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Abstract
This paper proposes Open Innovation Camp (OIC) concept as a novel
methodological solution for overcoming the constraints on upscaling Living Lab
experiments. OIC is co-creation sprint type of multi-day event grounded on an
open innovation 2.0 principles where a group of carefully selected stakeholders
having diverse but complimentary expertise creates a common understanding of
(a complex societal) challenge and work together to develop in a co-creative
manner user centred concepts and solutions to pre-defined challenges in a set
timeframe. Based on the experience from the OIC implementation it is suggested
that OIC can be an effective tool for overcoming 1) lack of time and financial
resources, 2) unbalanced stakeholder representation, 3) silo effect in co-creation
activities problems. Based on the feedback analysis of 47 OIC participants, it is
suggested that OIC provides the most value, when implemented in the very
beginning of a project. How OIC can help to overcome multi-stakeholder
engagement constrains in Living Lab setting is discussed.
Keywords: innovation camp, open innovation 2.0, design sprint, service design,
design thinking, complex problem, co-creation, quadruple helix
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1 Introduction
Solving complex problems (Murthy, 2000) – also known as ill structured problems
(Simon, 1973) or wicked problems (Navarro et al. 2008) – requires sociotechnological environments that bring together people with different,
complementary, and often controversial knowledge and skills. Diversity can be
associated to any attribute to indicate that another thing, person, group,
organization, network or ecosystem is different (adapted from Williams and
O’Reilly, 1998). In an innovation process, a novel thinking outside the box can be
boosted when diverse people having complimentary skills and knowledge follows
open innovation principles (Chesbrough, 2006). However, the participant
diversity can also reduce innovation performance due too high level of task
conflicts (also known as cognitive conflicts), which can be defined as perceived
disagreement among group members relating their opinions and ideas (Simons
and Peterson, 2000). In worst case scenario task conflicts are causing
relationship conflicts, (or emotional conflicts), between the group members and
leading to negative impact on group satisfaction, commitment and decision
quality. Thus, effective facilitation and management of the development and
innovation efforts is among the key challenges of any open innovation activity
which is grounded on a multi-stakeholder collaboration including Living Lab
approach.
Service design (SD) (Zomerdijk & Voss 2010) and design thinking (Brown, 2008)
have become a central framework to co-create novel solutions. It is about
planning, developing and innovating product, services and concepts through
specific iterative development processes while utilizing various methods,
techniques and tools. The main purpose of SD is to create a customer-centric
experience that meets the needs and demands of the end-customers but also
fulfils the business objectives. It is argued that through a SD approach, diverse
teams can collaboratively identify needs, ideas, experiences, opportunities and
generate fast prototypes to be tested by the real users and customers. SD helps
to innovate (create new) or improve (existing) services to make them more useful,
usable, desirable for customers and efficient as well as effective for the
organization.
1.1 Objective and structure of this study
The goal of this study is to introduce Open Innovation Camp (OIC) concept, which
in relatively short-timeframe brings together in a controlled manner a diverse set
of actors having complimentary skills to rapidly co-create visions and practical
solutions for complex problems, which can further to be developed and tested
e.g. in series of Living Lab activities.
The structure of this paper follows a constructive action research paradigm
(Cassel and Johnson, 2006) process which is a methodology to develop solutions
to a practically relevant problem by applying theoretical knowledge and
demonstrating the functioning and innovativeness of the suggested solution in
real life (Jaatinen and Lavikka, 2008). The structure follows a process framework
originally proposed by Kasanen et. al. (1993) and refined by Oyegoke (2011) as
follows:

227

1) Justify the practical relevance of the proposed problem (i.e. the
challenge of solving complex problems in section 1),
2) Present the theoretical connection (i.e. open innovation 2.0,
management of participant diversity and design sprint type of
approaches justified in section 2),
3) Construct the solution (i.e. OIC-concept description as presented in
section 3),
4) Demonstrate that the suggested solution is working (i.e. real-life
implementation of the OIC and collecting feedback from OIC
participants) and
5) Present the research contribution including applicability of the solution
(i.e. discussion and conclusions of this study as presented in the
section 5).

2 Theoretical foundations of Open Innovation Camp (OIC)
concept
2.1 OIC as an Open Innovation 2.0 approach
Theoretical foundations of OIC are grounded on Open innovation approach
(Chesbrough, 2006). Open innovation provides a generic framework for a
distributed innovation process and knowledge flow management across
organizational boundaries by using pecuniary and non-pecuniary mechanisms to
support organization’s business model (Chesbrough and Bogers, 2014).
However, OIC as a tool to solve complex problems needs to go beyond facilitating
collaboration between individual organizations to achieve its’ ambitious goals.
Therefore, OIC leans more on the Open Innovation 2.0 (OI2) framework, which
emphasis ecosystem centric cross-organizational innovation grounded on the
collaboration between quadruple helix actors (Curley & Salmelin 2013).
Quadruple Helix model (Carayannis and Campbell, 2009) describes an
innovation system where government, industry, academia and civil society work
together to co-create the future and drive structural changes far beyond the scope
of what any single organization or person could do alone. As a result, OIC
provides possibilities to have sufficient capability to successfully integrate the
information obtained from the external sources into internal processes which is
crucial for open innovation to be effective (Nonaka, 2007).
2.2 Enhancing creativity by managing participant diversity
Careful management and diverse inclusion of complementary stakeholders is an
important part of OIC. This suggestion is in-line with stakeholder theory
(Freeman, 1984) and stakeholder engagement in an open innovation processes
as suggested by Gould (2012). Importantly, successful stakeholder engagement
in OIC will go beyond the acquisition of specific information from external experts
to “trust and relationship building” and “mutual understanding” among various
innovation ecosystem actors.
Participant diversity management in OIC is based on a model proposed by
Santonen (2016), which includes cultural, organizational, user-driver, crossfunctional, disciplinarity and cross-industry diversity as presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Diversity management model (Santonen, 2016)

Cultural diversity is one of the major challenges in the 21st century, which have
a direct impact on the innovation acceptance. In the suggested diversity
management model, cultural diversity reference is two folded. Cultural diversity
refers to a need to recruit participants from different countries in which the market
conditions and code of conduct are differing. Organizational diversity is linked to
Quadruple Helix model, which is the foundation of the OI2 approach as suggested
by Curley & Salmelin (2013). User-driven diversity highlights the need to
understand different kind of end-users, who are expected to use the co-created
solutions. Personas derived from service design methodology (Zomerdijk & Voss
2010) are archetypes of actual users and can be successfully used to verify userdriven diversity. Cross-functional diversity is related to an idea of a crossfunctional team in which is a group of people with different functional expertise
are working toward a common goal (Kahn 1996). Basically, this referrer to making
sure that OIC includes persons having different job descriptions such as R&D,
marketing or management. Finally, disciplinarity diversity and cross-industry
diversity are referring to involving participants from different scientific disciplines
or industries.
By considering the above participant diversity dimensions and making
consciously decisions who to recruit to OIC, the likelihood of co-creating more
radical innovations should increase. Furthermore, the participant recruitment
challenges within Living Lab projects have been identified as a major constrain
to on upscaling Living Lab experiments (Dijk et al. 2019). Therefore, more
systematic stakeholder management is essential for Living Lab success.
2.3 OIC as a design sprint
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Methodologically OIC concept belongs to a family of several time-constrained
agile development exercises such as hackathon, design sprint, service jam,
innovation camp, solution camp and entrepreneurship camp. The definitions of
the above terms vary, but typically these approaches can be characterized by
following attributes (Halvari et. al 2019): 1) short time-bounded event, 2) intense
collaboration, 3) competition, 4) collocation, 5) offline: people meet locally, 6)
ideation, experimentation and creativity, 7) teams, 8) pitching/presenting and 9)
recognition. Hackathons are team-based coding or product development
marathons, which originates from the 1960s, but became popular soon after the
turn of the millennium (Halvari et. al 2019). Scientific Hackathons can be used for
deep data analysis as an agile interdisciplinary collaboration between
organizations and researchers (Ghouila, 2018). Hackathons can also be
competitive rather than collaborative events (Richterich, 2017). Design sprints
are co-creation events focusing on testing prototypes. Probably the most popular
Design sprint approach is the five-day model which is inherited from the Google
(Knapp et. al. 2016) and includes idea, build, and launch and learn stages.
Service jams are defined as a type of short-term innovation communities (Römer
et al, 2011), which usually last 48 to 72 hours and bring together thousands of
experts and interested people globally in order to openly work on predefined
challenges, problems, or topics. Most known format today is the Global Service
Jam (GSJ, 2018), which is a volunteer community of service design experts.
Innovation Camps can take different forms. For example, the Aalto Camp for
Societal Innovation (ACSI) is addressing societal challenges via open-ended
challenges while relying on self-organising working approach (Rissola et al,
2018). Innovation camps (also known as solution camps or entrepreneurship
camps) can also be used for educational purposes (Bager 2011). In this type of
an event students with other stakeholders are co-creating solutions for innovation
challenges while learning team building, creativity and innovation skills.
As a result, it is argued that OIC type of events can take many forms depending
on the thematic focus of the event. Based on the above theoretical foundation
following definition for Open Innovation Camp (OIC) is proposed for purpose of
this study:
“Open Innovation Camp (OIC) is co-creation sprint type of multi-day event
grounded on an open innovation 2.0 principles where a group of carefully
selected stakeholders having diverse but complimentary expertise meet
locally and creates a common understanding of (a complex societal)
challenge and work together in teams to develop, present and review in a
co-creative manner user centred concepts and solutions to pre-defined
challenges in a set timeframe”.

3 The key characteristics of Open Innovation Camp concept
3.1 Roles, stakeholders and working groups of the OIC
OIC is a co-creation event, which follows the definition of co-creation as an “act
of collective creativity shared between two or more people” (Sanders et al, 2008).
It means that planning and implementing OIC requires collective effort of different
stakeholders with defined roles. The main roles of OIC are described in Table 1.
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Table 2. OIC roles
Role

Definition

OIC
Orchestrator

The main organizer who is
setting the frame of the OIC and
acting as a mediator between
other involved parties. Similar to
Camp Convener role (See
Rissola et al, 2017, p.57)

Group
Owner

Representative of an
organization to which the
challenge is of a strategic
importance, who sets up the
scope of a challenge, and who is
motivated, direct interest, and
means for solving the challenge.
Have substantial understanding
of the given challenge. Similar to
a challenge owner, case owner
or product owner used in design
sprints.

Main tasks during the OIC
Overall content and outcomes
planning, coordination and practical
arrangements
- Recruitment of challenge owners,
facilitators and participants
- Being a host and main point of
contact during the OIC
-

-

Create background materials for the
challenge
- Introduce the challenge to the team
during OIC
- Help the team to answer contentspecific questions during creative
process
- Experts in the challenge field.
-

Facilitator

Person who facilitate people's
expressions of creativity at all
levels (Sanders et al, 2008).
Experts in service design and cocreation.

Participant

People taking part in OIC. OIC
participants are internationally
recognized experts in their field
and end-users who have been
selected based on the participant
diversity management framework
presented in section 2.2

Ensure that creative process is
implemented according to the plan
- Ensure that the right set of service
design tools is used to unleash the
co-creation potential of a diverse
group of experts
- Bring people into the design process
in the ways most suitable to their
ability to participate
-

To bring the expertise based on the
role he/she is representing in the OIC
To share their knowledge with other
and co-create new ideas towards
solving the challenge

The four defined roles can be further divided into subgroups. For example, the
role of an orchestrator can be shared between different stakeholders, one being
responsible for practical arrangements and OIC logistics, and another one for
content and facilitation. Also, the challenge group owner role in case of a
challenge related to a specific business model, or consumer understanding, can
be performed by a researcher or a consultant, whereas group owners of
sectoral/industry-specific challenges are usually represented by business
decision-makers.
During the camp, participants belong to a home group, which composition is
defined by following the participant diversity guidelines. The home group
composition remains the same during the whole OIC event. Two types of home
group are identified: Industry and Thematic home group. Industry group
participants represent various industry ecosystem expert roles in the given
industry. They have profound knowledge on this specific industry field. Thematic
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group member represents experts who have specialized skills in a specific
thematic field area, which can be used in multiple industry setting.
3.2 The main OIC phases
The preparation and execution of the OIC follows the three stages described
below: the planning phase, the implementation phase, and the communication
phase.
PLANNING PHASE: In the planning phase the topics and scope to be addressed
during the OIC are first collaboratively defined by the OIC Orchestrator and Group
Owners. Once the agreement is achieved, the collection of the background
information and preparation of the starting point materials and challenge
descriptions can start. The Group Owners have the main responsibility in this
process. Based on the OIC scope and availability of the background information,
OIC Orchestrator will define the duration and structure of the camp as well as
select suitable service design tools for the camp in collaboration with the
facilitators. Defining, inviting and recruiting participants based on what
complementary expertise is also an essential part of the planning phase.
To ensure the optimal balance of participants, recruitment process includes
invitation and application processes. An invitation is a process where
orchestrator(s) and group owners sends a personal request to an expert to join
the OIC. Only those experts who are considered as the “world’s leading experts”
within their field and their presence in OIC will provide exceptional value for the
camp, receive an invitation. All other participants is suggested to go through an
application process in which applicants describe their motivation to participate;
their relevant expertise, and argue what would be their potential contribution to
the open innovation camp. To follow participant diversity management practices
described in section 2.2, the desired overall composition of the OIC must be predefined before starting the recruitment process. However, the optimal overall
composition is always depending on the given challenges of the OIC. Finally,
practical event arrangements and budgeting are also carried out in planning
phase.
IMPLEMENTATION PHASE includes carrying out the OIC according to
predefined plan and making adjustment to camp program and tools if needed
during the camp. First, concentrating on creating the team spirit and enabling
creative atmosphere. Next managing design thinking workflow, and collaborative
decision making on selected concepts to be further developed e.g. in Living Labs.
Finally collecting feedback from the participants as well as documenting and
analysing the key contributions and impact of the OIC.
COMMUNICATION PHASE is about sharing the final deliverables with the OIC
participants and to a wider audience. The hopefully positive OIC experience aims
to further engagement of the participants into follow-up activities such R&D,
testing and demonstrations in Living Labs. Also maintaining established
relationships with OIC participants by inviting them into external advisory group
of the possible follow up project.
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3.3 OIC content structure and daily program
The OIC structure is designed taking into consideration the complexity and
diversity of the challenges to be addressed by a high number of experts who are
not familiar with each other and the context of the challenges. Regardless of the
challenge, the daily programme follows the basic structure presented in Figure 2.

Figure 2. OIC daily structure

PHASE 1: Creating shared understanding and trust: The first day of the OIC
is designated to getting to know each other and building trust among the
participants, in order to generate a secure creative open innovation culture.
These activities include a series of ice breakers and facilitated introductions
among participants (Preziosi, 2006). Alongside getting to know each other, a
shared understanding of the OIC goals, outcomes and vision is co-created which
together are forming the foundation for the shared commitment. The shared
understanding will be used as a benchmarking tool for reviewing the generated
ideas during the final day of OIC as well as later on during follow up Living Lab
activities.
PHASE 2 (to max day 4): The day 2 to until the day 4 (depending on the duration
of the OIC), are grounded on the series of short-term design thinking workshops
in which various working groups are collectively and iteratively developing
solutions for the defined challenges. During the workshop’s participants work in
cross-group teams to co-create and refine the concepts and practical solutions
which are expected to solve the defined challenges. The facilitated workshop are
all about sharing the knowledge and learning from each other while also critically
reviewing the suggested ideas against the shared commitment. The mixed teams
are benefitting from complimentary expertise of diverse stakeholders.
PHASE 3 (day 3 to day 5): The first part of the final day (day 3 to 5 depending
on the duration of OIC) includes fine-tuning, documenting and presenting the
outcome deliverables of the camp to all camp participants. In this process the
original home group compositions can be changed, to dedicate resources where
they are mostly needed. Based on the presentations, a collaborative reviewing of
the developed solutions is conducted via crowd voting system. The group
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assessment helps to selected and make decisions which concepts should be
further developed after the OIC. Collective selection process also aims to lowers
the resistance in the OIC follow up stages.
A daily program example based on real-life OIC implementation is presented in
Appendix 1. The example consolidates collaboration processes between the
within home groups and between mixed groups and shows how the iterative cocreation process is evolving during the OIC.

4 Feedback on real-life OIC experiment
As a part of European Commission’s H2020 circular economy programme funded
project, OIC camp developing Circular Economy (CE) solutions for four different
industries and including 80 participants was implemented in Autumn 2018. After
the camp, online feedback survey was sent to all participants resulting 58.6 %
response rate (47/80).
The feedback received from the OIC participants supports our assumption that
an OIC is an excellent tool for rapid stakeholder engagement when addressing
complex societal challenges such as circular economy. Nearly ninety percent
(89.4%) of all respondent had found new contacts initiated by the OIC. All
respondents gained new insights and knowledge while over half of them gained
to great or to very great extent (51.1%). Over third of the respondents (36.2%)
could apply the new knowledge to great or to very great extent to their work. OIC
participants were willing to recommend the camp for others. At the time of the
data collection, eleven respondents (23.4%) had already done it and twenty
(42.5%) would definitely do that. Fifteen respondents (31.9%) would probably
recommend and only one participant said that he/she probably would not
recommend. Astonishing 95.7 percent of respondents would probably or
definitely attend OIC again.

5 Discussion
Based on the experience from the OIC, we believe that it can solve a number of
constrains related to multi-stakeholder engagement in innovation and
development processes. For the discussion purpose we adopted the constrains
to Living Labs identified in SmarterLabs project (Dijk et al, 2019) and clustered
them in 4 major groups, each followed by a suggestion how OIC can address the
constrain.
Lack of time and financial resources problem: OIC helps to address the issue
related to lack of time and financial resources of stakeholders and users to
participate in open innovation process and Living Lab activities. This lack of
resources often creates an issue of certain stakeholder group not participating in
the Living Lab activities. OIC is a from 3 to 5 days event which gathers in one
place diverse stakeholders, thus allowing participants to use the time efficiently
to address complex problems which otherwise require substantial amount of time.
Considered that the participants are located in the same hotel during the Camp
and OIC includes also social activities during the evening time allowing un-formal
discussion in relaxed atmosphere to discuss further bilateral cooperation
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opportunities. Since the participation in the OIC is pro bono, but the travel and
accommodation expenses are covered by the OIC organizers, such events offer
a greater return on investment (time spent in the Camp) than traditional brokerage
events or co-creation activities.
Unbalanced stakeholder representation: This constrain cluster includes a
number of issues. First, some of the relevant stakeholders do not share the
urgency to discuss the issues at stake and take actions, and hence they are often
left out from the Living Lab activities. Second, often happens so that some
stakeholders, such as academic partners or Living Lab experts, are often given
more weight than other participants in the co-creation activities. OIC can solve
the issues by identifying relevant target groups based on the participant diversity
management approach and make sure that as proper representation of
stakeholders is achieved. Selection and recruitment of these stakeholders are
crucial to the success of an OIC.
Silo effect in co-creation activities: Stakeholders participating in co-creation
activities, are often highly fragmented, which results in so-called silo effects and
lack of cooperation between different types of stakeholders. Also, indirect
stakeholders are excluded from co-creation activities, for example,
representatives of different industry sectors. The matrix structure of an OIC daily
program emphasises close interactions among diverse stakeholders enabling a
seamless workflow between different subgroups, and making sure that
stakeholders from different ecosystems interact with each other. Furthermore, the
cross-group review and reflections are making different stakeholders’ needs and
requirements visible. Finally, the professional facilitators and purposefully
selected co-creations tools enhance the co-creation productivity.
Co-creation is a process not an event: Often co-creation activities are
organized as separate steps in service design process. Experiences and ideas
from stakeholders who participated in earlier stages of co-creation are often
overlooked. Using OIC in the very beginning of the Living Lab planning process
allows for systematic engagement of diverse stakeholders also later in the Living
Lab activities, as OIC creates a feeling of shared understanding and joint
responsibility towards solving the challenges. Towards the end of Living Labs
OIC can be used as a validation tool for developed solutions. It is important to
keep in mind that an OIC is a part of a process, not a separate tool.

6 Conclusions and Recommendations
To conclude, OIC is proposed as a tool to rapidly establish new collaboration
relationships, discover new insights by sharing knowledge and co-creating novel
solutions by diverse set of actors who can apply outcomes of to their work. Thus,
OIC is recommended as a tool especially when there is a need to establish new
innovation and knowledge sharing networks in a situation when actors do not
know each other before hand. However, selecting suitable participants of OIC
and defining fluent workflow across subgroups during the OIC days is demanding
task, which requires careful planning but also flexibility to change plans based on
the daily deliverables if needed. The following recommendations are offered for
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replicating and upscaling the OIC concept to other types of complex societal
challenges:
OIC is a good tool for solving complex societal challenges rapidly while providing
economic value, however, the tool alone is not efficient without supporting Living
Lab processes. We recommend to use OIC in the very beginning of a project, to
create a sense of shared responsibility among different stakeholders, and a
common understanding of a challenge and possible solutions, and at the end of
a project, as a validation tool for developed solutions.
When using OIC at the very beginning of a living lab project, it has the greatest
likelihood to provide economic value. The early phase of innovation process
(Cooper, 1988) also known as a fuzzy front end (FFE) of innovation (Smith and
Reinertsen, 1991) is important since quality, costs, and timings of the innovative
solution are mostly defined during this stage (Herstatt and Verworn, 2004).
According to Cambridge dictionary, economic value can be defined as the value
of an asset calculated according to its ability to produce income in the future.
Furthermore, Bowman and Ambrosini (2000) referred to multiple resource-based
theory studies and argued that resources in general are assumed to be valuable
and especially if they 1) enable customer needs to be better satisfied, or 2) satisfy
customer needs at lower costs than competitors or 3) enable a firm to conceive
of or implement strategies that improve its efficiency and effectiveness. As stated
in the discussion section, OIC can address multiple the living lab constrains
including 1) lack of time and financial resources problem by using pro bono as
well as short and intensive time period approaches to engage world class experts
with lower costs than operating e.g. via paid consulting contracts, 2) overcoming
unbalanced stakeholder representation and silo effect by applying participant
diversity approach, thus increasing the likelihood for better satisfying the
customer needs by enriching the co-creation process with multiple viewpoints.
OIC offers an efficient solution for engaging stakeholders who do not know each
other. In this sense OIC concept is addressing initiation of new relationships in
complex ecosystems. However, maintaining this relationship is a different
challenge which can be addressed by systematic engagement of an OIC
participants into Living Lab activities and validation process which takes place
after the OIC. This is especially important since among network theorists of
innovation (e.g. Snehota and Hakansson, 1995), organizations are rarely capable
to innovate independently. Some even argue that networks are the main source
of innovation (Von Hippel, 2007). Networks and knowledge as the key
components of the knowledge and networked society are indisputably the core
components of the any business success. Thus, the findings that most of the OIC
respondent had found new contacts initiated by the OIC as well as participants
were able to apply their new insights to their own work, provides strong tools for
knowledge and network driven innovation processes.
OIC is based on pre-defined structure and carefully planned group interaction
between complimentary actors. The success of an OIC is dependent on creating
the matrix structure which enables systematic co-creation process, when results
of one subgroup interaction are reflected and further developed by the following
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subgroups. Therefore, designing OIC structure that is easy to implement but also
allows seamless interactions between all challenge groups is crucial.
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