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Abstract: To overcome challenges of too rigid
innovation structures and a lack of access to resources
and know-how in innovation projects, companies should
utilize context-specific innovation structures while co-
creating innovative solutions with different groups of
external actors. The Uebermorgenwerkstatt is seen as a
combination of a flexible co-creation process frame and
a supporting physical environment where innovation
projects are realized. This concept is created based on a
theoretical review and integration of innovation
management and co-creation. The core idea is to suggest
for each of the phases of a particular innovation project
— idea generation, idea acceptance and idea realisation -
a certain combination of different actors from industry,
academia and market, and activities (focus group
discussion, creativity workshop, design thinking, lead
user project, etc.). This suggestion should be based on an
evaluation of the company-internal, company-external,
and innovation-specific factors which is performed in the
planning phase of a particular co-creation project. The
result is a customized process that increases the
probability of a successful innovation.
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1. INTRODUCTION

It is common understanding that innovation processes
should be tailored to suit an organization’s unique
requirements [1]. Still, companies’ innovation processes
tend to be inflexible and can hardly provide adequate
support for diverse innovation projects [2]. Beyond that
the majority of organizations lack resources and know-how
for professionally implementing innovation projects [3].

On the other hand, innovation can be seen as a co-
creation process within social and technological
networks in which actors integrate their resources to
create mutual value [4]. By allowing access to a larger
pool of need and solution information, co-creating
innovative solutions with experts from the private sector,
students and researchers [5], lead users [6], user
communities or the general public [7] can be suggested
as a possible solution to overcome this deficiency.

The aim of this paper is to propose a process frame
that can be customized to support the unique requirements
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of diverse co-creation innovation projects. This process
frame should be embedded in the Uebermorgenwerkstatt,
a co-creative environment envisioned to be created at
Fraunhofer IAO in Stuttgart, Germany.

Section 2 reviews the current literature on innovation
management and co-creation. It is followed by Section 3,
which briefly explains the applied methodology. Further,
the concept of the Uebermorgenwerkstatt is described in
Section 4, following its elements: relevant context factors
for innovation projects, innovation process phases,
available activities, and groups of actors which can be
combined to form a unique process frame. In Section 5
further research and managerial implications of this
concept are highlighted, followed by concluding remarks.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Innovation management

The continuous development and launch of new or
improved solutions targeted at the market - products and
services, production processes, or altered business models
— the key purpose of corporate innovation management -
are seen as vital for the long-term survival of
organizations. In contrast to the high significance of
continuously developing and marketing new solutions,
however, it has been found that only between 23 and 50
percent of SMEs in Germany have implemented an
organizational frame for systematically handling
corporate innovation activities [8]. Partly this finding
may be due to the fact that a common understanding or
even a standard approach to managing corporate
innovation does not yet exist, as any corporate
innovation management system needs to be extensively
adjusted to fit company-specific conditions [1].

Innovation management in its wider sense is defined
as the realization of all the activities that lead to
innovative capacity and, thus, to innovation [9]. On the
other hand, corresponding to a rather narrow
interpretation of the term, innovation management can be
defined as the systematic planning, implementation, as
well as control and monitoring of innovation activities
[10]. Despite the inherent characteristic of innovation
processes to involve high degrees of uncertainty and
ambiguity, companies that aim to regularly realize
innovation projects are recommended to implement a



suitable organizational frame which provides structure
and guidance to innovation projects. A certain degree of
structure enables organizations to learn and improve
corporate innovation performance with regard to the
time, cost and quality objectives of innovation activities.
As firms face very different conditions as to their
innovation activities, innovation processes and structures
should be adapted to the specific conditions faced by an
organization to facilitate for the best possible performance
[1]. Addressing this issue, Ortt and van der Duin have
suggested the concept of contextual innovation, which
implies a contingency approach to innovation and
suggests that it has become mainstream for companies to
have several company-specific innovation processes
which are tailored to the requirements of different types
of projects [2]. However, once established, these
company-specific frames cannot be easily adjusted. Even
if companies have implemented a number of different
innovation processes targeted to the requirements of
different project types (e.g. developments related to new
markets, new technologies, or new processes,
incremental improvements or developments of a more
radical nature), these might not meet the very specific
requirements of diverse innovation projects [2].

2.2. Co-Creation as an Engine for Innovation

By adopting open innovation companies have
recognized that product development performance can
no longer be determined only by internal R&D functions
but also depends on the contributions of a broad range of
external players, from individual users to large research
institutes [11]. Pull systems open the process to many
diverse participants whose input can take product and
service offerings in unexpected directions that serve a
much broader range of needs [12].

Co-creation is defined as a continual feedback loop
and collaboration with all stakeholders in a value
network throughout any given process of designing,
developing and implementing meaningful products,
services, organizational and strategic changes [13].
Across innovation processes it allows the flow of
knowledge over organizational boundaries, exploiting
internal knowledge in more diversified markets, as well
as identifying and absorbing external knowledge to
support the internal innovation process [14]. Co-creation
as an active, creative and social process [15] generates
value for all parties involved which is fundamental for a
company’s  competitive advantage.  Additionally,
innovation itself can be seen as a co-creation process
within social and technological networks in which actors
integrate their resources to create mutual value [4].

To support co-creation, companies should empower
and challenge contributors to create ideas and solutions,
providing them with forums, blogs, idea competitions,
workshops, innovation toolkits or communities for social
product development [16]. It can be more effective and
efficient to encourage a diverse group of people outside
the company, or the discipline, to seek innovative
solutions [17]. At the same time, companies should
invent, experiment with, and implement new business
practices and competences to engage co-creators in their
value co-creation processes [18].

3. METHODOLOGY

The paper focuses on integrating concepts of
innovation management and co-creation in the model of
the Uebermorgenwerkstatt - an organizational frame
which provides customized support for collaborative
development projects. It is based on a theoretical review
of these two concepts, with the special focus on
contextual innovation management and innovation
process phases on one side, and co-creation activities and
actors on the other.

4. THE CONCEPT OF THE
UEBERMORGENWERKSTATT

The Uebermorgenwerkstatt comprises the
organizational frame for realizing co-creation projects
which is embedded in a physical space envisioned to be
established at Fraunhofer Institute for Industrial
Engineering IAO in Stuttgart, Germany.

Combining all elements of the Uebermorgenwerkstatt
that will be described in this section, the following
illustration offers an overview of the complete model of
the co-creative environment (Fig. 1).

4.1. Project preconditions

While co-creation projects can be considered as one
certain type of innovation projects that benefit from a
specific process, they equally differ from each other in
several characteristics [19]. Thus, in order to develop a
customizable frame for realizing co-creation projects
within the Uebermorgenwerkstatt, the authors selected a
set of relevant context factors to determine project
conditions in the planning phase. These context factors
are mainly based on the concept of contextual innovation,
as proposed by Ortt and van der Duin [2], and can be
divided into three groups: company-external factors,
company-internal factors and innovation-specific factors.

Company-external factors include the most important
elements outside a company influencing the composition of
the optimal organizational frame as well as the course and
success of innovation projects. These comprise market type
[20] [21] (business-to-business, business-to-customer)
and industry dynamics [22] [23] (low, high). Further,
company-internal  factors include the most important
elements that influence innovation projects inside a
company, such as company size [24] (small and medium-
sized, big company), maturity of innovation management
[25] (reactive, structured, in control, internalized,
continuously improving), innovation strategy [10]
(pioneer, fast follower, late follower, imitator), and
organizational culture [26] (proactive innovator, passive
innovator, reactive innovator, coincidental innovator).
Finally, innovation-specific factors include elements that
characterize the planned innovation itself. They can be
divided into innovation object [10] (product innovation,
process innovation, organisational innovation, business
model innovation, social innovation), degree of newness
[27] (incremental innovation, market innovation,
technological innovation, radical innovation), and
innovation source [28] (market-pull, technology-push).
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Fig. 1. Overview of the model of the Uebermorgenwerkstatt

These factors form the within and outside the
company environment and are to be evaluated in the
planning phase in order to determine the composition of the
optimal organizational frame for any co-creation project.

4.2. Generic innovation process frame

Based on the identified preconditions of a certain
project the phases and sub-phases of the overall
innovation process which should be completed are
selected. The generic model of the innovation process
suggested by Thom serves as a basis for the model.
Three distinct phases are distinguished [29]: (1) idea
generation, covering the selection of search fields
deducted from the overall or innovation strategy —
strategic work, as well as the collection and generation of
ideas; (2) idea acceptance, comprising concept
development and concept evaluation; and (3) idea
realization, involving technological development of new
solutions and prototypes evaluation, followed by product
launch to the market. This process serves as basic
organizational frame for allocating the different activities
and actors which are suggested to be combined in co-
creation projects.

4.3. Activities and actors in co-creation

In the next step both the activities and the actors are
to be involved which are considered most suitable
according to the unique set of preconditions should be
selected for each specific sub-phase.

Actors who will be involved in
Uebermorgenwerkstatt activities are divided into seven
distinctive groups that come from three different areas of
society: (1) industry — cross-functional company staff
and experts from other companies; (2) academia —
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students, scientists and researchers; and (3) market — lead
users, users from target groups (communities), and
public (the crowd). Each co-creation project within the
Uebermorgenwerkstatt will hopefully be supported by
the government, as the fourth crucial element of the
quadruple helix [30].

These actors from the industry, academia and market
will be involved in twelve different activities to be
performed within the Uebermorgenwerkstatt: interviews,
customer visits and monitoring, focus group discussions,
creativity workshops, design thinking, lead user project,
conjoint analysis, online contest, in-lab contests, online
evaluation, configurators and technical feasibility
analysis [31].

This concept should be embedded in a supportive
physical environment, that means a modifiable space that
can be adjusted to fit the specific requirements of the
different activities to be performed.

Table 1. gives an overview of co-creation actors and
activities which can be combined in the course of co-
creation projects performed in the Uebermorgenwerkstatt.

5. DISCUSSION

Depending on the initially identified combination of
relevant company-internal, company-external, and
innovation-specific factors of these collaborative
projects, certain combinations of available co-creation
activities (focus groups discussions, design thinking
workshops, creativity workshops, interviews, online idea
contests, etc.) and different co-creation actors (experts
from the industry, students, researchers and scientists,
lead users, user communities or the general public) are
suggested to be selected in each phase of a particular co-
creation project.



Table 1. Summary of actors and activities in different innovation process phases within the Uebermorgenwerkstatt
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The key benefit of this concept is seen in helping
innovation managers consider relevant context factors of
innovation projects, take into account their influence
when selecting different activities and actors, and make a
more systematically-based decisions as to which
activities to apply and which actors to integrate in a
given situation in order to maximize the probability of
completing a successful co-creation project.

Supported by empirical data on correlations between
the different context factors, the application of different
activities and actors, and innovation project success, the
concept will enable practitioners in the field of
innovation management by providing insights in new
ways of organizing innovation and using co-creation

Once implemented, tested, and improved the
approach might be considered to be transferred to
different settings, implemented and run by consortiums
of several companies, governmental organizations, or
research organizations [31].

6. CONCLUSION

The concept of the Uebermorgenwerkstatt offers a
customizable organizational frame for planning and
realizing co-creation projects, by determining an optimal
combination of collaborative innovation activities and
actors are suggested for each project according to its
unique context factor combination. Like this it is meant
to overcome companies’ central challenges of too rigid

innovation structures and a lack of access to resources
and know-how for realizing co-creation-projects.

Considering this work is conceptual in its nature and
not yet supported by empirical research on real co-
creation projects, it has its limitations. Empirical data is
needed to define the correlations between the different
context factors, the application of different methods and
actors, and innovation project success. Possibilities to
allow for iterations between the different phases should
be considered in order to facilitate multiple feedback and
learning loops which are crucial in innovation projects.
Additionally, companies’ potential response to this kind
of initiative has not been measured to this point. The
concept certainly has strong theoretical implications as it
connects contextual innovation management and co-
creation in a meaningful way that may help to spur both
innovation practices and the advancement of the
respective discipline. Therefore, this concept can serve as
a useful base to inspire further research.

7. REFERENCES

K. Goffin and R. Mitchel, Innovationsmanagement:
Strategie und effektive Umsetzung von
Innovationsprozessen mit dem Pentathlon-Prinzip.
Miinchen: FinanzBuch Verlag, 2009.

J. R. Ortt and P. A. van der Duin, “The evolution of
innovation management towards contextual

(1]

(2]

155



(4]

(3]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

156

innovation,” European Journal of Innovation
Management, vol. 11, no. 4, pp. 522538, 2008.

R. G. Cooper, “The Invisible Success Factors in
Product Innovation,” Journal of Product Innovation
Management, vol. 16, no. 2, pp. 115133, 1999.

T. Russo-Spena and C. Mele, “‘Five Co-s’ in
innovating: a practice-based view,” Journal of
Service Managemen, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 527-553,
2012.

A. Orcik, Z. Anisic, I. Fuerstner, N. Suzic, and N.
Sremcev, “Co-creation in product development -
students in an innovation contest,” in Proceedings
of the International Conference on Technology
Transfer ICTT, 2013.

E. von Hippel, “Lead Users: A Source of Novel
Product Concepts,” Management Science, vol. 32,
no. 7, pp. 791-805, 1986.

M. Pater, “Co-creation’s 5 guiding principles,”
Amsterdam Fronteer Strategy, pp. 1-9, 2009.
DIHK, “DIHK-Innovationsreport,” Berlin, 2010.
A. D. Little, Management von Innovation und
Wachstum. Wiesbaden: Gabler Verlag, 1997.

D. Vahs and A. Brem, Innovationsmanagement:
Von der Idee zur erfolgreichen Vermarktung, 4th
Editio. Stuttgart: Schaeffer-Poeschel, 2013.

H. Bahemia and B. Squire, “A Contingent
Perspective of Open Innovation in New Product
Development Projects,” International Journal of
Innovation Management, vol. 14, no. 04, pp. 603—
627, Aug. 2010.

J. S. Brown and J. Hagel, “From Push to Pull: The
Next Frontier of Innovation,” 2005. [Online].
Available:
http://www.mckinseyquarterly.com/Strategy/Strate
gic_Thinking/From push to pull The next fronti
er_of innovation 1642?gp=1 .

A. Kirah, “Co-creation and the design mindset,”
Copenhagen Co-Creation Network, 2009.

H. W. Chesbrough, Open Innovation: The New
Imperative for Creating and Profiting from
Technology. USA: Harvard Business School Press,
2003.

T. Roser, A. Samson, P. Humphreys, and E. Cruz-
Valdivieso, “Co-creation: New pathways to value -
An overview,” London, UK, 2009.

F. Piller, A. Vossen, and C. Thl, “From Social
Media to Social Product Development: The Impact
of Social Media on Co-Creation of Innovation,”
Die Unternehmung, pp. 7-27, 2012.

K. R. Lakhani and L. B. Jeppesen, “Getting
Unusual Suspects to Solve R & D Puzzles,”
Harvard Business Review, vol. 85, no. May, pp.
30-32, 2007.

V. Ramaswamy, “Co-creating value through
customers’ experiences: the Nike case,” Strategy &
Leadership, vol. 36, no. 5, pp. 9-14, 2008.

F. T. Piller, C. Ihl, and A. Vossen, “A Typology of
Customer Co-Creation in the Innovation Process,”
vol. December, 2008.

F. V. Cespedes, “Customer Visits for
entrepreneurs,” Harvard Business School Review,
vol. August, 2012.

[21] A. Veuve and J. Simon, E-Commerce. Erfolg im
Online-Vertriebskanal. Rheinfelden: BPX-Edition,
2012.

[22] S. Hauschild, D. zu Knyphausen-Aufsef3, and M.
Rahmel, “Measuring Industry Dynamics: Towards
a Comprehensive Concept,” Schmalenbach
Business Review, vol. 15. Oktobe, pp. 416454,
2011.

[23] P. Anderson and M. L. Tushman, “Technological
Discontinuities and Dominant Designs: A Cyclical
Model of Technological Change,” Administrative
Science Quarterly, pp. 604— 633, 1990.

[24] R. Doemoetoer, “Erfolgsfaktoren der Innovativitit
von kleinen und mittleren Unternehmen,” in
Innovation und Entrepreneurship:
Konzeptionalisierung und empirische Messung.,
German Edi., Wiesbaden: Gabler Verlag, 2010.

[25] C. Terwiesch and K. T. Ulrich, Innovation
tournaments: Creating and selecting exceptional
opportunities. Boston, MA: Harvard Business
School Publishing, 2009.

[26] J.-U. Meyer, Erfolgsfaktor Innovationskultur: Das
Innovationsmanagement der Zukunft - Corporate
Creativity Studie 2011. Goettingen:
BusinessVillage, 2011.

[27] W.J. Abernathy and K. B. Clark, “Innovation:
mapping the winds of creative destruction,”
Research Policy, vol. 14, pp. 3-22, 1985.

[28] J. Darroch and M. P. Miles, “Sources of
Innovation,” in Encyclopedia of Technology and
Innovation Management, V. K. Narayanan, Ed.
Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, 2010, pp. 97-104.

[29] N. Thom, Innovationsmanagement. Bern:
Schweizerische Volksbank, 1992.

[30] E. G. Carayannis and D. F. J. Campbell, Mode 3
Knowledge Production in Quadruple Helix
Innovation Systems. New York, NY: Springer New
York, 2012.

[31] S. Schoellhammer and A. Orcik, “The
Uebermorgenwerkstatt: Co-creating a shared,
customizable innovation process for collaborative
development projects,” in 21st International
Product Development Management Conference,
2014.

CORRESPONDENCE

Anja Orcik, MSc
" D
.7

Doctoral student

University of Novi Sad
Faculty of Technical Sciences
Trg Dositeja Obradovica 6
21000 Novi Sad, Serbia
a.orcik@uns.ac.rs

Sarah Schoellhammer, MSc

Fraunhofer Institute for

Industrial Engineering IAO

Nobelstra3e 12

70569 Stuttgart, Germany
sarah.schoellhammer@iao.fraunhofer.de





