
Chesbrough's definition above)

The latter bias also has a certain US bias, which might derive
from the need for openness in several US large companies suf-
fering from technology protectionism and hubris from being
technology and innovation leaders since the 1950s. This is a
kind of "winners curse” not uncommon in innovation which
has affected many non-US companies as well from time to
time - Ericsson, Volvo, ABB, Philips, Siemens, Sony and oth-
ers. On the other hand, open innovation is not always an option
and even if so, closed innovation might be preferable (as when
Ericsson successfully went on its own in developing its first
computerized telephone exchange after having failed to elicit
the interest of IBM for joint work on converging computer and
communication technologies).

The strategy view of open innovation
The two basic strategic questions prompted by open innovation
are:

- Can and should firms make or buy R&D?

- Can and should firms keep or sell technology?
In probing these questions various strategic options present
themselves for acquiring and exploiting new technologies - or
in other words various strategies for inbound and outbound
innovation. Figure 1 illustrates what we can refer to as the stra-
tegy view of open innovation, seen as a set of technology stra-
tegies for inbound and outbound open innovation in the case
of technological innovations. The inbound and outbound stra-
tegies correspond pairwise to each other, each pair involving
a similar type of contractual arrangements (for equity, part-
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Figure 1. The strategy view of open innovation seen as a set of
strategies for inbound and outbound innovation in a focal firm. Source:
Adapted from Granstrand (2018).

nering, licensing, etc.). Each type of contractual arrangement represents
in turn a certain degree of organisational integration, ranging from fully
vertically integrated firms to fully disintegrated markets. Any inbound
strategies could moreover be combined with any outbound strategy and
thereby give rise to different business models, e.g. internal R&D combined
with out-licensing and/or equity sales for a start-up firm.

The market view of open innovation

Open innovation could as well be viewed as the use of a set of markets for
trading different inputs to and outputs from innovation activities of firms,
large and small, and other actors (universities, R&D institutes, indepen-
dent inventors, government agencies etc.). These open innovation markets,
that is markets involving some form of open innovation, are typically
markets for ideas, technologies, knowledge and data such as licensing
markets, equity markets, matching markets for innovation collaborations
and related human resource markets. Inbound and outbound innovation
strategies of various firms and other market actors collectively constitute
the demand and supply side respectively of these open innovation mar-
kets. Figure 2 depicts how companies and other actors with different in-
bound and outbound innovation strategies can connect on different types
of open innovation markets. As various open innovation markets evolve
more firms and other actors are entering, transacting, cooperating and
competing and whereby different market structures and whole innova-
tion ecosystems develop. Figure 2 illustrates what we can refer to as the
market view of open innovation, seen as a set of markets for inbound and
outbound open innovation.

Nature of open innovation markets

Each type of open innovation market then has its specific characteristics
as to its buyers and sellers, demand and supply conditions, intermedia-
ries, information sets, nature of technology transacted, business models,
pricing processes, typical contractual arrangements, dynamics etc. All of
these markets are to some extent interconnected complementary markets
for intangibles or intellectual capital in the form of information and ide-
as, although often bundled with tangible resources as well and providing
economies of scale and scope, including increasing returns. Most of them
are forward looking in the sense that they involve future deliveries of in-
formation, e.g. in the form of targeted R&D results or software upgrades.
In many cases the contractual relations are long range, e.g. in know-how
or patent licensing, calling for prudence in contracting. Moreover, open
innovation markets are typically preferentially two-sided in the sense that

Technology Exploitation

Outbound Innovation

both buyers and sellers hold preferences about each other.
This is especially so for matching markets for R&D joint
ventures and innovation collaborations, but also licensing

Closed markets and equity markets for acquisitions and spin-offs
are usually preferentially two-sided. Open innovation

o markets are also often two-sided or multi-sided in the sense

& of offering space for an intermediary platform provider to

. § capitalize on interconnected positive network externalities

. g and R&D spill-overs with the help of digital technologies

) @ and Al (e.g. for contracting and payments). Open innova-

%- tion markets are moreover typically thin, with small num-

} bers of buyers and sellers, and information asymmetries

open and intermediaries (consultants, brokers, dealers, etc.) are

common. Markets for licenses, patents and spin-offs/start-

ups are moreover characterized by unit demand and/or unit

supply, which creates "the winner gets all'- type of races

with little time for due diligence, resulting in transactional

hazards and risks for buying the pig (i.e. unproven tech-

nology) in the sack. It has also to be emphasized that open
innovation markets are not stable in any equilibrium but are dynamic and
amenable to market design through business modelling and innovation.
Design of open innovation markets, e.g for transactions on evolving data
markets, is in turn enabled by digital technologies and Al, which can sig-
nificantly lower interaction and transaction costs and capture value from
positive external effects. It deserves noting that new infocom technologies
in general has enabled new organisational forms of open innovation and
new open innovation markets to appear, radically different from the ones
in the 1970s.

In summary, these open innovation markets for intangible ideas, in-
formation, data, technology and knowledge in general are complex and
dynamic but they are also different from each other and very different
from conventional markets for tangible products, which are much easier
to observe and contractually control than fuzzy intangibles.

How does the market view of open innovation complement the
strategy view?

Each view has its inherent biases and pros and cons and should jointly of-
fer balancing benefits for managers, policy-makers and scholars alike. The
strategy view might better reveal and deal with internal conditions in a
firm (e.g. with conflicting strategizing interests across technologies) whi-
le the market view might better reveal and deal with emergent properties
(like prices, externalities and systemic effects) of an evolving market and
an evolving innovation ecosystem. The market view calls for special skills
in market analysis and creative flexibility in business modelling which
companies following the conventional open innovation path towards a
product innovation might lack. This might apply especially to large firms
with their amassed resources and experience, while start-ups on the other
hand have not yet entrenched themselves on such a path but have been for-
ced to consider various open innovation markets from the outset in their
scramble for resources.

The market view of open innovation not only helps innovation strategy
makers but also helps innovation policy makers to shape general policies
for kick-starting and sustaining well-functioning technology markets
rather than overly trying to pick winners and dole out subsidies to tech-
nologies and firms.

For scholars and others trying to understand in more general terms the
growing phenomenon of open innovation the market view is helpful as
well. Open innovation could for instance be explained in terms of three
broad factor categories:

a)the changing nature of R&D and innovation, with increasing average

Sid.6 Management June 2021
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Figure 2. The market view of open innovation seen as a set of markets for inbound and outbound
innovation across firms and other actors. Source: Adapted from Granstrand (2020) .

scale of projects and teams, increasing technological diversification with
more multi-technology products and firms, and increasing technological
‘genericness’ with more general purpose technologies with multiple app-
lications.

b) the increasing market supply of and demand for new as well as old
technologies on competitive open innovation markets, partly in fact as a
result from open innovation as historically employed by companies and
countries such as Japan, S.Korea and China in catching up with innova-
tion leaders, thus providing a positive feedback in the global innovation
system, leading in turn to more wide-spread processes for catching-up,
forging ahead and falling back processes.

¢) institutional changes, such as the change of the IP regime to a pro-pa-
tent era (with a concomitant pro-licensing era) since the 1980s, triggered
in the US in no small part by the successful but threatening catch-up of
Japan?

“The strategy view and the market

view of open innovation are two sides
of the same coin.”

Intellectual property rights in general and patents in particular take
on new roles on open innovation markets (see Granstrand 2018, 2020).
In a forthcoming paper "Appropriation on open innovation markets: The
role of patent rights for creating and capturing value from innovation"
(Holgersson and Granstrand, 2021) this theme is further developed and
illustrated empirically. Open innovation markets, complemented by fi-
nancial markets, are found to be crucial for start-ups and patent rights
then enable and induce the use of technology markets and financial mar-
kets for value capture. Without patenting possibilities the start-ups in the
study would resort to more closed innovation. Thus patents help rather
than hinder the use of open innovation markets.

2Generic or general-purpose digital information and communication
technologies in particular pervade many products and processes
and thereby contribute to their technological diversity, as do new
material technologies and many other technologies on the standard
list of emerging technologies (AI, robotics, 5G, IoT, 3D-printing,
etc.)

3Tt will be highly interesting to watch the development of the
emerging geo-political "tech-war" between the US and China and
whether there will be a reversal of the trend towards global open
innovation at the same time as the latter might be utterly called for

in light of the various global challenges ahead.

Conclusions
The strategy view and the market view of open innovation are two sides
of the same coin.

The main argument here is not to select one over the other in innovation
management and innovation studies but to use both and see what balanced
insights could be gained by reversing and combining the two views into a
stereo-scopic perspective with more depth.

Such a dual perspective can and should be useful for technology and
innovation managers, start-up entrepreneurs, innovation policy makers
and innovation scholars in advancing their understanding and use of
open innovation.
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Helt vanlig

sjalvorganisation

— Ar riittesnéret den formella eller den informella organisationen?

Av Johannes
Berglind
Soderqvist

| samband med att sjilvorganiserande grupper ater ar populdra som organisationsform, nuinom

ramenforagil produktutveckling, safinnsdetanledningatttiankatill vervilka nyheter dennasjalv-

organisering egentligen medfor. Nyheten kan vara en ny organisationsform, men kanske i annu

hogre grad en uppmuntran att ta den pagaende och helt vanliga sjalvorganisationen pa storre allvar.

Nir du forestiller dig en helt vanlig organisation ér det sanno-
likt att du forestéller dig arbetsgrupper med bestimda ansvars-
omraden, niagon form av chefshierarki, och tydliga process- och
rollbeskrivningar for hur saker ska genomfors. Du kanske ocksi
kommer att tinka pa nagon praktisk situation nir organisatio-
nen framstar som trog och svarnavigerad eller dér dess beskriv-
ning inte helt 6verensstimmer med verksamheten i praktiken.
Tank nu pa en vanlig arbetsdag, hanteringen av det som landat
i inkorgen, sannolikt ett eller annat mote, bade planerade och
oplanerade. Kanske nagot ovintat som dykt upp och foranleder
inbokningar av moten i kalendern, eller samtal pé stiende fot
med kollegor. Din vanliga arbetsdag sker med storsta sannolikhet
inom ramen for en organisation - men organisationen foreskriver
sillanidetalj vara forehavanden under en vanligdag - inte sillan
organiserar vitill storsta delen pa egen hand, kollegor emellan. Vi
sjalvorganiserar.

Denna vardagliga sjilvorganisering dr i grund och botten
samma organisering som foresprikas nir man talar om sjilvor-
ganiserande team eller sjilvstyrande arbetsgrupper, men den
har i de tva sistnimnda fallen givits en formell ram. Det ar latt
att forestilla sigatt det ir sjilvorganisation som introduceras nir

Bild: Unsplash/Jud Mackrill

sjilvorganiserande team eller sjilvstyrande arbetsgrupper infors
ienorganisation, men sjilvorganisation ir sillan en nyhet i orga-
nisationer, allra minst i sidana som dgnar sig at produktutveck-
ling. Inforandet av sjilvorganiserande team eller sjilvstyrande
arbetsgrupper ir i sjilva verket i forsta hand en introduktion av
formalisering, med hopp om att den ska stotta den alldeles van-
liga sjilvorganisationen med dess inneboende flexibilitet och
problemlosningsforméiga i hogre grad dn vad den foregaende
formella organisationen gjorde.

Normal organisation?

Villfarelsen att det ir sjilvorganisation som introduceras vid
inforandet av sjilvorganiserande team eller sjilvstyrande ar-
betsgrupper kan hirledas fran grundantaganden att en normal
organisation ir en som kan beskrivas formellt, med foreskrivna
processer, tydliga gruppuppdelningar och definierade ansvars-
omraden och chefshierarkier. I sin bok "Organizations in action”
frin 1967, som haft stort inflytande pa utvecklingen av organi-
sationsteori, inte minst inom produktutveckling, kontrasterar

James Thompson denna normala organisation mot den organisa-

tionstyp han kallar syntetisk. Nimligen den som uppstar nér inga
pé forhand givna strukturer [6r problemlosning finns
tillhanda, men uppenbara problem behover losas. I sin
tydligaste form uppstar denna situation direkt efter att
en katastrof har gt rum och mianniskor stravar efter
att samla sig och aterskapa trygghet, men den uppstar
ocksé i mer oansenlig form dagligdags i vara forehavan-
den pa arbetsplatsen si snart ett problem uppstar som
viinte forutsett, viblir hianvisade till sjilvorganisering.

Ur ett forskningsperspektiv har den vardagliga
sjalvorganiseringen inom produktutveckling tagit
utvecklarens perspektiv, den som deltar i den kun-
skapsbyggande verksamheten, och utvecklat teorier
om hur den spontana organiseringen av kunskap hos
ett nitverk av praktiker gar till, eller hur en tillfillig
organisation kan uppsta ur ett gemensamt problem.
Sadana perspektiv leder ofta till mjuka och svargrip-
bara rekommendationer till chefen och dennes aktor-
skap,som att odla en viss typ av kultur eller att utova en
viss typ av ledarskap. Forskning inom organisation av
produktutveckling har istillet till stor del tagit chefens
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mer handgripliga perspektiv pa organisationen som i hog grad
beskriven av formella processer och planer, vad som ofta kallas
plandriven produktutveckling.

Det formella eller informella som rittesndre
I takt med att sjilvorganiserande grupper ater populariseras
som organisationsform, nu inom ramen for agil produktut-
veckling, sd finns det anledning att tinka till 6ver vilka nyheter
denna sjilvorganisering egentligen medfor till en vanlig orga-
nisation med tydliga gruppindelningar, processbeskrivning-
ar och chefshierarkier. Huruvida det ir en bra idé att formellt
infora agil produktutveckling beror helt pa sammanhang och
ar bortom den hir textens omfang men populariseringen av
den sjilvorganiserande gruppen ramar in och understryker
ett upplevt behov att forlita produktutvecklande verksamhet
pa mellanminsklig situationsanpassad organisering snarare
in standardisering och formaliserade processer. Det finns ofta
anledning att 6verviga omorganisation [or att stotta ett sidant
skifte, men min forskning tyder ocksa pé att det med samma
andamal kan finnas mycket att vinna pa att tinka over vad vi
egentligen betraktar som normal organisation. Ar det den for-
mella eller informella organisationen som utgor rittesnoret?
Om den formella organisationen ar det grundlaggande, det vi
i forsta hand betraktar som organisation och rittesnore for
verksamheten, da blir den som leder och fordelar arbete genom
denna huvudaktor i produktutvecklingsorganisationen. Den
vardagliga sjilvorganiseringen som méjliggor den problemlos-
ning och kunskapsutveckling som utgor stommen i produktut-
vecklingsarbete antas pagé i kulisserna - the show must go on.
Gemensamt for foresprakare av agil produktutveckling ar
att de sitter sjalvorganiseringen i centrum som huvudaktér pa
scen for produktutvecklignsdramat. Detta understryks genom
tydligt artikulerade virdeord och principer som placerar den
informella organisationen som rittesnére f6r den formella. Det
till trots sd ir det svért att foresprika en organisationsform utan
att forespraka en hel del formalisering, roller och foreskrivna
arbetsmetoder, vilka jimfort med sjilvorganisering ir relativt
gripbara formaliteter for en chef och organisationstinkare sko-
lad med Thompson's normala organisation i atanke. Det 4r med
andra ord latt hant att inforandet av sjilvorganiserande team
till storsta del blir inférandet av nya formella strukturer genom
vilka chefen leder och fordelar arbetet och i praktiken behal-
ler sin roll som huvudaktor i produktutvecklingsorganisatio-
nen. Ett beslut om infoérandet av sjilvorganiserande team bor
darfor foregas av en grundliggande reflektion om vilken roll
sjalvorganisering redan spelar i organisationen, vilken vikt
som fists vid denna och dess underlattande. Sjalvorganiserar
vi i det tysta for att uppritthalla den formella organisationen,
eller omformar och uppdaterar vi det formella for att underlatta
for sjalvorganisation?

pégarsjilvorganisation redan i sammanhang déir komplex pro-
blemlosning ir en del av verksamheten. Det finns en utbredd
idé om att en organisation med formella strukturer, processer
och roller dr en normal organisation. I sjilva verket sa sjilvor-
ganiserar de flesta av oss i olika sammanhang i vardagen, och i
arbetslivet och har etablerade men ofta outtalade sitt att gora
det pa. Formella organisationsstrukturer dr nagot som kriver
eftertinksamhet och éverblick for att etablera pé ett sitt som
stottar en verksamhet, det ir nigonting syntetiskt som kan vara
mycket anvindbart, men det normala ir sjilvorganisation - en
sjalvklar men svéruttalad och sviroverblickbar form av organi-
sation som utgor var grundliggande ansats till problemlosning.

Sjdlvorganisation som huvudrollsinnehavare i praktiken
Hur kan da konkreta steg tas for att gora den helt vanliga
sjalvorganisationen till huvudrollsinnehavare? Det beror pa
situation och kontext och en bra borjan ir dirfor reflektion.
Foljande uppslag kan underlitta:

+ Sannolikt finns en eller annan formell processbeskrivning
som inte uppdaterats pa linge men som resultatmissigt tycks
fungera utmarkt. Det dr osannolikt att den ser ut precis sa som
den beskrevs for niagra ar sedan.

« Hur har dess anpassning gatt till i praktiken sedan dess?

 Hur skulle sadan formaga till anpassning kunna stér-
kas och underldttas?

+ Kanske hanteras betydande oforutsedda problem inom orga-
nisationen i dagsliget genom nigon form av sjilvorganiseran-
de task-force.

* Kanen sadan internt etablerad organisationsform inspire-
ra och stirka formagan att hantera ocksa mindre oférut-
sedda problem i verksamheten?

+ For att 1ata den vanliga sjilvorganisationen ta mer plats kan
en bra 6vning vara att se till att det informella ar rattesnore
for det formella och inte tvirt om.

* Hur kan den formella organisationen, dess hierarkier, pro-
cesser, metoder och grupperingar goras enklare att modifie-
ra baserat pa lardomar som gors i det dagliga arbetet?

Nirsadana fragor tas pa allvar stélls den pagaende, helt vanliga

sjalvorganiseringen i rampljuset som huvudaktor i produktut-

vecklingsorganisationen och dess utveckling. Nista ging du
forestiller dig en helt vanlig organisation. Overvig dé att forst
tianka sjilvorganisation.

JOHANNES BERGLIND
SODERQVIST

. cee . . . johannes.berglind.soderqvist@chalmers.se
Den vanliga sjidlvorganisationen som huvudrollsinnehavare

Aven om det kan finnas anledning att genomfdra organisa- Johannes Berglind Séderquist &r dokto-
rand vid Chalmers tekniska hégskola pa

institutionen f£6r Teknikens ekonomi och

tionsforindringar inspirerat av organisationsramverk som ba-

seras pa sjilvorganisation s finns det all anledning att komma S } .
. organisation. Hans forskning beror sjal-

vorganisation och ledarskap, framst inom
teknikutveckling.

ihagatt sjalvorganisation alls inte dr nagonting konstigt, nagot
syntetiskt, och inte heller nagonting som nédvindigtvis beho-
ver implementeras for att ge nytta. Med storsta sannolikhet
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Framing sustainability
opportunities

— A key to success with circular business model implementation

Av Elizaveta Averina,
Johan Frishammar
och Vinit Parida

In light of the unfolding environmental crisis, companies are increasingly turning to circular business
models as a potential solution. Yet, according to estimates by Bain & Co., only 2% of companies tar-
geting sustainability goals end up achieving their targets. Our research shows that inaccurate framing

and assessment of sustainability opportunities are key causes of failure.

The root causes of circular business model
failure

A circular business model (CBM) is one in
which a focal company together with its ecosys-
tem partners uses innovation to create, capture,
and deliver value to improve resource efficiency.
By extending the lifespan of products and parts,
environmental, social, and economic benefits
can be realized. Designing and implementing
a CBM is far from easy. In fact, organizational
and ecosystem challenges related to CBMs of-
ten block the transformational efforts that firms
make. These challenges can arise in all three
dimensions of a CBM — namely, value creation,
value delivery, and value capture. For value
creation, manufacturers need to integrate their
business activities more deeply into customers’
operations, engage in value co-creation, and in-
troduce new innovative services. For value de-
livery, sustainability-related solutions often re-
quire a new logistic and solution delivery setup
on the customer side as well as strategic collabo-
rations with technology and service providers.
For value capture, there is a need to shift from
a traditional CAPEX to an OPEX revenue flow
since value is increasingly captured through of-
fering availability and outcomes (i.e., solutions)
rather than through up-front sales.

Academics have responded to these challeng-
es by developing models and frameworks with
actionable guidelines on how best to design and
implement a CBM. Although beneficial, these
frameworks typically ignore the front-end ide-
ation and assessment phases — that is to say, the
activities that take place before a CBM is desig-
ned and implemented. Our research shows that
most companies “underinvest” in front-end
activities. They do not devote sufficient time,
resources, and attention to frame and assess
the sustainability opportunity that underpins
every CBM. By sustainability opportunity, we
mean the idea that underlies how new innovati-
ve technology, processes, products, and services

are able to increase environmental, social, and
economic value. Proficient early-stage oppor-
tunity assessment can help companies save
both time and valuable resources. It also serves
to enhance a project’s legitimacy in the eyes of
stakeholders, thereby improving the likelihood
of a successful outcome.

Sustainability opportunities in practice

To understand how industrial firms frame and
exploit sustainability opportunities in practice,
we worked with two incumbent manufacturing
firms and their ecosystem partners over the fall
of 2020 and the spring of 2021. We studied four
ongoing projects and conducted over 40 inter-
views and several workshops. In the first com-
pany, Project Alpha revolved around a radically
new technology where magnetite particles were
mixed with asphalt. This allows cold transpor-
tation of the asphalt as microwave-based tech-
nology can heat the asphalt directly before app-
lying it to the road. In theory, this could achieve
tremendous cuts in energy consumption and
CO2 emissions. Project Beta focused on deve-
loping new sustainable technology that could
recycle mine waste into phosphorous, rare
earths and fluorine (among others). The second
company ran Projects Gamma and Delta that
focused on refurbishing existing technologi-
es and complex products and upgrading them
into more sustainable versions. Project Gamma
centered on developinga climate-friendly alter-
native to harmful atmospheric greenhouse SF6
in circuit switchgears, and Delta concentrated
on biodegradable ester fluids instead of fossil
fuel-based oils in transformers.

When approaching their respective sustai-
nability opportunities, all projects engaged in
apreliminary opportunity assessment — for ex-
ample, constructing a business case with expec-
ted revenues and operational costs, reviewing
market trends and potential competitive offers,
“testing the water” with customers to determi-

ne their readiness to accept a subsequent offer,
and engaging with ecosystem partners to com-
plete the offer. Some of these activities were
successful. Yet, all projects lacked a systematic
step-by-step approach to opportunity framing
and assessment. For example, Project Beta initi-
ated technology development before getting the
equipment manufacturer on board — thus, crea-
ting uncertainty. Project Delta launched novel
eco-efficient transformers with a strong sus-
tainable value proposition. However, this value
proposition was identical for all customers, even
though each customer had identified its own
sustainability concerns and required a co-crea-
tion approach that was tailor made. Could these
challenges have been avoided? By studying the
four projects, we learned what they did right and
gotto understand the struggles and pitfalls they
encountered on the way.

A framing process for sustainability
opportunities

Based on our in-depth case analysis, we have
identified a number of factors that should be
evaluated and clarified in the pre-phases, in
order to avoid or mitigate future development
problems and pave the way for the successful
implementation of a CBM subsequently. We col-
lated these factors into an actionable framework
to better frame and assess sustainability oppor-
tunities (see Figure 1). The framework focuses
on a focal company and the perspectives of its
ecosystem partners. It outlines two key phases
that companies and projects need to go through,
and it identifies key activities and leading ques-
tions. The first phase deals with feasibility as-
sessment — namely, approximating the green
premium potential, conducting a competency
review internally and externally, and fore-
casting buy-in from future key customers and
partners. If the idea seems feasible, it needs to be
“validated” early on by the ecosystem actors to
get them on board. That is to say, the focal com-
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Tabell 1. Analys av hoég idékvalité

Phases Activities Leading questions
. What are the financial benefits of implementing a sustainable opportunity compared to existing incumbent
Potential or new entrant alternatives (e.g., improved performance or quality, cost, branding potential)?
green . e e . .. . .
premium Are there any governmental or industrial initiatives that could incentivize sustainable opportunity market

commercialization (e.g., subsidiaries, CO2 allowances, CAPEX/OPEX returns)?
Which internal and external competencies are required to implement this sustainable opportunity?

Phase A: Competencies : ; : . ek . . :

Feasibility P Are these competencies readily available in the current ecosystem? If not, is it feasible (in terms of time,
e — fit resources and proximity to current business logic) to internally develop or acquire them? If not, would it
make sense for ecosystem actors to develop new competencies on their side?
Does the focus of potential customers’ and partners’ sustainability strategy align with sustainability-
Ecosystem 9ppor_tunity implementaFion (e.g., su§tainability targets, history of previous sustainability-related
B initiatives and value-chain collaborations)?
y-in
expectancy What are the key benefits and risks from engaging in opportunity development and implementation on the
part of your ecosystem partners?
What is required to incentivize ecosystem partners to jointly pursue the opportunity?
Partner
orchestration What I.(ind of formal or informal agreements are needed to secure partner alignment and fulfillment of

commitments?

Phase B:

Stakeholder Customer What would it take to get customers’ preliminary commitment to future buy-in?
alignment onboarding How can your firm gain customer trust and engage them in value co-creation?
Organizational | What requirements do internal stakeholders pose in turn for providing support and funding for your CBM project?
commitment What actions are needed to legitimize and promote the CBM project among internal stakeholders?

pany needs to negotiate with partners and align
incentives, engaging deeply with customers and
learning how best to tailor the solution to their
needs. Another key factor is to ensure that there
is a sound internal organizational commitment
so that the project has enough legitimacy to win
support and funding in the future. Following
these activities, a focal company can either pro-
ceed with CBM implementation or discard the
opportunity depending on what is now percei-
ved as the prudent option.

Practical implications
By taking a systematic approach to sustainabili-
ty-opportunity framing, companies can increa-
se their chances of success in going circular. A
greater commercialization potential would
follow since a sustainability opportunity that
has passed a feasibility assessment and that is
aligned with key stakeholders is more likely to
deliver the economic, social, and environmental
benefits companies seck by going circular.
Particular attention should be given to alig-
ning the emerging sustainability opportunity
with ecosystem actors’ needs. Our study revea-
led that incumbent companies tend to underes-
timate the importance of “going into the field”
— that is to say, taking direct contact with part-
ners and customers. Instead, they often proceed
with technology development based on assump-
tions stemming from publicly available reports
and communications made by industry actors.
However, this information can be misleading as

it is usually carefully filtered to avoid negative
publicity. Thus, it often fails to reflect the real
problems which the ecosystem is dealing with
when it comes to sustainability. Another ratio-
nale for taking direct contact is that additional
sustainability opportunities with high potenti-
al can be identified in the process of promoting
discussions per se. We recommend that mana-
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VINIT PARIDA
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gers and engineers utilize the proposed fra-
mework to frame and assess multiple sustaina-
ble opportunities and proceed with exploitation
of the most viable option among the alternatives.
Their subsequent success with circular business
model implementation is enhanced.
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foérestandare Martin Skold (martin.skold@imit.se). Beslut om finansiering fattas vanligen vid paféljande styrelsemdte. Nagra exakta
undre eller 6vre granser avseende projektomslutning finns ej, men en vanlig niva pa hittills beviljade ansdkningar &r 100-300 kkzr.

STIFTELSEN IMIT AR ETT FORSKNINGSINSTITUT
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Jan Mattsson, RUC, professor

Maureen McKelvey, GU, professor
Magnus Mahring, HHS, professor

Pejvak Oghazi, SH, professor

Malin Olander Roese, LTH, doktor
Annika Olsson, LTH, professor

Vinit Parida, LTU, professor

Magnus Persson, Chalmers, docent
Birger Rapp, IMIT, professor

Anders Richtnér, HHS, docent

Soren Sjolander, Chalmers, professor
Martin Skéld, HHS, docent

Alexander Styhre, GU, professor

Per Svensson, Chalmers, doktor

Jonas Séderlund, BI/LiU, professor
Fredrik Tell, UU, professor

Lotta Tillberg, IMIT, docent
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Martin Wallin, Chalmers, professor
Joakim Wincent, LTU, professor

Mats Winroth, Chalmers, professor
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Karl Yden, Chalmers, doktor
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For en komplett forteckning dver alla
IMIT-fellows se: imit.se
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Armand Hatchuel, Ecole des Mines, professor
Anders Ingelgdrd, Mélnlycke Health Care AB,
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Maria Christiansen
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Stiftelsen IMITs malsattning 4r att framja och stédja forskning och utveckling inom teknisk, industriell och administrativ f6rnyel-
se, samt att utféra utbildningsinsatser inom detta omrade. Bakom stiftelsen IMIT stdr IFL vid Handelshdgskolan i Stockholm, Chalmers
tekniska hogskola, Kungliga Tekniska hogskolan och Lunds tekniska hogskola. IMITS FORSKNING behandlar forst och framst hur teknisk
utveckling kan nyttiggoéras genom tillférsel av industriell och ekonomisk kunskap, exempelvis inom omradena projektledning, produk-
tionsledning, samt ledning och organisering av innovationsverksamhet. IMIT bidrar till att sprida kunskap genom forskningsprojekt, -

magasinet “Management of Innovation and Technology”,

som verksamma i industrin. For mer information om IMITs verksamhet se imit.se

och genomférande av seminarier, workshops och konferenser fér saval forskare

LAS MER PA IMIT.SE

VI BERATTAR GARNA MER OM VAR VERKSAMHET OCH VAD VI KAN GORA I SAMARBETE MED ER.
Stiftelsen IMIT, 412 96 Goteborg. BesOksadress: Chalmers, Vera Sandbergs Allé 8. Telefon 031-772 12 20



