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ABSTRACT 

The paper addresses the question of how OI readiness should be measured when commencing 

engagement in user-driven innovation in a value chain perspective, and how this leads to 

potential for developing OI capabilities. A framework for assessment of level of OI 

capabilities is developed based on extensive literature review. The framework is further tested 

in the context of the InnoDoor project, providing significant insights into the challenges faced 

by the individual partners as well as the network in general. The test illustrates the usability of 

the framework for assessment of OI readiness, and how it allows for design and 

implementation of specific experiments targeting the OI capability development of the network. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Having an effective new product development process is one of the greatest competitive 

advantages a firm can possess, and much research suggests that having the customer 

closely involved in such processes can greatly increase the success rate of new 

product/processes (Cooper, 1996; Methe et al., 1997). Focusing on involving and 

integrating users in development and innovation activities is of even greater importance 

during times of economic difficulties. With increasing numbers of competitors on the 

market, coupled with increasing consumer demands, involving users in the innovation 

process may become critical rather than a mere choice or interest. Based on such 

realization, during recent years the topic of Open Innovation (OI) has received 

considerable attention both theoretically and empirically (Von Hippel, 1988; 

Chesbrough, 2003; Baldwin et al. 2006).  

Yet, in spite of the rising interest in OI, many firms still do not effectively bring the user 

or external partners into their new product development process (Adam et al., 1998). 

This could partly be due to the widespread belief that the ideas and opinions of typical 

or average customers cannot result in innovative new concepts - or if may be caused by 

the fact that many firms simply do not have the mechanism, traditions, culture or 

structures in place to integrate the customer into their development processes; they are 

not ready for engaging in Open Innovation.  

As argued by e.g. Schein (1999) and Jones, Jimmieson and Griffith (2005), readiness 

for engaging in change and innovation is the single most important aspect of creating a 

successful implementation of the new initiative. Very little knowledge exists on how to 

evaluate or develop readiness for engaging in OI in companies largerly inexperienced 



with innovation in general. Rather, most OI research focuses on development of OI 

methods and measuring the effect of using such methods (e.g. von Hippel, 1988, 

Chesbrough, 2003). We argue that in order to effectively implement and utilize OI, the 

identification of readiness for engaging in OI is of utmost importance. This will 

significantly advance the theoretical knowledge of OI as well as the potential for 

successful practical capability development.        

 

2. METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

In the realization of severe challenges related to innovation and the wish to overcome 

them, the project InnoDoors was initiated with the focus on the Danish supply chain 

surrounding the design, production, sales and implementation of internal doors. 

InnoDoors has a unique possibility to work with development of OI capabilities at a 

supply chain level rather than at the level of isolated companies.  

The building material industry is an example of exactly such an industry, where barriers 

to OI exist both in the form of partial lacking belief in the potential of doing so, and to a 

much higher degree, in lacking knowledge on how to engage in OI activities. The 

industry can largely be defined as a low-tech industry (below 2% annual investment in 

R&D), and is characterized by industry-structures which create a strong 

interdependence between the different supply chain partners (suppliers, manufacturers, 

retail, architects, and construction contractors) and often becomes a hindrance for 

innovation (Lassen et al. 2010).  

The research effort presented in this paper focuses in particular on determining how to 

engage a willing but largely inexperienced network of companies in OI. OI is in this 

research limited to a focus on integrating users, user knowledge and user preferences in 

the innovation process. This will allow for identification of essential antecedent of OI 

and provide insights into how to stimulate and develop emerging capabilities of open 

innovation.  

The paper thereby seeks to answer the following research questions: 

  

RQ1: What are essential preconditions of open innovation in networks,  

RQ2: How are capabilities of engaging in open innovation stimulated and developed 

in networks with no or limited experience with innovation.  

 

The data collection was conducted over a period of 1 year, from the fall of 2009 to the 

fall of 2010, and include a number of different approaches and types of interaction 

between the research group and the network partners. 

 Situational interviews with each of the 9 project partners in the project. The data 

was collected using qualitative semi-structured interviews with senior managers, 

middle managers and project leaders in order to examine their perception of and 

experiences with innovation and network collaboration. 

 11 workshops were conducted on joint capability development. The workshops 

included all project partners, and a range of different sets of users (co-creation, 

mobile probes, focus groups etc.)  



 Each interaction with project partners was documented on video, photos and 

recorder. Conversations were recorded and subsequently partly transcribed and 

discussed with the interviewees, before synthesizing into the frame of a case 

scenario for each partner. Furthermore, the interviews were conducted following 

the same protocol in order to ensure the reliability of the results as well as reflect 

the validity of the differences emerging (Yin, 1994). Relevant documentation 

was additionally provided by the respondents both prior to and after the 

interviews. This included; strategic documentation, product development 

roadmaps, customer segmentations and funding proposals. This data has been 

used to cross reference findings from the interviews and to provide added 

historical background.  

 

The longitudinal approach allowed for a gradual development of the understanding of 

the network specificities as well as the understanding in the network of how to become 

more user-driven in the innovation activities. In total the trustworthiness of the projects 

results is ensured. 

The gradual knowledge development is furthermore reflected in the InnoDoors research 

design for a network OI strategy that comprises four stages: awareness, readiness, 

deployment and improvement, see Figure 1. A set of tools and methodologies are being 

developed for facilitating this structured implementation strategy via a detailed and 

comprehensive study of innovation/development processes employed by the partner 

organizations respectively and in collaboration.  

   

 

Figure 1: InnoDoors research set-up 

 

It is apparent that in order to evaluate the emergence of capabilities to do Open 

Innovation, it is necessary to first establish a measure of OI readiness, which serves as 

comparable variable. We argue that in order to effectively implement and utilize OI, the 



identification of readiness for engaging in OI is of utmost importance. This will 

significantly advance the theoretical knowledge of OI as well as the potential for 

successful practical implementation.  

 

3. UNDERSTANDING PRE-CONDITIONS OF OPEN INNOVATION 

Following well-established measurement scale development procedures (Netemeyer, et 

al., 2003), we address the first question of essential preconditions for OI at network 

level by defining readiness for implementing OI. Hereafter we relate the identified 

readiness variables to OI at network level. It must be stressed that in spite of 

establishing a framework for evaluating OI readiness at the network level, such scale 

must take into consideration how ready the individual organization is to engage in OI 

and network activities. The individual measures must hence target the individual 

organizations participating in the network. 

 

3.1 OPEN INNOVATION READINESS 

Assessing an organization's readiness to adopt OI is one of the key preliminary steps in 

understanding how to develop capabilities of OI. Readiness assessments provide a 

quantitative basis for recommending OI development strategies. Therefore, an accepted 

OI readiness assessment procedure would help organizations in adopting such practices 

and the supporting collaborative technologies.  

The notion of readiness in general is associated with change and defined as the extent to 

which employees hold positive views about the need for organizational change (i.e. 

change acceptance), as well as the extent to which employees believe that such changes 

are likely to have positive implications for themselves and the wider organization 

(Armenakis et al., 1993; Holt, 2002). Such characteristics usually come from the 

psychological literature and have focused on personality attributes (e.g. openness to 

change), cognitive processes (e.g. self-efficacy beliefs), and the extent to which 

employees feel that they have had access to external coping resources to help them to 

deal with the stressful nature of organizational change (e.g. the provision of timely 

information and opportunities to be involved in relevant decision-making).  

However, employee perceptions cannot stand alone when introducing new initiatives. 

This argument is found at the core of organizational theory, and is reflected in models of 

organizational analysis dating back as far as to Leavitt’s (1965) simple dynamic model, 

introducing task, structure, actors, and technology as the significant interrelated internal 

variables to take into account. In this sense, we argue that the concept of readiness 

should be discussed as an organizational capability rather than merely as a matter of 

individual willingness to adopt new approaches. 

The concept of organizational capabilities has its foundations in the competitive 

advantage literature (Teece et al., 1997), and aligns well with the idea of OI providing 

companies with competitive advantages in terms of innovation and renewal. The 

competitive advantage concept is grounded in the resource-based perspective that views 

an organization as a unique bundle of heterogeneous resources and capabilities (Barney, 

1991; Grant, 1998). We argue that in order to evaluate the readiness for engaging in OI, 

such resources and capabilities must be taken into account. 



According to Sharma and Vredenburg (1998), the resource-based view implies that an 

organization’s competitive strategies and performance depend significantly upon 

organization-specific resources and capabilities. Teece and Pisano (1994) assert that 

organizational capabilities should be discussed in association with organizational and 

managerial processes, the current endowment of technology, and the strategic 

alternatives that are necessary for sustained business performance. Meyer and Utterback 

(1993) also emphasize that higher levels of these capabilities are associated with 

sustained success, be it in terms of product development, financial performance, or 

employee satisfaction. 

From such knowledge, we gather that a framework for analyzing OI readiness, must as a 

minimum entail the following constructs: 

 Cultural/human aspects: Addressing aspects about the organizational culture and 

perception as well as the aptitude of the employees    

 Technology: Addressing the technological situation of the organization 

 Processes: Addressing the systems and processes required 

 Strategic aspects: Addressing the strategic situation and perception of the 

organization  

 Structural: Addressing the structural design of the organization 

 

3.2 DEVELOPING OPEN INNOVATION CAPABILITIES  IN A SUPPLY NETWORK  

When turning attention more specifically to the object of the OI capability development, 

several additional important constructs must be taken into account when evaluating the 

readiness of the individual organization and the network.   

First and foremost it must be established if there are specific variables related to OI, 

which are not addressed through the general approach to readiness described above. To 

this end, a closer look at OI is needed. 

The central dimension of OI is of course knowledge external to the firm, in this paper 

represented through focus on the user, how such knowledge may be generated, and how 

integration of the users can lead to innovation. OI is defined as: “The use of purposive 

inflows and outflows of knowledge to accelerate internal innovation, and expand the 

markets for external use of innovation, respectively. [This paradigm] assumes that firms 

can and should use external ideas as well as internal ideas, and internal and external 

paths to market, as they look to advance their technology.”(Chesbrough, 2003). This 

indicates that companies must meet the user needs, identify these through different 

analytical methods. OI thereby serves the purpose of understanding and developing 

solutions which have the capacity to satisfy the user requirements and wishes.   

From this we argue that, in order to assess the readiness of applying OI, it is essential to 

understand; the organizational general customer orientation, their knowledge about 

different OI methods, the mindset applied to OI, and the readiness to exploit knowledge 

about the users by means of developing and bringing new initiatives to the market. 

 OI methods: Addressing the knowledge of and expertise in applying different 

methods of OI 

 OI mindset: Addressing the mind-set and thinking about OI in the organization. 



 Customer focus: Addressing the general customer-orientation of the company, 

which  

 Innovation: Addressing the readiness to exploit knowledge created through and 

by users by means of developing and bringing new initiatives to the market. 

 

Additionally, as our focus is on how companies engage in OI in collaboration with their 

network, a number of network related variables must also be taken into account in the 

assessment.  

Over the past decades, an impressive line of research has documented the wide-ranging 

effects of network ties on the behavior of both individuals and organizations (see Knoke 

1990; Knoke and Guilarte 1994; Powell and Smith-Doerr 1994; Wasserman and 

Galaskiewicz 1994; and Podolny and Page 1998 for comprehensive reviews). From 

such literature we find various characteristics described as central for successful 

collaboration. Amongst others are the structure of the ties amongst network partners, the 

power balance, the network position and the trust developed between the network 

participants.  Hence we argue that in relation to readiness for OI in network 

collaboration, we must evaluate: 

 Networks: Addressing the level of participation in networks 

 Trust: The display of willingness to trust network partners 

 Open partner selection: The extent to which the participation in networks in 

dynamic and differs depending on the purpose 

 Shared planning: The ability to plan and execute projects in collaboration    

 Shared costs/benefits: The ability to share both risks and earnings created 

through collaborative projects. 

 Motivation: Addressing the extent of shared understanding of motivation factors 

for each network partner. 

 

3.3 DEVELOPING MEASURES OF OPEN INNOVATION READINESS 

Identification of the above described dimensions facilitates the development of a 

conceptual framework for understanding OI readiness at network level. In order to 

operationalize this conceptual framework, the next step is to develop measurable scales 

for each dimension and attribute.    

The operationalized framework is developed in part by adapting scales used in previous 

organizational readiness studies as well as incorporating new items written specifically 

to measure domains and constructs identified as critical elements of readiness to OI in a 

network perspective. Items adapted from preexisting scales are often revised to include 

language relevant for the construction material industry, in which it will be applied. 

New items and scales were written when preexisting scales could not be found or were 

not considered satisfactory within the context of OI. 

Multi-item scales were used to ensure adequate measurement of each variable. For the 

same reason, previously established scales were used where suitable.   



In order to increase the reliability of the scales, drafts hereof were circulated amongst 

experienced researchers in the field of OI and construction management several times. 

Revisions were made based on feedback received. In Table 1 below, the operationalized 

framework is depicted including constructs, attributes, objectives of measurement and 

item scale applied.  

 

 

The measurements were developed into a survey, which was administered online to the 

partners of the InnoDoors project. The partners included suppliers, manufacturers, 

contractors, architects, and retailers. The aim of the survey was initially to identify the 

current and desired levels of OI readiness, and thereby pinpoint discrepancies, and areas 

to which there should be paid particular attention in the following parts of the project. 

Thus, a temporal research design was utilized in which the predictor variables (i.e. 

organizational culture, OI, and collaboration) were measured at Time 1 (T1), equal to 

the current levels of readiness. In order to examine the extent to which the predictor 

variables had any effects on implementation success, the outcome measures were 

assessed at Time 2 (T2), equal to the desired future state of OI capabilities.  

 

Construct Attribute Objective Item Scale applied 

Cultural 

readiness 

Openness Openness to explore 

new ideas 

We are willing to consider 

the adoption of an innovation 

(internal as well as external) 

Zaltman et. al. 

1973; Kaplan and 

Norton (2004) 

 Perception The interest in and 

commitment to OI 

illustrated by key 

personnel 

Our perception of the need to 

engage in OI is mainly 

positive 

Kaplan and 

Norton (2004) 

 Teamwork The general 

mentality and 

practice of 

collaboration 

We are mainly positive 

towards engaging in OI 

Kaplan and 

Norton (2004) 

 Knowledge The extent to which 

employees possess 

specialized 

knowledge 

The employees are a 

significant source of new 

knowledge  

Kaplan and 

Norton (2004) 

 Learning  Focus on exploration 

of new solutions 

Employees are proactive in 

seeking out new knowledge 

and applying this to the 

company. 

Simpson (2002) 

Technological 

readiness 

Information 

systems 

Access to and 

storing of relevant 

information  

The required knowledge 

management systems are in 

place  

Kaplan and 

Norton (2004) 

   Communication channels to 

and from the user are in 

place 

 

Processual 

readiness 

Management tools The availability of 

appropriate tools for 

managing OI 

projects 

We have a well-defined 

method for conducting, 

documenting and exploiting 

innovation 

Hammer (1993) 

 Communication 

channels 

Identification of 

communication 

channels to/from 

users 

Communication channels to 

and from the user are well 

understood and integrated 

into daily routines 

Hammer (1993) 



 Performance 

measures OI 

activities 

Identification of 

KPIs for 

performance of OI 

activities 

Clear performance criteria 

for OI are established and 

linked to the general 

performance criteria of the 

company 

Hammer (1993) 

Strategic 

readiness 

Leadership The focus of top 

management on OI 

Top management is positively 

committed to engaging in OI 

activities 

Armenakis, Harris 

and Mossholder 

(1993) 

 Vision Clear outline of 

purpose and 

expectations to OI 

activities 

Our vision clearly states why, 

how and how much the 

company should be involved 

in OI 

Armenakis, Harris 

and Mossholder 

(1993) 

 Communication Continuous 

communication of 

expectations, 

initiatives, and 

results 

Expectations, initiatives and 

results from OI are 

communicated continuously 

throughout the organization 

Armenakis, Harris 

and Mossholder 

(1993) 

 Resource 

allocation 

Allocation of 

necessary and 

visible resources to 

OI activities 

We have the time and the 

freedom to experiment with 

new ideas.   

Armenakis, Harris 

and Mossholder 

(1993) 

   The annual budget has some 

amount of undesignated 

funds that can quickly be 

applied to new and 

experimental programs.  

Armenakis, Harris 

and Mossholder 

(1993) 

 Motivation Motivation to apply 

and utilize OI 

We trust that OI activities 

will create value for our 

organization  

Meyer and Allen, 

1997  

 Commitment  Organizational 

commitment to 

apply and utilize OI 

We are ready to commit 

resources to work with OI 

over a longer period of time 

Meyer and Allen, 

1997 

Structural 

readiness 

Collaboration 

between 

departments 

OI activities based 

on active 

participation of more 

than one internal 

competence 

OI activities are carried out 

in collaboration between 

several departments 

Hult et al.'s (2004) 

 Interfunctional 

coordination 

Coordination of 

user-knowledge and 

OI initiatives 

Several department are 

involved when developing 

new initiatives 

Hult et al.'s (2004) 

 OI project office Assignment of 

responsibilities and 

authority 

Someone in the organization 

has oversight responsibility 

for the innovation process—

making sure it functions 

effectively.  

Own addition 

   There are clearly defined 

mandates for innovation 

Own addition 

OI readiness OI methods Knowledge and 

practical control of 

several methods to 

OI 

We possess a high degree of 

knowledge of different 

methods to OI 

Chesbrough, 

2003, Wandahl et. 

al (2011) 

 OI mindset Understanding of the 

potential value 

generated through 

OI 

We believe that OI can 

provide us with a clear value 

Chesbrough, 

2003, Wandahl et. 

al (2011) 

 Customer focus  We are aware of what our 

customers demand and 

Chesbrough, 

2003; von Hippel, 



develop our products 

accordingly 

1988;  Wandahl 

et. al (2011) 

 Innovation 

readiness 

Willingness to act on 

results from OI 

activities 

The capacity to introduce of 

some new process, product, 

or idea in the organization    

(Damanpour, 

1991; Hurley and 

Hult, 1998). 

   How much tolerance do we 

have for risk 

Own addition 

Collaborative 

readiness 

Networks Participation in 

relevant and diverse 

networks 

We are very involved in 

working with outside 

partners 

Own addition 

 Trust of partners Willingness to trust 

partners 

We share information 

willingly with our partners, 

and trust them with sensitive 

themes 

Own addition 

 Open partner 

selection 

Collaborating with 

different partners 

depending on the OI 

activity 

We engage with different 

partners depending on the 

project 

Own addition 

 Shared planning Ability to plan OI 

activities in 

collaboration with 

partners 

We trust partners to carry 

out selected parts of OI 

activities -  

Own addition 

   We are able to plan and drive 

project carried out in 

collaboration 

Own addition 

 Shared 

costs/benefits 

Agreements on 

sharing the potential 

generated through 

OI activities 

We know how to develop 

agreements on shared 

cost/value generated through 

OI activities 

Own addition 

 Motivation Awareness of 

motivations of 

networks partners 

We understand the value 

needed for our network 

partners 

Own addition 

 

 

4. DEVELOPING OI CAPABILITIES 

The second research question targets the development of OI capabilities. This builds 

directly on the above identified preconditions of OI. Hence, in this section we test the 

framework and discuss how this allows for capability development.  

Response to the survey is at this point in time received from the supplier, the architect, 

and the manufacturer partners of the InnoDoors project.  

In order to reflect the OI readiness of both the individual partners and the network, the 

results are analyzed in two different ways; 1) the current and desired states of each 

individual partner respectively, and 2) the compared current states of readiness for the 

network.  

First we look at the individual results. In figure 3 the results for the manufacturer are 

depicted as an example of the results generated through the developed framework.  

The results for the manufacturer provide a picture very close to the general state of 

innovation in the building material industry (Wandahl et al, 2011). Here it is clearly 



visualized that there are vast differences between the current level of OI readiness and 

the desired OI capabilities on all dimensions.   

 

 

These results provide input to identification of the most important dimensions to target 

in order to move the manufacturer in the direction of becoming more ready to engage in 

OI. 

One noticeable result is the fact that strategic readiness is higher than readiness on any 

of the other dimensions. This is a fundamental requirement for the generation of 

readiness of the other dimensions, and must therefore be considered a positive sign for 

the manufacturer.  

However, very significant differences exist between the current and desired states of 

processual, structural and collaborative readiness. This indicates that the manufacturer is 

as of yet still in the process of developing the mindset to start engaging in OI, but has 

not made any explicit changes in the organization in order to be able to handle 

knowledge about the users and exploit this into innovative initiatives. This may 

demonstrate to be a serious hurdle to commencing the next phase of the InnoDoors 

project; deployment.  The low levels of readiness demonstrated by the manufacturer 

raise certain concerns regarding their ability to commit to and sustain the next level in 

the project phase, deployment. The results thus provide input to retargeting the efforts 

of the next phases, and placing further emphasis on creating the fundamental OI 

readiness.  

Next, we compared the results from the current OI readiness of multiple network 

partners, in order to identify if similar aspects are challenging to several partners, if 

certain partners excel in particular areas, and if the network in total possesses the 

Figure 1: Manufacturer OI readiness 



knowledge required to develop and sustain OI activities. As illustrated in figure 4 we 

have compared the results of the architect, the supplier and the manufacturer.      

 

The comparison identifies significant differences between the partners. The architects 

are noticeably higher rated in their current readiness than both the manufacturer and the 

supplier. This result possibly reflects the fact that the nature of the architects work per 

se is closer related to the users realized and unrealized needs and wishes. Both the 

manufacturer and the supplier    

In creating collaborative projects these results predict complications, as neither of the 

partners who create the product/product/service demonstrates significant experience in 

either of the areas needed to develop and exploit such products.  

Yet, focusing on the relative strengths of each partner, the results provide input to how 

the network partners could learn from each other. 

 The architects show significantly more expertise than the other partners in the 

areas of culture and processes. This means that they could provide knowledge on 

these topics to the network. 

 The supplier shows certain strengths in the area of collaboration and structures. 

In particular the manufacturer could potentially learn from this. 

 The manufacturer shows certain experience in the area of strategy, which could 

be valuable to share with the network partners.  

 

If not addresses the great variety in readiness between the partners will potentially lead 

to a discordant/skew network, with low likelihood of equality. This is a less than ideal 

Figure 2: Network OI readiness 



situation for an innovation network, where common interests and trust are amongst the 

major driving forces (Jacobsen et al., 2011).  

In order to provide an impression on the OI capabilities desired by the network, we have 

also included this result in figure 5 below. This illustrates the show that in particular the 

ability to collaborate more extensively in innovation projects and more in-depth 

knowledge of OI are the areas rated as the most significant for the future.   

In order to reach the desired level of OI capabilities most partners have significant 

improvements to make. This will be the focus of the continued InnoDoors project.  

 

4.1 PLANNING TARGETED ACTIVITIES 

The analysis of the test results has revealed several distinct aspects which are classified 

as essential preconditions for engaging in open innovation at a network level. Amongst 

these are: 

 ”Radar-height”', referring to the fact that open innovation projects need to be 

positioned rightly within each organization as well as in the network, in order to 

receive the appropriate level of support and attention. Contradicting agendas 

when initiating open innovation projects cause severe problems in terms of 

commitment and decision-making power.  

 Trust and commitment in the network. Each company needs to set aside 

conventional business thinking, which emphasizes a focus on each respectively 

gaining as much as possible. For many companies this requires a paradigm shift, 

which may prove very difficult in spite of good intentions.    

Figure 3: Desired network OI capabilities 



 Continuity. The open innovation paradigm is not implemented as a ”one-off” 

activity, but requires a continuous focus on development of new capabilities in 

step with the increase in knowledge and trust amongst the network partners.  

 Structured involvement of other parties. Openness and integration of new 

partners and customers must take place at appropriate times during the process. 

Structure to the process of openness establishes a sense of security which is a 

highly needed precondition for open innovation. 

 

Based on the above identified respective weakness and strengths,  five experiments 

were initiated in order to facilitate hands-on training for the project partners in how to 

improve their OI capabilities as well as how to establish the potential of working with 

OI at the network level.  

The experiments were:  

 Next Door – based on consumer value identification developing a prototype for 

a new door, which positions itself in the market as interior design element rather 

than a construction material.    

 Greenline – developing and introducing a sustainable doorline, which 

incorporates user requirements of eco-friendliness and price level.  

 Digital showroom – developing a product configurator, which open up for 

additional/different types of consumer interaction, as well as increases 

communication channels between manufacturer and retail level. 

 Communication – developing a systematic approach to changing the 

communication patterns and content between contractors and manufacturer, in 

order to allow for more flexible solutions for the consumers as well as added 

knowledge of consumer trends.  

 Online communities – exploring the potential of using online communities for 

problem solving, ideation and prototype testing  

  

Each project was conducted following similar model developed for conducting OI at the 

network level, in order to ensure the gradual build up of capabilities in trust and 

commitment, continuity, and structured involvement of the partners, e.g. through using 

OI methods, working with network partners, and integrating customers in the processes. 

Below in Fig. 1 we have illustrated the InnoDoors OI Model.    

 



 

Figur 1: The InnoDoors Open Innovation Model 

 

 

14 workshops were conducted on joint capability development. The workshops included 

all project partners, and a range of different sets of users (co-creation, mobile probes, 

focus groups etc.) The project roles in the experiments were divided according to the 

relative strengths of the network partners, in order to build directly on the current 

capabilities of each partner. 

Qualitative evaluation of the experiments at this point in time show a high increase in 

trust and commitment amongst the network partner, increase in familiarity with OI, 

gradual development of structures and processes able to integrate OI in the daily 

operations and a curiosity for applying new technologies in the innovation processes. 

 

 



5. CONCLUSION 

Through this paper, we have addressed the question of how OI readiness should be 

measured when commencing engagement in user-driven innovation in a value chain 

perspective, and how this leads to potential for developing OI capabilities. 

We have developed a framework for assessment of level of capabilities of using OI 

based on extensive literature review. It was found that in order to assess the readiness, 

several aspects needed to be taken into consideration. Inspired by models of 

organizational analysis, the areas chosen were cultural/human aspects; technology; 

processes; strategy, and structure. Furthermore, the direct knowledge and perception of 

OI, as well as the collaborative expertise were also included in the framework.  

The framework has been applied and tested in the context of the InnoDoor project, 

providing significant insights into the challenges faced by the individual partners as 

well as the network in general.  

The test has illustrated the usability of the framework for assessment of readiness for 

engaging in OI. Further test is of course needed, but the potential has been demonstrated 

through the design and implementation of specific experiments targeting the OI 

capability development of the network. 

  

 

 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Adams ME, Day GS, Dougherty D. (1998) Enhancing new product development performance: an 

organizational learning perspective. Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 15:403–22. 

Adams ME, Day GS, Dougherty D. (1998) Enhancing new product development performance: an 

organizational learning perspective. Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 15:403–22. 

Armenakis, Harris and Mossholder (1993) Creating readiness for organizational change, Human 

Relations, vol. 46 no. 6: 681-703 

Baldwin, C. Hienerth, C. and von Hippel, E. (2006). How user innovations become commercial products: 

A theoretical investigation and case study, Research Policy, Vol. 35, Iss. 9: 1291-1313  

Baldwin, C. Hienerth, C. and von Hippel, E. (2006). How user innovations become commercial products: 

A theoretical investigation and case study, Research Policy, Volume 35, Iss 9: 1291-1313  

Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management, vol. 

17: 99–120. 

Chesbrough, H.W. (2003). The logic of open innovation: managing intellectual property, California 

Management Review, Vol. 45 No.3: 33-58. 

Christiansson, P., K.B. Sørensen, M. Rødtness, M. Abrahamsen, L.R. Ostenfeld, M. Alsdorf, (2008) User 

driven innovation in the building process. Journal of Tsinghua Science and Technology. Vol. 13. No 

S1: 248-254. 

Cooper RG. (1996) Overhauling the new product process. Industrial Marketing Management, vol. 25; 

465–82. 

Damanpour, F. (1991). Organizational innovation: A meta-analysis of effect of determinants and 

moderators, The Academy of Management Journal.  Vol. 34, No. 3, Sep  

Grant, R. (1998). Contemporary Strategy Analysis. Oxford: Blackwell. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=PublicationURL&_tockey=%23TOC%235835%232006%23999649990%23637520%23FLA%23&_cdi=5835&_pubType=J&view=c&_auth=y&_acct=C000032758&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=632453&md5=20466d7f6e2220ce50d4fb15ec8c327d


Hammer (1993) Reengineering the corporation: a manifesto for business revolution, London, Nicholas 

Brealey 

Hartmann, A. (2006) The context of innovation management in construction firms, Construction 

Management and Economics, Vol. 24, No. 6: 567-578 

Holt, D. T. (2002). Readiness for Change: The Development of a Scale. 62nd Annual Meeting of the 

Academy of Management, Denver, United States of America,  

Hult, T. Hurley, R.F. and Knight, G.A. (2004) Innovativeness: Its antecedents and impact on business 

performance Industrial Marketing Management. Vol. 33, Iss. 5: 429-438  

Hurley, R., and Hult, G. T. M. (1998). Innovation, market orientation, and organizational learning: An 

integration and empirical examination. .Journal of Marketing, Vol. 62: 42– 54. 

Jacobsen, A., Lassen, A.H., Wandahl, S and Poulsen, S.B. (2011) User-driven Innovation in a Supply and 

Value Network : A Systematic Literature Review. Production Planning & Control (Forthcoming) 

Jones, Jimmieson and Griffith (2005) The Impact of Organizational Culture and Reshaping Capabilities 

on Change Implementation Success: The Mediating Role of Readiness for Change. Journal of 

Management StOIes Vol.42, Iss.2  

Jones, Jimmieson and Griffith (2005) The Impact of Organizational Culture and Reshaping Capabilities 

on Change Implementation Success: The Mediating Role of Readiness for Change. Journal of 

Management StOIes 42:2  

Kaplan and Norton (2004) Measuring the Strategic Readiness of Intangible Assets, Harvard Business 

Review, Iss. Feb. 

Knoke, D. (1990). Political Networks: The Structural Perspective. New York: 

Knoke, D. and Guilarte, M. (1994). Networks and Organizational Structures and Strategies. in Current 

Perspectives in Social Theory, Supplement 1: 77-115 

Lambert, D. M. (2006). Supply Chain Management: Processes, Partnerships, Performance. The Hartley 

Press, Inc 

Lassen, A.H., Poulsen, S.B., Wandahl, S., Cankaya, A and Sørensen, H. (2010). Dørens Rejse – Behovet 

for Innovation i Byggematerialeindustrien, :1-35., Aalborg Universitet. 

Leavitt, H. J. (1965). Applying Organizational Change in Industry: Structural, Technological, and 

Humanistic Approaches.  In Handbook of Organizations, edited by James G. March. Chicago: Rand 

McNally. 

Methe DT, Ryoko T, Junichiro M. (1997) Product development strategy and organizational learning: a 

tale of two PC makers. Journal of Product Innovation Management, vol. 14:323–36. 

Meyer, J.P. and Allen, N.J. (1997) Commitment in the workplace: theory, research, and application, Sage, 

Thousand Oaks 

Meyer, M. and Utterback, J. (1993). The product family and the dynamics of core capability. Sloan 

Management Review, Spring: 29–47. 

Netemeyer, R.G., Bearden, W.O., and Sharma, S. (2003) Scaling procedures: Issues and Applications, 

Sage, Thousand Oaks, California 

Podolny, Joel M. and Karen L. Page. (1998). Network Forms of Organization. Annual Review of 

Sociology 

Powell, W.W., Koput,K.P. and Smith-Doerr L. (1996). Interorganizational Collaboration and the Locus of 

Innovation: Networks of Learning in Biotechnology. Administrative Science Quarterly Vol. 41: 116-

45. 

Rosted, J (2005) User Driven Innovation, Results and Recommendations. Fora, Langelinie.  

Schein, E. H. (1999). Process Consultation Revisited: Building the Helping Relationship. Reading, MA: 

Sharma, S. and Vredenburg, H. (1998). Proactive corporate environmental strategy and the development 

of competitively valuable organizational capabilities. Strategic Management Journal, Vol.19 No. 8: 

729-53. 



Simpson, D. D. (2002). A conceptual framework for transferring research to practice. Journal of 

Substance Abuse Treatment, Vol. 22 No. 4:171–182 

Teece, D., Pisano, G. and Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. Strategic 

Management Journal, Vol. 18: 509–33. 

Von Hippel, E. (1988). The Sources of Innovation, New York: Oxford University Press. 

Wandahl, S. Jacobsen, A, Lassen, A.H., Poulsen, S.B. and Sørensen, H (2011) User-driven Innovation in 

a Construction Material Supply Network, Construction Innovation, Vol. 11, No. 4 (forthcoming) 

Wasserman, S. and Galaskiewicz, J. (eds.).(1994). Advances in Social Network Analysis. Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage. 

Zaltman, G., Duncan, R., and Holbek, J. (1973). Innovations and organizations. New York: Wiley. 

 

 

 


