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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This thesis positions itself between two highly germane and interesting fields of research and practice: 

social media, which impact is overwhelming and irrefutable, both in society at large and lately also in the 

world of business, and distributed innovation, once a radical form of innovation, now seems to assonate 

long term competitiveness in any modern firm. Through new theoretic constructs this dissertation 

endeavors to discuss the role of social media in firms’ distributed innovation strategy and attempts to 

conceptualize this relatively uncharted phenomena referred to as innovation 2.0. 

The concept of distributed innovation is applied as an umbrella term covering firms’ utilization of 

external entities in their innovation strategy e.g. through user innovation, co-creation, open innovation 

etc. Social media is appreciated as an outcrop of web 2.0, and while there are many perceptions of social 

media, it is fortified here as an ideology rather than a technology. The social media ideology is 

entrenched by the concept of interaction and it is maintained that the characteristics of these 

phenomena warrant new theoretical tenets when interlinked with knowledge and innovation. Based on 

a social constructionist perspective which relocates the locus of innovation and knowledge to the 

interpersonal realm of social interaction, this dissertation construe a theoretical framework that 

challenges dominant discourses in distributed innovation research. Primary data researched here include 

a case study of the software house tradable; a pioneering firm aiming to disrupt the online trading 

industry through an integrated distributed innovation and social media strategy. Data also include expert 

interviews with strategists, authors, and social technology firms, as well as an in-depth study of 

researcher and practitioner communities within distributed innovation and social media on LinkedIn. 

Findings yielded from research show that there is a call for more integrated views of distributed 

innovation, and that this body of research and practice is at the moment faced with conceptual 

conflation. Through a new theoretic approach this thesis relocates the locus of innovation to interaction 

and endeavors to contextualize innovation 2.0. Ultimately it becomes clear that there is no definite role 

of social media in firms’ distributed innovation strategy, but that parity between the two concepts does 

exist, and that firms can exploit that parity in various ways. Firms are already leveraging their distributed 

innovation through social media, and this thesis yields contributions to the new ‘social’ imperative of 

distributed innovation.  In final synthesis an attempt to a conceptual framework on the role of social 

media in distributed innovation is presented. This development remains a canvas from where theory and 

practice can be advanced; a leeway for new and exciting vistas of distributed innovation and social 

media, as we aim to unearth the full potential of innovation 2.0 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

“Change is the only constant” 
Heraclitus, 535 BC – 475 BC 

 

Practitioners and scholars have shown an increasing interest in the utilization of external entities for 

innovation purposes. The idea that innovative knowledge is dispersed beyond the boundaries of the firm 

is central to the process of using sources of innovation outside the focal firm; this is referred to as 

distributed innovation (von Hippel, 1988; Bogers & West, 2012). Increasing levels of competition have 

forced companies into fashioning new and resourceful ways of innovating, since traditional in-house 

innovation no longer suffice in an empowered and interconnected world that is rapidly changing (Vega-

Jurado et al., 2009; Busarovs, 2011).  

Twenty years ago the self-described ‘social ecologist’ Peter Drucker (Drucker, 1992) claimed in-house 

R&D and proprietary internal knowledge imperative in firms competiveness, a claim supported by the 

resource based view of the firm (Barney, 1986). It is given that continuous innovation is a prerequisite for 

long term competitiveness (Linder et al., 2003), however recent events and research have proven that 

internal knowledge is merely a brick in a larger scheme of competitiveness and value creation (Pisano & 

Verganti, 2008). Since internal processes no longer meet the requirements of a modern innovative firm, 

there is increasing focus on leveraging external linkages and contexts for innovation purposes, both in 

the business world and the academic world. 

The Schumpeterian (1942) model of entrepreneurship, where the entrepreneur alone brings his/her 

innovation to market, is weakened and is ultimately superseded by a more distributed and cultural 

picture of the innovation process where actors in networks and communities bring innovations about 

(Piller et al., 2012; Laursen & Salter, 2006).1 Through a network of interaction between customers, 

suppliers, and companies, distributed processes of discovery, realization, exploration and exploitation 

(March, 1986) are becoming core to firm’s innovation, and its ability to build and leverage these 

networks becomes the main driver of innovation performance (Mansfield, 1986). Social media provides 

companies with many ingredients to building and leveraging such networks (Piller et al., 2012) where 

customers, companies, users, actors, suppliers etc. can engage in interaction and co-create value. The 

distance between the company and its’ stakeholders seems to shrink (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

                                                           
1
 Chapter 3 will discuss the impact of the Schumpeterian model in more detail, and show how Schumpeter later 

changed his methodologies towards more integrated and cultural perspectives. 
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Social media has become an umbrella term incorporating a variety of processes, technologies and 

perspectives; it is a phenomenon which we still know relatively little about, yet it has become one of the 

most important factors not only in regards to society and our daily lives, but also in terms of business 

and strategy. The world is becoming more interconnected through social media and companies need to 

recognize this and adapt to the situation (Spiegel, 2011).2 Findings by SocialSemantic.eu3, The Nielsen 

Company4 and Hubspot5 suggest that companies have begun to utilize social media for innovation, 

suggesting an untapped potential for innovation within the realm of social media and social interaction. 

Early scholarly discussions on how social technologies can be applied to distributed innovation models 

are also emerging (Piller et al., 2012) as researchers begin to realize the implications of the new social 

phenomena. Accordingly the intersection between social media exposes a gap in research which have 

not yet been properly scrutinized and understood. 

1.1 Problem field 

As pointed out above, the conceptual point of departure for this thesis is entrenched by the idea that 

knowledge related to innovation is widely distributed beyond the boundaries of the firm and that this 

should be exploited to maximize firm innovation performance. This practice is referred to as distributed 

innovation, and it remains imperative to the conceptual developments in the present paper. This is by no 

means a novel idea and firms have been exploiting and exploring external linkages of knowledge for 

many years (Teece, 1986; von Hippel, 1988). However the processes, methods and sources of distributed 

innovation have changed radically over the past decade or so, and the idea of utilizing external linkages 

to boost innovation capacity and performance in firms is now a precondition for competitiveness 

(Monczka et al. 2011). The growing availability of new types of innovation (re)sources has provided 

executives with reasons to widen the purposes for which they consider external sources appropriate. 

Scientifically, developments in the distributed innovation paradigm6 have become more integrated and 

exhaustive. With emerging fields of research expanding existing models and concepts, it is suggested 

that there is room and opportunity to investigate new distributed innovation mechanisms and 

phenomena outside the realm of prevailing streams of theory (Bogers & West, 2012). 

Distributed innovation is characterized by inconceivable numbers of perspectives, approaches, models, 

processes, terminologies and adjacent theoretic applications. Firms have long ago acknowledged that 

                                                           
2
 Social media examiner: http://www.socialmediaexaminer.com/3-ways-to-do-social-media-crowdsourcing/ 

3
 Social Media Factbook 2011 

4
 Nielsen Company – State of Social Media: The Social Media Report, Q3 2011 

5
 Hubspot.com – The 2011 State of Inbound Marketing 

6
 A discussion of the concept ‘paradigm’ and its role is provided in appendix 13. 

http://www.socialmediaexaminer.com/3-ways-to-do-social-media-crowdsourcing/
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they need to integrate customers, suppliers and other important stakeholders in their innovation efforts 

and scientists have been keen on labeling and modularizing these processes (Pisano & Verganti, 2008). A 

lot of time and effort has gone into researching innovation of different types, stages and in different 

contexts, however the rise of social media has been so rapid, that we lack convincing theoretic 

developments on the intersection between distributed innovation and social media. As stated above, 

firms have been exploring this intersection for some time, however it is assumed here, that even though 

research is far behind practice on these matters, many practitioners still lack and seek coherency in 

regards to the combined force of innovation and social media. 

Auxiliary domains of research suggests that new phenomena of distributed innovation should be 

investigated and discussed (Bogers & West, 2012), revealing a gap in research on how distributed 

innovation management copes with new types of firm innovation. Contemporary research have tried to 

understand and explain the role of social media and its implications on practice and theory by applying 

and interlinking existing models of distributed innovation such as lead-users, ideation contests, toolkits 

and broadcast search, with the traits of this new context (Piller et al., 2012). While these recent 

approaches are interesting in terms of growing existing models, they seem to address challenges related 

to the front end of innovation.7  Moreover they do not offer much input regarding the ontology of social 

media in a distributed innovation paradigm, other than mapping its inherent qualities as a technology 

platform apt for performing existing innovation tasks e.g. broadcast search. Nor do they contribute to 

advancing the epistemology of innovation, which this thesis claim could be valuable for investigating new 

phenomena of distributed innovation. Is seems problematic that researchers search only for 

understanding based on existing models which rely on traditional types of research. It is the argument of 

this dissertation that only by acknowledging social media as a disruptive entity in our research and as an 

entirely new ontology8 against existing paradigms of thought, can we begin to understand and 

conceptualize its role in distributed innovation. 

 

                                                           
7
 In accordance with Smith & Reinertsen (1991), who popularized the term, the fuzzy front end refers to the early 

“creative” stages of NPD/innovation, including information/knowledge exploration (March, 1991) and idea 
generation (Cooper, 1990). 
8
 The concept ‘ontology’ refers to the fundamentals of convictions, belief and ‘reality’. Any given factor, object or 

thought exists on a set of ontological basics held by the observer. Along the lines of Burr (2003) ontology is the 
study of being and existence, which not only refers to material or natural objects such as humans, but even 
includes concepts of thought. Ontology is the attempt to discover the fundamental categories of what exists.  
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Before going further, it is necessary to appoint the two main concepts, innovation and social media, in 

more detail. Both subjects are faced with varying conceptual discrepancy, a theoretic challenge which 

will be addressed in the next part of this chapter. 

1.1.1 Structures of innovation research 

Innovation is a broad term used in many ways by many different people of many different backgrounds. 

As mentioned above, the basic assumption on innovation in this thesis is the idea that firms rarely 

innovate alone, and that the innovation performance of modern firms is by all means contingent on 

firms’ ability to understand and leverage external networks. We have known for some time that 

innovations developed to a large extent through external entities have shorter development times, 

demand less investment and generally meet market needs better (Mansfield, 1986; Reichwald & Piller, 

2009). In dominant literature innovation is contingent on the successful commercialization of a given 

‘technology’, thus the prevailing scholarly conceptualization of industrial innovation comprises both a 

technical component and a subsequent commercialization (Schumpeter, 1942; Freeman, 1982). This 

logic is not valid in a distributed innovation paradigm and will not be adopted here. In more general 

terms, innovation in this thesis builds to some extent on the conceptualization of Arnould et al. as 

innovation being: ‘new things and ideas and new ways of behaving and interacting with things’ (Arnould 

et al., 2004:712). 

This conceptualization is very broad, however this research in based on an open and more integrated 

approach towards innovation, since it is assumed that there is a need for less stringent approaches to 

innovation if we are to understand new phenomena of distributed innovation (Bogers & West, 2012). 

While Schumpeter and Freeman specifically discussed the ‘creation of an innovation’, much 

contemporary research into distributed innovation does not involve innovation creation, often because 

most user generated content or knowledge does not qualify as innovation (Bogers & West, 2012). This 

dissertation will not rest on definitive theoretical parameters for innovation, but rather set a scene from 

where new aspirations and understandings of innovation on social media can grow. Thus the above 

conceptualization is a mere installment for the sake of the reader and for the sake of theoretical 

advancement, as this investigation does not strive to develop absolute convictions of what innovation is 

and what it is not. Innovation should not be confined to certain areas or truths, such as new products in 

R&D, because innovation remains an ambiguous concept in distributed innovation theory (Bogers & 

West, 2012). Subsequent theoretical support for this approach will be established and discussed in 

section 2.2 and 3.1.1, and later chapters will aim to vindicate it through in-depth theoretical discussions 

and empirical data analyses. 
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1.1.2 Social media 

The implications and scope of social media is vast and we have yet to determine its true nature. Social 

media entails a great many domains; Piller et al. (2012) reviewed the social media sphere including blogs 

(Wordpress), micro-blogging (Twitter), wiki-projects (Wikipedia), forums (Harley Davidson user groups) 

professional networking sites (LinkedIn), social networks (Facebook). Kaplan & Haenlein (2010) 

conceptualized the term social media in more detail: “Social Media is a group of Internet-based 

applications that build on the ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow the 

creation and exchange of User Generated Content” (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010;61). This definition needs 

clarification which will be given in chapter 2.0. Going forward an adapted version of this, found in Piller 

et al. (2012), can be applied; “[…] social media denotes highly interactive platforms via which individuals 

and communities share, co-create, discuss and modify user-generated content (Piller et al., 2012;8). This 

definition puts less emphasis on social media as technology, and focuses instead on constructive 

interaction between people online, however it is still constrained by its own wording; “interactive 

platforms”.  It is the argument of this thesis that we need to embrace social media as an ideology, a 

‘social ideology’, or mindset rather than a technology or platform, an argument which will be discussed 

in more detail later. 

Ultimately this thesis appoints problems in two areas of research which are both challenged with 

conceptual discrepancy. From their intersection new phenomena of distributed innovation emanates 

and hence new frontiers of research that have not yet been properly addressed by scholars. This 

intersection is referred to as innovation 2.0: 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 1: Innovation 2.0 (own creation) 

1.2 A discussion of problems 

Research into distributed innovation, social media and their intersection, is important as well as 

interesting for several reasons. Both distributed innovation and social media are crucial concepts to the 

modern firm (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Monczka et al. 2011; Piller et al., 2012) and thus explorative 

research into each one is of significance to the corporate society.  Innovation remains imperative to any 

competitive company, and with fading boundaries expanding the realm of innovation opportunities 

companies are struggling to staying ahead of the innovation race. Social media has provided firms with a 

palette of opportunities especially within innovation (Asad, 2012) – some are already covered in research 

  DISTRIBUTED 
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and practice but the vast majority remains uncovered. Direction in research is guided, among other 

things, by critical reflections about the aptness of existing theoretic advancements as well as the 

applicability of prevailing conceptual frameworks for understanding innovation 2.0 phenomena. The 

following discussions will inquire into this, and present the theoretic, practical and philosophical 

problems which this thesis aims to address. 

1.2.1 Philosophical inquires9 

The late German philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer argued that if realization is truly an active cognitive 

process of understanding the world, then we can only understand it on account of and not in spite of our 

own preconditions (in Pedersen, 1999). This is a very interesting perspective on scientific research, as it 

emphasize challenges related to the ‘mental schema’ (Piaget, in Woolfolk, 1987) of a researcher, when 

investigating different phenomena.  Schemata have been considered the basic building blocks of 

thinking, and we need to put these building blocks to the test in order to find new knowledge. Schemata 

can be so strong that opposing experiences or phenomena might be ignored, and hence we might not be 

able to see what we need to see in order to understand. If we want to understand problematic and 

abstract phenomena we need to open up and challenge our mental schema. Problems that force these 

kind of challenges are also referred to as ‘knowledge-problems’; problems which question our mental 

schema. These are the problems which this thesis wishes to address. 

As inherent research inquire into the phenomena surrounding innovation 2.0 certain knowledge-

problems emerges. Based on a critical reflection on taken for granted knowledge within the domain of 

distributed innovation, it appears that existing theoretical and philosophical approaches to knowledge 

and innovation might not offer much help in understanding innovation 2.0 phenomena. It is suggested 

here that we take a step back and reevaluate the theoretical underpinnings from where we perceive 

knowledge. When the context of inquiry moves into the realm of social interaction, social media, we 

might need to revise our methodology and theoretical approach. Simple, but very important questions 

associated with the new context, should be contemplated; what is knowledge, what is innovation, how 

are these connected in social interaction, what do we know about it, on what terms has that knowledge 

emerged? 

  

                                                           
9
 The role of philosophy in this regard is that of conceptualization, as referred to by Deleuze (2006; 166); to actively 

construct and develop concepts and contextualize them in order to give meaning to new experiences and 
phenomena rooted in ‘real’ problems.  
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1.2.2 Theoretical problems 

When approaching these issues and the concept of innovation on social media we seem to be trapped by 

a gap in research led on by longitudinal and powerful discourses on innovation and knowledge. There are 

two main tenets of prevailing innovation theory which this thesis wishes to critically address; the focal-

firm perspective (Chesbrough, 2003) and knowledge essentialism (Burr, 2003). Knowledge essentialism is 

a common epistemic10 view allowing us to perceive knowledge as residing within individuals and firms 

(Amabile, 1990). The focal-firm perspective put the firm in a central position as the ‘buyer’ and ‘seller’ of 

knowledge (Chesbrough, 2003; 2006) rather than seeing the firm e.g. as an active participant in a value 

creation system (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

The ideology of this thesis departs from the assumption that powerful discourses, such as the focal-firm 

perspective and knowledge essentialism, curb our understanding innovation 2.0. Inherent in these 

assumptions are questions such as; why have we not managed to theoretically explain innovation and 

knowledge creation in social interaction? How can we decipher the reasons behind this ignorance? How 

can we overcome these reasons? How does theory help us understand recent applications of social 

media? These questions all render a more general inquiry about the efficiency of existing concepts and 

models. It appears that we have not yet breached into questioning their own theoretical positions in a 

search for a more integrated and in-depth understanding of new distributed innovation phenomena. It is 

not suggested that scholars should necessarily do so, but once you start asking questions such as; how is 

innovation and knowledge constructed between people through social media, we appear to fall short in 

terms of convincing explanations or conceptualizations. 

A suggestive parity between distributed innovation and social media is central to the research agenda in 

this thesis; a conceptual frame of reference for understanding innovation on social media. As mentioned 

earlier, extant research has already proven parity between social media and different processes at the 

front end of innovation (Piller et al., 2012), however we still lack knowledge of the strategic implications 

of social media as it enters a firm’s distributed innovation strategy. This research is explorative in nature 

and fundamentally concerned with what we don’t know we don’t know. This is tuned as problem-based 

production of knowledge; how firms can integrate social media into their distributed innovation strategy, 

and how we can theoretically conceptualize this. Hence it comes down to a meaningful construction of 

knowledge, based on a critical reflection on existing knowledge and new knowledge. This is also referred 

to as the “double-competence” (den dobbelte-kompetence) by Langergaard et al. (2006). Helga Nowotny 

                                                           
10

 As in scientific inquiry and academics ‘epistemology’ is here the philosophy of knowledge – the conceptualization 
of knowledge, its nature and position. Following Burr (2003) epistemology is the study of the nature of knowledge 
and the methods of obtaining it.  
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(in Hagedon-Rasmussen et al., 2007) discusses problem-based knowledge production and puts forward 

modus 1 (empiricism) modus 2 (practical and complex problems) and modus 3 which is more interesting 

here, as it suggests that sensitivity to contexts and the understanding of practical problems will lead to 

changes in scientific inquiry and science in its entirety. Modus 3 suggests that the essentials of specific 

sciences can be changed in terms of research techniques, the locus of research and how research can be 

carried out and applied (Nowotny in Hagedorn-Rasmussen et al., 2007;17-18). The forthcoming 

discussions of chapter three to six, will aim at unearthing local problems to advance knowledge of 

innovation 2.0, a  sensitive approach aimed at developing new conceptual insights as prescribed in 

modus three (Nowotny, 2005). This will be done, among other things, through a case study and 

investigations of communities of practice and research.11 

Equal in focus are iterative reflections on both existing and new knowledge, in regards to knowledge-

problems, and especially the knowledge we don’t know we don’t have. The latter is fundamental to the 

explorative nature of this dissertation since it is assumed that there is much we don’t know and thus 

there is much we don’t know we should be looking for. This is among other things rooted in practical 

problems of how firms could approach social media as a part of their innovation efforts. Recently some 

practitioners have applied social media more strategically (Kieff, 2012) suggesting new implications on 

innovation strategy. This new trend suggests that social media perhaps deserve and a more integral role 

in innovation management, not only at the front end as some has suggested (Piller et al., 2012), but 

across the back end to define the innovation strategy of a firm.  

As discussed earlier the concept of innovation might need to be revised as we attempt to shift the locus 

of innovation and research (Bogers & West, 2012). The very idea of taking innovation out of the hands of 

the focal firm is still rather new and it deviates from dominant distributed innovation literature 

(Chesbrough, 2006). Much research still maintain the firm in a focal position, and even though they 

include users, crowds and networks to suggest innovation co-creation they don’t manage to explain  how 

innovation and knowledge might be constructed between people in social interaction (von Hippel, 1986; 

Miotti & Sachwald, 2003; Chesbrough, 2003; Howe, 2006; Pisano & Verganti, 2008; Busarovs, 2011). 

1.3 Research question 

Based on the above a final research question can now be established. In recapitulation; this thesis will 

investigate new phenomena of distributed innovation as it is interlinked with social media, in the 

                                                           
11

 See chapter 5.0 for a detailed introduction to applied methods and data collection.  
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attempt to better understand and finally conceptualize a theoretical and empirical canvas of innovation 

2.0. This manuscript warrants following research question: 

RQ: What is the role of social media in firms’ distributed innovation strategy and how can we 

conceptualize the intersection between social media and distributed innovation? 

 

As appointed earlier this thesis will aim to construct a new theoretical setting from where the research 

question can be approached. A social constructionist view will be applied to derive theoretic structures 

for knowledge and innovation as the locus of analyses moves into the interpersonal realm of social 

interaction. Based on empirical studies and theoretic discussions the thesis will strive to understand how 

firms might approach the intersection between social media and distributed innovation, and how a more 

integrated approach could unearth the true potential of innovation 2.0. By synthesizing and discussing 

findings and theory an attempt to a conceptual framework will be presented giving some early 

suggestions to the different intersections between social media and distributed innovation. 

1.4 Thesis structure 
The thesis has been structured as follows: Chapter 2 will expound the theoretical framework applied in 

research, analysis and discussion, introducing the main theoretical tenets; innovation, social media and 

social constructionism. Chapter 3 will attempt to build an evolutionary understanding of innovation and 

distributed innovation. The aim of chapter 4 is to build new theoretic constructs of knowledge and 

innovation based on a social constructionist perspective. Chapter 5 connotes the methodological 

framework of inherent research including the different types of data and data collection. Chapter 6 will 

introduce empirical insights and discussions based on a case study, expert interviews and studies of 

researcher and practitioners communities, in an attempt to unearth the role of social media in firms’ 

distributed innovation strategy.  Synthesis and discussions of findings is provided in chapter 7, along with 

an early attempt to conceptualize innovation 2.0 in a framework. The final and 8th chapter shall present 

concluding remarks and the main contributions of inherent research.12 On the next page the reader will 

find an elaborate illustration of the thesis structure. 

1.5 Delimitation 
This thesis positions itself between two streams of theory that are not only in their infancy, but also 

challenged by conceptual discrepancies. Ideas and discussions presented here will aim to diverge from 

existing fragmentations in research, in particular distributed innovation research, and will not necessarily 

                                                           
12

 For a more detailed summary of each chapter, please see appendix 2.  
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be readily applicable to existing theoretic frameworks. Research here is not industry specific nor does it 

pertain particularly to companies of certain sizes or structures. The case company tradable, which 

provides some of the main contributions to the final conceptualizations of innovation 2.0, is a start-up 

company providing technology to the financial services industry. Some might argue that the nature of 

the case company delimits findings obtained through it. In opposition to this, one might argue that 

because of the locality and context sensitivity achieved through this case (Nowotny, 2005), and its 

extraordinary elements (Yin, 2003), as discussed in the framework of methodology, it might scope the 

research and its findings more than it delimits it. No further delimitation will be put forward here, but 

the reader will find that as the thesis progresses, further delimitation will be applied where it is found 

necessary. 
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Figure 2: Thesis Structure (own creation)  
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2.0 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

The theoretical framework of this thesis constitutes the spine of theoretical inquiry and advancement 

from empirical research. There is one major body of literature pertaining to the research agenda of this 

thesis; theory of innovation and knowledge, or more appropriately theory of distributed innovation. 

Distributed innovation is the one theoretical tenet which all other theories included here must impinge 

on or support. Hence all theories are applied based on critical reflections regarding their role in 

answering the research question. 

Most research into the areas of innovation and knowledge is predisposed with traditional scientific 

frameworks determined by economics. This project intends to establish new scientific inquiry to support 

aforementioned assumptions. To bridge the gap between distributed innovation theory and the 

interactive nature of social media, a social constructionist approach has been applied to challenge the 

‘focal-firm’ perspective and knowledge essentialism and relocate the locus of inquiry to the interpersonal 

realm of social interaction. The following discussions of social constructionist theory will also pertain to 

the methodological discussions of chapter 5.0 

2.1 Social constructionism 

Sociology offers different ways of approaching socially constructive forces in interaction, and one of the 

more recent developments comes from psychology. Social constructionism is a radical development 

auxiliary to discourse psychology, however the main argument of social constructionism is that social 

interaction is the locus of knowledge and knowledge creation. 

There is no ultimate definition or true meaning of social constructionism, and it can be appreciated both 

as a methodology, as a theory of psychology, as theory of knowledge and as a meta-theory embedded in 

philosophy and theory of science. In this thesis social constructionism will function partly as a paradigm 

of inquiry (Guba, 1990), and partly as a theory of knowledge. In relation to disciplined inquiry Guba 

(1990) suggested four general paradigms based on their take on epistemology, ontology and method: 

positivism, neo-positivism, critical theory and constructivism. Social constructionism relates to 

constructivism and offers a relativist perspective to ‘reality’, a general opposition to realism, and 

throughout this section the reader will be able to identify several other similarities. 

One of the main differentiators of social constructionism is the unique focus on the constructive forces of 

interaction e.g. how interactions or discourse create a perceived social reality (Burr, 2003). Discourse and 

thus language is central, and the interaction between individuals through linguistics is the main area of 
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research. As such social constructionism assumes that our reality is socially created through discourse. 

This view warrants an opposition to essentialism which defines knowledge as individually embedded, and 

that people for example have an essential, inherent nature which can be discovered (Burr, 2003). In 

more general terms social constructionism can be reduced to four main beliefs (Burr, 2003): 

1. A critical stance towards taken-for-granted knowledge,  

2. Our understanding of the world and the way we use discourse is culturally and historically specific, 

3. Knowledge is sustained by social processes – people construct knowledge between them, 

4. And finally it is assumed that knowledge and social action go hand in hand. 

The role of discourse remains imperative to understanding social constructionism, and while there might 

be a foursome of pillars uniting beliefs within this theory, there are many conflicting views on major 

epistemic and ontological questions, especially in relations to the role of discourse. The impasse that has 

emerged from this will be briefly discussed next. 

2.1.1 There is nothing outside of the text 

The idea and claim that ‘there is nothing outside of the text’ (Derrida, 1997)13 has been put center stage 

in a raging debate between those who espouse  some degree of relativism and those who approach the 

ontological questions through degrees of realism. The power and role of discourse is at stake here and 

while there might seem to be a clear dichotomy in this impasse, researchers are actually dispersed within 

an array of grey areas where assumptions and arguments overlap. When we say that there is nothing 

outside of the text we concur that from linguistics our world emerges. Foucauldian perspectives on these 

matters put language in a pivotal position by accepting that discourses form the objects of which they 

speak (Foucault, 1972: 49). Often we associate discourse with written text or real life conversations. 

However discourses are much more than that and may be related to clothing, buildings, violent actions 

or more abstract terms such as happiness, knowledge and love. Basically there are two central forms of 

discourse: 1. To refer to a systematic, coherent set of images/illustrations that construct a certain object, 

and 2. To refer to actual spoken or written interchanges between individuals (Burr, 2003;202). From a 

pure relativist perspective on social constructionism all things are socially constructed, culturally 

embedded and historically bound.  Post-structuralism position language as the root of understanding – 

nothing exists without language - thus everything is constructed by language, in discourse, and nothing 

exists outside of the language/text. In this perspective there is no ultimate truth and thus all perspectives 

                                                           
13

 This is a very famous citing illustrating extremist perceptions on the ontology of discourse.  
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are equally valid. Burr (2003) suggests that social constructionists can be located along a dimension of 

relativisms and realisms, rendering the theory more manageable. 

 

This thesis will adopt an ontological perspective similar to that of Sara Mills in her book ‘Discourse’ 

(2004).  Mills inquire on Faucouldian principles and theoretical foundations (also referred to as 

deconstructionist social constructionism) and acknowledge that Foucault’s perception of discourse and 

reality has been misunderstood by many in the opposition. Foucault’s intent was not to claim that there 

is no world outside of thought, but merely to conceptualize on the constructive power of discourse in 

shaping our world and understanding, letting some realities become realized and others abandoned, and 

that is one of the main things this thesis will derive and apply from social constructionism. Materialism is 

still in effect under the Foucauldian regime and this thesis will not deviate from this view. Though the 

deconstructionist social constructionism perspective holds general relativist theoretical foundations it 

leans towards a less stringent ontological paradigm creating leeway for a more critical realist 

perspective. It is this perspective that will guide this thesis and its research. 

Burr (2003) suggests a synthesis on the two ‘opposing’ views – there seems to be no reason why they 

should be mutually exclusive.  Parker (1992) suggested a relativist epistemology; saying that our 

knowledge of the world and the way we perceive it is socially constructed in discourse. Simultaneously 

he maintains an ontological realism saying that our social constructions of the world is based on a reality 

as it is constructed.14 In this thesis a subjectivist approach to epistemic questions is maintained, while 

realities remain socially constructed through the interaction between people e.g. between a researcher 

the objects of research.15 

2.2 Innovation 
The body of innovation research has grown much during the past decade, especially due to the advent of 

new technologies and societal changes. Bogers & West (2012) recently developed an contemporary and 

integrated view of innovation in a conceptual framework based on three major models of firm 

innovation; vertical integration (Chandler, 1977; Freeman, 1982), open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003) 

and user innovation (von Hippel, 1976; 2005). Two of these models, open innovation and user 

innovation, acknowledge that innovation can no longer be sufficiently developed internally by companies 

and that firm innovation therefore should be developed in conjunction with external sources. These are 

referred to as distributed forms of innovation. The underlying assumption and argument of this 

                                                           
14

 For a more general discussion of the two most prominent genres of social constructionism see appendix 4. 
15

 Due to the importance of discourse in social constructionsm, further elaborations of the matter have been 
included in appendix 3. 
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dissertation asserts that innovation through social media can’t be labeled a mere extension or bracket of 

existing models such as the user model (von Hippel, 1988; 2005), but is more likely to be a modification 

or even an entirely new model of firm innovation that should be approached as such. These assumptions 

warrant a new theoretical approach for developing merits of understanding and conceptualization as to 

how a firm can approach distributed innovation through social media. It is clear that the idea of 

innovating through social media derives from a distributed perspective on knowledge, which will now be 

discussed in more detail. 

 

2.2.1 Distributed innovation 

 

“No matter who you are, most of the smartest people work for someone else” 

 Bill Joy, co-founder of Sun Microsystems 

 

As stated earlier it is now conventional wisdom that no company can, or should, sufficiently innovate on 

its own (Pisano & Verganti, 2008). This means that innovation no longer only takes place within the 

boundaries of the company but is distributed among many stakeholders including suppliers, other 

companies, users etc. (Bogers & West, 2012). These ideas are in sharp contrast to the traditional ‘vertical 

integration’ perspective on innovation dominating the mid-20th century (Chandler, 1990, in Bogers & 

West, 2012). The vertically integrated distribution model exerted a controlled firm-centric process where 

technical inventions, developed in-house, where translated into technological innovations which were 

then commercialized through in-house R&D, production and distribution. This is what Chesbrough (2003) 

referred to as closed-innovation to which he established a modification which he coined ‘open 

innovation’. This denoted a shift from the manufacturer-active paradigm, to a more open paradigm 

(Piller et al., 2012), however Chresbrough (2003; 2006; 2009; 2012) maintained a focal-firm perspective. 

This thesis acknowledges the move from firm-centric and firm controlled processes to more abstract 

distributed views of innovation, and positions itself within that paradigm. As pointed out above, Michael 

Bogers and Joel West (2012) recently developed a framework for the strategic management of 

distributed innovation in which they contrast different models and processes of distributed innovation. 

There is no need to go further into detail with the vertically integrated model, however we need to 

contrast open innovation, user innovation and distributed innovation, since these terms are often used 

interchangeably.16 
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Appendix 1 presents the conceptual framework of Bogers and West (2012). 
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2.2.1.1 Open innovation 

The concept open innovation has been applied to a variety of contexts and situations and for that many 

people might regard the two terms, open innovation and distributed innovation, as synonymous. While 

some might maintain such view, this thesis offers a separation of the two concepts based on Bogers & 

West (2012). Open innovation is the purposive inflow and outflow of knowledge to accelerate innovation 

and firm performance (Chesbrough, 2003). This is a practical model build on the ideology of distributed 

innovation. What Chesbrough advanced was a proposition that firms should work with other companies 

to leverage innovation across firm boundaries. Based on the idea that knowledge is widely distributed 

and that inventions and intellectual property should be acquired or sold when it advances the business 

model of the company - the idea is a market for innovation – between companies (Chesbrough, 2012). 

Hence this is a practical, and of cause theoretical, model of distributed innovation, and it is confined by 

the perimeter suggested by Chesbrough (2003). While Chesbrough maintained that open innovation was 

a new paradigm within the existing body of innovation literature and thinking, the idea that firms should 

address and utilize knowledge distributed beyond their own boundaries was not novel (von Hippel, 1976; 

1988; Allen, 1983). Additionally open innovation shares several assumptions with the vertically 

integrated model: the key stakeholder is still a focal firm and the objective is often industrial, economic 

and dependent on economies of scale (Bogers & West, 2012). 

2.2.1.2 User innovation 

User innovation comes closer to the ideology of this dissertation. User innovation is different from open 

innovation on several areas. As with open innovation, ambiguity prevail the concept of user innovation. 

Originally coined by Eric von Hippel (1976) user innovation diverts from the firm-centric approach which 

characterize vertically integrated innovation and open innovation. The locus of innovation shifts towards 

the contexts of users and the utility gains that users might have from innovating e.g. improving existing 

products or services (von Hippel, 2005). The main stakeholders in this perspective are then users or user 

communities, and research tends to focus on the way users innovate, when and under which conditions 

they innovate and how user innovation is shared (Antorini, 2007; de Jong & von Hippel, 2009). Especially 

research into user communities have contributed to a growing body of literature which complement 

existing knowledge on user innovation by specifically investigating how users interact and create 

innovation synergies in different user communities (Moon & Sproull, 2001) based on community norms 

(Algesheimer et al., 2005), how innovation emerge in sports communities (Füller et al., 2005), the social 

interaction between consumers in user-initiated communities (Antorini, 2007) and consumer crowds and 

collective innovation (Kozinets et al., 2008). 
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2.2.2 Co-creation and value 

While it is not included by Bogers & West (2012) as a distinct paradigm of distributed innovation, co-

creation and value co-creation is already an integral part of the distributed innovation vocabulary.  

Prahalad and Ramaswamy introduced the term co-creation in 2000, and later discussed the firm’s co-

creation process with customers arguing that customers have gone from being isolated to connected, 

from unaware to informed and from passive to active (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The authors build 

a bridge between the concept of innovation and the concept of value, suggesting that the use of 

interaction as a locus for co-creating value/innovation is at the crux of our emerging reality (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004). The customer or user is in a focal position in this perspective and there are two main 

strings of research forming the field of co-creation at the moment: the strategic use of co-creation with 

customers to gain competitive edge, which is the value co-creation process/experience (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004), and the ‘innovation’ approach emphasizing co-creation as collaborative innovation 

based on inflows and outflows of knowledge between complementary partners, which could be users, 

suppliers, competitors, etc (often referred to as customer co-creation; see Piller et al., 2012). This thesis 

suggests a theoretical unification of the two perspectives. 

The idea of innovation as a value creating process rather than an invention and commercialization 

process seems very appealing when we aim to interrelate the concept of innovation and social media. 

The fundamental assumptions and arguments posed by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2003) in their book 

The Future of Competition: Co-Creating Unique Value with Customers, seems to correlate with the 

assumptions and arguments of this thesis. The transformation of society into a more connected and 

interactive mass, at least online, is afoot; information is widely available, globalization is ever more 

emergent, individual interests, needs and experiences coalesce, online activism and opposition is natural 

and we experiment as we go along (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2003). The process of co-creating value is 

dependable on a network of actors who actively contributes, and the value output is dependable on 

interaction. In addition to the idea that our existing concepts of innovation does not embrace the value 

of user generated content (Bogers & West, 2012), it seems that we might benefit from a more value 

based approach to innovation. 

By locating innovation within this perimeter, we might be able to develop a more nuanced and 

contemporary conceptualization of innovation that would be rewarding in forthcoming research and 

analyses. As technology and society changes so must our perceptions of that which constitute our 

understanding of the world. These are the concepts that allow us to address to nature of the world we 

live in. There is no precedence left in the linear product development model of innovation which still 

shape our approach and positions as researchers as practitioners. It is a strong model and in an industrial 
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scheme it is still valid. This thesis aims to push the boundaries of innovation to accompany the changing 

environment in which firms have to maneuver and survive. It is suggested that the concept of co-

creation allows for exactly that. Innovation is a value creating process, and it has also become a widely 

distributed process; co-creation is a strategic choice through which a firm, or several firms, creates value 

with available and interested actors (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2003; 2004). Hence is it both a value 

based approach to innovation and a distributed approach to innovation. This perspective will be applied 

to accommodate the remaining theoretic framework, in an attempt to emphasize interaction as the locus 

of innovation.  

2.3 Social media 

While social media is one of the most influential phenomena of recent times, we still lack convincing 

theoretical knowledge. From a distributed innovation perspective most research has been focused on 

mapping and describing the different domains and applications of social media and its impact on existing 

distributed innovation processes and models (Piller et al., 2012). This thesis aims to approach social 

media in a different way. Is it the assumption of this thesis that we can learn more about social media 

and its role in distributed innovation by scoping the concept of social media to more than technologies 

or channels through which firms can drive innovation search efforts (Poetz & Prügl, 2010). By including 

the prevailing concept of social media, web 2.0, we get a more encompassing perspective of online social 

interaction.  

2.3.1 Web 2.0 

It was suggested earlier that social media denotes highly interactive platforms via which individuals and 

communities share, co-create, discuss and modify user-generated content (Piller et al., 2012). This 

classification is twofold comprising social technology and social ideology, a framework which has also 

been identified in extant research (Christensen & Seeback, 2011). Some scholars have defined recent 

online developments in terms of vastly increasing levels of interaction, interconnectedness and 

community as web 2.0, and the supporting technologies as social media (Christensen & Seeback, 2011). 

This division can be helpful in some cases; however it might not be fruitful here as it compromises the 

integrated perspective on social media. The fragmented perspective on social media is also challenged by 

other more holistic perspectives based on O’Reilly (2005) and his influential article on web 2.0 

technologies and principles. When following the holistic and integrated perspective it seems that the 

concept of web 2.0 is basically antecedent to the concept social media. Web 2.0 was appreciated as an 

evolution in technologies and communication principles. This becomes apparent when comparing the 

ideology of web 2.0 with the early characteristics of the internet; the customer initiates contact, the 
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customer is seeking information or an experience, it is highly intensive, you can track individuals, and 

individual needs and characteristics of the customers can be taken into account in future dialogue 

(Deighton, 1996 in Chaffey et al., 2009; 31). The main thing which should be yielded from both sides is 

the fact that they all agree that the main aim of web 2.0 is to facilitate interaction between users 

(Denyer et al., 2011).17 Going forward ‘social media’ will be used instead of ‘web 2.0’, however the two 

remains conceptually synonymous.  

                                                           
17

 An elaboration of the changing imperative of interaction and networks can be found in appendix 6. 
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3.0 LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

This chapter will attempt to ascertain an applied review on theory of innovation. The review is both 

systematic and analytic in its approach to determine the developments that has shaped innovation 

literature and theory. The aim is to locate different directions, positions and discourses in research and 

to paint a contemporary picture of innovation literature in reference to the research topics of this 

thesis.18 The theoretic discussions in this chapter will be subjected to empirical insights from a study of 

different communities related to distributed innovation and social media. Further perspective on the 

review is applied based on a personal interview with distributed innovation researcher, Marion Poetz.19 

The review will actively contribute to the process of bracketing the complex topic of innovation into 

smaller parts, and unveil new directions in distributed innovation research that might bring theoretical 

credence and support to the research objectives and empirical discussions in this dissertation. 

3.1 Innovation management research 
Innovation has always been associated with new product development, and still is today. However 

research have come a long way from industrialization and vertical integration as suggested by early 

theoretical work in the field of firm competitive advantages, firms’ unique resources in terms of 

knowledge and firms’ ability to innovate in new product development (Schumpeter, 1942; Chandler, 

1977; Freeman, 1982; Drucker, 1992). Some of the early work in regards to manifesting and 

conceptualizing innovation and knowledge, from an economic perspective, was extensively reliant on a 

dormant and linear school of thought which was referred to by Kline & Rosenberg (1986) as the linear 

model of innovation. This model follows the prominent product development model, including research, 

development, production and marketing.  

 

 

 

Figure 3: Product Development Model (own creation based on Kline & Rosenberg, 1986) 

This line of thought in regards to innovation and product development in general is not fruitful and 

practitioners as well as researchers should abandon this model (Kline & Rosenberg, 1986). This is obvious 

today, and gradually we have moved way past such static myopia in contemplating innovation.  The 
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 Hence this is an analytic discussion drawing on different work as it pertain synthesis to the research agenda of 
this thesis. Accordingly there is no chronological order. 
19

 Chapter 5 discusses the different types of data used in this chapter and in chapters to come. 

MARKETING PRODUCTION DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH 
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move might have been triggered by the chain-linked-model which offered a more interactive approach 

to innovation. 

 

  

Figure 4: Chain-linked Model (own creation based on Kline & Rosenberg, 1986) 

 

The most important and distinctive element of this model compared to the linear one above, is the 

appreciation of feedback, interaction and interestingly a ‘distributed view on knowledge’. Research and 

knowledge is integrated into the model spanning the entire process from potential discovery to 

distribution and marketing. There is no need to go further into this chain-linked model, however it 

sufficiently accentuates early acknowledgements of a distributed perspective on innovation. 

The distributed perspective on innovation has probably always been a part of the large ‘schools of 

innovation’, however it has never been salient, and theoretic conceptualization and validation was never 

truly apparent in the twentieth century (Bogers & West, 2012). One of the major schools of innovation 

was that of Schumpeter (1934), a truly influential perspective on economic thinking and theory and 

ultimately innovation. A part from the Schumpeterian school of innovation there are several other 

important schools including the configuration school (classifying innovative companies), the knowledge 

management school (tacit versus explicit knowledge), the cluster school (geographical proximities in 

innovation), the complexity adaptive systems school (non-linear and dynamics  between innovation 

agents and their environments), and the population ecology school (firm survival in the evolution of 

technological innovation) (Tzeng, 2009).  

Tzeng (2009) provides a comprehensive review on the Schumpeterian school of innovation, which is 

further divided into three sub-schools; the capability school, the corporate entrepreneurial school and 

the cultural school. These are distinguished based on the nature of innovation in perspective, the logic of 

innovation, relationship among members, focal concern and apprehensions of time (Tzeng, 2009). These 
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attributes share similarities with those of Bogers & West (2012) in their distributed innovation 

framework (appendix 1). The different models or schools of distributed innovation as referred to by 

Bogers & West (2012) are according to Tzeng (2009) the result of an evolutionary process, a process 

which builds on the ideas of Schumpeter. While this might be overtly in the perspective obtained by 

Tzeng (2009) it is not necessarily right. However Schumpeter (1942) did question his own capitalism as 

he feared the ‘human element’20 would lose ground in a hard economic perspective, and he regarded 

innovation as a collective product, culturally coded and historically constructed (1991b; 359). As we will 

come to see, these perspectives, which came years after Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy (1942) 

were quite aligned with a social and integrated perspective on innovation as social constructionism 

might offer. 

According to Tzeng (2009; 374) the complexity of innovation and innovative organizations deserve a 

more evolutionary and encompassing approach. This argument offer its pertainment21 to the initial ideas 

of this thesis, regarding more integrated views on innovation, and though this thesis does not build on 

Schumpeterian qualities, like Tzeng, it does not refuse the applicability of his ideas to the paradigm of 

distributed innovation. As mentioned above, Schumpeter included in excerpt deviations from his early 

work22, suggesting a more collective and humanistic approach to innovation. Exactly that scientific move 

is perhaps constitutive of a more general metacognition among researchers in social sciences during the 

nineteen nineties, which by some evolutionary scientists have been deemed componential in natural 

evolutionary selection (Metcalfe, 2008). 

3.1.1 A distributed perspective 

Innovation scholars and practitioners were never oblivious to the idea that knowledge is widely 

distributed beyond the boundaries of the firm. However the idea was not applied to practice or research 

before von Hippel (1976) theoretically discussed user innovation. Chapter 1 briefly discussed how the 

terms open innovation and distributed innovation are often used synonymously, however it seems that 

                                                           
20

 The ‘human element’ is a part of Schumpeter’s, discussion of the static-dynamic dichotomy (1934); the static 
theory depends on the behavior of the average man, and dynamic theory relates to the behavior of men of unusual 
ability who dismantle given conditions (Shionoya, 1997; 38).  
21

 ‘Pertainment’: The quality of two of more subjects pertaining to each other especially in a constructive, abstract 
and/or newly discovered way; http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/pertainment 
22

 Like many other great authors, the turn in convictions by Wittgenstein and Kuhn was mentioned earlier, 
Schumpeter lessened the conditionals of his work and opened up for more sensitive research. These tendencies 
support the idea that evolution naturally occur in objects of research and research itself. And as suggested by 
Nowotny’s modus 3, which was discussed in chapter 1, philosophical reflections on practical problems and changes 
in contexts can change our theoretical standing as well, leading to new research objectives and hence new 
paradigms of thinking. 

http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/pertainment


27 
 

open innovation is used and applied more widely.23 As search for “distributed innovation” yielded less 

than 400 results on Business Source Complete (all databases included), however “open innovation” 

yielded more than 4.000.24 For comparison across search engines; Google Scholar yielded nearly 3.000 

results for “distributed innovation” whereas “open innovation” yielded more than 300.000 results. 

Researchers and practitioners often use the concept of open innovation the way that distributed 

innovation is used in this thesis (West, 2012). Because of this it was deemed more appropriate to 

illustrate the evolution of distributed innovation based on an “open innovation” search. The graph below 

shows how research into the field of open innovation, or distributed innovation, has evolved and 

increased rapidly during the past couple of years. It is suggested here that this development is not 

carried by the firm-centric model of Chesbrough, but more plausibly driven by firms’ and hence 

researchers’ interest in discovering and advancing distributed knowledge and innovation repositories. 

 

 

Figure 5 (own creation based on results from search criteria “open innovation” in EBSC, All Text,  from 1999 to 2011 
on Business Source Complete Database; aggregated is the graph/trendline, ‘by year’ illustrated with pillars). 
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 The reader should keep in mind that this thesis builds on a conceptualization based on Bogers & West (2012) 
suggesting that distributed innovation is an umbrella term incorporating open innovation, user innovation etc.  
24

 Appendix 7 shows how the three topics “open innovation”, “distributed innovation” and “user innovation” 
occurred in books (included in Google Books) from 1980 to 2008. It is clear that distributed innovation and user 
innovation were prequels to open innovation which appearance in books increased remarkably from around 2003 
an onwards.  
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During a lecture by Henry Chesbrough in May 2012 at CBS, he maintained that open innovation is a firm-

centric model located in an industrial R&D perspective (Chesbrough Lecture, 2012)25. This means that 

‘open innovation’ can’t be applied as an umbrella term for distributed innovation processes, since most 

of the user perspective, and especially co-creation processes and community processes (Bogers & West, 

2012), can’t be explained through a model with such analytic and methodological views. This argument is 

supported by Joel West and Henry Chesbrough in West (2012).  

Generally, the academic as well as the practitioner community has embraced ‘open innovation’ precisely 

as an umbrella term for a firms distributed innovation processes. This also came to show during the 

study of several LinkedIn groups related to distributed innovation/open innovation. One of the closed 

groups, ‘Open Innovation Community’, with almost 500 members, included discussions about 

crowdsourcing (as part of open innovation); Oliver Alexy, Lecturer at Imperial College Business School 

London, wrote in a post: “What are your views on crowdsourcing? […] I think that one of the currently 

most active areas of research in open innovation is crowdsourcing”. This post shows how the term open 

innovation is used to describe forms of innovation that simply utilize external knowledge. As one of 

many answers to this post, Joel West26, Professor of Innovation & Entrepreneurship at Keck Graduate 

Institute of Applied Life Sciences, posted a very interesting and enlightened comment: “Crowdsourcing is 

not a theory, but an umbrella term for a lot of different activities […] Karim Lakhani goes even further, 

rejecting the term because the different activities are so different that lumping them together is 

conflating different activities. I see as analogous to open innovation: a bunch of different activities and 

phenomena being studied under the same umbrella”27. The conflation issue is appointed here; the idea of 

clustering all these different activities together deteriorates the meaning of the concept crowdsourcing, 

and the same thing is happening to open innovation. West (2012) underlined these arguments by 

recuperating the differences between open innovation, user innovation and distributed innovation in a 

blog-post titled “Open innovation is not open distributed innovation”, arguments which had earlier been 

supported by von Hippel (West, 2012). Together with Michael Bogers, Joel West manifested these 

insights in the framework shown in appendix 1. Related discussions were found continuously in the 

study, and one was especially profound; a post by Stefan Lindegaard titled “Why Open Innovation is Not 
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 The first part of the lecture is included as an audio file on the attached CD.  
26

 References from Joel West are also used extensively in this thesis, and his work on distributed innovation, open 
innovation and user innovation, in close collaboration with Henry Chesbrough and Eriv von Hippel, is widely 
recognized; http://blog.openinnovation.net/2012/05/open-innovation-is-not-open-distributed.html 
27

 http://www.linkedin.com/groupItem?view=&gid=3986745&type=member&item=82874137&qid=42d21fc7-
6d90-4e12-9635-0d7cfbfab935&trk=group_items_see_more-0-b-ttl 

http://blog.openinnovation.net/2012/05/open-innovation-is-not-open-distributed.html
http://www.linkedin.com/groupItem?view=&gid=3986745&type=member&item=82874137&qid=42d21fc7-6d90-4e12-9635-0d7cfbfab935&trk=group_items_see_more-0-b-ttl
http://www.linkedin.com/groupItem?view=&gid=3986745&type=member&item=82874137&qid=42d21fc7-6d90-4e12-9635-0d7cfbfab935&trk=group_items_see_more-0-b-ttl
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for Small Companies” (The Front End of Innovation Group).28 In a raging debate about the aptness of 

open innovation in SMBs, discussions and arguments seemed to be countered based on one simple 

subject ‘the definition of open innovation’. None of the contributors appeared to agree on a specific 

definition, and one comment even follows Oliver Alexy’s example by introducing a dimensional 

conceptualization of open innovation: “From my point of view it all depends on how you define Open 

Innovation: With crowd sourcing on one end and co-creation or/and collaborative innovation on the 

other” (Pedersen, 201229). Even though this integrated and dimensional perspective is intriguing, it is 

dissent towards prevailing theoretic and conceptual frameworks of distributed innovation (von Hippel, 

2009; Chesbrough, 2006; 2012, West, 2012, Bogers & West, 2012). Conflation beleaguered ‘open 

innovation’ a long time ago, and it becomes more difficult to distinguish between different types of 

innovation when we cluster everything under one conceptual umbrella. However this change might 

simply denote the new imperative of distributed innovation, and instead of isolating various forms of 

distributed innovation, we should perhaps seek pragmatism through a more integrated perspective.  

3.1.1.1 The evolution of distributed innovation 

Evolutionary theorists have suggested that context proximity in research guides advancement, and 

distributed innovation seems to be a part of a natural selection rooted in societal changes leading to 

meta-theoretic developments and changing scientific structures (Shionoya, 1997). From this point of 

view distributed innovation anatomy becomes an epistemic discussion of innovation and incremental 

and disruptive changes.30 

From analogous domains we can draw parallels suggesting a unanimous frame of development within 

several areas of social sciences. Chapter 2 discussed interaction, emphasizing how dynamics and 

dialogue have changed the relationship a firm have with its surroundings, especially customers/users. 

While soliloquy characterized the industrial age of focal-firm controlled innovation processes, the 21st 

century has been characterized by dialogue and fading firm-stakeholder boundaries (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004; Piller et al., 2012) - boundaries which will probably continue to blur, says Marion 

Poetz (Interview 1; 06:00). There seems to be a general move toward more humanistic and relativist 

epistemologies and methodologies, and even old-school innovation scholars, Jelinek (1979), earlier 
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 http://www.linkedin.com/groups/Why-Open-Innovation-is-Not-
41615.S.140690951?view=&gid=41615&type=member&item=140690951&trk=eml-anet_dig-b_nd-pst_ttle-cn – 
follow link to the blog 15inno.com where detailed discussions take place. 
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 Permalink: http://www.15inno.com/2012/07/30/notforsmallcompanies/?goback=%2Egde_41615_member_ 
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 Kuhn (1980) actually realized that while historic analysis will often show a collective conceptual shift in paradigm 
(gestalt-switch) researchers would have experienced a series of small, individual and collective changes. This idea 
remains unexplored, and hence the incremental-disruptive dualism in social sciences in still debatable.   

http://www.linkedin.com/groups/Why-Open-Innovation-is-Not-41615.S.140690951?view=&gid=41615&type=member&item=140690951&trk=eml-anet_dig-b_nd-pst_ttle-cn
http://www.linkedin.com/groups/Why-Open-Innovation-is-Not-41615.S.140690951?view=&gid=41615&type=member&item=140690951&trk=eml-anet_dig-b_nd-pst_ttle-cn
http://www.15inno.com/2012/07/30/notforsmallcompanies/?goback=%2Egde_41615_member_%20140690951#IDComment121366168
http://www.15inno.com/2012/07/30/notforsmallcompanies/?goback=%2Egde_41615_member_%20140690951#IDComment121366168
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adherent to the institutionalization of innovation, advocated more cultural perspectives (Tzeng, 2009). 

Already during the mid-nineties, ideas such as ‘sense-making’ and ‘shared cognitions’ [read cultural 

organizations] were introduced in organizational innovation (Litterer, 1995 in Tzeng, 2009; 389). 

Extending these insights, Tzeng (2009) suggests, during a discussion of implications for further research, 

that research should attempt to synthesize contemporary innovation literature in the search for a 

humanistic theory of innovation (Tzeng, 2009; 388). Not only does this notion suggest more relativist 

epistemologies, it also offers parity and vindication to the objectives of this chapter. Naturally these 

tendencies have spurred new fields of inquiry, predominantly concerned with the advent of less firm-

centric approaches to innovation, approaches which put pivotal focus on interaction between 

stakeholders. A thorough search for publications with keywords; “innovation” and “co-creation” and/or 

“user” and/or “interaction and/or “dialogue” was carried out in an attempt to illustrate the evolution in 

distributed innovation research and inquiry.  

 

Figure 6 (own creation based on research results from EBSC. The results include scientific articles with “innovation” 
and “co-creation” and/or “user” and/or “interaction” and/or “dialogue” in their title. 

 

Findings suggest that there has been a steep increase in scientific literature specifically dealing with 

innovation in relation to interaction, users and dialogue. From a total of 30 articles in 1999 to more than 

1200 in 2011 it is an increase of almost 4000% - that is a not only a tendency, that is a change in scientific 

orientation and perhaps methodology.  
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Foucault argued that learning and hence discourse is historically bound (Burr, 2003), we cannot separate 

our present and past, and in such perspective the nature of innovation might also be path-dependent, 

not only in a technological sense (Metcalfe & Gibbons, 1989), but also in discourse. The way we perceive, 

work with and study innovation naturally follows the nature and logic of innovation as it might evolve 

around certain heredities and selection processes. Innovation practices are fitted to the evolving 

surroundings and hence research practices and positions will differ over time to comply with changes 

and technologies. Saliently it is a cyclical process as innovation itself is a driver of change and variety 

(Metcalfe & Gibbons, 1989), however sometimes evolution is superseded by major changes in 

technology or environments altering the entire ‘selection’ process, as suggested by evolutionary 

theorists. Whether the advent of social media offers such disruptive change is up for debate. The 

discussion is very interesting, especially since the agenda of such debate shed light on the 

methodological and philosophical questions addressed in this thesis, and put social media center-stage in 

‘a new innovation discourse’. That discourse more broadly deals with the impact of social media on 

general business operandi.31 

Distributed innovation is an established discourse within innovation literature, but as stated above, such 

discourse might naturally or disruptively come about based on variation, selection and heredity (Metcalfe 

& Gibbons). This evolutionary perspective emphasizes the importance of outlining and discussing the 

path travelled by ‘innovation’ as an object of research. We can’t fully understand the pillars of 

distributed innovation before we understand its path. 

Conclusively one might argue that existing schools of thought represent different discourses within the 

innovation management literature. In an evolutionary perspective as Tzeng (2009) suggests, innovation 

research has travelled different paths complying with contemporary business and societal 

configurations. Contextual insights remain imperative for advancement and path-breaking research, and 

a greater sensitivity to context and ‘the human’ (Schumpeter, 1991b; Nowotny, 2005) has geared 

innovation management and research. The discourses which we see, use and apply are certainly 

reflections of our own conceptual frame of reference, or in other words our own paradigmatic position is 

supported by discourse and vice versa. Hence it is difficult to ascertain extant discourses which do not 

support our own scientific positions (Burr, 2003). However historic examination combined with an 

analytic sensitivity to context, as attempted here and in later chapters, might allow us to see past our 
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 Later chapters will discuss how social media might not be a simple channel or technology to boost distributed 
innovation methods, but more likely a part of a larger organizational and strategic move towards integrating social 
media and innovation strategy across the entire organization. 
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own preconditions and gain new insights and understanding (Bachelard, 1934; Schumpeter, 1991b; 

Nowotny, 2005). 

Though Tzeng’s theoretical framework is very comprehensive and impressive, it might be fruitful to 

endeavor less fragmented perspectives. During his analytical review he calls for more integrated and 

holistic approaches and conceptualizations in regards to innovation, however, it seems that by using the 

allegory above he has not achieved this. While Tzeng might impede his own attempt at theoretic 

integration, the idea has gained favour, and researchers are seeking insight and empirical research into 

these matters (Bogers & West, 2012). In a discussion about the epistemology of innovation, Ph.D William 

Reed, inquire on the integration of innovation practices, based on Bruce Vojak’s comparison of the stage 

gate model and the ‘fuzzy front end of innovation’ (to Bruce Vojak): “I am wondering if you have found 

examples of less segregated, perhaps more interactive innovation behavior, where there are no distinct 

phases, or where the fuzziness continues throughout the project” (Vojak & Reed, Front end of Innovation, 

2012).32 This is not only a query into new forms of theoretical integrations based on empirical findings, 

but a call for more interactive and dynamic constructs of innovation. 

Obviously there is a tradeoff between holistic and fragmented perspectives; on the one hand you might 

gain depth but loose pragmatism through fragmentation, and in holistic work you might gain pragmatism 

and loose depth. The explorative research done in this thesis not only pertains to a new theoretical 

discourse, but to applied practice on distributed innovation management, hence warranting a more 

holistic approach. So far discussions might have exposed new sides of innovation, showing that 

innovation is becoming more distributed with an increased social complexity. Innovation is becoming 

more than a managerial process of commercial output, and perhaps instead, a social process and output 

that is interactively constructed between different parties such as users, non-users, experts, institutions, 

other companies etc.  
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 Vojak & Reed discussion: http://www.linkedin.com/groups/Epistemology-Innovation-
41615.S.131671391?view=&srchtype=discussedNews&gid=41615&item=131671391&type=member&trk=eml-
anet_dig-b_pd-ttl-cn&ut=3El0c3zsnYmBk1 
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33 
 

4.0 SOCIALLY CONSTRUCTED INNOVATION 
 

This chapter will advance insights from the previous chapters by submitting the concept of innovation to 

social constructionism theory. The philosophical nature of social constructionism was discussed in 

chapter 2, and this chapter will apply the ideology and epistemology of social constructionism to ascend 

discussions of how innovation can be socially constructed. As pointed out in the first part of the thesis, 

the idea of socially constructed innovation might aid us in averring a conceptualization of distributed 

innovation and social media, and theoretically establish ‘interaction’ as the locus of innovation. As in 

chapter 3, theoretical discussions here will be subjected to empirical insights, mainly from the study of 

communities on LinkedIn, and from the interview with researcher Marion Poetz.  

The following theoretical setting is on the one hand an attempt to meet requirements for more 

integrated perspectives. In synthesis with extant literature, the aim is to advance a more humanistic 

approach which might solicit more open and sensitive inquiries on innovation in confluence with an 

increasingly social, empowered and connected world. The social constructionist tenets included here, 

constitute unique methodologies for critically addressing extant and contemporary innovation 

discourses. Hence it is in particular the philosophical discussions that emerge from the confluence of 

social constructionism and distributed innovation theory which will be put into emphasis here. 

The previous chapter discussed how innovation management research has changed radically during the 

past twenty years.  The increasing focus on interaction, relations and dialogue has changed the 

conditions of both practice and research and the increasing relevance of social media vindicates this 

progress. The ideology of social media is entrenched by these new focal areas (Piller et al., 2012), and 

based on the changing context and locus of innovation it is suggested that we might need new concepts 

and theoretic goggles for discussing distributed innovation management on social media. As suggested 

by Tzeng (2009) we need new theoretic frameworks for dealing with the increasing cultural and 

dialogical effects, and by requesting more humanistic perspectives, he fortifies the changing philosophy 

of research as discussed in the previous chapter.  In an discussion with assistant professor at CBS, Marion 

Poetz, who specializes in distributed innovation, innovation search and user innovation, she said that 

“there is a discussion among innovation study researchers that we need more open ways of looking at 

these phenomena [social media], because with our existing glasses we might not be able to see what we 

can learn” (Interview 1. 41:10). This suggests that there is a debate whether existing models and 

conceptualizations curb our ability to fully appreciate the role of social media. She elaborated: “To 
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understand these phenomena, we might need to go away from traditional types of research, or at least 

to some extent, and try to find novel ways of how we can see patterns in a reliable way”. These insights 

support many of the arguments and assumptions of this thesis, and they also suggest that researchers 

lack the concepts and tools for comprehensive understanding. Marion’s comments also imply that these 

recent phenomena do challenge the validity and applicability of existing methods and methodologies 

and infer critical inquiry on the implications for the methodology in extant research and prevailing 

theoretic conceptualizations. In this thesis, social media remains an ideology, which might support a 

technology, a movement or an entire organization, and the central concepts of social media are 

entrenched by cultural changes towards collectivity, interactivity and dialogue not only between 

individuals but between actors in networks. 

Knowledge and innovation are two inseparable concepts, innovation is conditioned by knowledge 

(Boisot, 1998), and hence the way we perceive knowledge, our epistemic convictions, mantles our 

perception of innovation. Knowledge features are imperative to discussing socially constructed 

innovation, since the nature and anatomy of knowledge in inquiry systematically defines the locus of 

analysis. The next part of this chapter discusses knowledge implications as they apply to previous 

discussions on extant literature and the concept of innovation 2.0. 

4.1 Knowledge 

“Discourse, Foucault argues, constructs the topic. It defines and produces the object of our knowledge. It 

governs the way that a topic can be meaningfully talked about and reasoned about. It also influences 

how ideas are put into practice and used to regulate the conduct of others.” 

(Hall, 2001; 72) 

One of the major methodological differences between social constructionism and other meta-theories is 

epistemic. This was discussed thoroughly in chapter 2 and the fundamental argument of social 

constructionism is that knowledge is constructed between people through the course of social life – 

through discourse. This anti-essentialism perspective shifts the locus of innovation towards more 

cultural, collective and interactive states where the idea of socially constructed innovation comes to life.  

Innovation theory and research often explain and discuss distributed innovation by means of structures33 

such as personal traits (von Hippel, 1986), organizational structures (Chesbrough, 2003), hierarchies and 

degrees of openness (Pisano & Verganti, 2008) knowledge structures (March, 1991; Katila & Ahuja, 
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2002), industry and technology (Klevorick et al., 1995; Fleming & Sorenson, 2004), domain-specificity 

(Pötz & Prügl, 2010) and structures of problems (Jeppesen & Lakhani, 2010). The aim of this chapter is to 

show how deviations from these structural perspectives might be beneficial when theoretically 

addressing the confluence of social media and distributed innovation. By introducing a more dynamic 

perspective on knowledge and innovation, focusing on social interaction, the following discussion will 

emphasize social interaction as locus of both knowledge and innovation. 

As mentioned in chapter 2, social constructionism offer insight into the constitutive nature of dynamic 

social interaction, which shifts our analytical focus from structures to processes, giving emphasis to the 

role of language and more prominently discourse. Since knowledge is believed to reside in the social 

realm of dialogue and interaction, individuals as singularities are not analytically interesting, only as a 

collective social entity do we create, sustain and deconstruct knowledge (Burr, 2003). To further advance 

this discussion, it is necessary to address the role of essentialism, not only because it plays a major role in 

extant distributed innovation literature, but because essentialism analytically contrasts the present 

points of inquiry.  

4.1.1 Anti-Essentialism 

The essentialist view aims to explain our actions based on the idea of personality or an inner psychology. 

This is also referred to as psychologisation, describing internal events with words like feelings instead of 

actions e.g. innovation is something you have as an personal quality for example when we talk of 

innovative people, instead of discussing innovation as an action. However innovation is an outcome of 

actions taken by one or more people, it is not an inherent quality, the same way as knowledge is 

constructed between people through the course of social interaction. The argument is not that readily 

innovation is an outcrop of discourse, but that knowledge only comes into existence through discourse, 

in interaction, in constructions which manifest innovation capacities or input which might be ripe for firm 

innovation processes. The proper focus of our enquiry is thus the social practices engaged in by people, 

and their interaction/dialogue. Through social media conversations people share, connect and discuss 

various things, and through these interactions knowledge is not only exchanged (Interview 1; 13:00)34 

but constructed. The aim of enquiry is changed, from questions about the nature of people or society 

towards a consideration of how certain phenomena or forms of knowledge are achieved by people in 

interaction (Burr, 2003; 9). Through this new knowledge locus, innovation certainly appears to become a 

                                                           
34

 The idea of knowledge exchange is inherently ‘essentialistic’ because it presumes that knowledge is created and 
stored within individuals, thus proposing and inner quality of the ‘person’ not the interaction between persons. The 
argument of this thesis is that this line of thought, which is perfectly exemplified by the idea of ‘knowledge 
exchange’, should be distanced for the sake of more humanistic and interactionist perspectives as discussed later. 
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more socially constructed phenomenon, and not only might it be socially constructed, it is perhaps also 

socially conditioned. 

When applying these ideas to the world of social media, it seems that innovation cannot be justified as 

contingent on the knowledge and actions of a single individual, predominantly because in a social media 

world, a person does not appear to have any ontological status outside the realm of social interaction. 

Hence in this case the epistemic issues related to essentialism are inseparable from the ontological 

question of existence. If our knowledge and hence our perception of ‘self’ and the world is socially 

sustained and created, then existence in general is only in effect through social interaction. These 

insights illuminate parity between social constructionism and the ideology of social media. If social media 

remains ideological,35 and even if it is reduced to a technology such as Facebook, it seems obvious that 

focal inquiry should linger on interaction, since interaction is the only ontological concept remaining. As a 

Facebook user you only exist through your connections and communications; if you stop interacting with 

your FacebookFriends, you cease to exist in the world of Facebook. Hence innovation becomes ‘social’ 

through interaction; user-generated content is not in effect before other users interact with it, that is 

how the level of analysis and locus of knowledge becomes socially dynamic. From the case study of 

tradable (see section 5.1.1.2), an attempt will be made to contextualize this theoretical position. The 

discussion also pertains to transcending the self/others dualism, which was first disrupted by Mead 

(1934) when he accounted for the thoroughly social individual. In Mead’s conception the self does not 

pre-exist society, but emerges from it and with it, and this insight is given particular credence when 

applied to social media. The individual is made possible through social interaction with people, and 

language is what allows us to internalize social interaction. Based on Mead, Blumer (1969) introduced 

the term symbolic interactionism saying that both society and individuals arise from interaction and 

communication between people. Likewise is social media only made possible through interaction, users 

interacting with different kinds of content, and people only ‘exist’ and advance through this interaction. 

This discussion could carry on into eternity; however this brief introduction to social interactionism 

epistemology (Burr, 2003) sufficiently provides some interesting theoretic ideas to how we as people are 

contingent on social interaction and how our ability to reflect is socially embedded. Social media 

emanates from these psychological tenets of social interactionism, and discussing them solidifies our 

understanding of socially constructed processes of knowledge creation and innovation capacities. 
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 The ideologization of social media, as suggested in chapter 1 and 2, does not only pertain to theory. Practitioners 
also support this claim as social media is now becoming more integrated into business strategy (Leaderlab, 2012) 
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Above principles are applicable to ‘social enterprises’, as suggested by Leary (2011) and Christensen & 

Seebach (2010) who searched for a new social (media) mindset for companies; you must participate and 

advance the dialogue, otherwise you lose social equity.  Keeping this in mind, any innovation or 

innovative action is not just a social process, the innovative quality of any given object/subject is 

culturally and socially embedded, validation occur through discourse, it is the environment which 

constitute an innovation, not the object/subject. This idea was referred to as ‘The Social Model of 

Disability’ (Makin, 1995) and it stipulates the argument that no one person is universally innovative. Thus 

innovation anatomy is a product of environmental forces, discourse and power. By abandoning the idea 

that a person is essentially innovative to instead perceiving innovation as a socially constructed and 

conditioned object to be captured across time, place and events -  we might encounter totally new vistas 

for strategically approaching innovation through social media.36 Moreover it is the argument of this 

thesis that anti-essentialism is also a prerequisite if we are to theoretically and conceptually clutch these 

phenomena. 

A more encompassing perspective on the matter can be found in John Shotter (1995a; b) who talks of 

‘joint action’ where the behavior of each participant in social interaction is not isolable. Shotter’s point 

was that actions of people, and thus knowledge, does not emanate from some internal psychology or 

personality, but rather from the interaction itself, from dialogue. This is a very intriguing idea as it 

positions dialogue/interaction as the constructive force. In this perspective the idea of the individual is 

abandoned along with the idea of an internal psychology guiding our behavior and actions. Instead we 

are able to see the person(s) as a co-production, constructed during interaction or other symbolic 

dialogue (Burr, 2003). Hence the actions of the ‘social being’ become socially constructed, located in the 

public social realm of interpersonal interaction.  

These perspectives are somewhat abstract and adversary to much existing methodology on distributed 

innovation. Especially methods such as the lead-user method as pioneered by von Hippel (1986), which 

emphasize and entrench the inherent qualities of individuals as knowledge-drivers or innovation 

capacities. These philosophical issues were debated during the interview with Marion Poetz, and it 

seems that it is not only a theoretic but more saliently a cognitive impasse about theory of knowledge. In 

regards to the philosophical impact of social media, Marion says that “social media is a place where 

actors who possess innovation related knowledge interact” (Interview 1; 23:20). As a researcher in 
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Social constructionism suggests that people act differently in different social and psychical contexts, and 
innovative outcome thus might change across time, place and event. This is especially a rewarding perspective 
since it allows for strategic influence. 
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distributed innovation she appears to be contingent on the idea that people possess knowledge, which is 

not surprising since essentialism is deeply integrated into distributed innovation theory. During the 

interview Marion consequently discussed social media for distributed innovation based on the 

‘user/personality structure’ as manufacturers, users, experts (Interview 1; 22:00), referring to an inner or 

practical function of individuals. Hence she brackets social media into a network of individuals instead of 

looking at the actual constitutive and ontological force of social media, which is interaction, at least in 

this thesis. This structural/functional bracketing is characteristic for innovation scholars (see chapter 3), 

and it is deeply embedded in a essentialist view, which is one of the major differentiators between 

existing paradigms of distributed innovation as suggested by Bogers & West (2012), and the ideas 

discussed in this thesis. Hence essentialism becomes an imperative distinguishable attribute of terra 

nova ‘innovation 2.0’. 

Additionally the user innovation perspective, exemplified by the lead-user method, is not compatible 

with a social constructionist perspective. Though interactionism and anti-essentialism is of major 

influence in the discussion of socially constructed innovation, this thesis does not submit to the idea of a 

discursively constructed individual, as some radicals would argue. Such a conviction would dispose of the 

individual entirely, and instead we would only see the constructive power of discourse with no external 

materiality. Such views are not believed to be fruitful, however the philosophy of the socially constructed 

and sustained individual is conceptually very rewarding when discussing the confluence of social media 

and distributed innovation management. Dodds et al. (1997 in Burr, 2003; 192) framed it well: “It is 

important to describe how the social becomes personal without denying the activity and contribution of 

either social or personal domains”. The social is not sovereign, both personal and social processes must 

be appreciated, thus even though we discuss socially constructed individuals, knowledge and innovation, 

we maintain that the person and ‘self’ remains, though it might be a product of social forces.37 

Further enquiry on the impact of essentialism can be found in complementary research into creativity, 

which not only advance these inherent discussions but more importantly vindicates them. Researchers 

have for long discussed the confluence and distinctiveness of innovation and creativity as concepts, also 

in terms of process versus structure and essentialism versus interactionism. Inquiry into these issues has 

prompted interesting findings which support the idea of socially constructed innovation. Amabile (1996) 

denote creativity as a prerequisite or point of departure for innovation, hence it is often an important 
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 Because social media is an online phenomenon it becomes difficult to discuss the implications of the materiality 
of the individual since ‘real person’ is ever absent. Hence social media might provide us with the tangents for the 
true social being as discussed by Mead (1934), however that discussion is of magnitude and must be left for future 
inquiry. 



39 
 

analytic tenet when probing and discussing innovation anatomy. The epistemic work by Amabile (1996) 

on the matter of creativity, coalesce with the anti-essentialism perspective of this thesis. She maintains 

that it is fruitful to leave the idea of a creative or innovative man/woman, and instead look at the 

behavior of people (Amabile, 1990) or as suggested above, social interaction between people (Burr, 

2003). According to Brinkmann (2010) creativity must be accepted within a certain community of 

practice (Wenger, 1998) e.g. universities, and within a certain domain e.g. innovation management. If an 

innovation does not comply with prevailing discourses of the specific community and domain, it is not 

accepted and hence not innovation (Brinkmann, 2010). This line of thought coincide with the perspective 

of Gergen (1989) who says that if one innovation is chosen over others it is the effect of discourse 

(Gergen, 1989). Hence innovation is not only socially constructed, it is socially conditioned, as discussed 

earlier, and through metacognition based on that insight, companies and researchers should 

acknowledge that our preconditions might curb true distributed innovation potential.38 Pragmatism 

offers similar indications to the effect of essentialism. According to Brinkmann (2010), in pragmatism, no 

one is universally innovative, since innovation is legitimized by communities of practice and domains, 

and since creativity is a social process conditioned by social acceptance, innovative outcome must be 

outcrop of social interaction.39 

The locus of innovation changes with the methodological tenets; in mainstream psychology a company’s 

struggle to innovate would be characterized as a ‘psychological’ problem within the company – 

positivism would perhaps say that the firm is simply not innovative – and social constructivism would say 

that the innovation struggle is a construction between the company, its users/customers and the 

market/society – a dialogical construction that is unstable due to certain power implications40 between 

the constitutive parts. The construction is always changing based on the actions, whereabouts, history 

and culture of the participants. The question is: can we manage that construction? Answering this 

question is difficult, but by conceptually embracing the fortifying idea, we can change our philosophical 

stance, and allow for new insights about ‘social’ knowledge and innovation constructs to shape our 

understanding of the role of social media in distributed innovation management. 
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 It is clear that standards in organizations, design, technology etc. is a prerequisite for routines which are 
imperative in any company, and hence the idea is not that we should abandon everything we know, but are aware 
of cognitive-biases. Similar ideas have been discussed in ‘innovation search’, e.g. Poetz & Prügl (2010) discuss ‘local 
search bias’ and March (1991) discussed how too much exploitation can bias explorative capabilities.  
39

 These insights from pragmatism are very interesting and they could bring further credence to the discussions in 
this thesis. However the philosophical tradition of pragmatism and its implications are substantial and must be left 
for future research. For contemporary insight on these matters see Brinkmann (2010; 2011; 2012).  
40

 The idea of power implications was central to Foucault’s view on discourse, and in his view, knowledge and 
power always go hand in hand. While the debate on power implications will not be included here, it is still appoint 
interesting insights, hence a brief discussion and exemplification on the matter has been included in appendix 3. 
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5.0 A FRAMEWORK OF METHODOLOGY 
 

The methodological choices and positions of this thesis have already been appointed to some extent 

during the introductory chapters. This next part will aim to recap and crystallize some of the points that 

have been put forward earlier while specifying the methodology of research.  

As mirrored in preceding chapters this dissertation put great emphasis on the importance and influence 

of theoretic and cognitive paradigms which we all belong to. In scientific research these reflections are 

often referred to as theory of knowledge or theory of science. In general this is meta-theory, something 

that comes before, during and after science itself (Kjørup, 1985; 19-20). The label is not important 

though, what is important are the implications on knowledge, research and findings that derive from 

choices related to ontology and epistemology. These two concepts define the methodology, and as 

suggested earlier, they also position a researcher in a certain paradigmatic framework (Nygaard et al., 

2005).   

Throughout this dissertation the reader will be subjected to a recurring tension between the scientific 

world, the philosophical world and the practical world. This recognition is very important and Karsten 

Laursen (2001) framed it appropriately: “Science is about what we think we know, or more appropriately 

about what we have decided we know. Philosophy is about how we can know, and why we might not 

know after all. Hence philosophical reflection about economy is not useful in the sense that it advances 

science based on what we think we know, but useful in the sense that it critically questions its 

assumptions” (own translation based on Laursen in Fenger-Grøn et al., 2001; 271). Clearly ‘economy’ can 

be replaced by any concept in scientific inquiry, and by replacing it with ‘innovation’, the above citation 

successfully addresses some of the methodological tensions and convictions of this thesis. 

5.1 Types of data and data collection 
The theoretical framework above denotes and conditions some of the methodological choices and paths 

available for this research. Social constructionism has a central theoretic position in this thesis, and that 

position warrants certain ontological and epistemic choices. While this thesis promotes a relativistic 

ontology, this perspective does not only pertain to the area of social constructionism but to philosophy 

entirely. In the first part of his masterpiece, Philosophical Investigations, Ludwig Wittgenstein (1953) 

discussed the relation between language and reality and language as a constitutive part of ‘reality’. This 

work and his work in the years to come would define the fundamentals of qualitative research as it is 

known today. The epistemic rationale behind Wittgenstein’s work and that of qualitative methods is 
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rooted in involvement – we cannot separate ourselves from the world or phenomena which we try to 

understand. Accordingly the research methods in this thesis are predominantly qualitative in nature. 

It has not been possible to find any research which specifically addresses the problems raised by this 

dissertation. While analogous domains do provide credence to the applicability and attractiveness of 

social constructionism as a valuable tool in the pursuit of understanding and conceptualizing knowledge 

and innovation (Antorini, 2007), the assumption behind this theoretical choice remains somewhat 

unique to the present research. Even though scholars have suggested that there is room for exploration 

and openness in the pursuit for more integrated view of distributed innovation (Bogers & West, 2012) 

such suggestions are not applied to specific contexts e.g. social media. Due to the explorative and 

divergent research path undertaken here it seemed appropriate to build a research strategy of more 

convergent methodologies. This sort of strategy has also been referred to as ‘multimethod/multitrait’ 

(Campbel & Fiske, 1959) or ‘triangulation’ (Webb et al., 1966; Yin, 2003). Under the assumption that 

multiple viewpoints (or methods) allow for greater accuracy (Jick, 1979), this thesis will combine 

different methods in the attempt to answer the research question. This strategy seems to be particularly 

advantageous when studying relatively uncharted phenomena, as endeavored here, to improve quality 

and validity (Jick, 1979). Qualitative data include a case study based on personal interviews41, expert 

interviews with practitioners, strategists and authors and studies of netnographic character on 

communities of practice and research.  It also includes written data; extracted from CBS Libsearch, 

Google Scholar, Business Source Complete (EBSCO), blogs, wikis, communities and networks (e.g. 

Twitter, LinkedIn etc.), other data types; YouTube video, icon lecture with Henry Chesbrough at CBS and 

Danskernes Akademi DR2. During the preliminary part of the written data collection (and other data 

types) the researcher advanced his understanding of the phenomena under scrutiny, gained knowledge 

of new perspectives and research on the matter and found individuals for expert interviews.  

5.1.1 Primary data 

5.1.1.1 Expert interviews 

Interviews with four different experts were carried out during the progress of this thesis. Generally the 

researcher opted for face-to-face interviews, however due to the busyness and unavailability of most 

interviewees, different methods was applied. The interviewees were approached based on their 

backgrounds. To build more holistic concepts on innovation 2.0, interviews covered different 

perspectives on innovation and social media; including strategic innovation agencies (Socialsquare), 
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 The case study also includes other sources of evidence (Yin, 2003), apart from interviews; documentation 
(classified) and physical artifacts (from personal interview in HQ).  
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social technology providers (Meltwater), digital distributed innovation consulting (Stefan Lindegaard) 

and academic research (Marion Poetz). The research was carried out based on a phenomenological 

approach to science, as the concept of epoché has been included to warrant more openly remitted 

research (Kristensen in Fuglsang et al., 2009). Epoché conceptually allows the researcher to secure 

openness towards research inquiries and interviewees, but is also a way to solicit researcher neutrality 

(Schutz, 1970b). However the hermeneutic tenets in this research denies researcher neutrality, as 

discussed earlier; it is the aim of the researcher to put his own pre-understanding (mental schema) into 

play, and actively involve himself in discussions with the interviewees, as prescribed in social 

constructionism (Burr, 2003).  

Even though the researcher aimed for openly remitted interviews and discussions, interview guides were 

applied to each individual interview, to maintain direction and a solid research methodology. Hence the 

interviews could be characterized as open leaning towards a semi-structural character (Kvale, 2005). This 

approach is mostly based on a social constructionist methodology, which a part of being highly 

qualitative, also actively involves the researcher as the researcher and the researched cannot be 

separated. This is a subjectivist epistemology, one of the shared scientific methodologies of social 

constructionism and constructivism (Heldbjerg, 1997; Burr, 2003). These scientific choices solicit an open 

approach inspired both by hermeneutics and phenomenology as it is sometimes combined in social 

constructionism (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Burr, 2003). This is illustrated below: 

 

 
Figure 7: Hermeneutic circle and epoché (own creation inspired by Andersen, 2003) 

 

The figure above illustrates the methodological approach to conducting and analyzing the interviews. 

The model is based on the idea that the researcher should always remain critical towards existing and 

new found knowledge, and fundamentally open to new things (epoché). The interpretive and dialectic 

Understanding - Epoché 

Dialogue 

Understanding - Epoché 

Understanding - Epoché Understanding - Epoché 

Interpretation 

New framework for 
understanding 

New interpretation 
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approach of hermeneutics constantly addresses and challenges existing knowledge and predispositions, 

while the phenomenological perspective secures openness throughout a dynamic process. 

 

Marion Poetz - CBS 
The first interview was conducted on the 5th of April through a Skype call with Marion Poetz, Assistant 

Professor at the Department of Innovation and Organizational Economics at CBS. Since Marion is on 

maternity leave, she didn’t have time for a personal interview, but she was kind enough to devote time 

for a Skype interview. Marion’s primary focus and expertise lies with the mechanisms and effects of 

distributed innovation. She has several publications within the areas of innovation search and 

crowdsourcing, and for that, she was chosen for a discussion about new epistemologies of distributed 

innovation in the light of social media. 

Magnus Christensson - Socialsquare 

Interview number two took place on the 7th of June, and was done using Skype. The interviewee, Magnus 

Christensson, is partner and CEO of Socialsquare. Magnus is one of the main architects behind 

Socialsquare which is an innovation agency with sole focus on digital/social media opportunities. 

Magnus’ extensive hands-on experience with distributed innovation and product development in digital 

arenas was one of the main reasons for including him in the research for this thesis. Input from this 

interview should advance the strategic perspective of innovation 2.0 and give insight into the latest ideas 

and movements within digital innovation. 

 
David Pansbo - Meltwater 

The research agenda of this thesis is not only concerned with uncovering strategic and holistic 

perspectives on innovation 2.0. More tactical insight into the technological possibilities of firms also 

warrants queries. Meltwater is among other things a social technology provider, and through their 

proprietary technology platform BUZZ, they allow for firms to tap into the world of social media and 

listen, engage and connect to customers and other stakeholders. Because of this they are included as 

part of the research protocol. A Skype interview was conducted with David Pansbo, Social Media 

Manager at Meltwater Buzz, on the 6th of July. 

Stefan Lindegaard – 15inno 

For further insights into novel strategic practices and perspectives the researcher contacted Stefan 

Lindegaard, a renowned speaker, author and strategic advisor on open innovation and social media. 

Stefan runs sessions with some of the leading companies on distributed innovation and the use of social 

media, including Procter & Gamble, Mattel etc. His access to cutting-edge insights and contextual 

proximity was the main reason for his inclusion in research. Stefan is finishing his new book on open 
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innovation and social media and for that reason he didn’t have time for a personal interview. Instead 

discussions took place via e-mail, stating June 9th.42 Many contributions to discussions also came from 

Stefan’s blog, 15inno.com. 

5.1.1.2 Case study - tradable43 

The case of tradable was included to scope research and to unearth more in depth examinations of 

cutting edge practice, which might bring completely new perspectives to the research in distributed 

innovation and confront existing ones. Yin (2003) found that case studies are particularity valuable for 

studying and theorizing under-researched areas, which makes it a valuable method for inherent 

research. Not only is innovation 2.0 an unexplored gap in distributed innovation theory, but distributed 

innovation research in itself is still not exhaustive (Lindegaard, 2012). The software house tradable was 

chosen because it was a unique case with potentially great implications for research and practice. The 

case offers more apparent examples of innovation 2.0 than other cases might, and hence it fulfills the 

requirements of being an extraordinary (Yin, 2003) and extreme (Eisenhardt, 1989) case; two 

characteristics which makes the case even more relevant given the aim of this thesis.  

The company operates in the financial services industry which has never been recognized as innovative, 

however the case of tradable might change this perspective entirely. The objective was to investigate the 

strategic choices made by senior management in terms of innovation strategy, to explain how social 

media can leverage a company’s innovation strategy. Tradable is a very new company hence much 

documentation and information was contained by a non-disclosure agreement. Fortunately the company 

allowed for the interview to be recorded an included in transcription.44 Data obtained from tradable also 

include written documents e.g. presentations, illustrations/models, charts and quantitative 

reports/statistics, however these documents was subjected to the non-disclosure agreement and could 

not be included in appendices.  

The interview was carried out face-to-face on the 11th of June at tradable headquarters in Copenhagen. 

The researcher was granted time with CEO Jannick Malling and CTO Torben Melchior. This was very 

important for the fulfillment of the research objective; to uncover senior level perspectives on the role of 

social media in distributed innovation and business strategy. It was decided by the researcher that it 

would be most interesting and fruitful to conduct the interview with both individuals at the same time. 
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 See appendix 17. 
43

 For a more thorough introduction to the case company, please see appendix 8. 
44

 Unfortunately the recording device ‘crashed’ during the interview, which means that the last 35 minutes of the 
1,5 hour interview was not recorded. Audio recordings can be found on the enclosed CD, and due to the complexity 
of the interview, a complete transcription is included in appendix 16. 
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This was a way to advance the discussions not only between the researcher and the interviewees, but 

also between the individual interviewees to leverage the complexity of the different subjects of inquiry 

and unearth insights that might not have come forth in single interviews. The interview followed the 

same methodology as the expert interviews, also illustrated in figure 7, and an interview guide included 

in appendix 11. 

5.1.1.3 Studies of communities of practice and research – LinkedIn45 

In an exploratory search for more pragmatic and contemporary insights into distributed innovation 

practice and research and social media, continuous examinations, observations and participation in 

several communities/groups was undertaken. Research was inspired by the netnographic method 

popularized by Kozinets (2002); an unobtrusive and covert way to gain deeper insights into 

contemporary perspectives of practitioners and academics (Beckmann & Langer, 2005). It was also a way 

for the researcher to actively participate in the debate which is not necessarily a part of netnography 

(Beckmann & Langer, 2005). The research was carried out within the domain of LinkedIn, a social media 

network for professionals and academics. The list of LinkedIn groups includes both public and closed 

groups, moderated and non-moderated, all with focus on distributed forms of innovation or social 

media. This corresponds with Kozinets (2002) first methodological stage; entrée, as the different fora 

directly pertain to the research agenda/question of the thesis46: 

1. Open Innovation Community (moderated and closed)  

2. Front End of Innovation (moderated and public)  

3. Innovation Excellence (moderated and closed)  

4. Social media innovators (public)  

5. Facebook Innovators (public)  

6. Twitter Innovators (public) 

The study does not follow Kozinets’ ideas completely, but instead that of Beckmann & Langer (2007) who 

propose that, especially in public communities, the researcher does not need to be concerned with 

research ethics and member checks (Beckmann & Langer, 2005; 197). In terms of data collection 

(Kozinets, 2002), the researcher signed up for a daily report on new discussions/contributions and 

developments in active discussions from each of the six different groups. A total of N=546 reports were 

included in the study, and every report was scrutinized on a daily basis, all contributions were segregated 

based on ‘topic’ and ‘abstract’, as to how well those two corresponded with specified keywords 
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 Appendix 12 presents the quantitative measures and theoretical division of the research.  
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 Find links to the different groups in the list of references. 
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(concepts of distributed innovation, co-creation, and social media). In terms of analysis and 

interpretation (Kozinets, 2002), all corresponding contributions were contextualized and the main 

contributors classified as ‘researcher’ or ‘practitioner’. Main contributors from each group were also 

mapped out and characterized. Discourse analysis also played an important role, both because this is 

often a part of netnographic analysis, but also because it is the main analytic tenet of social 

constructionism (Burr, 2003). Discourse analysis was undertaken to unearth existing, new and aspiring 

discourses/perspectives on distributed innovation and social media, and the linguistic/rhetorical devices 

of contributors were always contextualized based on the background/character of the contributor.   

Interesting discussions were saved and examined further in the online fora.47 The researcher also 

participated by commenting and by posting new discussions, as shown in appendix 15. Insights from 

various discussions are included in excerpt throughout the analysis as they pertain to the analytic and 

philosophical discussions in chapters 3-6. It is the argument here that such forums offer insight to more 

contemporary and visionary discussions, and since this thesis concerns itself with relatively unexplored 

fields of inquiry, these forums were deemed great for supplementary, resourceful and valid insights.48 

Investigations into these forums were carried out from mid-May to the end of July, and apart from 

providing excerpts in pertainment to discussions, examinations also advanced the analytical inquiry and 

research direction of the thesis. 

5.1.2 Secondary data  

The secondary data used for research mainly include written data and other types of data as discussed 

earlier, but also consists of different qualitative and quantitative consultancy and agency reports. These 

reports have been included for two main reasons: 1. to show, on scale, changes in firm behavior in terms 

of social media applicability and usage in relation to distributed innovation and 2. because large 

consultancy houses, such as those listed below, are much better at scaling such research because they 

have the time to conduct extensive investigations including hundreds of companies around the globe. 

Secondary data is mainly sourced from Kalypso (http://kalypso.com/viewpoints/) a global innovation 

consulting firm, McKinsey & Company (https://www.mckinseyquarterly.com), Nielsen Company 

(http://blog.nielsen.com/nielsenwire/) and socialsemantic.eu (http://blog.socialsemantic.eu/) an 

organization devoted to improve the utilization of social media in Danish companies. 
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 An example of such a report can be found in appendix 14. 
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 In the Open Innovation Community, prominent researchers such as Joel West contribute to the debate. This is a 
validity stamp and a reason to take insight from theses forums seriously. These forums often become a frame for 
researchers and practitioners to discuss new interesting findings, ideas and implications.   

http://kalypso.com/viewpoints/
https://www.mckinseyquarterly.com/
http://blog.nielsen.com/nielsenwire/
http://blog.socialsemantic.eu/
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6.0 EMPIRICAL ANALYSES 
 

Chapter three and four have attempted to outline the theoretical and philosophical conditions for 

investigating the role of social media in distributed innovation management and conceptualizing 

innovation 2.0. The following discussions are based on the empirical data in chapter 5, as the thesis 

strives to advance from theory and finally arrive at a synthesis between both theoretical and empirical 

discussions, which will be presented in chapter 7. 

6.1 Contextualizing innovation 2.0 
In this thesis, innovation 2.0 refers to the coalescence of distributed innovation and social media, 

however in the business world, this phenomena is also referred to as social product development 

(Kalypso, 2011)49, social innovation (Asad, 2012) social co-creation (Johannsen, 2011) and social 

technology innovation (Interview 2, 2012). What these perspectives have in common is an inquiry into 

the utilization of social media for distributed innovation activities, however due to the newness of these 

phenomena a fixed terminology has not been formulated yet. Discussions about these phenomena are 

often reduced to semantics, and as the following analyses will show, there are many different 

perspectives on social media, distributed innovation and their intersection.50 

In their 2012 predictions for innovation 2.0, Kalypso, a world leading innovation consulting firm, found 

that there are still no well-established best practices for companies to turn to, while they forecasted that 

(Kalypso Viewpoint, Predictions for Social Product Innovation in 2012 p. 1):  

1. Companies having adopted innovation 2.0 will increase their usage based on benefits they are already receiving. 

2. Companies stepping back to re-plan in 2011 will re-emerge on the scene of innovation 2.0 in 2012. 

3. Companies will likely see even greater benefits in 2012 based on lessons learned and emerging practices. 

 Cf. Marion Poetz, who says that there doesn’t seem to be any research on this matter either [read; 

innovation 2.0] (Interview 1, 05:50), it is safe to say that these phenomena are still rather uncharted and 

the diverging practices and terminologies in practice leave a conceptual cul-du-sac.  However in a 

substantial investigation, including a survey of more than 90 manufacturing and service firms followed by 

in-depth interviews of select businesses, Kalypso found several tangible benefits of using social media in 

                                                           
49

 Kalypso defines social product development as: “[..] the practice of leveraging social computing principles and 
technologies to support the product development process, innovation and business goals, programs and resources” 
(Kalypso, Social Product Innovation Brochure p.1)  
50

 Going forward, this thesis will use its own neology; Innovation 2.0. 
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the front end of innovation, including 20 % faster product adoption, 16 % faster time to market. In their 

report they maintain that there has been many great grass roots efforts during the past two years, but 

companies lack direction and strategy in their effort to use social media for innovation (Kenly & Brown, 

2012). In spite of this, most companies report several strategic benefits in 2011 as depicted below.  

 

Figure 8: Firm reported benefits from innovation 2.0 (own creation based on Kalypso Viewpoint, Predictions for 

Social Product Innovation in 2012; Social Product Innovation Benefits. p. 2) 

Most interesting to see is that 50 % of firms developed more product ideas while 44 % created better 

external relationships, engagement and collaboration.  Generally these points go to show that even 

though we have not yet managed to conceptualize and theorize upon innovation 2.0; firms are already 

applying it in various forms and benefitting from it. These findings are supported by McKinsey Global 

Institute (2010) who reported that 24 % of companies using social media are experiencing increased 

product and/or service innovation. Additionally, a 2012 McKinsey survey on how social media is changing 

enterprises across the world, they found that two-thirds of all companies adopting social media aim to 

utilize it for distributed innovation. Since von Hippel (2007) found that 30 percent of internet users 

would actively innovate via social media, it seems that there is a vast untapped potential. 

 

Figure 9: How companies are using social media/technologies (own creation based on findings from McKinsey 
Global Institute survey, Bughin (2012), n = 3,013 
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Not surprisingly the findings depicted in the figure above suggest that most firms utilize social media to 

scan the environment and finding new ideas. The aptitude of social media to reduce cost and time spend 

during the front end of innovation, e.g. finding new ideas and scanning external environments, was 

discussed in an interview with David Pansbo, Social Media Manager at Meltwater. Meltwater’s 

proprietary software BUZZ offer companies a way to tap into social media conversations on more than 

250 million blogs, Wikis, Facebook, LinkedIn, Twitter etc. (Interview 4; 03:33), primarily to get insights 

into need information (as discussed below). David emphasized that “social media makes it a lot easier for 

companies to bounce ideas, to test it, and dig into conversations” (17:15), ultimately reducing social 

media to its effects at the front end. It becomes a matter of information/knowledge exchange, which is 

essential to any co-creation process as we will see later. However according to Stefan Lindegaard51, it 

might also be a very limited approach depriving companies of more long-term advantages, especially if 

the company does not manage to work strategically with social media, e.g. throughout the back-end and 

front-end of innovation. Interesting, and somewhat surprising, is that McKinsey finds that 43 % of 

companies utilize social media for strategic objectives/purposes. Forthcoming discussion will go deeper 

into the strategic aspects of social media, and attempt to show why these findings might not be that 

surprising after all. 

6.1.1 Strategic co-creation 

As suggested earlier some perspectives of distributed innovation have moved beyond a firm-centric view 

to embrace more social and collective ideas of innovation creation (Bogers & West, 2012; Piller et al., 

2012). Back in 2010, Lars Kolind, a renowed Danish business man and entrepreneur, said that: “One of 

the main things we can learn from companies like Starbucks is to learn from customers - they create 

value, not for their customers, but with their customers” (Leaderlab, 2010). The area of co-creation, and 

especially value co-creation, inquire into the knowledge flows between different stakeholders, not only 

customers, and systematically discusses how interaction is and can be the locus of innovation and value 

creation. One of the central ideas in value co-creation theory is that customers (or stakeholders in 

general) and companies have grown closer, and that customers have gone from being isolated and 

fragmented to connected and collective (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

Piller et al. (2012) offer a typology of co-creation activities based on ‘information kinds’ and ‘forms of 

exchange’, a typology affiliated with activities at the front end of innovation (Reid & Brentani, 2004). The 

latter dimension denotes motivation/incentives research, an interesting field of inquiry, as shown by von 

Hippel & von Krogh (2003), Jeppesen & Lakhani (2010) and Soudani (2011). However since this 

                                                           
51 See appendix 17, E-correspondence with Stefan Lindegaard, July 2nd.  
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dimension does not pertain to the overall objective of this thesis, it will not be discussed further. On the 

other hand an information typology, dealing with need information (e.g. user preferences and needs) 

and solution information (e.g. technical knowledge) (Piller et al., 2012), is very interesting since it helps 

us distinguish between the different modes which users for example can contribute to the innovation 

activities of the firm. A similar typology was adopted by Søren Kaplan (2012) in his recent book 

‘Leapfrogging’.52 It is a distributed view of information/knowledge exploration, as introduced by March 

(1990), which often constitutes the front end of innovation (Reid & Brentani, 2004).  

In accordance with the research objectives of this thesis, upcoming analyses will inquire into both types 

of information. Synthesis between different forms of information in co-creation is believed to be the 

initial protrusion of a strategic approach to social media. Historically many companies have used social 

media to push and extract information to and from customers, simply as a communications channel, 

however “[…]the potential of social technology and social digital behavior is much greater than that and 

far from being just a channel” (Interview 2, 07:30). When and if we use social media as a channel for 

innovation input and knowledge (as suggested by Pillar et al. 2012), we deprive ourselves of the strategic 

perspective which might be imperative for leveraging the full potential of innovation 2.0 (Leaderlab, 

2012; Kalypso; 2012; Asad, 2012). 

Businesses are and have been using social media for tactical purposes, to channel information to and 

from customers (Interview 2; Interview 4); an approach humored by researchers (Piller et al., 2012). 

During the interview with Marion Poetz, there was a discussion about using social media as a channel for 

existing innovation methods, such as crowd sourcing. She said that “social media networks like Facebook 

offer technological potential which is not available elsewhere, potential which could be exploited by 

applying existing methods and tools of distributed innovation, such as broadcast search, crowdsourcing 

etc.” (Interview 1, 17:00). These ideas correlate with those offered by David Pansbo. During the interview 

with David he explained numerous times how their software was a hub for sourcing interesting ideas and 

people; “[…] we make it possible for companies to control their Facebook and Twitter from our platform 

and measure it, so for example to see who are the top 20 people who engage with us and where are they 

located” (12:00). Through Meltwater BUZZ it is possible to GEO-TAG contributors on Facebook for 

example, allowing the company to see where the contributor is located, which is a valuable thing if the 

company is running an offline ‘innovation mall’ (Pisano & Verganti, 2008) or hosting an offline innovation 
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 This approach is most apparent  the Kimberly-Clark case; a short discussion of this can be found here: 
http://www.fastcompany.com/3000151/mothers-invention-how-moms-help-huggies-
innovate?goback=%2Egde_1953902_member_143254733 
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contest. The technology scans and sort the conversations; “You can’t investigate each conversation, you 

need the technology to filter it, quantify it; this and that many are talking about such and such” 

(Interview 5, 24:00). This is a way to solve or streamline issues related theoretically to domains of 

research that include ‘innovation search’ and ‘pyramiding’ (Poetz & Prügl, 2010) and ‘broadcast search’ 

(Jeppesen & Lakhani, 2010), all related to the front end of innovation. It is also an effective way of 

locating lead users which are still rare and difficult to detect (Belz & Wenke, 2010), and also a way of 

quantifying different types of innovation related information. Ultimately David explained how social 

media can be applied to render existing methods/tools of distributed innovation more efficient. This 

seemingly tactical approach to using social media for innovation purposes, will, according to findings in 

secondary data, not yield competitive advantages in the long run (Kalypso, 2012). Interestingly Magnus 

Christensson, CEO at Socialsquare, had a completely different view of social media and its implication on 

firms’ distributed innovation. He suggest instead that we see innovation 2.0 as an integrated 

collaborative process fixed on building better products and services with customers:  

“Businesses are increasingly building products and services which are in themselves a conversation, which 

are social objects which we innovate and collaborate around” (Interview 2, 13:00). 

This approach is both customer- and product-centric; and very different approach to product 

development as the product becomes central for the dialogue between firm and customer in a co-

creation process. It deviates from the more tactical and static approach emphasized by David Pansbo, 

which not only solicit a more fragmented view of social media, as technologies or platforms, e.g. BUZZ 

only cater for companies that use Facebook (Interview 4, 12:00), but perhaps also limits the scope of 

social media as applied to innovation management. Magnus elaborates on the dynamics of new product 

development and value creation: 

“When talking open innovation, historically we have seen a process which ends with a product, where the 

product is new and innovative, but it is standard and it is done and it is never gonna change. These new 

software tools are much more fluid, the process of developing and using the product becomes much more 

blurred, and they go more into a single value creation process. There you have a constant dialogue with 

your market about the value of the product. It’s a way of co-creating value with them as you go along” 

(Interview 2, 13:10).   

What he is referring to is a concentration of dynamic and socially enabled co-creation processes of 

innovation where the dialogue goes through the product or service. This mechanism is facilitated by a 

social media ideology, the dialogue entrenched by customer information and knowledge, the 
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product/service and firms ability to respond and act (similar perspective are found in Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004). This idea stands in opposition to the more linear view of innovation, as it is often 

adopted in open innovation literature, where there is a product development process similar to the one 

pictured below, with knowledge going in out of the company ultimately forming a static product that is 

pushed to market: 

 

Figure 10: Open innovation funnel (by Henry Chesbrough, 2004) 

Even though the process might be dynamic in its duration it is a limited process with an ultimate 

standard push strategy for the end product which remains static after launch. The idea of including 

external knowledge, spin-out, spin-in and new markets is still valid, however it might be a simple building 

block for more contemporary approaches to distributed innovation, especially in an innovation 2.0 

perspective. 

6.1.2 The social enterprise and social innovation 

In addition to the insights offered by Magnus Christensson, there seems to be a general conviction that 

companies need a more integrated and systematic approach to social media (Leary, 2011; Kalypso, 

2012). According to Leaderlab (2010), social media delivers a new paradigm for collaboration, and social 

business innovation is an effect of an integrated strategy across the entire organization as depicted in 

figure 11. In the future, successful companies will look more like “tribes”, “movements” or NGO’s 

(Leaderlab, 2010), hence competitiveness is conditioned by the ability of companies to engage 

networks/systems of people across organizations, institutions, communities, individuals etc. in value 

generating interaction. The alignment of a firm’s social media and distributed innovation strategy seems 

to be core to leveraging innovation 2.0, a challenge associated with the back end of innovation (Gibson, 

2009). Hence for firms to realize the full potential of their social media efforts in distributed innovation, 
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they might need to align social media across the front end and back end to solidify an integrated 

innovation and social media strategy.  

 

Figure 11: Social enterprise/innovation (own creation based on Leaderlab video (2010) 

Before introducing the case of tradable, which is a story of a full-circle social media integration across 

innovation and business strategy, it could be interesting see how less integrated approaches to 

innovation 2.0 has been carried out at the front end of innovation. Radian6, like Meltwater, is a provider 

of social monitoring software, and their technology unraveled one of Nokia’s biggest front end 

challenges to date.53   

6.1.2.1 Nokia, Wunderman and social media 

The Finnish company Nokia is, among other things, one of the world’s largest producers of mobile 

phones, and while they have an impressive history of developing mobile phones, they have recently been 

struggling with their innovation processes. To meet these challenges Nokia decided that they needed to 

include their customers in their innovation efforts, and that social media was the way to do it. They 

turned to Wunderman, a world leading creative agency that undertook the assignment of building social 

media tenets for Nokia’s new product development processes. Through the technology provided by 

Radian6, Wunderman was able to derive real-time, global intelligence from the social web for Nokia’s 

innovation processes – a distributed view of innovation input and processes. Nokia wanted to tap into to 

the app developer community to gain insights about how they were feeling about the upcoming Nokia 

Windows Phone. As we will come to see, this was an attempt to unearth both need and solution 

information from stakeholders (Piller et al., 2012).The pinnacle of today’s smartphone market is the 

impasse between the two major operating systems (OS) Google (Android) and Apple (IOS). With their 

new Windows OS platform (WP7) Nokia could challenge both Apple and Google – however Nokia was 

naturally unsure about how this new OS would be welcomed by the developer community. Generally a 
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smartphone OS will not have any ‘claim of existence’ if the developer community does not adopt it and 

create apps that can feature on the system and be downloaded by Nokia phone owners – hence the 

success of Nokia’s WP7 phone is and was contingent on the developers accept (Gergen, 1989; Brinkman, 

2010). By listening in on social media conversations, monitoring and analyzing them, Wunderman, on 

behalf of Nokia, was able to deduct conversations among app developers in seven different languages, 

and ultimately engage and work with premier developers to ensure a solid app-supply for the new 

system. Based on insights from developers Nokia has now created a WP7 phone, which to date has the 

most pre-orders in UK for any Nokia phone ever. The phone is set to release during 2012.  

This Nokia case is an exemplification of how social media technologies can be applied practically at the 

front end of innovation (Reid & Brentani, 2004) to source ideas (Cooper, 1990) and information (March, 

1991). What Wunderman did for Nokia would probably not have been possible to do offline, at least not 

within the same timeframe and budget, which was also emphasized as a key advantage of new social 

technologies in the interview with David Pansbo. Apart from the practicalities of the latter case, Nokia’s 

engagement in social media is very strategic; mirrored by the overall integration of Radian6 software 

across their business, with a focus on empowering change through collaboration on social media, and 

the fact that Nokia is ranking among the top four brands in social engagement.54 Furthermore Nokia’s 

Global Director in Digital & Social Media, Craig Hepburn, said the following: “Our ambition is to ‘Socialize 

Everything’ at Nokia and to become one of the most socially engaged brands by building authentic, 

interactive and human relationships between our employees and consumers”55, fortifying the picture of 

Nokia as a social enterprise. 

Nokia is still a very large and not very agile company, and hence their quest to become as fully social 

enterprise may be prolonged. However, the case above shows that being end-to-end social is no 

prerequisite for innovation 2.0., and there might be many levels, strategic and practical, for applying 

social media in distributed innovation. It seems obvious that Nokia is strategically trying to encourage co-

creation dynamics with stakeholders, however it seems that Nokia is still a long way from achieving this. 

Even though the new operating system and appstore, created with developers, might be a hub for 

ongoing value creation between the Nokia phone user, the developer and Nokia, its dynamics is not 

proven. An example of how this can be done through a full integration of social media and a widely 

distributed view of innovation and value creation is included below. 
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6.2 The case of tradable 

Tradable56 is a software house building technology on a ‘full circle social integration’ (Interview 3, 

Torben, 05:40), where ‘the concept of social engineering is at the very core - all elements in the entire 

model is completely social’ (Interview 3, Jannick, 03:40). The case of tradable is one of great complexity. 

It is a story of visionary management striving for technological disruption in a dormant industry (Malling, 

2012). As suggested by Asad (2012) and Christensson (Interview 2; 18:40) financial services might be the 

next industry to undergo a social media disruption, and that is exactly what tradable strive for. During 

the interview with CEO Jannick Malling and CTO Torben Melchior, Jannick made the following 

comparison: ‘we are just the first to do it for trading, Spotify has done it for music, Salesforce.com did it 

for CRM, they are stock of the year on Nasdaq two years in a row now’ (Interview 3, Jannick, 51:00).  

Tradable is a trading platform that offers an app store for trading apps, developed by a worldwide third-

party developer community. It contracts directly with brokers and financial institutions in over 80 

countries, which distribute the platform to traders (end-users) around the world. While tradable doesn’t 

have a direct contractual relationship with the end-user, the end-user experience is at the very core of 

tradable’s business. During a discussion of the raison d’être of tradable, Jannick said:  

 “For end-user [read; trader] markets we realized that you can’t do ‘one size fits all’ - we wanted to create 

a platform that is differentiated at the very end-user level” (Interview 3, Jannick, 03:00). 

What tradable allows is for the trader to completely customize his trading platform based on a selection 

of apps facilitated by tradable and created by different external developers, an approach somewhat 

similar to that of Nokia, as discussed earlier. There is a very specific attitude towards innovation at 

tradable, especially because of the very customer-and-product centric approach penetrating the 

company. During a discussion of the new platform, and the different roles and incentives of 

stakeholders, Torben said: 

“I think there is some distribution in roles. For example the trader wants to have the best trading 

experience he can, he want to make the most money, the broker want to have happy traders trading on 

his system, the developer want to get his product to the end user, so we are facilitating the mechanisms 

of both distribution, but also of choice for the trader to be able to pull whatever functionality he wants 

from the cloud, and plug it into their trading platform” (Interview 3, Torben, 14:30). 
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The system can be compared to the way smartphones work; Apple or Nokia provides the hardware, they 

also provide a software platform for users to install apps which enhance the user experience, and they 

want app developers to develop great apps for their platform. Hence the product of the system becomes 

a very complex one with many different objectives and input within different kind of roles. Tradable is 

trying to facilitate the different mechanisms by optimizing the value creation process between the 

different stakeholders to improve the experience of the end-user. In relation to this, Jannick elaborated 

and emphasized two major parts of the model: 

“The whole project so to speak, is based around two fundamental ideas, A) one size doesn’t fit all as it did 

in the trading industry 10 or 15 years ago, we don’t know what the individual traders want, we don’t 

count on knowing it, which lead me to be B) allowing the people who do know it to provide it” (Interview 

3, Jannick, 15:00).  

The latter point, in combination with the former, accentuates a very unusual and lucid approach to 

innovation and product development based on a social and distributed view of knowledge. The enabling 

factor of these distributed processes of innovation is social media. The social integration includes the 

hook-in with Facebook through it’s Open Graph57, which allows end-users to login to tradable using their 

Facebook account. As a result you can Facebook ‘like’, ‘comment’ and ‘share’ your apps, trades, history 

etc. from tradable. This is made possible through Facebook’s application programming interface (API), 

which allows different kinds of software to interact with the Facebook platform.58 The same goes for 

other social media networks like Twitter, which is also integrated into tradable, for example through a 

Twitter app allowing you to read and stream pre-filtered tweets about trades from tradable. This is 

completely integrated into tradable’s product allowing you as a ‘follower’ to copy and complete the 

same trades (Interview 3, Jannick, 40:10; Torben, 39:30).  This means that you would be able to ‘twitter 

follow’ a senior investment banker from Goldman Sachs and copy his trades, or co-invest with your 

friends on Facebook and use social interaction to (hopefully) make better trading decisions. Through 

these social media hook-ins, tradable facilitate productive and informative interaction between 

developers and users, and developer and tradable. The brokers are also very important in this process 
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since they are the ones facilitating the actual trading (liquidity). Apart from being a liquidity provider the 

broker can also participate actively in the social processes of constructing the end-user experience. The 

end users (traders) are clients of the brokers and hence, as appointed in the quote above by Torben 

(14:30), the brokers will also be involved in providing the best possible trading experience for their 

clients. In more practical ways of impacting the social mechanisms and the product offered to their 

clients, brokers can sponsor apps e.g. making one app freely available to all clients. This will influence 

and disrupt some of the constructive forces of social interaction between developers and traders, ‘social 

proof’ as Jannick called it, which will be discussed in more detail later. However the app will only be free 

“because the broker thought it was so good and had the funds to back it up” (Interview, 3, Jannick, 

42:00), which means that there might still be social proof (social conditions) influencing the product 

development cycle. 

6.2.1 The ecosystem 

All these connections and processes compile into a complex web of self-enforcing co-creation 

mechanisms between all stakeholders in a cyclical and dynamic ‘product development process’ aimed at 

optimizing the experience of the end-user. This phenomenon is referred to as the ‘ecosystem’. The 

‘product development model’ is inspired by co-creation processes facilitated by social media ideologies 

and technologies: 

So we are providing a platform, where the developers who we assume know what the traders wants, the 

reason why we can make that assumption is because the developer can interact directly with the trader 

through the ecosystem, we are taking a market which is extremely fragmented, and structuring it in an 

ecosystem model that allows everyone to work with each other” (Interview 3, Jannick, 15:30).  

Central to the ecosystem is the idea that the developers are closer to the traders, they might even be 

traders or brokers themselves, mainly due to the different social mechanisms which allow them to 

interact directly. It is a continuous product development process sustained by need information (Piller et 

al., 2012) provided by traders through different social gateways, and the solution 

information/knowledge (Piller et al., 2012) of developers. This process not only goes into developing new 

applications, but directly into the tradable platform allowing tradable to constantly improve the system, 

making it easier for developers to gain access to information, easier for brokers to sell it and ultimately 

easier for traders to use. Jannick said that “[…] it is all related to product development and innovation in 

the end, because that’s what it is about, the developers innovating on our behalf, based on the feedback 

they get from the traders (Interview 3, Jannick, 10:10). 
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These feedback loops occur through different socially enabled channels. One channel is the ‘rates and 

reviews’, which is a very direct route from the user to the developer as opposed to the old model where 

feedback would go through many different channels before arriving at the developer’s desk (see figure 3 

and 4). This system is instant and whether feedback comes from Facebook likes or comments, tweets, or 

text reviews it gives the developer direct insight into what traders want. Tradable never interferes with 

the process, they merely facilitate it (Jannick, 07:30). Apart from facilitating the interaction between 

traders and developers, they also provide a social hook-in in their developer community that “directs 

other developers to be able to A) source, support, and help from each other and B) utilize the source code 

that’s been made by the developers preceding them” (Torben, 08:50). This means that developers can 

work together to create more and better apps based on the existing code, almost like an open source 

community. Moreover the feedback can also be indirect, for example when two or more traders interact 

across one or more apps, talk about it on Facebook etc. Developers are able to tap into the social media 

conversations and tailor their creations based on what they see and hear. 

In addition to the discussion above, tradable shows not only how innovation is socially constructed but 

also socially conditioned. Each individual application is nothing more than a line of code until people 

start using it and interact with it, it is at that point value is created; hence the very subsistence of an app 

is a social effect. The inherency of the application and its given success is an outcrop of customers’ 

needs, developers’ technological expertise in developing applications and the effective 

feedback/interaction between end-users and developers. The apps are not only socially engineered, they 

are socially enforced and conditioned based on how well the app fulfill customer needs; how it is 

accepted and consequently applied and engaged socially – this is what Jannick and Torben refer to as 

social proof. The ideation processes behind most of the applications, probably the most successful ones, 

is a function of the different conversations, reviews, comments, likes, interests and tendencies spanning 

the end-user environment – it is not a function of the ability of one individual but an outcrop of salient 

interactions between different actors in the system. 

Later during the interview, discussions centered on the old ways of perceiving value, through linear value 

chains, which is still a very dominant model in innovation literature. When asked how tradable would fit 

into this linear understanding of value creation Jannick said that it would be very difficult to see the value 

system of tradable in a linear fashion, and that we would simplify the model (Jannick, 18:50). From here 

the discussion went on between all three:  



59 
 

“That was exactly my point, you can’t fit this into a linear understanding of value chains, because it 

becomes an ecosystem, a process (Interviewer) not without compromising the model (Jannick, 20:00). 

Also because the value chain is supposed to say, you have a product that is worth one dollar, and the 

value increases, here the value actually comes just as much from the trader as much as it comes from the 

developer because the feedback might produce more value than the actual coding (Jannick, 20:20). So 

there is value all over – that’s what you get with an ecosystem that is socially enabled – you don’t really 

know, and don’t really care where the value comes from (Jannick, 20:48), as long as it’s being created, we 

trust that the model will create value in the dynamics within the model (Torben, 20:50)”.  

From the excerpt above it is possible to derive the core features of both the business strategy and the 

innovation strategy of tradable. The two are completely interconnected, which is one of the main tenets 

of successful ’value innovation’ according to Dick Lee (Lee, 2012). Both Jannick and Torben have 

complete faith in the ecosystem – they both have a very cogent yet ambiguous view of the 

value/innovation creation process which seems to be completely socially fortified resting on an inherent 

dynamic between the different stakeholders that strive to create value at all levels and entry points to 

leverage the value of the product. It is a very abstract yet potent system because it allows each 

stakeholder to provide value exactly where he can provide most value e.g. the developer focus on 

writing code and don’t have to worry about hosting for example. Innovation becomes a social value 

creation process. When discussing this ‘open ecosystem’ further, Jannick and Torben agreed that it is a 

chaotic process, but that chaos might be exactly what makes the social wheel run; they both elaborate: 

“[…] the system and the model will become what it becomes anyway based on the needs of the traders, 

developers and brokers – it will shape itself over time (Jannick, 43:50), natural evolution so to speak 

(Torben, 43:55)”. There is no end product, there is no specified development process, it is purely a semi-

chaotic evolutionary co-creation process, where the best ‘product’ wins in the end, because it is socially 

created and conditioned. 
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7.0 DISCUSSIONS AND SYNTHESIS 

“Coming together is a beginning.  

Keeping together is progress.  

Working together is success.”  

Henry Ford 

So far this thesis has discussed both theoretic and empirical aspects of innovation 2.0. It seems that 

methodologies and enquiries in innovation management research are changing and scholars are 

increasingly embracing more cultural and humanistic perspectives. While academic work is becoming 

more entrenched with interactive and integrated perspectives of innovation, practitioners are already 

working with highly customer-centric and holistic distributed innovation processes through social media, 

as exemplified by the tradable case and Kalypso (see figure 8). Findings so far suggest that the effect and 

advantages of social media are becoming recognized by the academic community, while companies are 

already heavily occupied with leveraging these advantages. In an e-mail interview with Stefan 

Lindegaard, open innovation author, speaker and strategist, he established the sheer imperative of social 

media in firms distributed innovation and suggested that social media is the thing to take open 

innovation to the next level.59 While consenting to the idea that open innovation and social media can 

and should be combined in a co-creation process through interaction and stakeholder involvement, he 

referred to a recent session he had with the Director of Proctor & Gamble’s Connect+Develop, who said 

that: “The internet and social media is ‘the next big thing’ in innovation” (Stefan Lindegaard 

correspondence, June 13th). This reinforces findings of successive chapters; social media has/will have an 

important role to play in firms distributed innovation strategy. This chapter will attempt to synthesize 

empirical findings and theoretic discussions advanced in this thesis, and provide early suggestions to how 

the role of social media can be conceptualized and framed. 

7.1 Product and customer centricity – The Ecosystem 
Preceding analytic discussions have attempted to unearth tenets for building a better understanding of 

the role of social media in distributed innovation. Findings so far suggest that there are many different 

roles of social media depending on firm’s approach to product development and social media in general. 

Imperative to subsequent analytical discussions regarding the role of social media, was a theoretical 

perspective providing new constructs for perceiving innovation on social media. Through social 

constructionism a new and more humanistic view of innovation was derived. The interactive concepts of 

‘socially constructed’ and ‘socially conditioned innovation’ made it possible to challenge existing 
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approaches while exposing new perspectives for understanding the mechanisms driving innovation 2.0 in 

practice and theory.  

The ‘innovation ecosystem’ is no conceptual novelty, however this field of research within the 

distributed innovation framework is still rather new. Researchers have theorized how ecosystems evolve 

and affect open innovation strategies (Vanhaverbeke, 2006; Chesbrough & Appleyard, 2007) and the 

significance of ecosystems in creating and sustaining innovation (van Dyck, 2012). There has also been a 

strong focus on researching how firms’ are creating ecosystems for innovation purposes, especially 

within ICT; Symbian Ltd. (West & Wood, 2008), Amazon.com (Isckia & Lescop, 2009) and Deutsche 

Telecon (Rohrbeck et al., 2009). The fundamental thesis of these studies is that highly developed 

ecosystems can provide companies with opportunities to operate and innovate beyond their own 

boundaries and enable transformation of knowledge into innovation (Mercan & Göktas, 2011). This 

makes inquiry into innovation ecosystems a new and very intriguing field of distributed innovation 

research. This is also emphasized in a comment by Tim Vanhaverbeke on June 2012, regarding a 

discussion about hot topics in open innovation in the Open Innovation Community (LinkedIn); here he 

accentuates ecosystems “as a new trend in open innovation”, a subject which he is researching together 

with Henry Chesbrough and Joel West.60 Lately scholars have even reconstructed and abridged 

innovation management and reduced it to the management of interactions in a particular heterogeneous 

ecosystem (Londoño & Fernando, 2012). Such conceptual reconstructions are controversial, but also very 

interesting as they engrain the idea of interaction locus, which is a key denominator in this thesis 

(Andersen, 2011; Londoño & Fernando, 2012). The trending role of ecosystems was also emphasized as 

the new phase in innovation strategy in the Front End of Innovation and Innovation Excellence 

communities. Rod Adner, author and professor, discuss among others how it applies to innovation 

strategy61:  

“If you can expand your focus beyond your customers and rivals, and build a clear strategy to manage the 

partnership ecosystem you need to build around your innovation, you will multiply your odds of success” 

(Ron Adner, Frontendofinnovationblog.com) 

In his book, The Wide Lens: A New Strategy for Innovation, he explores the new agenda of innovation 

strategy; how innovations no longer stand alone, but instead depend on an ecosystem of partners for 
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their value to materialize (Adner, 2012). He offers a more integrated perspective on innovation strategy; 

by discarding dualities such as open vs. closed innovation, and vertical vs. distributed innovation, he 

fortifies the idea of innovation strategy as an integrated ecosystem of value contributors, with no 

regards to myopic divisions of innovation strategy e.g. as closed or open. This is a new strategic agenda 

and he maintains that managing and understanding these ecosystems requires a new approach, a wider 

lens, for guiding and managing innovation (Adner, 2012). The agenda lend credence to the research 

protocol of this thesis and denominates a new and very interesting field of study for scholars to 

investigate. Equal views have been animated by researchers of innovation management (Zhang, 2009), 

and in combination with a changing locus of innovation inquiry, as discussed in chapter 4, these trends 

might denote the first steps forwards a shift in paradigm. This is a delicate but also very interesting 

discussion, which might not only pertain to innovation management theory, but also business strategy. 

Strategy scholars discuss sources of firms’ competitive advantage, and new perspectives have emerged 

throughout the years. The most prominent ones are ‘the industry structure view’ (Porter, 1980), ‘the 

resource based view’ (Barney, 1991) and ‘the relational view’ (Dyer & Singh, 1998). Plausibly a new view 

of the firm is emerging, ‘the social view’, a natural step in the evolution of the firm when following the 

view of Dyer & Singh (1998). This is already an emerging field of research, and since McAfee (2006) 

coined the term Enterprise 2.0, there has been a growing interest among researchers to understand how 

social technologies are changing the business world (Bughin & Chui, 2010).  

Returning to the case of tradable, findings here denote yet another approach to building and leveraging 

ecosystems for innovation purposes. Extant studies on ecosystems often revolve around ‘open source’ 

(Chesbrough & Appleyard, 2007) and ICT as appointed above, however tradable operates in the financial 

services industry. This makes the tradable case unique, since we can now scope the value and 

applicability of ecosystems. What is interesting about tradable’s ecosystem is the coalescence of co-

creation and other forms of distributed innovation. It is a combination of the dynamics from co-creation 

and the new strategic and structural perspectives of open innovation, and even crowdsourcing. It 

becomes very difficult to isolate the different theoretic features that go into the innovation ecosystem of 

tradable, mostly because of the dynamics characterizing the highly product-and-customer-centric 

approach. Co-creation is about involving customers as active participants in the product development 

and value creation process, primarily to help firms reduce the fuzziness of the front end of innovation 

(Constantinides, 2011). Accordingly the combination of co-creation and social media would naturally 

have the biggest impact on a firm’s search for new ideas and insights through external scanning, as 

suggested by findings depicted in figure 8 and 9. In the case of tradable, the fuzziness is continuous and 
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increasing, with no segregation between different stages as often seen in product development 

models/processes. This was also adressed by Reed in his discussion with Vojak (see page 32). Front end 

innovation processes denote more tactical and operational echelons of innovating. To leverage dynamics 

e.g. in an ecosystem, it would appear that companies need to align social media across the front end and 

back end of innovation through an integrated strategy, and increase the fuzziness at the front end 

through value co-creation. These trends of tradable could spur discussions of typology fragmentation in 

innovation management. It seems difficult not only to distinguish between different forms of distributed 

innovation but also between traditional innovation management. Insights might warrant discussions of 

whether it still makes sense to differentiate between firms’ in-house innovation and distributed 

innovation. In the case of tradable it is difficult since the distributed view is core to both strategy and 

operations.  

The influence of social media on innovation ecosystems is both multifaceted and indisputable. It is very 

clear that social media “is not about technology, it is about facilitating interaction between people” 

(Schultz, 2008). The same way that ecosystems are about building and strengthening interdependent 

links amongst stakeholders in the ecosystem (van Dyck, 2012), which was illustrated in the tradable case. 

Historically ecosystems have been an agglomeration in geographic or industrial terms, however social 

media brings new vistas to the system and offer more strategic applications (Andersen, 2011; Interview 

2).  

The ecosystem stands in opposition to the linear and static product development process proprietarily 

enjoyed by firms for many years. It is an interactive process of involving stakeholders to dynamically 

innovate across borders and time. It is evolutionary; a technology is not a successful innovation based on 

its technical specifications, but rather by how stakeholders derive applications from the technology 

based on the social creations and conditions that the technology is submitted to.  Magnus Christensson 

said that “Businesses are increasingly building products and services which are in themselves a 

conversation, which are social objects which we innovate and collaborate around” (Interview 2, 13:00). 

This statement directly appoints the evolutionary and dynamic co-creation process, in which the product 

and all stakeholders constitute the focal point, not the firm. Hence interaction facilitation becomes core. 

Jacques Bughin, Director at McKinsey, wrote in his own article that “The world is evolving toward more 

frequent competition between the open-source and proprietary models for developing products and 

services. The seemingly tactical organizational issues discussed here should increasingly influence the 

innovations, intellectual-property approaches, and strategic evolution of a wide variety of enterprises. 

They deserve a place on senior management’s agenda” (Bughin, 2012). The tactical issues he is referring 
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to are those aforementioned and pictured in figure X, and his point is specifically that these front end 

efforts will not leverage the potential of social media unless they are integrated strategically through the 

back end. These statements are widely supported, as the interviews with tradable and Socialsquare 

suggest. Moreover findings from IBM’s 2012 CEO Report of July 3rd, which include 64 countries, 18 

sectors and face-to-face interviews with more than 1700 CEOs, suggest that social media is becoming a 

priority for many CEOs (Omur, 2012).62 The report specifically addresses the changing perspectives and 

priorities of CEOs across the world, and finds that cooperation with customers is critical and that social 

media is key for such cooperation. This has led to an influx of investments by CEO’s in social media and 

these investments are expected to amplify, mostly because social media is becoming one of the most 

utilized methods of interacting with customers (Omur, 2012).  

Tradable’s ‘social integration’ is an aim for disruption, as Spotify in music and Instagram in photography.  

It seems that “you need to align your approach to social media with your innovation strategy” (Asad, 

2012), and eventually your business strategy (Interview 2; interview 3; Lindegaard, 2012; Lee, 2012), if 

disruptive innovation is on your agenda. As suggested by Andersen (2011) social media is changing the 

way ecosystems are created, sustained and leveraged. Though ecosystems to a great extend still work 

through geographical domains, social media might be the key to building ecosystems in the future. In 

addition to this Allen (2012) suggests that companies that do not manage to accommodate the 

interdependence and interactions between stakeholders will miss out on great innovations.  

These discussions frame the role of social media more clearly, and there seems to be coherency across 

findings regarding the strategic and dynamic aspects of innovation 2.0, and hence the counter parts 

which are tactic and static aspects. This will now be translated into an early attempt to conceptualize 

innovation 2.0 in a framework; see figure 12 on page 66.  

7.2 A conceptual framework 
The framework comprises four conceptual tenets constituting four different types of innovation 2.0. 

Findings suggest that companies utilize social media in distributed innovation in various ways; based on 

the company’s approach to social media and new product development. In search for pragmatism and 

less conceptual fragmentation, the firm’s approach to product development and social media has been 

divided into:    

                                                           
62

 http://www.timizzer.com/social-media-business/2012-ibm-ceo-reportsocial-media-a-priority-for-ceos-notes-
from-turkey/?goback=%2Egde_41615_member_130443626 

http://www.timizzer.com/social-media-business/2012-ibm-ceo-reportsocial-media-a-priority-for-ceos-notes-from-turkey/?goback=%2Egde_41615_member_130443626
http://www.timizzer.com/social-media-business/2012-ibm-ceo-reportsocial-media-a-priority-for-ceos-notes-from-turkey/?goback=%2Egde_41615_member_130443626
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Static or dynamic processes: of product development or service development in distributed innovation. 

Findings suggest that firms’ utilization of social media in their distributed innovation efforts is often an 

outcrop of the dynamics in their product development; are products researched, developed, produced 

and pushed to market (Chesbrough, 2003), or are these steps integral in a dynamic co-creation system 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). 

Strategic or tactical: The distinction between a strategic and tactical approach to social media is the 

second duality in the conceptual framework. The general move in the application of social media for 

innovation purposes seems to be going from tactical forwards more strategic endeavors. The distinction 

between strategic and tactical applications of social media is primarily based on insights and findings 

gained in chapter 6. 
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Figure 12: Conceptual framework: Innovation 2.0 (own creation) 
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7.2.1 Quadrant 1: Front end technology 

According to Christensson (Interview 2), and in conjunction with discussion in chapter 3, historically we 

have seen open innovation, as a form of distributed innovation, in a very linear fashion. It is an industrial 

product development process where the product is new and innovative, it might be socially developed in 

cooperation with other companies, customers or third party stakeholders, but the outcome is static and 

it is not readily subjectable to changes. This is true for both quadrant 1 and 2. The static aspects often 

product development often reside in the front end of innovation in terms of ideation and search (Poetz 

& Prügl, 2010; Pisano & Verganti, 2008). When distributed innovation efforts are reduced to the front 

end, firms might be inclined to adopt a tactical approach to social media; when social media is simply 

reduced to its technological utilities as a platform or channel you can use to source or push information 

(Piller et al., 2012). At the moment this seems to be the prevalent approach to innovation 2.0 (Kalypso, 

2012) as social media monitoring has been on the agenda of many firms (Interview with David Pansbo). 

However recent trends and visionary management denote a move towards more dynamic and strategic 

approaches to innovation 2.0. 

7.2.2 Quadrant 2: Open R&D 

This approach to innovation 2.0 shares the same static approach to product development while the 

approach to social media moves towards more strategic applications. Instead of simply monitoring social 

media activity and channeling/sourcing information, companies in this quadrant adopt more integrated 

and ideological perspectives on social media. By accepting that social media should be on the agenda of 

senior management (Asad, 2012; Christenson interview) an integrated social media strategy will 

permeate the entire organization, since social media is no longer simply a technology, but a way of doing 

business. On the other hand, since product development is still static (Chesbrough, 2006; 2012) the 

impact on distributed innovation might not be different from that of quadrant 1. These tendencies in 

research will scope open innovation management theory and move it towards more dynamic 

perspectives e.g. research into open innovation ecosystems (West, 2009; 2012).  

7.2.3 Quadrant 3: Co-creation 

Product development is in this approach more dynamic, a perspective introduced by Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy (2004). Dynamic product development was discussed during the tradable case study. 

Customer- and product-centricity was at the core of innovation at tradable, an approach which became 

integral in a delicate co-creation system. In this sense the product changes as the users interact with it 

and interact with each other and other stakeholders. In this model the product is not fixed but adaptive 

and evolutionary by nature, an approach to innovation advocated not only by Jannick and Torben from 

tradable but also by Magnus Christensson from Socialsquare and Stefan Lindegaard. However in this 
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quadrant the approach to social media is tactical, which could mean that the application of social media 

in distributed innovation is e.g. based on the effort of a visionary R&D department, a vision that does not 

penetrate the rest of the company. As with quadrant 2, this approach to innovation 2.0, is not sufficiently 

covered in this thesis, hence it might be interesting for future research to look into these in-between 

approaches. 

7.2.4 Quadrant 4: Ecosystems & Products 

In this quadrant the process of developing, using and creating products becomes much more blurred 

(Christenson interview) because an integral approach to social media drives interaction which then 

becomes the locus of innovation. Bughin (2012) contented that social media in innovation is a strategic 

challenge, not only because of the impasse between ‘open source’ and proprietary product 

development, but because that which used to be tactical is now becoming strategic. Tradable offered 

great insights into how social media can be approached strategically and how such an approach coalesce 

with a ‘social ideology’; innovation and social media became indissoluble as concepts due to the core 

integration of both. The front end and back end of innovation coalesce through an innovation strategy 

aligned with a social media strategy. In an ecosystem incrementing value at all stakeholders-touch-

points, with no focal firm, innovation emerges as a result of the social constructs of the system. Based on 

social proof/conditions, products are simply a result of evolution; ‘survival of the fittest’, hence 

innovation becomes socially constructed as products are subjected to the dynamics of co-creation 

between value contributors. There is a real-time feedback loop between stakeholders which increase the 

fuzziness at the front end and makes the entire process more blurred, as suggested by Magnus 

Christensson. However this approach makes every product more tuned to customer needs as solution 

and need information (Pillar et al., 2012) is combined in synergy to increase the experience of the end 

user. The model does not differentiate between innovation and distributed innovation; everything is 

distributed through a socially engineered product development model, which is both visionary and 

disruptive. 
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7.3 EPILOGUE 
 

Findings imply that a more strategic approach to social media and a more product and customer-centric 

business philosophy breeds more innovative and disruptive products that meet the needs of customers 

better. Hence to reach true potential and synergy from introducing social media to a distributed 

innovation strategy, firms’ should probably strive for quadrant 4. The quadrants of figure 12 denote 

variations of how innovation 2.0 can be approached, practiced and theorized. There is no quadrant more 

‘correct’ than the others; it is simply a question of product and social media approach, and even though 

this research suggest that the lower-right quadrant will leverage a company’s distributed innovation 

activities more, there is not enough empirical evidence to support this claim. Moreover the conceptual 

approach of this thesis does entail a numbers of delimitations, of which most have been appointed 

continuously throughout the different chapters. It remains obvious that the data included in this 

research is not exhaustive, among other things, no qualitative proof has been included to support and 

scale findings. As explained in chapter 2, this thesis acknowledges that there are limitations to the kind of 

research conducted here. An attempt was made to outline the research objectives early in the process, 

and the shortcomings in terms of data quality was predicted and accounted for at the outset of inquiry. 

Though it might be difficult to claim reliability in findings, the validity of research is maintained through 

ongoing theoretic and analytic reflexivity and delimitation and the continuous alignment of research 

objectives against the direction and scope of the theoretical as well as the empirical discussions.  

Conceptual typologies such as the one presented above are difficult to vindicate, however for 

understanding and conceptualizing the complex phenomena researched here, it is a leeway for further 

synthesis and a possible steppingstone for future research. It would be especially interesting to conduct 

more longitudinal studies of such ecosystems to determine their long-term effects, as well as more 

practical studies of the causal relationships between social media and distributed innovation e.g. how a 

dynamic approach to distributed innovation might yield a more strategic approach to social media.  
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

This thesis has attempted to unveil new theoretic and empirical constructs of the role of social media in 

firms’ distributed innovation strategy. Research inquired into the complex phenomena of innovation 2.0 

based on a diverse set of theoretic tenets that allowed for new philosophical perspectives on both 

innovation and social media. From this outset a number of contributions to existing research were found. 

Contributions yielded in this thesis include new theoretic approaches to the conceptual impasse 

between open innovation and distributed innovation. The inconsistency in terminology has been 

addressed by researchers and practitioners (Tzeng, 2009; Bogers & West, 2012, West, 2012; Pedersen, 

2012) and there seems to be a call for more integrated views of innovation. This thesis has aimed at 

conceptualizing innovation 2.0, and this attempt warranted more integrated and interactive views of 

innovation. This thesis meets the call of researchers, and contributes to the conceptual challenges 

through a new theoretical approach entrenched by a social constructionist view. This approach has 

brought new perspectives to the concepts of innovation and knowledge; socially constructed innovation. 

Others have realized that the interactive nature of innovation warrants more investigation and new 

theoretical pillars (Bogers et al., 2010; 869). Very few studies have attempted to address this new order 

of inquiry, and this thesis contributes to the growing body of research endeavored to understand these 

new forms of innovation. Some findings and arguments in this thesis do challenge dominant discourses 

of distributed innovation, not to aggravate existing research, but to facilitate conceptual margin for the 

sake of providing new perspectives of distributed innovation. Findings have yielded new insights into 

how interaction can be the locus of innovation and knowledge when the focal-firm perspective is 

abandoned and co-creation synergies defuse knowledge essentialism. The tradable case showed how a 

socially engineered (social media) ecosystem marginalizes the firm’s key stakeholder position in product 

development, and how interaction can becomes the locus of innovation. These findings contribute to 

research into the use of Enterprise 2.0 (Denyer et al., 2011), and the uncovered role of ecosystems in 

distributed innovation (Mercan & Göktas, 2011; Adner, 2012).  By researching and discussing the role of 

social media in leveraging and building ecosystems, this thesis offers new theoretic and pragmatic 

perspectives to this new field of research. From these insights an important contribution emanates as 

the dissertation finally address the main issue; the role of social media in firms’ distributed innovation 

strategy. The data included here suggest a clear answer to the research question: there is no definitive 

role of social media in firms’ distributed innovation. However findings do lend credence to the idea that 

social media should be integrated into firms’ innovation, and perhaps also business, strategy. As the 
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main findings are recapped and discussed below, the reader will find elaborations to this conclusion, as a 

combination of the theoretic and empirical steps undertaken here.  

Bracketing complex phenomena of innovation 2.0 into an empirical and conceptual framework 

warranted, at the outset, systematic discussions of distributed innovation theory and the prevailing 

discourses characterizing extant and contemporary fragments of this field of management research. 

Initial discussions inquired into the evolution of innovation literature. Studies showed how fragmented 

perspectives are now being abandoned for more integrated views on innovation, views that does not 

contrast innovation based on qualities of inventions, qualities of individuals, structural qualities etc., but 

instead inquire into the interactivity of innovation as a point of collaboration and value creation across 

delicate systems. Studies of several researcher and practitioner communities on LinkedIn imply that 

innovation and knowledge research is beleaguered by conceptual discrepancy, which at the moment 

disserves theoretic and pragmatic progress. Findings also indicate that there is a general call for more 

open, interactive, humanistic and holistic views of innovation (Tzeng, 2009), suggesting more relativist 

epistemologies of research. Innovation management is moving from a positivist paradigm towards a 

more interpretive and relativist nature, away from the industrial scheme and innovation economics 

towards more collective perspectives of innovation as theorized by Schumpeter more than 20 years ago.  

Chapter 4 endeavored to unearth a new philosophic and theoretic framework to build a new agenda for 

researching knowledge constructs on social media - a pursuit of new theoretic abstracts that would allow 

us to capture the inherency of social interaction. Social media was approached conceptually as an 

ideology rather than a ‘technology’, an approach which remitted a more open and scoped perception of 

this new phenomenon. By subjecting innovation and knowledge theory to social constructionism in the 

attempt to build more humanistic and integrated views of innovation, this thesis has found new ways of 

coping scientifically with the impact of social media in innovation management. Findings suggest that we 

perhaps do need new theoretical and methodological perspectives if we are to fully understand the role 

of social media, and social constructionism might provide that. Through social constructionism an anti-

essentialist perspective of knowledge emanates (Burr, 2003), a theoretic contrast to the more structural 

views of knowledge and innovation. This anti-essentialist approach is the main tenet of the theoretic 

developments made in this thesis, and supporting research into these matters was found in Amabile 

(1990) and Brinkman (2010). These new theoretic pillars prompted a more dynamic approach to 

knowledge and innovation, emphasizing social interaction as the main locus of innovation by fortifying 

the constitutive nature of dialogue across the social realm of interaction. The new theoretic framework 

not only relocates the locus of analysis but brings new epistemic and ontological constructs to social 
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media and knowledge theory. Interestingly socially constructed innovation seems to explain many of the 

complex phenomena surrounding social media, such as socially conditioned ontology and the social 

individual (Mead, 1934). The theoretic concept of socially constructed innovation is a canvas for 

researching these new phenomena, a canvas that future research could rely on and develop. 

Building on the philosophic and theoretic positions established in the first chapters, research was 

advanced to develop empirical insights that could provide structures for new conceptualizations. Primary 

empirical data includes studies of netnographic character, the tradable case study and expert interviews. 

Findings across all collected data, including secondary data, indicate that social media has already been 

applied to firms’ distributed innovation, predominantly to the front end of innovation. Based on a grand 

investigation by the innovation agency Kalypso, analyses show that several specific areas of front end 

innovation benefits from social media applications; firms are, among other things, reporting increased 

access to need information/exploration (March, 1990) and improved idea generation (Cooper, 1990). 

These findings are not surprising, since researchers have already theorized and proved that social media 

can be applied to existing distributed innovation methods related to the front end, such as collecting 

need and solution information (Piller et al., 2012). While findings suggest that companies have 

successfully developed software that addresses the challenges that firms’ are faced with during the fuzzy 

front end, e.g. by reducing cost and time spend during this part of innovation, it is even more clear this is 

only a fraction of social media’s role in distributed innovation.   

Findings also exposed more integrated and strategic ideas of the role of social media in firms’ distributed 

innovation strategy. Interestingly, discoveries suggest that even though social media can be applied 

solitarily to the front end, as a channel, technology or a tool, it seems that its true potential can only be 

realized through an integrated social media approach. Conventionally the front end is conditioned by the 

back end of innovation, and in combination they mirror the innovation strategy of any given company. 

The case of tradable showed that increased fuzziness at the front end braced and secured the dynamics 

of the value creation process and the dynamics of interaction between the different stakeholders 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004) in the ecosystem (van Dyck, 2012). This was a surprising discovery since 

firms usually try to reduce the fuzziness at the front end (Constantinides, 2011). The case study also 

revealed a strategic alignment of both front end and back end processes based on a social media 

ideology, an approach which solidified an integrated strategy towards innovation 2.0. 

From these findings a more strategic approach to the role of social media was derived, and the 

constitution of this approach seems to reside within a new more product and customer-centric paradigm 
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of distributed innovation. Tradable aims to develop an ecosystem through which innovation can prosper; 

their ‘front end trading platform’ becomes a ‘conversation’ which stakeholders can innovate around in 

dynamic co-creation. Since the case study is not longitudinal there is no proof of concept, hence its might 

be fruitful for future research to scale the case in duration and depth and even unearth quantitative 

proof. The concept of ecosystems is still a relatively unexplored subject in distributed innovation 

literature. Though researchers have begun theorizing about the role of social media in this new field of 

innovation management (Andersen, 2011), this dissertation might offer some of the first empirical 

contributions to the role of social media in innovation ecosystems. Inherent research indicates that the 

strategic imperative of ecosystems and social media, which was also established by Adner (2012) and 

Bughin (2012), might bring about completely new vistas for conceptualizing innovation. It would appear 

that innovation strategy can no longer be decomposed into isolated processes, open or closed, but 

should instead be dedicated to building and maintaining ecosystems of different value contributors, 

partners. Extant research on the role of social media in business management seems to proliferate the 

idea that participation in social media networks, e.g. with customers, is one of the most important parts 

of leveraging social equity. Interestingly the case of tradable tells a different story. Through their 

ecosystem they have managed to build a dynamic value creation process between developers and end-

users (traders), with minimal participation from tradable. Existing research does not inquire into how 

social media might be a great point of departure for executing such ecosystems, but merely discuss the 

strategic imperative and conceptual move of ecosystems. Findings from this thesis offer pertainment to 

this research gap through the case of tradable and through insights gained from community studies and 

interviews with experts. 

In synthesis there is clear evidence that social media has an important role to play in firms distributed 

innovation strategy, however there doesn’t necessarily seem to be a specific or general role of social 

media attributable to any given firm. Studies in this thesis suggests that social media can be applied or 

integrated into a firms distributed innovation efforts in great many ways depending on firms’ 

idiosyncratic approach to product development and social media. From analyses and findings brought 

about in this dissertation a conceptual framework was developed to provide early reflections on the role 

of social media in firms’ distributed innovation strategy and. Based on two dualities related to a firms 

approach to product development/innovation and approach to social media, four concepts of innovation 

2.0 were established. One duality addresses dynamic or static product development processes of firms’. 

According to the tradable case, encouraging dynamics in product development seems to be key to 

leveraging the ecosystem, however for many companies, simply applying social media at the front end, 
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e.g. during innovation search efforts, could have major advantages, as suggested by analyses of 

secondary data by Kalypso and McKinsey. The second duality constituting the conceptual framework 

addresses firms’ approach to social media, as strategic or tactical; ideological integration of social media 

across the entire organization in alignment with innovation and business strategy. 

It is clear that tactical approaches to social media apply more easily to static product development 

activities, strategic to dynamic and vice versa. This means that the upper left and lower right corners of 

the conceptual framework imply more clear innovation 2.0 strategies. The research done in this thesis 

contributes mostly to the lower right corner of the framework, Ecosystems & Products, and hence 

findings and conclusions about more tactical and static approaches to innovation 2.0 are not substantial. 

More exploratory and critical research into these phenomena is needed, and the theoretic constructs of 

socially constructed innovation might be a good point of departure, if we are to unearth to true potential 

of innovation 2.0. 

This thesis has shown that parity does exist between social media and firms’ distributed innovation 

strategy, and that the intersection between two concepts should be on the agenda of senior 

management.  It is of cause not possible to derive any general conclusions or ultimate truths from 

inherent research, simply because a small triangulated dataset does not allow for theorization on any 

general level.  As originally intended, this thesis simply offers initial theoretic and empirical steps towards 

more interactive and integrated views of distributed innovation - views that could ultimately leverage 

our understanding of the role of social media in firms’ distributed innovation strategy. As our societies 

become more connected and informed we seem to be in need of new philosophical and theoretic tenets 

for understanding new ‘social’ phenomena. The pre-mature conceptual progress made in this 

dissertation is a mere canvas for practitioners and researchers to utilize and advance, as we strive to 

explain these new phenomena and move toward new frontiers of distributed innovation management.  

“Change is the only constant”  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1: BOGERS & WEST FRAMEWORK 
Bogers & West (2012) framework, showing the three major schools or paradigms in distributed 

innovation.  
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APPENDIX 2: CHAPTER 3-5 SUMMARIES 
Chapter 3 

The first part of the analyses targets the anatomy of innovation by critically addressing historic 

movements and ‘schools’, while connoting systems of thought that should enable the reader to position 

innovation across different paradigmatic thought and perspective.  

Scientific inquiry and epistemic positions have moved from ‘hard economics’ to more cultural and 

humanistic perspectives. Scholars are embracing this move and it seems that towards the end of the past 

millennium, changes in scientific philosophy swept across not only the field of innovation management 

research but perhaps cross social sciences in general. Researchers are still dealing with these rather 

recent changes, which seems to follow an evolutionary path departing from positivism but now adopting 

more relativist views. It is a dynamic process supported by sensitivity to context and high proximity to 

context. There is a call for still more integrated perspectives, synthesizing innovation literature to 

procure more humanistic theories of innovation, which might allow us to better understand societal 

changes as well as changes in business conduct. This discriminately vindicates the epistemology of 

distributed innovation, as the basic assumptions and arguments of this paradigm are reassured in 

historic analysis and more importantly there is procurement for the ideology of this dissertation as the 

anatomy of innovation 2.0 is widely ascertained through an evolutionary perspective on social sciences, 

the philosophy of sciences and innovation management.  

 

Chapter 4 

Social constructionism theory subjects distributed innovation and knowledge theory to more humanistic 

perspectives in a conceptual impetus for more integrated approaches for dealing with the coalescence of 

social media and distributed innovation. The foregoing chapter discussed how methodological 

propensities aimed at more cultural and collective approaches regarding innovation and knowledge, not 

only because of recent phenomena such as social media, but because concepts of dialogue and 

interaction has become central in businesses and hence in the philosophy of science. Thus credence is 

given to the argument that we need new theoretical tenets for understanding innovation 2.0. Chapter 5 

revises the locus of knowledge and inquiry by offering a socially constructed model of knowledge and 

innovation. Fundamental to the idea of socially constructed knowledge is an anti-essentialist view, 

suggesting that we abandon the idea of the ‘knowledgeable or innovative individual’, and relocate 

inquiry to the public social realm of interpersonal interaction. Hence knowledge and innovation is not 

produced or possessed by the individual, but constructed, advanced and sustained trough interaction 

between individuals e.g. in conversations about different topics on Facebook. While innovation is socially 
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constructed through interaction, it is also sustained and conditioned by social processes as dominant 

groups and discourses exercise power and guide conventions that will render some innovations 

acceptable and deny the existence of others. These insights are controversial and adversary to dominant 

views in innovation research, and the ideas presented here are inherently distinguishable based on the 

anti-essentialist view. 

 

Chapter 6 

Social software and ideology is moving into the core of organizations, hence it is net isolable as a 

practice, process or tool, but more appropriately an integration of a business or world-view philosophy 

which can permeate the entirety of a company.  

Companies are already utilizing social media in their distributed innovation activities. While most 

companies still lack direction and strategy in their endeavors many of them report that they are 

experiencing tangible benefits including more product ideas and closer collaboration with customers. 

Firms are also reporting that social media plays a big role in their strategic work, however most 

significant is the effect of social media on the front end of innovation e.g. finding new ideas. This 

procured a discussion of the different applications of social media for distributed innovation strategizing. 

While some are working with and advancing the efficiency of existing methods of distributed innovation, 

such as ‘innovation search’, by introducing different social media technologies and software other are 

working towards an integration of social media and innovation strategy to form more dynamic and 

strategic vistas of innovation 2.0. Existing research is focused on expanding existing models of distributed 

innovation by social media tools and technologies, and companies such as Meltwater supports this by 

catering for companies pursuing such methods. Magnus Christensson from Socialsquare yielded quite 

different perspectives on the matter by proposing a much more product- and customer-centric approach 

to innovation 2.0. He talked about how products should be the focal point of dynamic interaction 

between the company and the customer, products that are constantly shaped because firms and 

customers collaborate around them. This abstract idea was captured and illustrated by the case of 

tradable, a software house operating in the financial services industry, which has, in collaboration with 

various stakeholders, constructed a digital end-to-end social ecosystem of innovation. Innovation 

became a dynamic and integrated matter throughout the ecosystem as end-users, developers, brokers 

and tradable collaborated around the app-platform created by tradable, to constantly improve the 

product to increase the experience of the end-user. The completely integration of social media, 

innovation strategy and business strategy makes tradable a ‘social enterprise’ and a genuine example of 

how innovation 2.0 can be leveraged for maximum potential.    
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APPENDIX 3: FOUCAULT’S DISCOURSE 
 

Foucault’s social constructionism and his philosophic contributions to the concept of discourse, where 

often predisposed with power implications and the inherent relation between knowledge and power. He 

maintained that power is an effect of discourse, since discourse allows us to exercise power by drawing 

upon discourses, which allow our actions to be represented in an acceptable light (Burr, 2003). When we 

discuss or represent something or someone in a particular way we are producing a particular form of 

knowledge which, brings power with it, as long as ‘voice’ is warranted. Voice is about ‘being heard’ and it 

is warranted based on our abilities to meet societal conventions and utilize discourse, to have our 

interpretation of an event accepted as the truthful one (Gergen, 1989). Social media allows us to draw 

and represent different forms of actions and events very easily, it is less difficult to find an outlet for 

ones ideas, criticism etc. and hence more easy to warrant voice. We can derive power from voice, hence 

social media explicitly distributes power to greater extends than we have ever seen before.   

We are often preoccupied with the ‘totalising discourses’ (Foucault, 1976)63, and risk losing the varied 

localized power struggles. In addition to the discussion about the static and dynamic economy and 

evolution in chapter 3, local power struggles might represent the small incremental movements, growing 

in size ultimately disrupting powerful totalising discourses. Social media gives strength to local discourse 

and warrants voice as it grows through dialogue and interpersonal interaction online e.g. through 

sharing, liking, commenting, discussing, linking etc. This phenomenon can be exemplified through a well 

known story about a man and an airline company. After United Airlines in 2008 broke Dave Carroll’s 

guitar, dispute resulted in a YouTube video of Carroll singing about how ill experience with United. In less 

than half a year the video had reached more than 10 million views on YouTube ultimately costing United 

Airlines stockholders more than $180 million (Ayres, 2009; The Times).  What the example might lack in 

novelty it gains in pragmatism. It is a fine example of how the collective actions and behavior of millions 

of people had major power implications, shifting the locus of power from the billion-dollar-company to 

what appeared to be a one-man-army. However Carroll did not do it alone, in fact it would have been 

impossible for him to do it alone; the only way is was possible was through social media and the 

technology enforced through it. The phenomenon was socially constructed through people watching, 

liking, commenting and reposting the video, it can’t be explained through essentialism, it was not the 
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 In macro social constructionism it is the major constitutive discourses which apply to questions about ‘general 
life’ e.g. sex, ethnicity etc. 
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doing of a viral-genius, since he had never done anything like that before, instead it was a culmination 

and manifestation of social media ideology and power implications of discourse.  

Power struggles often comes down to the values of dominant groups – e.g. essentialism – these values 

are sustained through the enactment of these dominant groups – e.g. by continuously theorizing 

structural events in distributed innovation - they are sustained through social practices – theoretical 

tenets in research are socially conditioned - and we are so easily captured and held in these values to 

serve the interests of these dominant groups, and for the sake of pertaining to general conventions.  

However there is no reason why the values of dominant groups should be any more or less true than 

those of minority groups (Burr, 2003). That is a very fruitful perspective to perceiving how innovation 

could come about in various forms in various places, and different times through different events, not 

only theoretically but practically and strategically. 
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APPENDIX 4: MACRO AND MICRO SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONISM 
 

As suggested in the wording, macro social constructionism tends to apply a broader perspective on 

discourse. This view is particularly concerned with the constitutive power of culturally available discourse 

and the power implications and political aspects embedded in these. It is suggested in this scheme that 

people are constructed by the large and power discourses that culturally surrounds us. Especially the 

deconstructionist view as pioneered by Foucault (1972; 1976; 1979) reside on a macro level approach to 

discourse and knowledge, and researchers are very much concerned with power relations and societal 

inequalities. It is suggested that powerful discourses divide and solicit power, and that the constructive 

power of language derives from material or social structures, social relations and institutionalized 

practices (Burr, 2003). 

 

Micro social constructionism is distinctively concerned with the social construction of everyday 

interaction. In this view discourse is more about everyday conversations and interactions that it is about 

grand culturally embedded social guides as suggested by macro evangelists. Radical micro social 

constructionists refrain from any truth claims of the world and see the text as our only source of 

knowledge about the world (Burr, 2003). The main point to be made from this is the ‘warranting’ power 

of language and discourse. In the view of Gergen (1989) discourse usage is about positioning and 

creating certain accounts. By positioning he refers to the convenient and constitutive usage of discourse 

to locate oneself and others as certain kind of people. This sort of research implies in-depth textual or 

conversational analysis, word by word, to appoint the constructive power of linguistics.  
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APPENDIX 5: INNOVATION DICHOTOMIES 
 

Dominating innovation literature is the radical versus incremental innovation dichotomy. The 

phenomenon referred to as radical innovation has many labels as recalled by Laukkanen et al. 

(2008;279); discontinuous innovation (Anderson and Tushman, 1990), emerging technology (Day and 

Schoemaker, 2000), architectural innovation (Abernathy and Clark, 1984), or even disruptive innovation 

(Christensen, 2000). Different authors have different typologies and definitions of the term, and this 

disintegration is not appreciated here. As suggested in chapter 1 this thesis does not intend to make use 

of delimiting conceptualizations, rather it is assumed that we can learn more from a dimensional 

approach. Hence it is suggested that innovation is conceptualized based on a dimension where 

incremental innovation lies at one end and radical innovation lies at the other. While It is assumed that 

both radical and incremental innovation can be sourced through social media, is does delimit our 

understanding of innovation if we subject ‘new ways of behaving and interacting with things’ (Arnould et 

al., 2004:712) to a radical/incremental dichotomy, since new value creation cannot necessary be 

subjected to such frameworks. 

 

As discussed in ‘Structures of innovation research’ chapter one, research shows that user generated 

content and ideas does not always qualify as innovation, and since users are considered the main source 

of external innovation and knowledge (Bogers & West, 2012), it would be a mistake to reduce the 

ontology of innovation to a mere dichotomy. More appropriately, instead of marginalizing knowledge 

and innovation on the basis of radicalness or commercial potential, we might turn to an analogous 

domain and the concept of value creation for auxiliary conceptions. 
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APPENDIX 6: INTERACTION AND NETWORKS 
 

The evolutionary perspective, going from the early characteristics of the internet to web 2.0 and social 

media effectively illuminates what has happened; enhanced forms of interaction. The internet is 

becoming more social and today Facebook boasts of more than 845 million monthly active users 

(Facebook Fact Sheet, 2011)64 which make it, by far, the world’s largest social network. In addition to 

that, Twitter gained more than 50 million users in two years (Qualman, 2010), and as of March 2012 that 

number has grown to a total of 140 million users.65 The internet is exploding with new social applications 

and domains which are often brackets or expansions of existing ones. Recent developments include 

Pinterest (an interactive online picture pinboard), Chill (Pinterest for video), Instagram (share and 

develop your own photos) and many more. New ideas spring from the ideology that is social media on a 

daily basis, and it has become difficult to connote the boundaries of social media as it paves its way into 

regular websites, gaming, mobile and more (Pillar et al., 2012). What remains important is the core 

ideology; interaction. Above discussion and discussions to come will clarify why it is not important for 

this thesis to discuss social media in terms of its technological applications and modules. To this 

dissertation, social media is an umbrella term for online social interaction, necessarily based on a net of 

technological pillars which are mainly facilitators. 

  

                                                           
64

 Facebook Fact Sheet as of December 2011: http://newsroom.fb.com/content/default.aspx?NewsAreaId=22 
65

 Twitter blog: http://blog.twitter.com/2012/03/twitter-turns-six.html 

http://newsroom.fb.com/content/default.aspx?NewsAreaId=22
http://blog.twitter.com/2012/03/twitter-turns-six.html
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APPENDIX 7: NGRAM OF DISTRIBUTED INNOVATION RESEARCH 
 

Ngram diagram showing how “open innovation”, “distributed innovation” and “user innovation” as 

search topics is distributed across Google Books from 1980 to 2008. The results does not extend the year 

of 2008 because the Ngram Viewer does not include books after 2008.   

 

 

  



93 
 

APPENDIX 8: TRADABLE – THE CASE 
Tradable66 is an 18 months old technology startup and spin-off from CFH Markets, a London-based 

regulated foreign exchange brokerage firm. CFH Markets is a top tier player in the online foreign 

exchange (FX or Forex) market offering cutting edge trading technology and a gateway to tier one 

interbank liquidity venues (e.g. UBS, Morgan Stanley). The company is backed by CFH Group A/S, an 

investment company which invests in companies and brands in financial trading, and ‘prehype’, the 

venture and innovation firm that incubates new digital companies. Tradable’s product offering centers 

around a platform which allows third party technology developers to build trading apps that are 

distributed via brokers to a global network of traders through the concept of an “App Store”.  

Historically, the market for online trading platforms is one that has required two fixed elements: 

liquidity, which is a stream of tradable quotes from liquidity venues such as Deutche Bank, Saxo Bank, 

Danske Bank and other financial institutions – and trading technology platforms such as SaxoTrader 

(Saxo Bank is both a liquidity provider and a technology provider), MetaTrader or tradable, which are the 

platforms traders (“end-users”) use to engage in financial markets.  

Many brokers have traditionally developed their own trading platforms or used “white label solutions” – 

licensing/buying third party platforms, integrating it with own systems and putting their own brand on it 

– and this is still how the majority of broker offerings are structured today. Tradable brings new 

technology to the market by offering an innovative solution to brokers and traders allowing brokers to 

offer tradable to their clients (traders) who can fully customize the platform the way they want it based 

on the apps that are available through the platform. Tradable is both an App Store and a front-end 

platform for trading, where end-users feed apps into the platform to customize it to their particular 

trading style, providing a tailored trading experience.  

For developers, it is a cloud API platform that allows third party developers to create specialized trading 

apps without having to go through the process of building an entire trading system (with a margin 

engine, liquidity engine, spreading engine, back office, connectivity to banks), worry about hosting, etc. 

For end-users / traders, it is a trading platform that allow end-users to select exactly the apps they need 

for their individual trading purposes, and for brokers, it is an ever-evolving platform that crowdsources 

apps from a third-party developer community. This distributed in roles is depicted in appendix 8 on the 

next page. Tradable has built social features into the core of the platform, ensuring that the platform 

facilitates interaction which spur innovation and value creation between the various parties.   

                                                           
66

 http://www.timizzer.com/technology-2/tradable-a-new-interesting-forex-platform-about-to-launch/ 

http://www.timizzer.com/technology-2/tradable-a-new-interesting-forex-platform-about-to-launch/
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APPENDIX 9: TRADABLE – THE ‘ECOSYSTEM’ 
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APPENDIX 10: INTERVIEW GUIDE, MELTWATER & SOCIALSQUARE 

  

THEME THEME DESCRIPTION SUBJECTS QUESTIONS 
Social Media Perspectives on social media 

and the way social media is 
changing  companies 
innovation processes 

◦ Social technology 
◦ Social media concepts 
◦ Technology 

◦ What is social media to you? 
◦ How would you define social media? 
◦ Where is the fit between social media and innovation? 
◦ How can help firms utilize social media for innovation purposes?  
◦ I what ways do you combine, or help firms combine, social media 
and distributed forms of innovation 

Distributed innovation Distributed innovation 
perspectives and dynamic 
product development 
processes with stakeholders 

◦ Front end of innovation 
◦ Back end of innovation 
◦ Need information 
◦ Solution based information 
◦ Integration 

◦ How has social media changed the way companies innovate? 
◦ How has social media changed the way companies innovate with 
stakeholders/customers? 
◦ Is this more related to the front end of innovation? 
          ◦ Gaining insight on customer needs? Finding ideas? 
◦ How about more practical input for innovation? E.g. tech experts? 

The Social Business Ways that social media has 
changed innovation strategies 
and business strategies. Social 
media integration. The 
strategic role of social media. 

◦ Strategic versus tactical 
◦ Evolution of social enterprise 
◦ Social media scope 
◦ Ecosystem 
◦ Integrated business processes 

◦ What is the social enterprise? 
◦ Do you see a change in the way companies are embracing social 
media? 
◦ Is there a move towards more strategic applications of social 
media? What is tactical and what is strategic? 
◦ How do you see the evolution the social business? 
           ◦ Is it a niche or is social businesses actually disrupting entire 
           businesses, industries and processes? E.g. Spotify. 
           ◦ Does this imply that companies are beginning to perceive  
           social media differently? As more than Facebook and tech... 
◦ If social media is becoming more integrated into business practices, 
strategies and processes do it mean that different fields of 
management e.g. marketing, innovation and support/service are also 
becoming more integrated? 
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APPENDIX 11: INTERVIEW GUIDE TRADABLE 

THEME THEME DESCRIPTION SUBJECTS QUESTIONS 

Tradable Discussions about the 
company 'tradable - the raison 
d'etre of the company and 
what differentiates it from 
competition 

◦ The forex trading business 
◦ Partnerships 
◦ Developpers 
◦ Customers 
◦ Business model 

◦ What kind of a company is tradable? - are you a technology 
provider, software developer, business partner? 
◦ Who are the main stakeholders? 
◦ What is the business model and how do you create value? 
◦ Who are the main customers and how do you work with them? 
◦ Could you draw parallels to other industries? 
◦ How do you relate to your competition? 

Social Media The company's perspective on 
social media and the role of 
social media in the business 
model 

◦ Social technology 
◦ Social ideology 
◦ Social business models 
◦ Strategic versus tactical 
◦ Integration 

◦ What is social media to you? 
◦ How would you define social media? 
◦ Where is the fit between social media and innovation? 
◦ How can help firms utilize social media for innovation purposes? 
◦ I what ways do you combine, or help firms combine, social media 
and distributed forms of innovation? 

Distributed  
Innovation 

Distributed innovation 
perspectives and dynamic 
product development 
processes with stakeholders 

◦ Co-creation with customers 
◦ Co-creation with stakeholders 
◦ "Open innovation" 
◦ "App-store" 
◦ Knowledge sharing 
◦ Customer information 
◦ Need based information 
◦ Solution based information 
◦ Value chains 

◦ What is the role of stakeholders in your value chain? 
◦ How do you create value, knowledge or innovation with customers? 
◦ How does your customers gain knowledge/innovation from your 
product? 
◦ If we try to fit your product/service into a product development 
process model how would that look? 

The Social Business Ways that social media has 
changed innovation strategies 
and business strategies. Social 
media integration. The 
strategic role of social media. 

◦ Socially constructed 
innovation 
◦ Social knowledge 
◦ Social conditions 

◦ How does the combination of co-creation and social media pertain 
to the business model of tradable? 
◦ Have you disrupted existing value chains? 
◦ How is knowledge distributed between people on your platform? 
◦ How is innovation created on your platform?  
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APPENDIX 12: A STUDY OF SIX LINKEDIN COMMUNITIES 
 

A STUDY OF SIX LINKEDIN COMMUNITIES 14th OF MAY- 31st OF JULY  

Discussions related to Social Media Co-creation Total # Members  

Front end of innovation 27 8 35 19426 

Innovation excellence 5 4 9 12740 

Open Innovation community 1 3 4 497 

   
48 

 Discussion related to Distributed Innovation Co-creation Total # Members  

Social Media Innovators 8 0 8 4334 

Twitter innovators 1 2 3 12502 

Facebook Innovators 1 0 1 2981 

   
12 

 

     # discussions researched     N=60 
 # of conversations started     N=6 
 

     Daily reports   
   # of daily reports 6 
   duration of netnographic research 91 
   total number of reports researched N=546 
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APPENDIX 13: A NOTION ON PARADIGMS 
 

During the introductory chapters as well as in further progression, the concept of paradigms remains 

essential, and this appendix will provide clarity to the concept as it is understood in this thesis.  The concept 

‘paradigm’ has been subjected to many interpretations and perceptions, and the inheritance of the concept 

it still debated. Discussions about who came up with the ideas behind the concept flourish; was it Kuhn, or 

did Thomas Kuhn ‘steal’ the ideas of Michael Polanyi? (Moleski, 2008). Many believe Thomas Kuhn to be 

the real father of ‘paradigms’, however his developments were based on the idea that scientists’ subjective 

experiences made science a relativized discipline. This line of thought had been key in Polanyi’s works and 

lectures decades before Kuhn published The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, the book which to many 

represents a biblical introduction to ‘paradigms’. Who coined the term is not important here, what is 

important is the parity in belief between the two philosophers; subjectivity render scientific inquiry 

relative. This idea is fundamental to the concept of paradigm.  

Building on Kuhn (1962) and Guba (1990) ‘paradigm’ can be understood as a basic set of beliefs that guides 

actions, and people who obtain a certain set of beliefs will not be able to understand or approach other 

paradigmatic views. The latter statement is based on the idea of incommensurability as referred to by Kuhn 

(1962). This revolutionary perspective is somewhat ambiguous in Kuhn’ work, since parity in epistemic 

standards, concepts of inquiry and research problems where never comprehensively explained. Hence 

some academics claim that according to Kuhn there can be no communication between old and new 

paradigms, while other opposes this idea. Kuhn (2000) later developed new insights when he discussed 

differences in lexical taxonomies, which possibly induced further ambiguity to the concept of paradigm.    

What we are left with is our own subjective take on the concept of paradigms, truly in the spirit of both 

Polanyi and Kuhn.  According to Guba (1990) having the term not cast in stone is intellectually useful and 

rewarding, which might be quite true. However to yield semantics in coming research and analyses, 

‘paradigm’ is henceforth a idiosyncratic set of beliefs that support and guides our behavior, thought and 

action, and though we might have different paradigmatic views we can communicate and advance our 

understanding based on a evolutionary nature in both science and practice.67 

                                                           
67

 This perspective does not coincide with Kuhn nor does it reject his idea of incommensurability. It uses the idea 
actively, critically saying that though there might be lexical differences in paradigms leading to some level of 
incommensurability, it can be overcome and hence communication, learning and understanding can prosper.   
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APPENDIX 14: FRONT END OF INNOVATION COMMUNITY REPORT 

 

APPENDIX 15: RESEARCHER POST ON SOCIAL MEDIA MARKETING 
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APPENDIX 16: TRANSCRIPT FROM TRADABLE INTERVIEW 

Could you briefly introduce tradable? 

Online trading platform working with third party developers and online brokers in an ecosystem model, 

delivering the most customized experience to the end user – the trader (01:00).  

The product itself is just a shell which allows the traders to feed in models that come from third party 

developers, in the same way that Spotify has done it for music and apple did it for mobile phones, we are 

doing it for trading. It is the same type of ecosystem (02:00). 

In relation to our innovation model and “social” it happens at several levels. The whole nature of our 

founding was based of knowing the needs of the brokers – actually coming from a background of being a 

brokers ourselves – and hence knowing the next stage in the ecosystem.  

For end-user markets we realized that you can’t do ‘one size fits all’ we wanted to create a platform that is 

differentiated at the very end-user level (03:00). 

 The product itself is built around social (03:40), the concept of social engineering is at the very core – not 

only does it take advantage of the virality effects of social media hooking into Facebook’s open graph, all 

elements in the entire model is completely social – so you can tweet about anything, you can Facebook like 

anything, share it on LinkedIn. The apps themselves, that we have in our own appstore, are very much 

social themselves (04:20). 

So it is a platform for trading apps – only forex? 

You install a platform and you install trading apps on our platform, in the same way that you do on spotify 

for example (04:30) – it is a multi-product platform; including NDC’s, gold, silver and forex (Torben). Two 

levels of social: the apps themselves you can rate and review, share it with friends, your friends can see 

which kind of trading apps you are using, and the trades themselves can even be tweeted (05:10). Like 

Spotify streams what kind of music you are listening to tradable will stream your trading activity.  

The social integration is not limited to broadcasting to the world about whats going on, it is also integrated 

in a sense that streams can be read into the platform and then turned into actionable items as well 

(Torben, 05:40) it is a full circle social integration. We use social for virality (Jannick) but also for content 

(Torben), actually for innovation purposes.  
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We allow our traders (end users) to work with third party developers in the sense that they rate and review 

apps, so the end user helps shape the product that he want in the end by having a direct feedback loop to 

the developer – so we don’t have to do anything, we don’t interfere with the process (07:30), whereas the 

old school model of feeding back innovation through different channels, or feeding back feedback through 

different channels, it gets clustered, what actually comes through in the end – we take the brokers away we 

take the platform away, we take all that away – we instead establish an ecosystem where they can 

communicate directly (07:46). 

This is specifically talking about the developer making the product – we also utilize social media to help the 

developer develop the product, we will take advantage of ‘get up’, which is social coding (Torben, 08:20). 

For instance if someone were to develop a really cool basic charting package, and they code it themselves, 

and say you know what, this is something that is want to make open source for the bigger developer 

community, and I think that people should create apps that harness the technology that I have created, we 

then provide a social hook in our developer community that directs other developers to be able to A) 

Source, support and help from each other and B) utilize the source code that’s been made by the 

developers preceding them (Torben, 08:50). 

That way you can say that we were establishing, in our high level ecosystem model, which is socially 

enabled all over, we are also establishing sub-ecosystems so that the developers interact with each other in 

a developer specific portal, which is where they find these code-libraries which are socially shared, and they 

can socialize around them as well (09:40) 

We won’t support developers much, our aim is that developers help each other (Jannick) – stack overflow 

for example (Torben), that is social coding help, so you can pose a question about ‘how do I do this’ and 

then people in the community will actually answer the question (09:50) 

Thats is all related to product development and innovation in the end, because that’s what it is about, the 

developers innovation on our behalf, based on the feedback they get from the traders (10:10) we are just a 

platform allowing it all to happen. 

The developer will also be working with the broker? 

He can actually be working with the broker as well, originally that was not the idea, but we realized that if 

both the broker and the developer wanted it to happen, it would happen in the end, and it is not something 

that we are able to stop. So whether you allow for it to happen in the platform – we cant kind of see from 

the feedback we have, that that is what they wanna do – in the end of the day we will allow for that to 

happen. We allow for the brokers to buy a bunch of licenses from the developer, and then sells them to the 
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trader for free. It is a model called broker-sponsored-apps, similar to Telia actually paying spotify a lot of 

money to distribute the product for free to the (mobile) users (11:30). And they send them (Telia) an 

invoice of a million dollar. If you compare this general distribution model of the mobile market to us, we 

are the iphone, the brokers are Verizon and AT&T, and the end user is the mobile user (the trader). We are 

the phone as well as the appstore (Torben, 12:06).  

The software and the hardware? Exactly. But we are also hosting it (Jannick) 

So this trader, he could be anybody? 

Yeah, anybody from a college kind who wants to invest in financial markets, to day-traders, which are 

people with not a lot of money, the put it into an account and they have all these great apps to actually 

help them trade and navigate the financial markets – could be education, could be algorithms, there is a lot 

of stuff around social trading, so if I essentially don’t want to trade at all but I have a friends who is really 

good at it, I can create an account and I can just follow that friend, and my account automatically picks up 

the trades that he does.  So I actually don’t need to do anything I can just trust in my friend to manage 

funds on my behalf. Im not trading with tradable, because tradable is just a software house, im still opening 

an account with a broker, placing money with a broker and trading with a broker, which could be anyone 

from Danske Bank to Saxo Bank to CFH.  

So this ecosystem that you mentioned, that is basically the developers, tradable and the brokers all working 

together to improve the experience of the end user? 

I thinks there is some distribution in roles. For example the trader wants to have, the best trading 

experience he can, he want to make the most money, the broker want to have happy traders trading on his 

system, the developer want to get his product to the end user, so we are facilitating that mechanisms of 

both distribution, but also of choice for the trader to be able to pull whatever functionality he wants from 

the cloud, and plug it into their trading platform (Torben, 14:30). 

The whole project so to speak, is based around two fundamental ideas A) one size doesn’t fit all, as it did in 

the trading industry 10 or 15 years ago, we don’t know what we individual traders want, we don’t count on 

knowing it, which lead me to be B) allowing the people who do know it to provide it (Jannick, 15:00). So we 

are providing a platform, where the developers who we assume know what the traders wants, the reason 

why we can make that assumption is because the developer can interact directly with the trader through 

the ecosystem, we are taking a market which is extremely fragmented, and structuring it in an ecosystem 

model that allows everyone to work with each other. 
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Your developers will be feeding into the ecosystem, finding out what the needs are, what customers want, 

and then they will have the expertise to actually develop that product? 

And part of that comes through the social channels, reviews and facebook likes, and these kinds of things.  

Is this done manually or do you provide some kind of system for the developers? 

It is part of the appstore, in itself. There is a review system, you can sort by popular apps, by most used, this 

kind of thing. The is a natural virility built into the appstore (Torben, 16:15). You can write reviews – if I 

launch an app as a developer I get a number of downloads, and I get a number of reviews, I can use it and I 

can chose not to use it. I can look at stats how many people installed and downloaded my app, how many 

traded with my app, how much money have I made on my app (Jannick, 16:47), that is qualitative 

information, or quantitative, that we provide to the developer, our goals it not to force him to do anything, 

our goal is to realize the limitation of our reach and expertise, and say we provide him the information, and 

he makes the decision (Jannick, 17:07). Whatever decision he makes we are happy with, because we trust, 

due to the fact that he is so directly connected to the end user, and there is a win win model, we trust that 

these two will work it out and create the best product (17:24).  

If we wanted to look at this from a value chain point of view, you would usually have this linear process 

where you have producers, suppliers, end customers etc. but here you have a more dynamic co-creation 

process between these different parties, there is no particular end-product is there? 

No, there is not one end product (Jannick, 18:10) it is not defined (Torben, 18:11). But working within that 

linear process, we would have to simplify the model, you could do it. This is where we work with the ‘EGG’, 

which is the ecosystem model, which is still a diagram an none of them actually represents the truth 

(18:50). But if we were to force ourselves into this original value chain, purely in terms of technology and 

leaving liquidity aside, then tradable will be the vendor to the broker, the broker will be the vendor to the 

end user, and before tradable you would have the developer on the left side – there would be a direct 

feedback loop from the trader to the developer.  

And the reason why it is very complicated is because of the legal relationships are not actually peer-to-

peer, the developer has the contractual relationship with the end user (Torben, 19:47) 

That was exactly my point, you can’t fit this into a linear understanding of value chains, because it becomes 

an ecosystem, a process (Interviewer) not without compromising the model (Jannick, 20:00). Also because 

the value chain is supposed to say, you have a product that is worth one dollar, and the value increases, 

here the value actually comes just as much from the trader as much as I comes from the developer because 
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the feedback might produce more value than the actual coding (Jannick, 20:20). So there is value all over – 

that’s what you get with an ecosystem that is socially enabled – you don’t really know, and don’t really care 

where the value comes from (Jannick, 20:48), as long as it’s being created (Torben, 20:50). We trust that 

the model will create value in the dynamics within the model.  

And of course this is an offshoot, but if you are using an app, it might not create any value of itself, but if 

that app gets picked up by a guy having 20.000 twitter followers, and he happens to be a good trader, he 

can blow that app into the stratosphere because everybody else will want to use the same thing that is 

making him tons of money (Torben, 21:20). That is very interesting part about the social hook-in in this 

particular model.  

Due to that fact that the product is engineered social, as we like to say, this is actually at the very core, it is 

in the DNA, and when you have that you actually open so many opportunities that you have to have a 

holistic overview of not making the whole thing too chaotic (Jannick, 21:54). A little chaotic but still 

somewhat structured, but we hold still that the traditional social mechanisms, which might not be the right 

word, but these social tools (Jannick 22:10), interactions maybe (Torben, 22:10), ways of social proof, so if a 

developer wants to blow an app out of the stratosphere he can do it through social proof of the masses, 

there is social proof in using celebrities – getting social proof for your app can happing in many ways, and 

that is what we actually facilitate, by having these “most downloaded”, “most money made” (Jannick, 

22:30).  

Why tradable now – has something happened within the industry that made you think of this, or is it 

something else that actually triggered this idea, because it is actually pretty different from everything else 

that is going on in the business right? 

Why tradable now – I think it is the marketing the industry evolving, ten years ago retail FX is a 40 % year 

on year growth market, high growth market, its kept a pretty high growth rate, ten years ago you had the 

one size fits all product, which you actually still have today, but you had a fraction of the users, we realized 

that all users are different, as when is comes to music as when it comes to trading, and that whats we are 

allowed to cater for, in a win-win ecosystem all the way around with the tradable platform (Jannick, 23:50).  

Ten years ago you had one trader, he went in and out of the market ten times a day, you had different 

types of offering for different types of traders e.g. hedgefunds and retailtraders. Today, due to retail FX 

market exploding ten years later, you actually need to differentiate your product at the end user level, not 

have different products for groups of customers (Jannick, 24:35). What the industry has typically done in 

the past is to differentiate at the broker level, at the reseller level, so again, like Verizon making their own 
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phone and realized that we are not good at doing phones we are good at tele-networks, so we will allow 

Apple  to do phones, and we will do the distribution, that’s kind of the same thing we’re doing, we realized 

there is a lot of people out there who only wants to do distribution, because that is such a huge market that 

there is room for all of these distributors, so we just wanna do the one platform what they can all 

distribute, but that still caters for the individual needs of the traders (Jannick, 25:19). 

So its just as much a question of the customer evolving, empowered customers I guess? 

It is about empowered customers, this industry doesn’t exist without catering to the need of the end user 

customer,  as with any industry, so that is at the end of the day the fundamental drive, but in this case, we 

are lucky enough that it also makes a lot of sense for the broker, and the developer, but at the end of the 

day it only makes sense because it makes sense for the trader (Jannick, 25:54). We also believe that 

empowering the developer to make the best product, that continues along the hypothetical value chain as 

we discussed before, and find its way to the end user, and by allowing the developer to focus on what it is 

that they are good at, that actually increases the experience of the trader (Torben, 26:19). So for example if 

you’re a developer and you come up with an innovative new way of reading a trend, and you want to put 

that into the marketspace, you would somehow have to find a way to get it out there. So maybe you have 

to create an entire trading platform around this amazing new idea that you have, so you spend 95 % of 

your resources creating something that already exist, and 5% on doing this one cool thing (Torben, 26:44). 

In this model you can focus a 100 % of your time to do your one cool thing, and put it into an already 

existing framework, which triggles down and finds its way to the end user, and increases their experience 

(Torben, 26:56)  

Exactly, so if you look at how this evolves over times the developer keeps innovating on how to read the 

trends (read; need information from end users) we keep innovating on how to build the platform and give 

the developer more opportunities to develop his product, he doesn’t worry about hosting, we keep 

innovating about hosting, actually we don’t innovate about hosting, we allow for Amazon,  who we host 

with, to keep innovating about hosting (Jannick, 27:35). Again we realize that we are not hosting masters, 

amazon are pretty good at hosting, there are the biggest hosting company in the world, so we allow for 

them to focus on that, and then they deliver those services to us – so they are a platform for us, and we are 

platform for developers (Jannick, 27:52).  

If I was a customer, CFH or Saxo Bank or whatever, how do I profit from this, instead of having my own front 

end platform? 
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So if you look at a broker today, that has its own platform, like CFH has, when you have your own platform 

you need to do maintenance, you need to do a lot of things, but at the end of the day you need to run an IT 

division of at least 50 people to keep up with maintenance, and to keep developing the product, innovate 

the product (Jannick, 28:49). So firth of all, all of the cost you spend on that, that’s what we are taking 

away. Instead of those 50 people sitting in house working, actually in a much more slow execution 

environment, because they work with procedure and policies and stuff, we split them out and they work 

individually and/or in teams, but they actually work on the same platform. The other thing is, if you are 

developing one product, you are still saying that one size fits all, which you are using 50 guys, and you are 

making a general assumption that you know exactly what all of your clients wants, and if you are not doing 

that you are trying to generalize and say okay the majority or the most important clients wants this, so we 

are only gonna cater for those, and we will hope that the clients that doesn’t really want the platform to be 

this way, they will stick with us anyway (Jannick, 29:45).  

What we allow them to do, is to not worry about that at all, and just allow for the trader to build his own 

little platform exactly the way he wants it. Theoretically you would get a hundred percent satisfaction 

across your entire customer base, rather than just catering to the needs of your most important clients or 

the majority (Jannick, 30:00) 

We can take it back also again to the phone example, so if I am HTC for example and I want to build a new 

phone, if I put it on the android operating system now all of a sudden I have access to the appstore. I can 

focus on my core business, which is actually building hardware, or in this case being a broker and finding 

customers, and I don’t have to worry about the innovation that sits on top of what I am actually selling, 

which is liquidity. (Torben, 30:40).  

And in addition to that, that’s the reason why tradable is just a software house and not a brokerage house 

as well, not a bank. Lets say that CFH Markets went and did this, then CFH Markets as one broker with X 

amounts of clients would market this to X amounts of clients, we are taking, again in the value chain model, 

we are taking a step back, we are not only distributing it to CFH markets, we are distributing to 400 other 

financial institutions like CFH Markets. And our reach becomes so much wider, so if the trader doesn’t like 

CFH Markets for whatever reason, they can go to another broker an find the same platform (tradable), and 

that is the only way you can keep the ecosystem alive (Jannick, 31:20). Because otherwise you create all 

these fragmented ecosystems, in the same way that if you have 400 different iphones for different 

companies, today you have android fx. an an app developer can develop an iphone app and its not a big 

deal for me to do it on android as well – but if you had 400 mobiles (operating systems) our there, it would 

be an extremely fragmented market. That’s why this model wouldn’t work in the context of a brokerage 
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house (Jannick, 31:45), and you wouldn’t have a strong product because you would have to be developing 

for many many more platforms and you as a developer would become fragmented in the amount of 

resources you could spend on each individual platform, rather than concentrating on one or two (Torben, 

32:09). 

I guess it is a question of keeping the dice rolling in this system, because it is the difference between a static 

product which you are incrementally, or not even that, improving…and now they want this so we do this and 

now they want that so we do that… 

You are referring to them as they, which is quite interesting, because you are referring to your entire client 

base as one entity somehow, and assuming somehow that they have the same needs, and the fundamental 

assumption in this model is that they don’t. That the essence of it. 

The model is a derivate of these needs feeding into different products, and that’s why I say “they”, because 

they are a mass of different needs and wants… 

They are individuals, whether they are hedgefunds they are individuals, I mean people who work at hedge 

funds are individuals with different needs…(Jannick, 33:15). 

The hedgefund wouldn’t be a broker? 

The hedgefund can actually also be a client, so that’s a different kind of client type, but that’s one that we 

actually do cater for. Lets take a proprietary trading house, you have 20 guys in Stockholm all trading for 

one and the same firm, so they all trade the firms balance, then there is a senior dealer who knows that all 

of these guys runs different kinds of strategies so he is trying to hedge and risk optimize and figure out a 

way for the trading house to be overall profitable. Some of these individuals trade based on technical 

analysis, others want to trade based on fundamental analysis (Jannick, 34:20), maybe market rumors 

(Torben, 34:21), maybe dealer insights, so they all have different reasons for trading, and that what we 

allow for them to take advantage of through different apps on the platform (Jannick, 34:47).  

You are kind of reliable on the ability of the developer to actually recognize these needs? Obviously that is 

an issue for you? 

Today the market is actually at a point where you have a lot of different “tech-shops”, so lets say you’re a 

tech-shop of five guys in Israel, you are actually much closer to the end users, through existing communities 

and social media in the FX space, that are fragmented, but you are still closer to your clients, but you are 
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running around trying to sell your product to brokers because you can’t contract with traders, because you 

are not a regulated entity (Jannick, 36:00). 

So today you need to push your product through a broker out to the end user, and you need to integrate 

into all of these broker systems and every time you get feedback you get one piece of feedback from one 

broker instead of getting it from the end user, and if you are getting it from the end user it is only because 

you are lucky enough to stumble upon in in some forum (Jannick, 36:25). With this model, you only focus 

on doing you focus on the one software that you do and you have a direct feedback-loop through social 

media from the trader (Jannick, 37:00) – the product is transparent (Torben, 37:05).  

Could a developer be a trader? Are the developers purely technology experts? 

Generally yes, but you have a segment which are actually traders but they do know how to script their own 

algorithms, but these kind of guys, would download an app which allows them to scripts the algorithm they 

would not be programming the app in Java. That being said, if you are multitalented there is nothing 

holding you back from developing an ‘algo’ selling it to yourself on the appstore (Jannick, 38:20). 

The ability of traders to actually like or comment is that an integration through facebook or? 

There is actually both ways. We have an internal reviewing capability where apps can be given a number of 

stars, but we also have a hookup with standard social media places like facebook (Torben, 38:50) and then 

apart from that we have the famous hook-in to the open graph, the kind of Spotify one, which allows you to 

sign up through facebook, essentially having your entire account being socially enabled (Jannick, 39:06).  

So in that case if you were to use like an app to trade, you would place a trade to by a hundred thousand 

euro/dollar, and it would, if you had your social enabled, it would post that trade on your facebook wall 

(Torben, 39:30). 

We have a twitter app where you read a twitter stream pre-filtered only to be about trades from tradable, 

and you can click on the trades in the platform to actually do those trades yourself (Jannick, 40:10). We are 

able to visualize what’s being said on the currency market, we are able to visualize it in an app. That is 

actually one of the great mashups between social media and tradable (Torben, 40:44). 

Does the broker have any influence in value creation process? 

Yes, he has the influence in being able to for example sponsor an app. If he wanted all of his clients to have 

access to this one particular app that made it easier to trade, he could make it so that this app is free for all 

of his users (like Telia). So in that way he would be pushing that app (Torben, 41:20). In terms of social 
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proof that is kind of the only…way to alter it…it is clear that is one app is made free by a broker, that app 

will quickly become very popular, because its free, but then again, its only free because the brokers thought 

it was so good and had the funds to back it up (Jannick, 42:00). 

At the end of the day, the broker can also be a developer himself, if he has an internal IT staff, he can tell 

them go sign up with tradable, develop on this platform and whatever you develop I will sponsor for my 

clients. So he can actually use it as a platform for building his own platform, that is not the primary 

purpose, but again, we did actually talk about the concept of public apps and private apps, back in the day, 

and we decided that we don’t wanna have that, because we want to spur innovation and we want 

everything to be public, but we can’t prohibit brokers from doing this. However the more competition, 

even from brokers, means more innovation in the entire ecosystem (Jannick, 43:00). 

…and you would be disrupting this whole open system that is the entirety of the idea right? 

But that is the whole point when you make something what is open and social you know, you have to give a 

lot of thought to stuff like do I allow for this guy to do this and this, but you also need not to structure so 

much and let it play out, let it get a bit chaotic, it will evolve, due to the model being so open I don’t think 

we can force, the system and the model will become what it becomes anyway based on the needs of the 

traders, developers and brokers – it will shape itself over time (Jannick, 43:50), natural evolution so to 

speak (Torben, 43:55).  

En example would be Apple doing the opposite, being really tough on which apps are approve, so they are 

very much in control and trying to control what’s happening?? 

There will be a strict wetting process for which apps is getting out there, mostly to comply with regulatory 

requirements and also to make sure that things functions as intended. But in terms of what you want to do, 

if you want to make linkup between potato sales in Idaho and euro/dollar markets, you are free to do any 

kind of that, or any kind of mashup (Torben, 44:55). 

The whole idea behind the model is that as a trader you are informed about what you buy and the 

responsibility is on you. So we cant wet that every app out there will help you make money, it depends on 

your individual needs, for that reason we actually prompt the individual to allow to stream prices, account 

data etc. If the trading strategy absolutely suck, you lose all your money, that’s the risk you took, but you 

can go back into the appstore an give it zero stars, and say; developer this strategy absolutely sucks I lost all 

my money, and that app will probably not be the most popular app of the week. And you can actually trial 

and app with play money through trail accounts (Jannick, 45:52).  
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We covered most what we needed, do you have anything you would like to add?  

I think from a high level, when you are dealing with an ecosystem model like this, we are not a hundred 

people organization, and the way that we realize we don’t have to be is that we don’t have to deal directly 

with the end customers, you couldn’t call up Apple if your phone doesn’t have any more credits right, then 

you call Verizon or…I think that model can be applied to a lot of different industries, it is a very powerful 

distributed model, it essentially takes the entire task of delivering innovation and value and puts it in to 

different boxes in a model that kind of works and goes in a positive iterative spiral, which evolves over 

time. The only guys we are actually interacting with a the brokers and the developers, and not the traders, 

but these parties can still interact through social media (Jannick, 48:00). We are trying to make the platform 

as full-featured as possible for the developers, for example through hackathons, we are doing different 

things to reach out to the developer community, getting them going and allowing them to sort of tap in to 

this new market also, developers who are not in FX, people I can name…but guys that are doing iphone 

apps and facebook apps. The hackathon model is actually interesting, because that is where social media 

kind of meets real life social media, its just social –period (Torben, 49:00). 

Actually the hackathon is very interesting, if I may, because we actually went to the Spotify hackathon a got 

inspired by that, hackathons are traditionally getting developers together getting the to do code, not really 

based on any needs of people. What Spotify did, and what we are planning to do, is to make a hackathon 

where we are not only getting developers together but traders, the wall street guys, and the developers, 

the coders, in the same room to create apps. Which I think is a really interesting model, slicing out all the 

noise getting down to the really hardcore, 48 hour code jam session, essentially just allowing these guys to 

make the best possible product. You have the feedback right there in front of you, you are doing it in the 

most agile way you can do it, traders looking at the code dictating, and the developers saying I know the 

social world better than you do so can we make this app like this. So comparing that kind of innovation 

model with the traditional innovation mode, you know R&D like IBM, taking one year to draw specs up 

going through 20 different people until it gets to the guy who is actually writing the code (Jannick, 50:40), 

and the it turns out that its not what the end-user actually wants (Torben, 50:43), exactly, it is a dying 

model in any industry, we are just the first to do it in trading, Spotify has done it for music, Salesforce.com 

did it for CRM, they are stock of the your on Nasdaq two years in a row now, so I think it is generally a 

distribution/innovation model that is so different from the traditional R&D and closed innovation models 

that you can’t really compare the two (Jannick, 51:37). Before a product even gets to market, there is 

already a new technology, so the lifespan of the product is perhaps only one or two years, but you 

purchase it anyway. 



111 
 

Isn’t there a chance of you mainly becoming a facilitator, everything, like knowledge, is distributed beyond 

your scope, that is what makes this interesting and different? 

What we realize here is that our business isn’t knowledge, it is facilitating knowledge, we don’t see it as a 

risk, that is what we want to be, we are a facilitator. We just realize that our place in the world is not one 

where we get to design, dictate, innovate and facilitate, again, that’s the IBM mode, or the closed 

innovation model, we just focus on a fraction of that because we believe that working within that kind of 

model, we kind of know that it delivers more speed to market, innovation at a different level, much more 

precise, for the first time real user feedback (Jannick, 53:15).  

Do you think this model is applicable to any kind of business? 

Most industries for sure. Again if you look at the traditional value chain model you have these four different 

steps, I think, as long as you have those four, you can rearrange it into this. Because, again its like the 

mobile and the iphone model, if you can fill in the four different roles like you can do it (Jannick, 53:50). I 

think it is harder to apply this model to traditional industries, like manufacturing, and things like this, but in 

terms of terms of delivering end-user customers experiences (Torben, 54:00) YES (Troben & Jannick, 54:02), 

as services in a way. 

So this might be a general tendency? You guys are the first to do it for financial services, but if you look at 

the world right now, you see this tendency penetrating various industries, like Spotify and Instragram for 

cameras, Kodak went bankrupt this year…  

I think Kodak went bankrupt due to combination of Instragram and Iphone, of cause Iphone is the hardware 

and Instragram is the software but I think…(Jannick, 55:00), and of cause Facebook buying Instagram 

integrating it into their platform (Torben, 55:02), do we really want to get into that, smiles (Jannick, 55:03), 

but I think generally it is a different way, many online services could do this, and Salesforce is a great 

example, realizing that one size doesn’t fit all in terms of CRM systems and business processes (Jannick, 

55:30), platform as a service model (Torben, 55:31), yes (Jannick, 55:32). 

Is it a social digital idea, is that it?   

I think it is a platform, as a service, whereas in the old days, software as a service is where you develop one 

product in the cloud, and that’s it, platform is taking a step back, saying we have a platform and you can 

build software on top of our platform. 
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APPENDIX 17: E-CORRESPONDENCE WITH STEFAN LINDEGAARD 

June 9th 2012 – Thor to Stefan:  

 

Hej Stefan, 

 

Jeg har med stor interesse studeret din blog og dersom jeg selv er i gang med at 

afslutte mit speciale inden for social media og (open) innovation, ville jeg 

gribe chancen og sende dig en mail. Mit speciale tager udgangspunkt i 

virksomheders (strategiske) brug af social media til open/distributed innovation 

- hvor jeg specifikt kigger på udviklingen inden for open/distributed 

innovation, social media og den sammensatte værdi af de to for virksomheders 

innovation processer. Dit input til mine undersøgelser ville være af stor værdi 

for specialet, og jeg håber derfor du har mulighed for at tage en kort snak om 

disse ting.  

 

Jeg ved at du med garanti er travl, så derfor behøver det ikke være mere end en 

halv times tid og gerne over skype da det ofte gør tingene lettere. Det ville 

være en kæmpe hjælp hvis du har tid og lyst til en snak.  

 

Jeg ser frem til at høre fra dig. 

 

 

med venlig hilsen,  

thor otar nielsen 

 

 

 

June 9th 2012 – Stefan to Thor: 

 

 

Hej Thor, 

 

Tak for din besked! 

 

Jeg må desværre melde pas til et interview, da jeg er ved at lægge sidste hånd 

på en ny bog om sociale medier og innovation. Det tager en del tid. Du må gerne 

sende nogle spørgsmål via mailen, og jeg vil så se om jeg kan finde tid til at 

svare på dem. Jeg kan dog ikke love noget. 

 

Beklager... 

 

Stefan Lindegaard 

Author, speaker and strategic advisor  

15inno - www.15inno.com 

 

Twitter: @lindegaard 

+45 40 53 99 30 

 

 

http://www.15inno.com/
tel:%2B45%2040%2053%2099%2030
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June 10th 2012 – Thor to Stefan: 

 

Hej Stefan, 

 

Mange tak for dit hurtige svar. 

 

Det er ærgeligt at du ikke har mulighed for at deltage i et interview, men jeg 

forstår fuldstændig, og det lyder meget spændende med den nye bog - det lyder 

som noget der kunne være meget relevant for mit speciale. Er der mulighed for at 

få indsigt i de vigtigste punkter fra din bog? Hvornår udkommer du? 

 

Jeg vil meget gerne bruge muligheden for at stille dig et par enkelte spørgsmål, 

og håber du ka finde tid til at svare. Det vil betyde rigtig meget.  

 

 

Et par spørgsmål; alle svar, korte eller længe, vil blive værdsat: 

 

Hvilken rolle mener du social media spiller/kan spille for virksomheders åbne 

innovations processer? 

 

Hvad er "open innovation" anno 2012 og hvad er social media anno 2012? Kan de to 

kombineres i en "co-creation" model? 

 

Jeg glæder mig til at høre fra dig. På forhånd mange tak for hjælpen 

 

best, 

//thor (from mobile) 

 

 

June 13th 2012 – Stefan to Thor: 

 

Hej Thor, 

 

Du er velkommen til at vende tilbage angående bogen om en lille måneds tid. Så 

kan du få en draft til gennemsyn. 

 

Hvilken rolle mener du social media spiller/kan spille for virksomheders åbne 

innovations processer? 

Jeg har lige kørt en session med deltagere fra P&G, Mattel, Shell, MeadWestVaco, 

Psion og Whirlpool med fokus på sociale medier i forbindelse med åben 

innovation. Her blev det slået fast, at sociale medier er meget afgørende for at 

tage deres åben innovation til det næste niveau. De er alle blevet ret gode til 

de fysiske netværk drevet af personlige kontakter; nu handler det om at få det 

overført til den virtuelle verden, hvor man har større mulighed for at nå 

ukendte, men potentielt set vigtige, bidragsydere til deres innovationprocess. 

Chefen for P&G’s Connect+Develop afdeling siger ligefrem at internettet og 

sociale medier er “the next big thing” i forhold til innovation.  

 

Hvad er "open innovation" anno 2012 og hvad er social media anno 2012? Kan de to 

kombineres i en "co-creation" model? 
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Helt sikkert til det sidste. Det ligger også i mit første svar. Udfordringen vil 

selvfølgelig være hvordan man definere såvel åben innovation som sociale medier, 

men de handler begge om interaktion og involvering af stakeholders 

 

Håber det hjælper lidt. 

 

Stefan 

 

 

June 14th 2012 – Thor to Stefan: 

 

Hej Stefan, 

 

Mange tak for dine svar - det er guldkorn. 

 

Et enkelt spørgsmål mere i forlængelse af dine svar (hvis du får tid): 

 

Som du skriver er det afgørende, hvordan man definerer social media - for mig at 

se kommer virksomhederne længst ved at arbejde med de strategiske muligheder 

frem for de 'tekniske' eller taktiske muligheder (som selvfølgelig også er 

vigtige), og således kommer social media til at være en form for 

'ideologi/strategi" frem for 'teknologi' - hvordan ser du det? 

 

Jeg vil meget gerne læse et draft når det er muligt - det lyder som om mine 

teser kan få god støtte gennem din viden. 

 

Mvh. 

Thor 

 

 

June 19th 2012 – Stefan to Thor: 

 

Hej Thor, 

 

Jeg er enig i din tese. Som med så mange andre ting, så er teknologien her kun 

et redskab til at nå nogle mål. Det er jo ikke målet i sig selv. De 

virksomheder, der er bedst til at udnytte disse redskaber får nogle fordele i 

alle aspekter af deres virksomhed (markedsføring, kundeservice, innovation med 

mere). 

 

Send mig en mail om en måneds tid angående bogen :-) 

 

Stefan 

 

 

June 25th 2012 – Thor to Stefan: 

 

Spørgsmålet er stadig meget relevant så hvis du har tid og lyst må du meget 

gerne komme med dine input.  
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I min egen research har jeg desuden fundet at virksomheders brug af social media 

ofte er en strategisk valg, og at virksomheder kan realisere det fulde 

potentiale af en 'social-media-open-innovation' model netop ved at arbejde 

strategisk med begge dele. Umiddelbart har mange virksomheder dog tidtil 

arbejdet mere 'taktisk/praktisk' med disse ting (fx. minotorering, indsamling af 

information som kan indgå i innovations processer - need information, etc.),. 

Hvad er dit syn på dette?  

 

Jeg sætter meget stor pris på dine svar :) 

 

Mvh. 

Thor 

 

 

July 2nd 2012 – Stefan to Thor: 

 

Ja, det tager sin tid at komme tilbage til dig... 

 

En strategisk tilgang er naturligvis at foretrække, men det er nok ret 

naturligt, at mange virksomheder først skal prøve nogle ting af og derfor har en 

mere praktisk tilgang til tingene. Området er jo også ret nyt, så jeg kan ikke 

fortænke dem i dette. Det gør dog også, at de virksomheder, der først ser lyset 

og får skabt en strategisk tilgang til området kan få skabt nogle betydelige 

fordele i forhold til dem, der sidder fast. 

 

Det hænger lidt sammen med dit tidligere spørgsmål. En af de helt store 

udfordringer er at finde ud af hvordan der kan skabes værdi med sociale medier i 

forhold til åben innovation. Hvis man ikke kan se værdien, så bruger man ikke 

tiden, men hvis man ikke bruger tiden, så bliver det også sværere at se værdien. 

Et catch-22 – se denne blog post: http://www.15inno.com/2012/06/26/catch22/ 

 

God weekend! 

Stefan 

 

 

 

 

http://www.15inno.com/2012/06/26/catch22/

