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Abstract 
This	thesis	is	set	out	to	investigate	how	the	problem	of	innovation	has	been	established	

as	a	particular	form	of	knowledge	and	practice.	This	is	done	through	a	problematization	

and	 experience	 analysis	 inspired	 by	 Marius	 Gudmand-Høyer’s	 reading	 of	 Michel	

Foucault’s	 philosophical	 approach.	 The	 analysis	 was	 formed	 jointly	 through	 a	

collaboration	with	Tryg’s	innovation	department,	NBCI,	and	analyses	of	the	innovation	

literature.	This	form	of	analysis	was	driven	by	an	ambition	to	co-philosophize	with	NBCI	

as	practitioners	of	innovation,	and	thus	to	use	them	in	their	capacity	as	thinkers	rather	

than	reducing	them	to	actors	of	innovation.	In	the	analysis,	we	found	that	innovation	to	a	

large	degree	has	been	established	as	a	particular	form	of	knowledge	and	practice	through	

its	introduction	of	a	market-oriented	mental	disposition.	Additionally,	we	found	that	the	

concept	of	innovation	lacks	a	clear	definition	and	as	a	consequence,	innovation	becomes	

the	name	of	a	commitment	to	the	possibility	of	improvement.	
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Introduction 
The	concept	of	innovation	has	gained	ground	in	the	worlds	of	both	business,	education	

and	management	thinking	alike.	Large	organizations	such	as	Google,	Amazon	and	Apple	

are	all	admired	for	their	ability	to	be	innovative	(BCG	rapport,	2019),	and	they	all	focus	

on	 innovation	 as	 part	 of	 their	 business	 strategy,	 development	 and	 cultural	 approach	

(Forbes,	 2018;	Harvard	 Business	 Review,	 2013;	 Forbes	 2017:	 Amazon).	 In	 a	Harvard	

Business	Review	article	from	2015,	 it	 is	argued	that	 large	companies	should	pay	great	

attention	 to	 developing	 and	 carefully	 execute	 their	 innovation	 strategies.	 The	 article	

stresses	the	importance	of	companies	having:		

	

“a	coherent	set	of	interdependent	processes	and	structures	that	dictates	how	the	

company	 searches	 for	 novel	 problems	 and	 solutions,	 synthesizes	 ideas	 into	 a	

business	 concept	 and	 product	 designs,	 and	 selects	 which	 projects	 get	 funded”	

(Harvard	Business	Review,	2015).		

	

Put	in	other	words,	a	framework	seems	to	be	needed	in	order	to	ensure	coherence	and	

alignment	of	the	complex	processes	linked	to	innovation.	This	point	is	also	highlighted	in	

a	2015	McKinsey	&	Co	article	stating	that	“Since	innovation	is	a	complex,	company-wide	

endeavour,	it	requires	a	set	of	cross	cutting	practices	and	processes	to	structure,	organize	

and	 encourage	 it”	 (McKinsey,	 2015).	 Seemingly,	 there	 is	 a	 common	 agreement	 that	

innovation	 is	 important,	 and	 that	 it	 is	 a	 complex	 process	 that	 requires	 a	 coherent	

structure	to	deliver	the	results	it	is	supposed	to.		

	

Perhaps,	 this	 is	 also	 why	 innovation	 and	 innovation	 management	 has	 also	 made	 its	

entrance	as	an	academic	field	in	business	schools,	technical	universities	and	university	

colleges	 (CBS,	2019;	cphbusiness,	2019;	DTU,	2019).	 In	2012,	 the	Danish	Government	

published	a	national	innovation	strategy	‘Danmark	-	Løsningernes	Land’1	in	which	they	

suggested	27	initiatives	to	create	closer	ties	between	education,	research	and	innovation	

in	 companies	 (Uddannelses-	 og	 Forskningsministeriet,	 2012).	 The	 overall	 aim	 of	 this	

national	 innovation	strategy	was	to	create	better	conditions	for	innovation	to	flourish,	

                                                
1 Translation: Denmark - The Land of Solutions 
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and	 to	 create	 growth	 and	 jobs.	 After	 this	 innovation	 initiative	 was	 implemented,	 the	

number	of	students	who	received	teaching	within	this	field	were	almost	three	times	as	

many	in	2016/2017	compared	to	2010/2011	(Fonden	for	entreprenørskab,	2018:	18).		

	

However,	innovation	is	not	only	relevant	to	companies	or	governments	who	wish	to	gain	

competitive	advantages.	It	is	also	relevant	on	an	individual	level	with	a	great	focus	on	‘the	

entrepreneur’.	According	to	the	American	business	magazines	Inc.	Magazine	and	Forbes,	

innovation	and	personal	growth	are	inseparable,	and	it	 is	crucial	for	managers	to	help	

employees	develop	innovative	skills.	Presented	in	this	way,	being	innovative	is	something	

to	 strive	 for	 on	 an	 individual	 level	 (Inc.	 Magazine,	 2015;	 Forbes,	 2017:	 Personal	

Innovation	Strategy).	The	focus	on	the	individual	entrepreneur	is	also	emphasized	in	a	

report	from	2018	published	by	the	Global	Entrepreneurship	and	Development	Institute	

where	they	argue	that:		

	

“Entrepreneurs	 improve	 economies	 and	 people’s	 lives	 by	 creating	 jobs,	

developing	 new	 solutions	 to	 problems,	 creating	 technology	 that	 improves	

efficiency,	and	exchanging	ideas	globally.”	(GEDI	report,	2018:	3).	

	

Common	for	innovation	on	all	three	levels,	governmental,	organizational	and	individual,	

is	that	they	seem	to	be	entangled	with	one	another.	The	government	needs	the	innovative	

companies	 in	 order	 to	 be	 competitive,	 companies	 need	 political	 structures	 to	 secure	

themselves	innovational	capabilities	and	the	entrepreneur	is	needed	for	both	to	create	

ideas,	efficiency	and	jobs.	All	of	this	seems	to	point	towards	innovation	as	a	concept	and	

a	practice	that	is	characterized	by	an	inherent	promise	of	betterment	in	a	particular	way,	

even	though	it	may	be	unclear	what	exactly	this	betterment	consists	of.	It	already	seems	

that	innovation	has	a	specific	character,	although	non-predefined,	and	that	it	should	be	

handled	in	a	particular	way	to	gain	legitimacy.		

	

The	 lack	 of	 definition	 is	 further	 explained	 by	 Lars	 Fuglsang,	 professor	 at	 Roskilde	

University.	Fuglsang	argues	that	even	though	there	is	a	general	agreement	about	what	

innovation	is	-	namely	the	act	of	doing	something	new	and	developing	this	‘new’	in	a	given	

context	 -	 there	 is	 still	 no	 widely	 accepted	 definition	 of	 what	 counts	 as	 innovation	

(Fuglsang,	 2010).	 According	 to	 Fuglsang,	 innovation	 is	 usually	 differentiated	 from	
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creativity	and	inventions	in	the	way	that	the	innovation	must	have	an	‘economic	impact	

factor’	which	stems	back	 to	 the	old	Schumpeterian	 tradition	of	 innovation	(ibid).	As	a	

consequence,	 before	 we	 are	 able	 to	 speak	 of	 something	 as	 ‘innovation’,	 it	 must	 be	

accepted	by	the	market	and	generate	a	profit	to	the	innovators	(ibid).	This	is	also	pointed	

out	by	Drejer,	who	argues	that	in	order	to	categorize	something	as	innovation,	it	must	be	

accepted	by	 the	market	 (Drejer,	2004).	This	 indicates	 that	 innovation	operates	with	a	

particular	modus	which	gives	innovation	its	specific	form	and	character.	In	this	context,	

innovation	relies	on	a	particular	relation	to	the	market	in	order	to	have	this	specific	form	

and	character.	Everything	can	potentially	be	subject	to	innovation	-	but	only	insofar	as	it	

has	a	direction	towards	something	new	and	so	far,	the	implementation	of	this	new,	will	

be	accepted	in	the	market.		

	

The	idea	that	innovation	is	something	to	strive	for	seems	to	have	a	normative	character.	

But	something	that	remains	unaddressed	in	the	innovation	literature,	is	how	innovation	

has	become	something	for	organizations	to	strive	for	in	this	particular	form.	This	points	

towards	 the	 idea	 that	 the	 concept	 of	 innovation	 is	 somehow	 dissatisfying	 and	

consequently	 innovation	becomes	more	of	a	practice	 than	a	concept.	Thus,	 innovation	

becomes	the	name	of	a	commitment	to	a	particular	form	of	knowledge.		

	

When	consulting	 the	 innovation	 literature,	 it	may	seem	self	evident	 that	 innovation	 is	

worth	 striving	 for,	 but	 what	 are	 the	 preconditions	 that	 makes	 a	 particular	 notion	 of	

innovation	possible?	Innovation	appears	in	literature	to	be	a	particular	way	of	working	

that	demands	specific	competencies	in	the	same	way	that	it	seems	to	require	a	particular	

form	 of	 management	 which	 also	 necessitates	 a	 particular	 form	 of	 organization.	 The	

innovative	work	also	seems	to	call	upon	a	distinct	set	of	criteria	for	success,	compared	to	

other	 types	 of	 work.	 Likewise,	 is	 the	 act	 of	 failing	 attributed	 with	 a	 different	 value	

proposition.	 It	 is	precondition	as	 these	 that	makes	 innovation	stand	out	as	 something	

special,	although	these	preconditions	are	not	yet	fully	uncovered.	

	

Innovation	 seems	 to	 present	 the	 organization	 with	 a	 certain	 promise	 of	 betterment.	

Innovation	 thus	 appears	 as	 a	 particular	world	 in	which	 everything	 can	potentially	 be	

improved.	Therefore,	innovation	is	a	commitment	to	the	possibility	that	everything	can	

improve	and	therefore	must	be	tried	to	be	improved.		
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Our	 work	 in	 this	 thesis	 is	 driven	 by	 a	 curiosity	 about	 which	 preconditions	 must	 be	

established	 in	 order	 to	 have	 the	 particular	 notion	 of	 innovation	 that	 appears	 in	 the	

innovation	 literature.	 This	 has	 led	 us	 to	 investigate	 the	 consequences	 that	 this	

understanding	of	innovation	has	for	the	employee,	the	management	of	these	employees	

and	 the	 organization.	 Together,	 this	 has	 led	 us	 to	 formulate	 the	 research	 question	

presented	in	the	following	section.	
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Research Question 
In	 the	 introduction,	we	have	presented	how	 innovation	has	 an	 omnipresent,	 yet	 very	

specific	character.	We	find	it	interesting	that	innovation	is	presented	as	something	worth	

striving	for,	although	it	is	only	vaguely	defined	why	it	is	worth	striving	for.	Consequently,	

innovation	becomes	a	problematic	concept	in	the	way	that	everything	can	potentially	be	

innovated,	while	at	the	same	time	it	is	not	every	improvement	that	can	be	categorized	as	

an	 innovation.	 In	 order	 to	 investigate	 this	 further,	 we	 have	 formulated	 the	 following	

research	question:	

	

How,	why	and	 in	what	 form	has	 the	problem	of	 innovation	been	established	as	a	

particular	type	of	knowledge	and	practice?	

	

To	be	able	to	answer	our	research	question,	the	mode	of	analysis	required	is	not	one	that	

solely	enables	us	to	look	into	different	ways	of	practicing	innovation	and	compare	them	

to	each	other.	Nor	is	it	one	of	applying	theory	to	Tryg’s	practice	of	innovation	to	enable	

ourselves	to	judge	what	is	good	or	bad	in	their	way	of	innovating.	Instead,	the	mode	of	

analysis	required,	and	what	we	have	committed	ourselves	to,	is	a	mode	where	the	arrival	

of	innovation,	what	it	carries	with	it	and	what	it	seems	to	apply	gets	to	be	unfolded.	We	

aim	to	bring	nuance	 into	 the	picture	of	 innovation,	and	we	cannot	do	that	by	wearing	

theoretical	glasses	that	only	allow	us	to	see	a	few	of	the	colours	at	work.	Underlying	this	

mode	of	analysis,	is	another	important	component:	The	question	of	why	it	has	become	

important	for	us	to	answer	the	above.	This	component	is	derived	from	Michel	Foucault’s	

problematizations	and	experience	analysis.	Our	 take	on	 these	 two	 types	of	 analysis	 is	

inspired	by	Marius	Gudmand-Høyer’s	PhD,	‘Stemningssindssygdommenes	historie	i	det	

19.	århundrede’,	from	2013,	where	he	set	forth	this	particular	mode	of	analysis,	where	

we	are	able	to	understand	something	as	how,	why	and	in	what	form.	

	

This	entails	 that	our	position	as	 researchers	 is	 to	 look	 into	both	practice	and	existing	

literature.	By	doing	so,	we	are	able	to	understand	how	literature	puts	forth	problems	and	

perceptions	 of	 innovation	 as	 well	 as	 how	 practice	 apply	 those	 perceptions,	 but	 also	

inform	us	about	aspects	not	covered	in	the	literature	alone.	To	clarify,	we	do	not	go	out	

and	 ask	 practice	 about	 what	 is	 the	 ‘real’	 and	 what	 is	 ‘false’	 in	 the	 literature,	 and	 as	
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aforementioned,	we	are	not	 interested	 in	trying	to	uncover	whether	Tryg’s	practice	of	

innovation	is	good	or	bad,	or	successful	or	unsuccessful.	Instead,	we	seek	to	understand	

the	 field	of	 innovation	as	a	combination	of	both	 theory	and	practice,	 in	order	 to	get	a	

better	 understanding	 of	 the	 conditions	 and	 presuppositions	 that	must	 be	 present	 for	

innovation	to	happen.		

	

We	investigate	the	prerequisites	and	suppositions	needed	for	 innovation	to	occur	 in	a	

particular	 form,	a	 form	by	which	we	 further	regard	 innovation	as	a	particular	 form	of	

knowledge	production	taking	place.		

	

By	 asking	 the	 question	 how	 innovation	 has	 been	 established	 as	 a	 specific	 type	 of	

knowledge	and	practice,	we	wish	to	investigate	the	circumstances	and	development	in	

academic	literature	that	has	made	innovation	an	interesting	topic	for	scholars	to	work	

with.	By	treating	innovation	as	a	particular	type	of	knowledge,	we	claim	that	innovation	

makes	some	actions	more	attractive	than	others.	For	instance,	it	might	be	more	attractive	

to	 take	 risky	 chances	 and	 promote	 a	 culture	 of	 failure,	 if	 you	 believe	 that	 failure	 is	 a	

valuable	learning	process	that	helps	shaping	the	innovative	idea	you	are	working	on,	thus	

benefiting	the	organization.		

	

When	we	carry	out	our	investigation	into	the	preconditions	that	enables	innovation	as	a	

particular	form	of	knowledge	and	practice,	it	is	important	to	notice	that	we	do	not	by	any	

means	claim	to	write	the	history	of	innovation,	but	rather	to	write	a	history	of	innovation.	

Our	main	interest	is	to	describe,	in	a	broad	sense,	how	the	field	of	innovation	has	emerged	

as	a	particular	type	of	knowledge	that	requires	a	particular	type	of	work	and	a	particular	

type	of	organization.	

	

We	 begin	 our	 thesis	 with	 an	 examination	 and	 clarification	 of	 our	 methodological	

approach	 to	 our	 research,	 where	 we	 present	 our	 aspiration,	 research	 process	 and	

analytical	 strategy.	 By	 sharing	 our	 aspirations	 with	 the	 reader,	 we	 set	 the	 scene	 by	

explaining	what	we	wish	 to	do	with	 this	 thesis.	 In	 the	next	 section,	we	will	 introduce	

which	role	our	conversations	with	Tryg	have	had,	how	the	empirical	engagement	with	

Tryg	was	 conducted,	 and	how	 it	 impacted	 our	 analytical	 strategy.	 The	 section	 on	 our	
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analytical	 strategy	 explains	 both	 our	 theoretical	 approach	 and	 reflections	 on	 how	 to	

conduct	the	analysis.		

	

The	 methodological	 section	 is	 followed	 by	 a	 presentation	 of	 our	 double	 analytical	

framework	 containing	 two	 analyses:	 (1)	 the	 problematization	 analysis	 and	 (2)	 the	

experience	 analysis.	 In	 the	 problematization	 analysis,	 we	 will	 have	 the	 academic	

literature	 on	 innovation	 as	 our	 primary	 focus.	 This	 analysis	 also	 includes	 a	 historical	

excavation	of	how	innovation	has	been	perceived	differently	over	timer.	The	experience	

analysis	is	based	on	the	problematization	analysis	and	therefore	follows	as	a	second	part,	

hence	our	double	analytical	 framework.	After	 the	 two	analyses,	 the	 last	 section	of	 the	

thesis	will	contain	our	concluding	remarks.		
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Methodology 
This	section	begins	by	outlining	our	methodological	approach	in	order	to	share	our	point	

of	departure	and	our	direction	with	the	thesis.	Hereafter,	we	will	present	our	research	

process	which	will	describe	and	explain	our	empirical	approach.		

	

Despite	 of	 how	 the	 above	 three	 steps,	 are	 presented	with	 some	 linearity,	 the	 reader	

should	note	that	working	with	this	thesis	has	been	an	iterative	process,	and	in	no	way	

linear.	This	entails	that	different	processes	have	impacted	each	other	continuously	in	a	

way	 where	 no	 single	 step	 has	 led	 to	 an	 already	 planned	 or	 known	 next	 step.	 Our	

knowledge	 production	 has	 taken	 place	 through	 the	 three	 steps	 continuously	 and	

simultaneously	impacting	on	one	another,	as	we	as	researchers	have	been	moving	back	

and	forth	between	the	steps	as	illustrated	below	in	Figure	1.	

	

The	division	between	the	sections	‘Approach’,	‘Process’	and	‘Strategy’	is	only	portrayed	

to	be	there	in	order	to	make	our	process	easier	to	follow.	

Methodological Approach 

We	present	our	methodological	 aspirations	 to	disclose	our	 initial	methodological	 aim,	

along	with	 the	 reflections	 that	 led	 to	our	methodological	 choices.	Our	methodological	

approach	is	divided	into	the	following	sections:	

	

1. Defining	the	research	field	and	choosing	Tryg:	Why	innovation	in	Tryg?	

2. Combining	the	worlds	of	business	and	philosophy	

3. The	dynamics	between	theory	and	practice	

4. Dialogue-based	reflections	and	our	empirical	engagement	

Analytical Strategy 

Research Process 

Methodological 
Approach
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The	four	steps	combined,	present	our	initial	thoughts	about	the	project	and	how	our	role	

as	researchers	play	an	important	role	when	conducting	research.			

Defining the Research Field and Choosing Tryg: Why Innovation in Tryg? 

As	established	 in	 the	 introduction,	 innovation	 is	 everywhere	 and	 there	 seems	 to	be	 a	

collective	 agreement	 about	 the	 importance	 of	 innovation.	 As	 also	 stated	 in	 the	

introduction,	the	focus	on	innovation	is	covering	a	broad	range	of	business	fields,	this	is	

e.g.	within	entrepreneurship,	climate	and	technology.	Although	this	may	make	 it	seem	

somewhat	 obvious	 that	 innovation	 is	 also	 found	 within	 insurance	 companies,	 it	 yet	

sparked	our	mind	 that	 a	market-leading	 company	as	Tryg	were	using	great	 efforts	 to	

become	 more	 innovative.	 To	 us,	 it	 was	 not	 self-evident	 that	 Tryg	 would	 have	 an	

innovation	 department	 because	 our	 perceived	 image	 of	 insurance	was	 not	 that	 of	 an	

innovative	 industry.	 Rather,	 we	 conceived	 it	 as	 a	 more	 traditional	 and	 conservative	

business	where	innovation	is	not	necessarily	needed,	or	at	least	that	it	is	not	self-evident	

how	and	why	 innovation	 is	needed.	This	dichotomy,	we	believe,	 is	emblematic	 for	 the	

problem	 of	 innovation:	 That	 the	 reason	 for	 innovation	 and	 having	 an	 innovation	

department	seems	somehow	self-evident,	although	it	 is	not	clear	why	it	appears	to	be	

self-evident.			

	

Just	 before	we	 initiated	 our	 collaboration	with	 Tryg,	 they	 recently	 opened	 a	 new	 co-

working	space	called	The	Camp,	which	is	located	inside	of	Tryg's	headquarter	in	Ballerup.	

The	 innovation	 department	 in	 Tryg	 -	 New	 Business	 and	 Customer	 Innovation	 (NBCI	

hereafter)	-	is	located	in	The	Camp.	The	Camp	has	its	own	entrance,	coffee	areas,	different	

decorations	by	which	The	Camp	is	to	be	understood	as	different	from	the	rest	of	Tryg	

(thecamp.io	 2019;	 Berlingske	 2016).	 The	 start-ups	 in	 The	 Camp	 work	 in	 different	

business	fields	and	does	not	have	to	be	oriented	towards	insurance,	which	is	Trygs’	core	

business.		

	

We	were	told	by	our	conversation	partner	Michael	Gynther	at	Tryg	that	the	reason	for	

placing	NBCI	among	the	start-ups	were	based	on	the	belief	that	the	start-ups	provide	a	

certain	 and	 less	 ‘corporate’	 environment	 than	 the	 rest	 of	 Tryg.	 According	 to	Michael	

Gynther,	the	start-ups	work	differently	than	large	organizations,	which	Tryg	believes	to	
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be	 fruitful	 for	 new	 innovations	 (conversation	 with	 Tryg	 26.04.2019).	 To	 us,	 it	 was	

interesting	to	investigate	which	understanding	of	innovation	was	then	at	stake	when	Tryg	

committed	to	the	idea	that	a	co-working	space	with	different	star-ups	would	make	Tryg	

more	innovative.		

	

Our	interest	has	not	been	to	define	innovation	as	a	concept,	but	rather	to	understand	both	

the	theoretical	and	the	practical	approach	towards	innovation.	Therefore,	we	deemed	it	

necessary	to	collaborate	with	practitioners	of	innovation	in	order	for	us	to	have	someone	

to	share	our	area	of	interest	with.	Simply	because	we	believed	that	if	we	invited	Tryg	to	

co-philosophize	 with	 us	 through	 dialogue-based	 reflections,	 we	 would	 be	 able	 to	

mutually	benefit	from	each	others	work.	Through	our	period	of	collaboration,	we	have	

mainly	 been	 in	 dialogue	 with	 Michael	 Gynther	 who	 at	 the	 time	 was	 the	 Commercial	

Innovation	Manager	of	NBCI.	

	

We	will	 further	 introduce	our	 empirical	 engagement	 and	why	we	have	 chosen	 to	use	

Michael	Gynther	as	a	conversation	partner	rather	than	an	 interview-informant.	 In	 line	

with	 this,	 we	 will	 also	 elaborate	 on	 how	 the	 dialogue-based	 reflections	 have	 been	

different	from	the	more	commonly	known	qualitative	methods	in	social	science	such	as	

semi-structured	interviews.	

Combining the Worlds of Business and Philosophy 

An	important	aspect	of	this	thesis	is	the	movement	in	between	theory	and	practice.	This	

has	roots	in	our	academic	background	of	both	business	and	philosophy	which	throughout	

our	 studies	 have	 framed	 to	 us	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 interaction	 between	 theory	 and	

practice.	When	philosophy	have	to	engage	with	practice	and	practice	with	philosophy,	

the	 different	 fields	 amplify	 each	 other	 instead	 of	 limiting	 each	 other.	 The	 practice	 is	

challenged	 by	 philosophy,	 because	 philosophy	 “focuses	 on	 questioning	 and	 diagnosis,	

rather	 than	 directly	 on	 solutions”	 (Johnson,	 Pedersen	 &	 Thaning,	 2016:	 385).	 When	

philosophy	 is	conducted	outside	of	academia	 it	provides	an	opportunity	to	unfold	and	

understand	the	implications	and	assumptions,	because	philosophy	is	not	restricting	or	

restricted	to	a	specific	paradigm	or	in	that	regard,	a	certain	practice.	Johnson,	Pedersen	

and	Thaning	2016	describes	this	as	follows:	
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“When	philosophy	takes	up	a	problem,	or	a	phenomenon	that	is	a	paradigmatic	

object	 for	 a	 specific	 science,	 and	 subjects	 it	 to	 philosophical	 inquiry,	 it	 is	 not	

committed	to	the	methodological	framework	of	the	respective	science”	(Johnson,	

Pedersen	&	Thaning	2016:	378).		

	

When	philosophy	takes	up	a	problem	and	engages	with	practice	in	this	way,	practice	is	

often	 insisting	 on	 philosophy	 to	 relate	 to	 something	 particular.	 In	 order	 to	 have	 a	

meaningful	relation	between	theory	and	practice,	it	seems	necessary	to	clarify	what	such	

a	distinction	between	the	two	entails.	In	the	case	of	our	thesis,	the	theoretical	approach	

is	 represented	 by	 the	 innovation	 literature	 and	 practice	 is	 then	 represented	 by	 our	

conversations	with	Tryg.	However,	it	is	our	aim	to	combine	the	two	worlds	of	practice	

and	 theory,	 and	 to	use	philosophy	 as	 a	mediator	of	 this	 combination.	 In	 this	way,	we	

ascribe	the	role	of	philosophy	to	be	an	analytical	framework	that	enables	us	to	analyze	

theory	and	practice	on	equal	terms,	without	any	of	the	two	prevail	over	the	other.	What	

our	analysis	becomes	then,	is	an	investigation	into	the	field	of	innovation	-	as	it	is	defined	

by	both	theory	and	practice	-	and	its	arguments	and	preconditions.		

	

By	using	philosophy	in	this	particular	way,	we	do	not	force	innovation	or	organizational	

management	 into	 a	 predefined	 box,	 instead	we	 are	 able	 to	work	with	 the	 underlying	

preconditions	of	these	concepts	and	the	implications	thereof.	

	

To	philosophize	with	practice,	 in	 the	way	we	do	with	Tryg,	 also	entails	 that	we	make	

decisions	about	our	own	role	as	researchers.	Our	aim	is	not	necessarily	 to	create	new	

knowledge	about	 innovation,	or	new	knowledge	about	how	 innovation	works	 in	 large	

organizations.	However,	we	do	believe	that	something	happens	in	our	meeting	with	Tryg.	

It	might	be	that	we	just	end	up	repeating	already	existing	challenges	of	innovation	to	Tryg,	

and	 that	 they	 just	 agree	 with	 how	we	 developed	 the	 analysis.	 This	 role	 of	 repeating	

already	existing	challenges	is	best	described	by	Wittgenstein	when	he	argues	that	“The	

work	 of	 the	 philosopher	 consists	 in	 assembling	 reminders	 for	 a	 particular	 purpose”	

(Wittgenstein,	 1953:	 50,	 §127).	 This	 is	 based	 on	 the	 belief	 that	 the	 more	 different	

perspectives	 we	 have	 on	 innovation,	 the	 better	 we	 are	 at	 understanding	 the	

preconditions	under	which	innovation	seems	to	operate.	We	do	not	seek	to	reveal	a	‘true’	

nature	of	innovation.	Instead,	we	are	interested	in	investigating	innovation	as	a	practice	
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that	is	socially	constructed	in	a	particular	way.	Hereby,	we	suggest	that	innovation	is	not	

a	social	construct	in	the	sense	that	everything	could	potentially	be	on	pair	with	each	other	

and	still	have	the	same	meaning.	Innovation	cannot	just	be	anything	and	still	have	the	

same	meaning.	 Rather,	we	 believe	 that	 innovation	 is	 presented	 in	 the	way	 it	 is	 for	 a	

particular	 reason,	 and	 that	 these	 reasons	 are	 to	 be	 found	 in	 the	 preconditions	 of	

innovation.	As	this	relates	to	the	criteria	of	quality	upon	which	this	collaboration	should	

be	evaluated,	we	will	leave	it	for	now	and	pick	it	back	up	again	in	the	section	where	we	

more	carefully	describe	the	dialogue-based	reflections	we	had	with	Tryg.		

The Dynamics Between Theory and Practice 

Describing	our	approach	to	the	dynamics	between	theory	and	practice	 is	 important	 in	

order	 for	 us	 to	 be	 able	 to	 explain	 the	 role	 of	 both	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 phenomenon	 of	

innovation.	To	understand	innovation	as	a	phenomenon	and	not	merely	as	a	theory	or	as	

a	practice	the	economist	Fäiz	Gallouj	wrote:	

	

“In	order	 to	understand	 innovation	phenomena,	 it	 is	not	enough	to	analyse	 the	

object	 of	 innovation	 (product,	 process,	 or,	 further	 upstream,	 the	 different	

functions	considered	autonomously	or	from	the	point	of	view	of	their	relationship	

with	the	new	product	or	process).	It	is	also	necessary	to	examine	the	process	of	

innovation	 itself.	 Indeed,	 innovation,	 just	 like	 services	 themselves,	 is	 not	 an	

outcome,	but	an	interactive	process	comprising	various	activities”	(Gallouj,	2002:	

6).	

	

As	Gallouj	argues	it	 is	not	only	possible	to	understand	the	phenomena	of	 innovation	if	

only	 analyzing	 the	 object	 of	 innovation,	 because	 that	 is	 merely	 looking	 at	 what	 the	

outcome	 of	 an	 innovation	 is.	 Instead,	 to	 be	 able	 to	 understand	 something	 about	

innovation,	 the	 interactive	process	 is	 important,	because	otherwise	we	are	not	able	to	

point	to	what	innovation	requires	and	what	the	preconditions	are.	Throughout	writing	

this	thesis	it	has	been	our	aim	to	be	able	to	not	only	limit	our	research	to	what	innovation	

is,	or	how	we	can	define	innovation.	Innovation	as	a	concept	and	a	field	is	difficult	to	put	

into	a	predefined	category.	When	working	with	something	non-predefined	 it	 is	not	 to	

claim	that	the	concept	is	empty,	rather	we	claim	that	it	contains	something,	but	that	what	

this	 something	 might	 be,	 is	 difficult	 to	 point	 out.	 It	 could	 be	 the	 certain	 promise	 of	
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betterment,	or	that	it	is	only	possible	to	observe	the	phenomena	of	innovation	backward-

looking,	because	it	cannot	be	planned	or	predicted	before	it	happens.		

	

When	 working	 with	 Tryg,	 we	 wanted	 to	 incorporate	 practice	 into	 our	 theoretical	

approach	as	co-dependent.	This	was	with	the	interest	of	not	tearing	theory	and	practice	

apart	as	if	they	do	not	belong	together.	Rather,	we	suggest	that	theory	and	practice	affect	

each	other.	The	knowledge	generated	 in	our	 investigation	 is	 therefore	with	a	 starting	

point	in	both	practice	and	theory,	which	is	because	we	do	not	value	practice	over	theory	

or	theory	over	practice.	This	is	important	to	clarify,	because	we	aim	not	to	value	one	over	

the	other	or	judge	whether	practice	or	theory	is	able	to	tell	the	most	about	innovation.	

This	is	because	we	believe	both	fields	are	affecting	the	topic	of	innovation,	however	in	

different	ways,	which	is	also	what	we	explore	in	this	thesis.	This	approach	is	inspired	by	

Sverre	 Raffnsøe,	 Morten	 Thaning	 and	 Marius	 Gudmand-Høyer’s	 interpretation	 of	

Foucault	as	being	a	contextualists:	

	

“That	the	context	of	thought	becomes	decisive	while	being	indeterminate	-	even	in	

principle	-	is	imperative	in	its	implications	for	the	status	of	philosophy.	It	suggests	

a	mutual	dependence	and	reference	between	the	practice	of	philosophy	and	 its	

context.”	(Raffnsøe	et	al.	2016:	78).	

	

Focusing	on	the	indeterminate	as	a	central	point	means	that	we	have	not	been	looking	for	

a	particular	answer	from	Tryg	or	in	the	innovation	literature.	The	‘mutual	dependence	

and	 reference	 between	 the	 practice	 of	 philosophy	 and	 its	 context’	 we	 believe	 can	 be	

exercised	by	a	back	and	forth	motion	between	theory	and	practice.	Because	of	practical	

reasons	 it	 is	not	possible	 to	do	both	at	 the	same	 time,	however,	we	have	been	having	

dialogues	with	Tryg	parallel	to	our	readings	and	writing	of	this	thesis.		

	

To	be	able	to	translate	this	data	into	knowledge,	we	have	not	been	recognizing	theory	or	

data	over	the	other.	Calling	our	empirical	engagement	for	data	is	something	we	have	tried	

to	avoid,	because	it	implies	that	that	is	what	is	real.	For	us,	the	dialogues	have	been	just	

as	important	as	our	readings	and	theoretical	findings,	and	together	these	have	made	our	

research	 possible.	We	 have	 had	 different	 focuses	 and	 in	 the	 beginning	mostly	with	 a	

theoretical	approach,	however	we	have	incorporated	the	outcome	and	reflections	from	
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the	dialogues	as	soon	as	we	could	start	having	these.	The	language	from	theory	and	the	

language	 from	 Tryg	 has	 come	 from	 different	 spheres	 and	 therefore	 we	 have	 in	 this	

thesis/research	 process	 tried	 to	 make	 the	 words	 and	 phrases	 from	 both	 spheres	 as	

understandable	as	possible.	We	could	e.g.	not	expect	the	employees	at	Tryg	to	have	the	

same	theoretical	background	as	us	and	at	the	same	time	we	did	not	have	the	practical	

understanding	and	experience	that	they	do.	This	 is	however	not	treated	as	a	problem,	

merely	a	condition	that	is	always	present	when	involving	in	a	dialogue.	A	criterion	for	

success	 for	 us	 have	 been	 to	 be	 able	 to	 create	 a	 common	 language	with	 our	 dialogue	

partners	in	order	to	be	able	to	understand	each	other	and	thereby	be	able	to	exchange	

more	 knowledge	 than	 if	 not.	 In	 practice	 this	 has	 come	 forth	 through	 asking	 in-depth	

questions	or	require	reformulations	from	our	dialogue	partners	and	also	creating	a	space	

in	which	they	felt	invited	and	confident	to	do	the	same	thing.	

Dialogue-based Reflections and Our Empirical Engagement 

To	continue	the	idea	of	being	able	to	do	philosophizing	with	practice,	we	have	chosen	to	

invite	our	conversation	partner	at	Tryg	to	a	dialogue-based	reflection.	This	is	seen	as	an	

opposition	 to	 more	 conventional	 qualitative	 research,	 where	 structured	 or	 semi-

structured	interviews	are	the	most	widespread	methods	(Tanggaard	&	Brinkmann,	2015:	

29;	37).	In	these	semi-structured	interviews,	the	interviewee	is	seen	as	an	informant,	who	

possess	knowledge	about	a	particular	topic	which	it	is	then	the	job	of	the	interviewer	to	

investigate.	This	is	further	elaborated	by	Justesen	&	Mik-Meyer	(2010)	when	they	argue	

that	the	interview	is	different	from	the	conversation	by	means	of	a	particular	distribution	

of	power	between	the	interviewer	and	the	interviewee,	where	the	interviewer	has	the	

questions	 and	 the	 interviewee	 has	 the	 answers	 (Justesen	 &	 Mik-Meyer,	 2010:	 57).	

Justesen	 and	 Mik-Meyer	 continues	 by	 presenting	 three	 different	 approaches	 of	

qualitative	interviews:	Realism,	phenomenology,	and	constructivism.		

	

1. The	realistic	 interview	is	based	on	an	 ideal	of	objectivity	which	means	that	 the	

interview	should	not	be	affected	by	either	personal	opinions	or	prejustices	(ibid:	

63).	The	realistic	 interview	thus	seeks	 to	avoid	being	affected	by	all	 contextual	

relations	 in	 order	 to	 establish	 legitimacy	 through	 generalisability.	 Here,	 the	

interview	is	seen	to	be	contaminated	by	anything	that	deviate	from	the	structured	

interview	guide	(ibid:	64).	
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2. The	 phenomenological	 interview	 seeks	 to	 enable	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	

interviewee’s	 experiences	 and	 understanding	 of	 social	 phenomena	 (ibid:	 65).	

Here,	the	job	of	the	interviewer	is	to	get	as	direct	a	description	as	possible	of	the	

interviewees’	 experiences	 of	 a	 given	 case.	 Unlike	 the	 realistic	 interview,	 the	

phenomenological	 has	 no	 ideal	 of	 objectivity	 (ibid:	 65).	 Instead,	 there	 is	 an	

acknowledgement	that	the	interviewer	is	supposed	to	help	the	interviewee	to	tell	

about	his	or	her	daily	life	and	experiences	without	constraining	the	interviewee	in	

any	possible	way	(ibid:	66).	

	

3. Lastly,	 the	constructivist	 interview	seeks	to	produce	knowledge	that	shows	the	

complexity	and	ambiguity	of	the	social	world	(ibid:	66).	Here,	knowledge	is	not	

perceived	as	something	that	‘resides’	the	interviewee	or	as	a	substance	that	can	

be	extracted	by	asking	the	‘right’	questions	(ibid:	66).	Instead,	there	is	a	great	focus	

on	 the	 context	of	 the	 interview	affects	 the	 interviewee’s	 answers,	 and	how	 the	

interviewee	will	adjust	his	or	her	actions	to	the	‘new’	reality	of	the	interview	(ibid:	

67).	

	

However,	as	Groot	and	Bory	(2015)	argue,	there	still	seems	to	be	a	practice	fetishzing	and	

an	actorization	of	 the	one	 interviewed.	To	support	 this	statement,	 they	argue	 that	 the	

practitioners	that	one	interviews	are	usually	seen	as	a	source	of	truth;	it	is	the	idea	that	

the	 interviewee	 represents	 practice	 and	 that	 practice	 holds	 the	 truth	 about	 the	 topic	

being	investigated	-	and	that	this	is	what	makes	the	interview	interesting	in	the	first	place:		

	

“This	fetishzing	of	concrete	practices	seems	to,	somewhat	paradoxically,	indealize	

practices,	resulting	in	the	introductions	of	demand	for	getting	closer	to	practices	

in	 themselves,	 in	 all	 their	 concreteness,	 completely	 free	 from	 the	 distorting	

imposition	of	abstract	thinking”	(ibid:	8).	

	

It	is	our	argument	that	the	use	of	semi-structured	interviews,	which	belongs	somewhere	

between	the	realistic	and	the	phenomenological	approach,	is	guilty	of	this	fetishzing	of	

concrete	practices.	 In	order	 to	 further	elaborate	on	 this	perspective,	Christiansen	and	
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Mogensen	(2017)	describes	that	there	is	an	“asymmetrical	power	relation”	in	these	types	

of	interviews:		

	

“Rather	than	treating	out	practitioners	as	informants	in	a	sociologically	scientific	

sense	of	the	word,	we	hoped	to	meet	our	conversation	partners	qua	their	capacity	

as	thinkers”	(Christiansen	&	Mogensen,	2017:	42).		

	

This	quote	leads	on	to	making	a	distinction	between	actors	and	thinkers	-	one	that	has	

also	 been	 made	 by	 Groot	 and	 Bory	 and	 is	 useful	 when	 understanding	 why	 we	 treat	

Michael	Gynther	from	NBCI	as	a	conversation	partner	and	not	an	informant.	According	to	

Groot	and	Bory,	 it	has	been	a	common	theme	for	semi-structured	interviews	that	they	

have	 assigned	 greater	 status	 to	 what	 the	 interviewee	 does	 rather	 than	 what	 the	

interviewee	 thinks	 (Groot	 &	 Bory,	 2015:	 8).	 As	 a	 consequence,	 the	 interviewees	 are	

interviewed	in	their	capacity	as	actors	and	not	as	thinkers	(ibid:	8).		

	

This	has	inspired	us	to	treat	our	reflections	as	co-creating,	because	this	method	does	not	

treat	research	as	the	real	world	versus	the	academic	world	and	 instead	acknowledges	

that	 reflection	 is	 important.	 This	 is	 opposite	 to	 use	 people	 interviewed	 as	 purely	

informants	as	 in	 the	semi-structured	 interview,	where	practice	 is	e.g.	 treated	as	being	

able	 to	 give	 a	 correct	 and	 better	 answer	 than	 academic	 literature.	 Professor	 Finn	

Thorbjørn	Hansen	has	written	an	article	about	the	socratarian	research-interview,	which	

have	also	inspired	us.	Hansen	describes	that	with	this	approach:	

	

“intervieweren	 træder	 ud	 af	 rollen	 som	den	 neutrale	 skrivebordsanalytiker	 og	

informationssamler”	 and	 “vi	 som	 forskere	 selv	 engagerer	 os	 og	 forsøger	 at	

etablere	 en	 ligeværdig	 dialog	 og	 fælles	 undersøgelse	 omkring	 det	 emne	 eller	

spørgsmål,	 som	 den	 interviewede	 er	 blevet	 inviteret	 til	 at	 forholde	 sig	 til.”	

(Hansen,	2014:	188)2.		

	

                                                
2 English translation: “the interviewer steps out of the role as a the neutral desk analyst and 
information gatherer” at the same time “(...) we as researchers engage ourselves and seek to 
establish an equal dialogue and common exploration about the topic or question, which the 
interviewed has been invited to relate to.” 
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Not	being	a	neutral	 researcher	 is	an	 important	acknowledgement,	because	only	when	

understanding	biases	and	assumptions,	 are	we	able	 to	embrace	 them.	Meaning	 that	 if	

believing	we	were	neutral	 researchers	and	we	did	not	have	any	biases,	we	would	not	

recognize	 the	 asymmetrical	 power	 relation	 as	 seen	 in	 semi-structured	 interviews.	

Instead	we	try	to	embrace	our	own	presence	as	researchers,	and	the	effect	this	may	have	

on	the	interview.		

	

Acknowledging	 that	 we	 are	 not	 being	 neutral	 researchers	 also	 counts	 for	 our	

understanding	of	the	relation	between	theory	and	data.	Here,	openness	as	a	researcher	is	

important	for	the	ability	to	understand	both	a	dialogue	partner	and	theory	in	a	way	which	

degrades	 neither	 of	 them.	Also,	 it	 is	 important	 that	 the	 knowledge	we	 are	 creating	 is	

happening	between	us	as	researchers	and	our	dialogue	partners.	This	means	that	we	are	

not	looking	for	Tryg	or	employees	here	to	open	up	the	‘real’	world	for	us	and	being	able	

to	tell	us	the	‘truth’	about	innovation,	the	same	way	as	theory	is	not	able	to	do	this	for	us.	

	

To	take	on	a	position	as	researchers	where	knowledge	is	created	by	reflection	together	

with	practice,	about	practice,	challenges	our	role	as	researchers	because	we	play	an	active	

part	in	co-producing	the	knowledge	created.	Knowledge	is	created	together	with	practice,	

and	 in	 order	 to	 invite	 practice	 to	 take	 on	 an	 active	 role	 as	 co-philosopher,	 we	 have	

engaged	practice	by	having	dialogue-based	 reflections	 in	order	 to	 avoid	 talking	about	

practice	without	practice.		

	

By	taking	on	the	active	role	as	co-philosopher,	we	as	researchers	have	been	able	to	engage	

both	 theory	 and	 practice	 and	 thereby	 get	 a	 more	 in-depth	 understanding	 of	 both	

elements.	This	means	that	understanding	one	strengthens	our	understanding	of	the	other	

and	 also	 the	 other	way	 around.	 Between	 Tryg	 and	 us	we	 have	 tried	 to	minimize	 the	

asymmetrical	power	relation	from	e.g.	semi-structured	 interviews,	and	instead	 invited	

our	 conversation	 partner	 into	 a	 conversation	where	 his	 reflections	 have	 been	 just	 as	

important	as	ours.	However,	the	conversations	with	Tryg	were	not	per	definition	free-

floating,	but	informed	by	our	already	existing	knowledge	within	the	field.		

	

Dialogue-based	reflections	are	different	from	semi-structured	interviews	by	recognizing	

the	different	partners	in	the	dialogue	in	a	way	where	one	or	the	other	does	not	represent	
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the	‘truth’.	This	is	in	line	with	our	research	and	is	part	of	making	sure	that	theory	and	

practice	are	treated	as	equally	important.	Furthermore,	it	has	been	important	for	us	to	

try	not	to	correct	but	to	embrace	the	asymmetrical	power	relation	in	a	way	which	allows	

us	to	gain	a	more	in-depth	understanding	of	how	Tryg	is	working	with	innovation.	To	be	

able	 to	 have	 dialogue-based	 reflections	 with	 Tryg,	 we	 must	 consider	 our	 role	 as	

researchers	 because	we	 are	 a	 part	 of	 the	 knowledge	 creation.	 This	 is	 not	 necessarily	

different	 from	 when	 researchers	 are	 conducting	 structured	 or	 semi-structured	

interviews,	 however	 the	 researcher	position	 gets	 a	pronounced	 role.	The	pronounced	

role	is	because	the	person	conducting	the	interview,	or	participating	in	the	dialogue,	are	

not	supposed	to	seperate	the	empirical	data	and	interpretation	of	this	(Møller,	2015:	30).	

	

To	be	 able	 to	use	 the	 idea	of	 dialogue-based	 reflections	we	wanted	 the	process	 to	be	

transparent	and	make	it	clear	to	our	reflection	partner	what	our	methodology	consisted	

of	 and	 included	 their	 reflections	 and	 thoughts	 as	 well.	 This	 meant	 spending	 time	 to	

explain	our	theoretical	approach	and	our	plan	for	the	thesis	 in	order	to	not	be	able	to	

surprise	with	our	next	reflection	or	question	and	thereby	trying	to	create	a	more	equal	

foundation.	We	also	believe	this	has	been	part	of	creating	a	relation	of	trust,	in	order	to	

contribute	to	a	better	relation	and	dialogue.	
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Research Process 

This	section	presents	our	practical	approach	to	writing	this	thesis,	our	execution	of	the	

dialogue-based	reflection	and	the	interaction	between	theory	and	empirical	engagement.	

This	is	to	provide	the	reader	with	an	understanding	of	what	we	did	and	reflect	on	what	

the	consequences	has	been	thereof.	

	

To	perform	 the	dialogue-based	 reflections	we	got	 in	 contact	with	 the	aforementioned	

Michael	 Gynther	 from	 the	 department	New	Business	&	 Customer	 Innovation	 in	 Tryg.	

Because	our	interest	concerns	what	preconditions	must	be	present	with	regards	to	the	

employee,	management	and	the	organization,	we	were	interested	in	talking	to	someone	

from	management	or	a	director	of	the	innovation	department.	As	Michael	Gynther	is	both	

manager	of	the	department	and	one	of	the	founders	of	NBCI,	he	had	great	insights	into	

how	the	department	collaborates	with	the	rest	of	Tryg	and	why	it	was	deemed	necessary	

in	the	first	place	to	start	NBCI	and	The	Camp.		

	

When	 reaching	 out	 to	 our	 conversation	 partner,	 we	 first	 met	 for	 an	 informal	 coffee	

meeting,	 at	 which	 he	 invited	 us	 to	 the	 housewarming	 of	 The	 Camp.	 The	 Camp	 had	

undergone	a	large	renovation,	where	new	start-ups	had	just	moved	in.	Tryg’s	overall	goal	

with	The	Camp	is	to	be	able	to	gain	insights	from	start-ups	and	also	be	affected	by	the	

startup	 culture.	 At	 the	 housewarming	different	 speakers	 and	 lectures	 presented	 their	

ideas,	and	we	were	able	to	meet	both	employees	from	Tryg	and	The	Camp.	The	house	

warming	reception	gave	us	a	unique	opportunity	to	get	a	glimpse	of	how	the	cultures	in	

Tryg	and	The	Camp	are	different	from	one	another	and	how	they	also	seem	to	affect	each	

other.	We	obtained	 insights	 into	 the	 two	different	cultures	 from	the	dialogues	we	had	

with	our	conversation	partner,	but	also	from	walking	around	the	facilities,	from	Tryg	and	

into	The	Camp.	The	overall	design	was	completely	different,	e.g.	the	colors,	interior	design	

and	even	coffee	machines.	It	was	telling	that	the	look	of	The	Camp	seems	to	represent	a	

culture	that	for	Tryg	is	important	when	being	innovative.			

	

After	the	housewarming	we	scheduled	our	first	meeting	with	our	conversation	partner	

and	 a	 few	 days	 ahead	 of	 the	meeting	we	 sent	 him	 an	 outline	 of	 our	 topics.	 The	 first	

meeting	was	mostly	 us	 presenting	 the	 project,	 ourselves	 and	 finally	 our	 conversation	



 24 

partner	presenting	his	ideas	about	our	collaboration.	Before	the	next	couple	of	meetings	

with	Michael	Gynther,	we	would	send	him	some	of	our	analytical	points	and	ask	him	to	

reflect	upon	how	it	resonated	with	his	experiences	from	Tryg.		

	

It	was	an	important	factor	for	us	to	minimize	the	aforementioned	asymmetrical	power	

relation	between	us	and	our	conversation	partner.	In	order	to	do	so,	we	encouraged	our	

conversation	partner	to	take	a	critical	stand	on	the	questions	we	asked	him.	We	informed	

him	 that	we	were	mainly	 interested	 in	 his	 thoughts,	 and	 that	 he	was	 free	 to	 bring	 in	

perspectives	he	thought	were	more	important	to	innovation	than	the	ones	we	presented	

him	with.	This	meant	that	he	was	a	very	active	part	of	our	dialogue,	and	also	contributed	

significantly	to	the	development	of	our	analysis.		

	

As	 mentioned	 previously,	 we	 would	 send	 Michael	 Gynther	 an	 extract	 of	 preliminary	

analysis	and	ask	him	to	reflect	upon	our	ideas	and	conclusions.	Following	is	an	example	

of	an	extract	sent	to	Michael	Gynther	prior	to	a	meeting	(Original	version	 in	appendix	

1.4).	NBCI	is	the	innovation	department	in	Tryg.	

	

Meeting	with	NBCI	16.05.2019	

		

As	an	extension	of	our	meeting	the	26.04.2019	and	for	the	work	of	the	further	analysis	

that	the	conversation	has	given	reason	to,	here	is	an	outline	including	the	themes	we	

would	like	to	discuss	and	reflect	upon	for	over	meeting	the	16.05.2019.	Some	of	the	

themes	is	formulated	as	problems	we	have	encountered	in	the	analysis	that	we	do	not	

have	a	solution	to.	It	is	especially	these	problems	we	would	like	to	discuss.		We	do	not	

necessarily	 have	 to	 find	 solutions	 to	 the	 problems	 as	 long	 as	 we	 can	 get	 a	 better	

understanding	of	what	constitutes	them	together.	

		

Individual	competencies	vs.	organizational	structures	

-							According	to	the	innovation	literature	there	is	not	agreement	about	if	the	

individual’s	 competencies	 or	 the	 organizational	 structures	 are	 the	 most	

important	in	relation	to	the	company’s	innovation	capacity.	This	means	the	

capability	to	be	innovative.	An	argument	for	the	structure	side	is	that	as	long	
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as	 a	 company	 is	 able	 to	 have	 the	 correct	 setting	 for	 innovation,	 the	

competencies	of	the	individual	is	less	essential.	A	counter-argument	for	the	

side	of	the	competencies	is	that	it	demands	great	individual	competencies	to	

be	able	to	create	these	settings.	

o			Problem:	Can	everyone	be	equally	innovative,	as	long	as	they	are	in	

the	 right	 setting?	 Do	 you	 even	 experience	 that	 there	 is	 a	 conflict	

between	the	individual	competencies	and	organizational	structures	

in	relation	to	the	development	of	innovation	capacity?	

		

Learning	and	innovation	–	formal	or	informal	systems?	

-							The	innovation	literature	again	disagrees	when	it	comes	to	innovation	and	

learning.	Some	argue	 that	 innovation	also	 is	a	 learning	progress,	which	 is	

controlled	in	a	way	that	it	is	available	for	everyone.	Some	also	argue	against	

this.	 The	 counter-argument	 is	 that	 every	 organization	 has	 an	 informal	

organization,	i.e.	some	employees	might	not	work	the	way	the	management	

think	they	do,	but	instead	the	employees	come	up	with	their	own	solutions	

to	the	problems	they	work	on.	

o	 	 	Problem:	Do	you	believe	that	an	organization	can	be	divided	into	a	

formel	and	an	informal	structure?	And	do	you	sometimes	experience	

that	what	appears	to	be	happening	above	the	surface	is	different	from	

what	in	reality	is	happening	in	regard	to	how	you	work	at	NBCI?	If	so,	

is	this	even	a	problem?	

		

The	relevance	of	innovation	

-							When	talking	about	why	innovation	is	relevant	for	large	organizations	it	is	

often	difficult	to	do	it	without	presenting	some	kind	of	worst-case	scenario	

which	would	happen	if	the	organization	was	not	innovative.	This	worst-case	

scenario	seems	to	be	that	the	organization	would	lose	its	market	share,	lose	

customers,	keep	old	habits	and	methods	and	not	be	ready	for	the	future.	

o			Problem:	Is	it	possible	to	talk	about	the	necessity	of	innovation	without	

relating	 to	a	worst-case	scenario?	And	are	 these	 the	problems	 that	

innovation	 solves?	 Organizations	 without	 innovation	 departments	
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also	seems	to	survive.	Why	do	you	think	that	it	is	an	assumption	that	

organizations	are	built	up	around	resistance	and	stagnation	and	that	

it	must	be	fought	against?	

		

Competition	

-	 	 	 	 	 	 	 How	 do	 you	 experience	 the	 environment	 that	 Tryg	 operates	 in?	 Is	 it	

becoming	more	complex	and	competitive?	Even	with	Tryg	being	of	of	 the	

largest	insurance	companies	in	Scandinavia	and	being	consolidated	on	both	

the	 Danish	 and	 the	 Norwegian	 market,	 you	 still	 talk	 about	 the	

unpredictability	and	competition	as	increasing.	

o			Problem:	Does	innovation	become	some	kind	of	delusional	or	paranoid	

perspective	on	the	situation	of	the	organizations?	And	might	this	be	a	

self-fulfilling	prophecy?	

	

By	sending	this	to	Michael	Gynther	in	advance,	he	could	prepare	and	reflect	prior	to	our	

meetings.	We	strongly	emphasized	that	the	extract	was	not	necessarily	a	list	of	topics	that	

we	had	to	talk	about,	but	that	it	was	subject	to	change	depending	on	his	own	thoughts.	

However,	we	also	asked	him	to	give	his	reasons	if	he	did	not	find	one	of	our	topics	relevant	

to	 talk	 about.	 This	 way,	 we	 were	 able	 to	 have	 a	 conversation	 about	 why	 it	 was	 not	

relevant,	and	which	conditions	of	innovation	must	have	been	met	for	it	to	be	relevant.	

Michael	Gynther	 also	had	 the	 opportunity	 all	 along	 to	 ask	us	questions	 and	 share	his	

doubt	 about	 our	 approach,	 which	 means	 that	 we	 as	 researchers	 have	 been	 more	

challenged	in	the	sense	that	we	have	had	to	vouch	and	argue	for	our	choices	and	analysis.	

It	also	means	that	through	this	entire	process	we	have	been	forced	to	be	able	to	use	a	

language	understandable	 for	someone	not	necessarily	having	read	the	same	 literature	

about	innovation	as	ourselves.		

	 	



 27 

Analytical Strategy 

In	this	section,	we	present	our	analytical	strategy.	The	focus	is	our	theoretical	approach	

because	this	is	the	basis	for	our	approach	in	this	thesis	and	it	is	therefore	important	to	

understand	what	has	been	determining	our	choices.	This	section	contains:	

	

1. Introduction	to	the	double	analytical	framework	

2. An	explanation	of	the	problematization	analysis	

3. An	explanation	of	the	the	experience	analysis	

	

As	our	research	question	illustrates,	it	is	our	interest	to	understand	which	preconditions	

are	underlying	premises	for	innovation.	This	leads	us	to	examine	how,	why	and	in	what	

form	innovation	has	come	to	appear	as	a	particular	solution	of	a	particular	problem	and	

why	it	seems	necessary	to	respond	to	it	in	a	particular	way.	To	answer	this	question,	our	

analytical	 framework	 is	 inspired	 by	 Michel	 Foucault’s	 later	 work	 where	 he,	 being	 a	

professor	at	the	College	de	France	in	 ‘The	history	of	systems	of	thought’,	held	lectures	

from	 1970-1984	 (Foucault,	 2009).	 The	 particular	 framework	 is	 based	 on	 Marius	

Gudmand-Høyers	reading	of	Foucault	and	leads	us	to	use	Foucault’s	theory	in	a	practical	

sense	(Gudmand-Høyer,	2013).	Gudmand-Høyer	presents	the	analytical	approach	based	

on	his	readings	of	Foucault,	and	it	is	therefore	not	an	analytical	framework	developed	by	

Foucault	himself,	but	something	that	is	reconstructed	and	established	based	on	a	reading	

of	Foucault's	notions	of	problematization	and	experience	 (ibid:	32).	 It	 is	 important	 to	

notice	that	this	analytical	 framework	develops	and	unfolds	in	the	analyses	made	later,	

and	therefore	 it	can	only	be	described	to	a	certain	extent.	This	means	 that	 the	double	

analytical	framework	will	be	outlined	and	explained	in	the	following	sections,	but	it	will	

also	develop	further	in	the	analyses.	This	is	because	we	do	not	know	beforehand	which	

points	the	analyses	will	come	to	and	therefore	some	of	it	will	be	explained	throughout	the	

analyses.		

Introduction to the Double Analytical Framework 

The	double	analytical	framework	of	our	thesis	consists	of	a	problematization	analysis	and	

an	experience	analysis.	 In	 this	notion	a	phenomenon	 is	understood	and	analyzed	as	a	

response	 to	 something	 that	 is	 not	 yet	 recognizable	 (Gudmand-Høyer,	 2013:	 32).	 The	
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focus	is	to	investigate	what	problem	it	might	be	a	response	to,	and	furthermore	how	and	

why	 it	has	become	a	problem	that	commits	 to	exactly	 this	particular	kind	of	response	

(Gudmand-Høyer,	2013:	32).	In	the	second	part	of	the	analysis,	namely	the	experience	

analysis,	 the	 aim	 is	 to	 investigate	 which	 preconditions	 are	 at	 stake	 in	 innovation	

regarding	 normativity,	 forms	 of	 knowledge	 and	 ways	 of	 self-relating.	 This	 way,	 we	

investigate	 the	 preconditions	 for	 the	 particular	 type	 of	 knowledge	 about	 normativity,	

self-relation	 and	 veridiction	 that	 makes	 the	 experience	 about	 a	 particular	 problem	

exactly	this	particular	experience	(Gudmand-Høyer,	2013:	33).	

	

The	double	analytical	framework	allows	us	to	perceive	innovation	as	a	problematization	

practice	where	we	can	understand	innovation	as	a	response	to	a	particular	problem.	This	

means	that	we	look	at	innovation	as	being	established	as	a	particular	form	of	knowledge	

and	practice.	Secondly,	the	experience	analysis	allows	us	to	investigate	the	focal	points	of	

experience,	being	represented	through	the	dimensions	of	normativity,	self-relation	and	

veridiction	 (Gudmand-Høyer,	 2019:	 12).	 This	 is	 to	 be	 able	 to	 understand	 how	 an	

experience	 can	 be	 perceived	 as	 being	 an	 expression	 as	 a	 certain	 way	 to	 relate	 to	

something	in	a	particular	way	at	a	particular	point	in	time	(Gudmand-Høyer,	2013:	34).	

An Explanation of the Problematization Analysis 

The	 problematization	 analysis	 investigates	 how	 experiences	 or	 phenomenes	 can	 be	

perceived	as	a	response	to	a	problem	and	what	the	problem	then	might	be.	Gudmand-

Høyer	formulates	this	as	being	able	to:	

	

“anskueliggøre	hvordan	og	hvorfor	visse	forhold	(e.g.	former	for	adfærd,	særegne	

fænomener,	bestemte	processer)	 i	 det	hele	 taget	 er	kommet	 til	 at	 fremstå	 som	

problemer	i	den	forstand	at	det	er	fundet	påtrængende	at	respondere	på	dem.”3	

(Gudmand-Høyer,	2013:	33).		

	

This	analytical	framework	allows	us	to	look	into	not	only	how	and	why	innovation	has	

been	established	as	a	particular	type	of	knowledge,	but	also	in	what	form.	This	‘in	what	

                                                
3 English translation: to illustrate how and why certain conditions (e.g., forms of behavior, distinctive 
phenomena, particular processes) have come to appear at all as problems in the sense that it has 
been found necessary to respond to them. 
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form’	is	interesting	because	it	directs	the	attention	to	the	preconditions	that	the	problem	

must	presumably	have	in	order	to	be	conceived	of	as	exactly	this	type	of	problem.		

	

Another	interesting	aspect	is	how	something	has	become	a	problem	in	such	a	way	that	it	

seems	necessary	to	respond	to	in	a	particular	way.	Hereby,	we	ask	how	the	problem	of	

innovation	has	become	relevant	in	a	way	that	makes	it	seem	impossible	not	to	respond	

to.		

	

In	 this	process	of	problematizing,	 it	 is	 important	 to	notice	 that	we	do	not	understand	

innovation	as	a	problem	in	itself.	Instead,	we	understand	it	as	something	that	has	been	

problematized	in	a	particular	way.	We	derive	these	questions	from	Foucault’s	history	of	

thought,	which	he	characterizes	as:	

	

“the	analysis	of	the	way	an	unproblematic	field	of	experience,	or	a	set	of	practices	

which	were	accepted	without	question,	which	were	familiar	and	out	of	discussion,	

becomes	 a	 problem,	 raises	 discussion	 and	 debate	 incites	 new	 reactions,	 and	

induces	 a	 crisis	 in	 the	 previously	 silent	 behaviour,	 habits,	 practices,	 and	

institutions.”	(Foucault,	2001:	74).	

	

Hereby,	 Foucault	 presents	 the	 argument	 for	 why	 the	 problematization	 analysis	 is	

relevant.	It	is	relevant	because	it	provides	an	avenue	to	investigate	why	something	went	

from	being	an	unproblematic	practice	to	something	that	seems	to	be	impossible	not	to	

respond	 to.	 To	 understand	 how	 this	 happened,	 Foucault	 uses	 the	 problematization	

analysis	 to	understand	how	something	became	a	problem	and	what	 this	problem	 is	 a	

response	to.	In	one	of	Foucault’s	lectures	in	1983	on	the	problematization	of	parrhesia	in	

Antiquity	he	said	the	following	about	problematization:	

	

“What	 I	 tried	 to	 do	 from	 the	 beginning	 was	 to	 analyse	 the	 process	 of	

‘problematization’	 -	 which	 means:	 how	 and	 why	 certain	 things	 (behaviour,	

phenomena,	 processes)	 became	 a	 problem.	Why,	 for	 example,	 certain	 forms	 of	

behaviour	 were	 characterized	 and	 classified	 as	 ‘madness’	 while	 other	 similar	

forms	were	completely	neglected	at	a	given	historical	moment;	the	same	thing	for	
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crime	and	delinquency,	the	same	question	of	the	problematization	of	sexuality.”	

(Foucault	2001:	171)	

	

In	this	thesis	we	use	the	problematization	analysis	to	problematize	innovation	in	order	

for	us	to	take	a	step	back	from	the	process	of	innovation	and	look	at	what	it	is	a	response	

to	 (Gudmand-Høyer:	 2013:	 68).	 In	 Foucault’s	 lecture	 from	 1983	 he	 continues	 by	 the	

following:	

	

“For	I	think	there	is	a	relation	between	the	thing	which	is	problematized	and	the	

process	of	problematization.	The	problematization	 is	an	“answer”	to	a	concrete	

situation	which	is	real”	(Foucault	2001:	171).	

	

In	this	quote,	Foucault	emphasizes	that	the	problematization	includes	asking	the	question	

of	how	and	why	something	has	become	a	problem	in	a	particular	way.	As	Foucault	also	

states,	 it	 is	 to	get	an	understanding	of	how	 innovation	became	 this	particular	 form	of	

knowledge	and	practice	that	it	has	today,	and	which	preconditions	are	relevant	for	this	

particular	kind	of	knowledge	and	practice.	

	

Making	 the	analysis	of	how,	why	and	 in	what	 form	 innovation	has	been	established	a	

particular	 form	 of	 knowledge,	we	 have	 looked	 into	what	 the	 landscape	 of	 innovation	

literature	 suggests	 today.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 literature	 review,	 but	 rather	 a	 mapping	 of	

arguments.	This	is,	of	course,	a	narrow	selection	when	compared	to	the	vast	amount	of	

literature	on	innovation.	The	examination	of	literature	therefore	has	a	particular	focus	on	

how	 innovation	 went	 from	 being	 something	 present	 silently	 in	 the	 world	 to	 being	

expressed	as	something	that	was	necessary	to	engage	actively	in.	Hereby,	we	suggest	that	

innovation	is	something	which	not	only	must	be	put	into	action,	but	also	be	put	into	action	

in	different	ways	depending	on	the	time	in	history.		

	

In	 order	 to	 be	 able	 to	 answer	 which	 conditions	 have	 made	 innovation	 relevant	 and	

shaped	it	in	a	way	it	was	found	necessary	to	respond	to,	we	have	conducted	a	historical	

problematization	 analysis	 to	 understand	 how	 innovation	 have	 been	 put	 into	 action	

differently	over	 time.	The	 two	parts	of	 the	problematization	analysis	are	entangled	 in	



 31 

each	other,	and	it	is	for	the	purpose	of	readability	they	we	have	structured	them	as	we	

have.		

	

In	 our	 problematization	 analysis,	 we	 have	 analyzed	 three	 preconditions	 for	 why	

innovation	seems	necessary	 to	respond	 to	 for	organizations.	 	These	preconditions	are	

summarized	to	be	mechanisms	of	preparation,	security	or	improvement.	Afterwards,	the	

historical	aspect	of	the	analysis	is	presented	and	examines	how	innovation	has	come	to	

be	established	as	these	preconditions.	By	combining	these	different	aspects,	we	are	able	

to	answer	how,	why	and	in	what	form	innovation	has	been	established	as	a	particular	

type	of	knowledge.	

An Explanation of the Experience Analysis 

The	other	component	of	the	double	analytical	framework	is	the	experience	analysis.	This	

analysis	 is	based	on	our	research	and	findings	from	the	problematization	analysis	and	

adds	 to	 our	 research	 by	making	 it	 possible	 for	 us	 to	 understand	 how	 something	 has	

emerged	 as	 an	 experience	 or	 a	 particular	 form	 of	 knowledge.	 This	 is	 described	 by	

Gudmand-Høyer	in	the	following	way:	

	

“erfaringen	kunne	defineres	som	fremkomsten	af	en	bestemt	måde	at	forholde	sig	

til	 en	 bestemt	 sag	 eller	 emne,	 eller	 som	 en	 historisk	 og	 derfor	 også	 temporær	

disposition	 til	 at	 forholde	 sig	 til	 en	 sag	 på	 en	 særlig	måde”4	 (Gudmand-Høyer,	

2013:	34)	

	

The	place	for	experience	is	happening	in	what	Foucault	calls	“focal	points	of	experience”,	

which	he	characterized	as:	

	

”These	three	elements	–	forms	of	a	possible	knowledge,	normative	frameworks	of	

behaviour,	and	potential	modes	of	existence	 for	possible	subjects	–	 these	 three	

things,	 or	 rather	 their	 joint	 articulation,	 can	 be	 called,	 I	 think,	 focal	 points	 of	

experience”	(Foucault	2010:	3)	

                                                
4 English translation: experience could be defined as the appearance of a certain way to relate to a 
specific case or theme or as a historical and therefore also temporary disposition to relate to a case in 
a certain way. 
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These	focal	points	of	experience	constitute	three	dimensions,	which	we	understand	as	

normativity,	self-relation	and	veridiction,	as	illustrated	below	in	Figure	2:	

	

	
	

The	three	different	dimensions	can	be	explained	as:	

	

1. Veridiction	 is	asking	how,	why	and	under	which	conditions	the	truth	about	the	

experience	have	arrived	(Gudmand-Høyer,	2013:	35).	This	means	how	we	are	able	

to	verify	if	something	is	the	truth,	this	being	how	something	came	to	be	the	truth	

and	the	criterion	for	this	particular	knowledge	to	be	the	truth.		

	

2. The	dimension	of	self-relation	has	the	subject's	relation	with	oneself	in	focus.	Both	

the	subject’s	own	way	of	self-relating,	and	also	how	other	subjects	are	affecting	

this	self-relation.	This	also	includes	how	this	form	of	self-relation	became	possible	

exactly	 in	 this	 form,	and	what	 the	 consequences	of	 this	particular	 form	of	 self-

relating	has	(ibid.).	

	

3. The	dimension	of	normativity	deals	with	the	ways	an	experience	has	been	a	part	

of	 managing	 the	 subject’s	 activities	 and	 room	 for	 possible	 actions.	 When	

investigating	the	normativity	of	innovation,	we	thus	investigate	which	norms	and	

forms	of	power	are	a	part	of	shaping	an	experience	and	how	this	is	regulated	or	

managed	(ibid.).	

 

 

 

Normativity 

Veridiction 

Self-relation 

A particular form of knowledge 
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The	experience	analysis	is	used	to	understand	how	something	came	to	be	this	particular	

experience	by	defining	by	these	three	dimensions.	This	includes	experiencing	something	

in	a	particular	way	and	how	this	experiencing	something	 in	a	particular	way	shapes	a	

particular	understanding	of	 the	 field	 it	deals	with	 (Gudmand-Høyer	2013:	33).	 In	 this	

thesis	the	experience	analysis	helps	us	to	understand	innovation	as	a	particular	form	of	

knowledge	and	this	particular	form	of	knowledge	is	constituted	by	the	three	dimensions	

of	veridiction,	normativity	and	ways	of	self-relating.	This	can	be	illustrated	as	follows	in	

Figure	3:	

	

	
	

By	using	the	experience	analysis	as	an	analytical	approach,	we	are	able	to	outline	which	

suppositions	must	be	in	place	in	order	for	the	particular	type	of	innovation	to	be	able	to	

happen.	In	the	experience	analysis	we	are	not	only	interested	in	how	normativity,	self-

relation	 and	 veridiction	 comes	 forward.	We	 are	 also	 interested	 in	 the	 back	 and	 forth	

movement	between	these	three	dimensions	in	order	to	understand	how	they	together	

establish	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	 experience	 of	 innovation	 as	 a	 particular	 form	 of	

knowledge	(Gudmand-Høyer	2013:	33).	By	analyzing	these	three	dimensions	in	relation	

to	 innovation	as	a	particular	 form	of	knowledge	and	practice,	we	can	 illustrate	which	

preconditions	 that	have	 to	be	met	 for	 innovation	 to	happen	and	being	realized	 in	 this	

particular	way.		
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The Problematization Analysis 
This	section	starts	with	an	overview	of	the	use	of	the	problematization	analysis	in	this	

thesis	to	be	able	to	follow	the	analysis.	The	analysis	starts	with	an	introduction	to	three	

key	 findings	 in	 our	 analysis,	 derived	 from	 our	 analysis	 of	 the	 innovation	 literature.	

Hereafter,	we	provide	a	historical	examination	of	how	innovation	as	a	phenomenon	has	

gained	ground.	This	section	investigates	how	innovation	has	taken	on	its	particular	form.	

Together,	 these	 two	sections	 form	 the	problematization	analysis	by	 investigating	how	

innovation	has	been	established	as	a	particular	form	of	knowledge	and	practice.		

The Management of Change and Innovation 

When	 reviewing	 the	 arguments	 for	 having	 innovation	 in	 established	 organizations,	 it	

appears	that	many	of	the	arguments	differ	from	one	another	in	their	assumptions	about	

the	 nature	 of	 change,	 and	 how	 innovation	 and	 change	 should	 be	 managed.	 The	 vast	

literature	with	 various	 arguments	 also	 fails	 to	 agree	 on	 a	 single	 coherent	 conceptual	

definition	 of	 ‘innovation’,	 because	 they	 all	 have	 various	 perspectives	 on	 the	 role	 of	

organizational	 structures,	managerial	 actions	 and	 the	 nature	 of	 change	 in	 innovation	

processes.	As	a	 consequence,	 there	does	not	yet	 exist	one	 coherent	and	unambiguous	

argument	for	why	established	organizations	need	to	innovate.	In	this	part	of	the	analysis,	

we	will	therefore	account	for	the	general	tendencies	in	the	many	arguments	about	why	

and	 how	 established	 organizations	 should	 focus	 on	 innovation.	When	 accounting	 for	

these	 tendencies,	 we	 will	 also	 emphasize	 the	 different	 responsibilities	 each	 of	 the	

arguments	ascribe	to	the	organizational	structures,	managerial	actions	and	the	nature	of	

change.	We	direct	this	 focus	because	the	innovation	literature,	despite	 its	wide	extent,	

does	not	explicitly	criticize	any	specific	type	of	organization,	type	of	management	nor	any	

specific	 type	of	 change.	Therefore,	 if	we	are	 to	understand	 innovation	as	a	 critique	of	

something	in	order	to	grasp	which	problems	innovation	might	be	a	solution	to,	we	must	

ourselves	come	up	with	a	framework	that	allows	us	to	analyse	how	innovation	is	different	

from	 traditional	 managerial	 thinking.	 Thus,	 it	 is	 not	 the	 ambition	 of	 this	 analysis	 to	

assemble	one,	unified	and	coherent	argument	for	innovation	in	established	organizations.	

Rather,	the	analysis	at	hand	serves	the	purpose	to	thematically	showcase	the	different	

arguments	and	their	respective	preconditions.	We	deem	this	way	of	analysing	necessary	

as	it	would	be	a	violation	of	the	complex	and	dynamic	nature	innovation	seems	to	have,	
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if	we	endeavoured	to	unify	and	reduce	the	voluminous	and	diverse	literature	into	one	

single	definition	of	innovation.	

		

Throughout	 the	 analysis,	 we	 have	 identified	 three	 recurring	 preconditions	 in	 the	

arguments	for	why	established	organizations	should	innovate.	These	three	preconditions	

are	as	follows:	

	

1.			Innovation	as	a	preparation	mechanism:	A	way	of	preparing	and	installing	a	

readiness	to	sudden	and	unforeseeable	change	

2.	 	 Innovation	 as	 a	 security	 mechanism:	 A	 way	 of	 forming	 and	 shaping	 the	

competition	from	the	external	environment	

3.			Innovation	as	an	improvement	mechanism:	A	commitment	to	the	possibility	of	

improvement.	The	inherent	promise	of	betterment	and	failure	reducing	in	the	

way	that	failures	become	valuable	learning	

	

These	three	preconditions	will	be	elaborated	in	the	following	section.	

Innovation as a Preparation Mechanism 

Innovation	allows	the	organization	to	prepare	itself	for	non-linear,	emergent	change.		

	

Throughout	the	innovation	literature,	there	is	a	general	agreement	that	innovation	and	

change	are	closely	connected	(Lam	2004;	Greve	&	Taylor	2000;	Wolfe	1994).	Innovation	

is	presented	as	something	that	in	its	nature	brings	about	change	and	something	new.	This	

is	 particularly	 pointed	 out	 by	 Peter	 Drucker,	 one	 of	 the	 most	 influential	 innovation	

scholars,	who	argues	 that	 innovation	 is	a	 certain	kind	of	activity	 that	 seeks	 to	 “create	

purposeful,	 focused	 change	 in	 an	 enterprise’s	 economic	 or	 social	 potential”	 (Drucker,	

2002:	6).	This,	however,	is	just	one	perspective	on	the	relation	between	innovation	and	

change.	 It	 is	 important	 to	notice	 that	 the	notion	of	change	 in	 the	 innovation	 literature	

deals	with	both	the	economic	and	social	sphere	of	the	organization.	Even	though	it	may	

seem	relevant	to	make	a	distinction	between	the	economic	and	organizational	change	of	

a	company,	one	must	notice	that	innovation	entered	the	history	of	management	thought	

as	 a	 bridge	 between	 the	 organizational	 and	 economic	 change	 of	 a	 company.	 Joseph	

Schumpeter	particularly	points	this	out	with	the	concept	of	creative	response,	which	he	
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defines	as	an	organization’s	response	to	a	change	in	its	environment	in	a	way	that	does	

not	 follow	 traditional	 economic	 theory,	 and	 by	 this	 action	 changes	 the	 social	 and	

economic	situation	for	good	(Schumpeter,	1947).		In	order	to	study	the	creative	response	

in	businesses,	which	causes	the	economic	and	social	change,	Schumpeter	argues	that	one	

must	study	entrepreneurship,	which	he	defines	as	the	activity	of	innovation	(ibid.).	This	

illustrates	the	close	connection	between	the	economic	and	social	change	of	a	company:	

They	 cannot	 be	 separated	because	 of	 the	 interplay	between	 them.	Additionally,	 other	

innovation	scholars	such	as	Rosabeth	M.	Kanter	posits	that:		

	

“The	management	of	innovation	and	change	requires	a	different	set	of	practices	

and	different	modes	of	organization	than	the	management	of	ongoing,	established	

operations	where	 the	 desire	 for	 or	 expectation	 of	 change	 is	minimal”	 (Kanter,	

1985:	48).		

	

As	Kanter	points	out,	innovation	is	an	explicit	desire	for	change	and	a	particular	mode	of	

organization,	which	is	the	reason	why	innovation	calls	of	a	different	set	of	management	

practices.	 This	 ability	 to	 both	 manage	 the	 daily	 operations	 of	 a	 company	 while	

simultaneously	being	adaptive	to	changes	in	the	external	environment	suddenly	becomes	

an	 important	 skill	 for	 large	 organizations.	 According	 to	 Raisch	 and	 Birkinshaw,	 such	

organizations	have	to	reconcile	internal	tensions	and	conflicting	demands	in	their	task	

environment	 (Raisch	 &	 Birkinshaw,	 2008:	 375).	 In	 order	 to	 manage	 these	 possibly	

conflicting	 demands,	 the	 organization	 must	 be	 able	 to	 divide	 their	 attention	 and	

resources	 according	 to	 two	 different	 activities:	 Exploitation	 and	 exploration.	 As	 the	

names	may	indicate,	exploitation	refers	to	the	activities	such	as	refinement,	efficiency	and	

selection	in	running	the	day-to-day	business	whereas	exploration	refers	to	activities	such	

as	experimentation,	discovery	and	variation	(ibid:	376).	In	terms	of	innovation,	we	argue	

that	 the	 activities	 of	 exploitation	 and	 exploration	 each	 represent	 different	 views	 on	

change.	Referring	back	to	Kanter,	the	ongoing	and	established	operations	of	a	company	

does	 not	 necessarily	 require	 a	 great	 desire	 for	 large,	 radical	 changes	 whereas	 the	

innovating	part	of	the	company	may	require	a	greater	space	for	exploration	and	express	

a	greater	desire	for	change.	
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However,	if	one	is	able	to	understand	innovation	as	an	activity	that	can	be	regarded	as	

both	exploitation	and	exploration,	we	are	able	to	see	how	the	ambidextrous	organization,	

the	one	which	must	manage	exploitation	and	exploration	at	the	same	time,	also	faces	a	

challenge	to	manage	two	juxtaposed	perspectives	on	change.	On	the	one	hand	side,	the	

ambidextrous	organization	must	both	 commit	 itself	 to	 an	understanding	of	 change	 as	

something	which	happen	in	an	unforeseeable	and	somewhat	uncontrollable	way.	On	the	

other	hand,	it	must	at	the	same	time	be	committing	itself	to	a	belief	that	change	can	be	

managed,	initiated	and	realize	intended	outcomes.	As	such,	the	organization	must	at	the	

same	time	protect	itself	from	the	external	environment	while	also	interacting	with	it,	and	

seek	out	new	innovation	opportunities	in	it,	as	both	Schumpeter	and	Drucker	suggested	

(Schumpeter,	1947;	Drucker,	2002).	 In	order	 to	 further	explain	what	such	a	view	and	

change	and	 innovation	entails,	 it	 seems	 relevant	 to	 take	a	 look	at	 theories	of	planned	

change	and	emergent	change.	

Two Perspectives of Change: The Planned and the Emergent 

Kurt	 Lewin	 has	 often	 been	 claimed	 to	 be	 one	 of	 the	 founding	 fathers	 of	 the	 planned	

perspective	 on	 organizational	 change.	 Based	 on	 the	 different	 readings	 of	 scholars	 of	

Lewin’s	work,	there	has	been	developed	a	3-step	model	of	planned	change:		

	

● The	 first	 step	 is	 to	 unfreeze.	 This	 step	 is	 based	 on	 the	 assumption	 that	

organizations	 exist	 in	 a	 quasi-stationary	 equilibrium,	 and	 that	 this	 equilibrium	

must	be	actively	destabilized	before	a	change	can	happen.	It	is	in	this	process	of	

unfreezing	that	the	organization	must	unlearn	their	old	patterns	of	thinking	and	

behaving	 in	 order	 to	 be	 motivated	 to	 learn	 new	 information	 and	 behaviours	

(Burnes,	2004).		

● The	second	step	 is	 to	move,	by	which	 the	organization	 learns	and	accepts	new	

behaviours	and	ways	of	thinking.	This	is	where	the	organization	implements	the	

change.	

● In	the	third	step,	the	organization	refreezes	the	change	they	have	initiated	in	order	

to	 ensure	 and	 stabilize	 a	 new	 quasi-stationary	 equilibrium	 that	 is	 safe	 from	

regression	(ibid.)	According	to	this	perspective,	change	is	episodic	and	occurs	at	

specific	 and	 intermittent	 periods	 of	 time	 within	 an	 organization	 and	 its	

environment.	It	also	assumes	that	these	periods	of	change	are	episodic	and	linear	
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and	progress	toward	an	end	state.	As	mentioned	earlier,	the	organization	exists	in	

a	 quasi-stationary	 equilibrium,	 and	 it	 is	 the	 role	 of	 innovation	 and	 change	 to	

disrupt	 this	 equilibrium	and	move	 the	 organization	 toward	 a	 new	and	desired	

equilibrium.		

	

Essentially,	 this	 perspective	 of	 change	 believes	 that	 change	 and	 innovation	 can	 be	

managed	 and	 realize	 intended	 outcomes	 (Palmer	 et	 al.	 2017).	 This	 perspective	 on	

organizational	 change	 presupposes	 the	 organization	 to	 be	 build	 up	 around	 inertial	

structures,	which	actively	has	to	be	fought	against	in	order	to	change.	

		

Additionally,	both	the	literature	of	planned	change	and	the	innovation	literature	stresses	

the	importance	of	establishing	a	sense	of	urgency.	In	the	planned	perspective	of	change,	

this	is	seen	in	both	Kotter’s	8-steps	(Kotter,	1995),	the	ADKAR	model	(Hiatt	2006)	and	

McKinsey’s	7-S	model	(Kaplan,	2005).	All	of	these	highly	influential	theories	of	change	

emphasize	that	every	change	process	needs	to	establish	a	burning	platform	if	any	changes	

are	to	be	happen.	As	such,	these	theories	underline	the	fact	that	the	organization	should	

work	 to	 install	 a	 particular	 change-readiness,	 which	 must	 run	 through	 the	 entire	

organization.	The	importance	of	establishing	an	urgency	for	change	is	also	acknowledged	

by	 innovation	 scholars.	 For	 instance,	 Harvard	 innovation	 scholar	 Gerald	 Zaltman	

proposes	 that	 the	 innovation	 process	 consists	 of	 five	 stages	 where	 the	 first	 stage	 is	

knowledge	 awareness.	 In	 this	 stage,	 the	 potential	 adopters	 of	 the	 innovation	 become	

aware	of	 the	opportunity	 to	utilize	 an	 innovation	 in	 the	organization	 (King,	 1992).	 In	

other	words,	it	is	the	awareness	of	the	possibility	for	organizational	improvement	that	

provokes	a	sense	of	urgency	to	act	upon	the	innovation	opportunity.	When	discussing	the	

importance	 of	 urgency	 in	 an	 innovation	 process,	 our	 conversation	 partner	 from	Tryg	

elaborated	that:		

	

“We	must	have	the	ability	to	improve	constantly,	and	we	must	keep	looking	into	the	

market,	and	then	we	need	the	ability	to	act	(…)	Every	day,	we	need	to	ask	ourselves:	

‘Do	we	have	the	right	fit	for	the	market?’”5	(Tryg	conversation,	16.05.2019).			

                                                
5 Original quote: ”Man skal evne at udvikle sig hele tiden, og man skal have et udkig ud i markedet 
hele tiden, og så skal man evne at agere (…) Hver eneste dag skal vi stille os selv spørgsmålet: Har 
vi det rigtige fit til markedet?” 
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By	 constantly	 asking	 the	 question	 “Do	 we	 have	 the	 right	 fit	 for	 the	 market?”	 our	

conversation	partner	points	to	the	same	awareness	that	Zaltman	et	al.	presents	in	so	far	

that	 the	point	of	asking	 this	question	 is	 to	 seize	potential	 innovation	opportunities	or	

spaces	for	organizational	improvement.	

		

As	an	alternative	to	the	planned	perspective	of	change,	the	strategic	adaptation	theory	

along	 with	 theories	 of	 emergent	 change	 provides	 a	 different	 perspective	 to	 how	

organizations	interact	with	their	environment.	According	to	strategic	adaptation	theory,	

change	 is	a	continuous	process	 in	which	 the	continuity	secures	a	sense	of	 identity	 for	

organizational	learning,	while	this	also	increases	the	adaptability	of	change	among	those	

in	 the	 organization	 (Lam,	 2004).	 From	 this	 perspective,	 organizations	 are	 not	 always	

passive	recipients	of	change	from	the	external	environment,	but	also	have	the	power	to	

influence	the	environment.	Consequently,	change	is	seen	as	an	interaction	between	the	

organization	 and	 its	 environment.	 This	 resembles	 the	 other	 perspective	 on	 change,	

namely	the	emergent.	Proponents	of	this	perspective	argue	that	change	is	continuous	and	

a	 never-ending	 process	 of	 ongoing	 interactions,	 adaptations,	 and	 self-organizing	 that	

produce	change	within	and	outside	of	an	organization	without	a	priori	intentions	to	do	

so	(Burnes,	2005;	Chia,	1999;	Stacey,	2003).	

		

From	the	emergent	view,	organizations	exist	in	a	state	of	constant	flux	between	stability	

and	change.	Thus,	change	does	not	have	to	be	initiated,	or	to	destabilize	equilibrium,	but	

rather,	change	occurs	through	a	dynamic	process	of	interaction	between	the	organization	

and	its	environment.	Through	this	interaction,	the	organization	is	constantly	unravelled	

and	 put	 back	 together	 in	 new	ways,	 with	 new	 information,	 which	 fosters	 innovation	

(Stacey,	2003;	Chia	1999).	As	such,	change	occurs	somewhat	naturally	and	unintended	as	

this	process	of	interaction	with	the	external	and	internal	environment	is	continuous	and	

happens	whether	the	organization	actively	does	something	to	initiate	it	or	not.	

		

So	far,	we	are	able	to	draw	a	partial	conclusion	based	on	the	connection	between	theories	

of	change	and	theories	of	innovation.	Because	innovation	presupposes	change	to	have	a	

particular	nature	that	resembles	a	mix	between	the	planned	and	emergent,	innovation	

can	 be	 regarded	 as	 a	 certain	 commitment	 to	 a	 particular	 readiness	 for	 change.	 Even	
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though	theories	of	 innovation	attempt	to	control	and	manage	change	in	a	certain	way,	

they	also	recognize	that	change	is	unforeseeable	and	complex	of	nature.	Thus,	innovation	

can	be	conceived	as	the	ambition	to	be	able	to	handle	change	in	a	particular	way,	and	

hence	as	a	readiness	to	the	complexities	that	arise	from	managing	ambidexterity.	

Innovation as a Security Mechanism 

Innovation	as	an	attempt	to	control	the	competition	from	the	external	environment.	If	we	

fail,	we	fail	in	a	protected	environment	and	not	on	the	market	

	

As	the	notion	of	ambidexterity	indicates,	the	organization’s	success	depends	on	its	ability	

to	smoothly	run	the	daily	operations	while	also	being	able	to	identify	and	utilize	avenues	

for	new	business	opportunities.	As	Glynn	(1996)	suggest,	 the	 latter	ability	to	 innovate	

requires	organic	rather	than	mechanistic	structures	with	 less	 formalization,	more	role	

ambiguity	and	job	rotation	(Glynn,	1996).	Elaborating	on	how	bureaucratic	structures	of	

organization	is	an	obstacle	to	innovation,	Glynn	argues	that:		

	

“organizations	characterized	by	 less	bureaucracy;	 less	 functional	specialization;	

more	fluid,	flexible,	and	integrative	structures;	increased	worker	autonomy;	and	

good	communication	and	information	flows	are	thought	to	be	more	innovative”	

(Glynn,	1996:	1102).		

	

As	 such,	 this	 gives	 an	 indication	 that	 formal	 structures	 of	 an	 organization	 might	 be	

difficult	to	combine	with	activities	that	seeks	to	nurture	innovation,	and	that	the	ability	

to	innovate	requires	a	specific	type	of	organization.	This	is	also	acknowledged	by	Pavitt	

(1991)	 who	 states	 that	 corporate	 development	 depends	 on	 “not	 being	 locked	 into	

established	 organizational	 forms,	 and	 on	 flexibility	 and	 variety	 in	 exploring	

opportunities”	 (Pavitt,	1991:	45).	To	extend	on	 this,	 Slappendel	 (1996)	points	out	 the	

importance	 of	 an	 organization's	 ability	 to	 “shift	 its	 structure	 as	 it	moves	 through	 the	

various	stages	of	innovation”	(Slappendel,	1996:	117).	

The Paradox of Ambidexterity   

Both	Pavitt	and	Slappendel	point	towards	the	idea	that	large	organizations,	if	they	want	

to	be	innovative,	should	be	able	to	manage	the	paradox	of	ambidexterity.	This	entails	that	
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the	 organization	 finds	 a	 way	 to	 in	 which	 they	 enable	 both	 the	 activities	 related	 to	

innovation	and	those	related	to	the	daily	operations.	When	discussing	this	challenge	with	

our	conversation	partner	at	Tryg,	he	told	us	how	he:		

	

“believe	that	 innovation	happens	where	there	 is	room	to	try	new	things.	Where	 it	

sometimes	 is	 a	 bit	 detached	 from	 the	 organization.	 It	 should	 not	 disturb	 our	

operating	engine”6	(Conversation	with	Tryg,	16.05.2019).	

	

In	 addition	 to	 this,	 he	 also	 referred	 to	 the	 innovation	 department	 as	 a	 ‘safe	 space’	 to	

challenge	the	status	quo	and	to	do	something	outside	of	the	organizations	normal	reach.	

So	far,	there	seems	to	be	a	mutually	shared	idea	between	our	conversation	partner	and	

innovation	 scholars	 that	 it	 can	 be	 beneficial	 to	 have	 innovation	 on	 the	 side	 of	 the	

organization.	However,	as	our	conversation	partner	points	out	“it	should	not	become	an	

external	appendix.	It	must	be	linked	to	the	strategy	and	the	business”7	(Conversation	with	

Tryg,	16.05.2019).	As	such,	this	would	indicate	that	the	organization	should	be	split	into	

two	parts,	although	they	should	not	be	completely	detached	from	one	another.	This	divide	

is	what	André	Spicer	(2010)	refers	to	as	an	extitution.	

		

Drawing	on	both	the	works	of	the	late	Michel	Foucault	and	Gilles	Deleuze,	Spicer	makes	

a	 distinction	 between	 control	 and	 discipline	 as	 two	 different	 ways	 of	 managing	

institutions	 such	 as	 a	 company.	 Spicer	 argues	 that	 institutions	 are	 “(…)	 myths	 that	

manufacture	problems”	 (Spicer,	2010:	29)	such	as	 the	discourse	of	criminology	which	

Foucault	 argued	 created	 the	 criminal	 who	 it	 would	 then	 help	 to	 rehabilitate,	 or	 the	

medical	discourse	which	created	the	illness	that	could	be	cured.	Thus,	the	institution	can	

be	seen	as	a	specific	rationality	that	 tries	to	 instil	a	specific	discipline	onto	the	people	

regarded	as	its	members.	As	such,	institutions	get	rid	of	irregularities	and	thus	always	

move	towards	normalities	(ibid:	30).	In	an	innovation	context,	this	inability	to	deal	with	

irregularities	may	pose	as	an	 issue	 insofar	as	we	understand	 innovation	as	something	

new,	or	a	reconfiguration	of	something	that	already	exists,	although	in	a	new	way.	If	so,	

the	institutions	ability	to	normalize	would	hinder	something	new	from	happening	–	at	

                                                
6 Original quote: ”Jeg tror at innovation sker der, hvor der er rum til at prøve helt nye ting af. Der hvor 
det nogle gange er lidt afkoblet fra forretningen. Det skal ikke forstyrre vores driftsmotor”. 
7 Original quote: ”det skal ikke være et eksternt appendix. Det skal være linket op til strategien og 
forretningen”. 
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least	if	this	new	poses	as	an	irregularity	in	the	first	sense.	As	Spicer	continues,	he	argues	

that	the	extitution	is	a	figure	that	“threatens	to	undo	the	regularity	and	order	established	

by	the	careful	regulation	of	an	institution”	(ibid:	30).	In	terms	of	innovation,	this	challenge	

to	know	when	to	“undo	the	regularity	and	order”	is	also	pointed	out	by	Glynn	(1996)	who	

argues	that:		

	

“The	 role	 of	 intelligence	 in	 innovation	 becomes	 evident	when	 intelligence	 fails	

innovation,	 as,	 for	 instance,	 when	 organizations	 make	 routine,	 noninnovative	

responses	 to	 novel	 and	 complex	 problems,	 or,	 conversely,	 when	 firms	 make	

innovative	responses	when	a	routine	one	would	suffice”	(Glynn,	1996:	1081).		

	

As	Glynn	makes	clear	in	this	quote,	there	is	a	wrong	and	a	right	time	for	organizations	to	

innovate,	which	is	defined	by	the	nature	of	the	problem	or	the	challenge	they	are	trying	

to	deal	with.	Additionally,	what	Glynn	also	implicitly	suggests	is	the	idea	that	innovation	

is	an	exchange	between	the	organization	and	its	environment.	This	is	also	pointed	out	by	

Schumpeter	(1947),	as	mentioned	in	the	first	part	of	the	analysis.	

The Extitution and the Passage-organization  

The	 idea	 that	 innovation	 happens	 as	 an	 exchange	 between	 the	 organization	 and	 its	

environment	 is	made	 particularly	 clear	 if	 one	 takes	 a	 look	 at	 one	 of	 the	most	 recent	

tendencies	 within	 the	 innovation	 literature:	 Open	 innovation.	 Henry	 Chesbrough,	 a	

professor	at	the	Center	of	Open	Innovation	at	the	Haas	School	of	Business,	particularly	

promotes	the	term.	In	his	article	from	2007	‘Open	Innovation	and	Strategy’,	Chesbrough	

argues	that	traditional	business	strategies	aim	to	build	defensible	positions	against	the	

forces	of	competition,	and	thus	builds	barriers	to	the	external	environment	rather	than	

an	 openness	 (Chesbrough,	 2007).	 As	 such,	 Chesbrough	 argues	 that	 this	 building	 of	

barriers	 restricts	 innovations	 promise	 of	 creating	 competitive	 advantage,	 and	 that	

organizations	 must	 employ	 an	 open	 strategy	 in	 order	 to	 realize	 this	 promise	 (ibid).		

According	to	Chesbrough,	it	is	by	letting	the	forces	of	competition	in,	and	to	move	away	

from	 the	 idea	 of	 ownership,	 that	 organizations	 are	 able	 to	 utilize	 the	 powers	 of	

community	participation	and	to	take	part	in	innovation	networks,	which	in	turn	nurtures	

the	 conditions	 for	 gaining	 competitive	 advantages	 (ibid).	 In	 this	 theory	 of	 open	
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innovation,	competition	is	seen	as	an	enabler	of	innovation	and	competitive	advantages,	

and	thus	not	as	something	the	organization	must	protect	itself	from.		

		

However,	strategies	of	open	innovation	may	also	be	the	cause	of	problems.	Particularly	

the	one	pointed	out	by	Glynn,	albeit	he	does	not	deal	explicitly	with	open	 innovation:	

Namely	 the	 problem	 of	 setting	 limits	 to	 how	 much	 the	 powers	 of	 the	 external	

environment	should	inform	the	organization's	innovation	strategy.	This	same	problem	is	

also	inherent	in	the	notion	of	ambidexterity,	as	pointed	out	by	Raisch	and	Birkinshaw,	in	

the	way	that	being	adaptable	to	external	environmental	changes	is	seen	as	paradoxical	to	

running	the	daily	operations	of	a	company	(Raisch	&	Birkinshaw,	2008).	Additionally,	our	

conversation	partner	at	Tryg	also	recognized	this	challenge	when	discussing	the	role	of	

the	innovation	department:		

	

“The	challenge	is	if	our	ambition	as	an	innovation	department	does	not	support	the	

organization’s	 vision.	 That	 is	 a	 real	 challenge	 and	 a	 balance	 we	 need	 to	 find”8	

(Conversation	with	Tryg,	16.05.2019).	

		

One	way	of	finding	this	balance,	and	a	way	to	handle	the	problem	of	ambidexterity,	which	

to	a	certain	extent	can	be	regarded	as	an	attempt	to	build	“defensible	positions	against	

forces	 of	 competition”	 (Chesbrough,	 2007:	 57)	 while	 at	 the	 same	 time	 to	 develop	 a	

particular	mode	of	openness	that	allows	the	organization	to	utilize	the	productive	forces	

of	community	participation	innovation	networks,	may	be	provided	by	the	exititution.	Our	

conversation	partner	at	Tryg	initially	brought	this	idea	to	light,	when	we	were	discussing	

the	 role	 of	 the	 innovation	 department	 in	 a	 large	 organization	 such	 as	 Tryg.	 Michael	

Gynther	argued	 that	 it	was	 the	 innovation	department’s	 role	 to	be	 located	 just	on	 the	

outside	of	the	organization’s	border.	In	order	to	illustrate	it,	he	made	a	drawing,	which	

we	have	replicated	on	the	next	page	in	Figure	4:	

	

                                                
8 Original quote: ”Udfordringen ligger i, hvis vores mål i innovationsafdelingen ikke understøtter det, 
forretningen synes vi skal lave. Det er et reelt problem, og en balance vi skal finde” 
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As	a	comment	to	the	drawing,	Michael	Gynther	said	the	following:	

		

“The	organization	slowly	moves	out	and	takes	our	spot.	Some	of	our	employees	have	

been	a	bit	frustrated	about	this,	and	thought	‘well,	what	about	us?’	but	it	is	super	

positive	that	our	jobs	have	been	taken	over.	Because	that	means	that	we	can	move	

out	even	further.	We	need	to	always	set	the	outer	limit.”9	(Conversation	with	Tryg,	

16.05.2019)	

		

As	such,	this	means	that	the	innovation	department	comes	into	function	as	an	extitution,	

or	a	protected	environment,	which	works	as	a	sluice	for	the	external	environment	of	the	

organization.	Thus,	the	innovation	department	establishes	a	passage	from	the	external	

environment	into	the	organization	as	depicted	in	Figure	4.	However,	it	does	not	establish	

a	direct	flow,	but	rather	a	protected	flow	because	the	innovation	department	is	detached	

from	the	organization.	By	doing	so,	the	organization	have	the	option	to	sort	out	which	

impulses	from	the	external	environment	to	listen	to	and	which	to	ignore.	This	makes	it	

possible	 for	 the	 organization	 to	 protect	 the	 necessary	 bureaucratic	 structures,	 which	

                                                
9 Original quote: ”Forretningen bevæger sig langsomt ud, og tager vores plads. Nogle ved os har jo 
også været lidt frustrerede, og tænkt ’jamen, hvad så med os?’ en det er jo super positivt at vores job 
er blevet overtaget, for det gør så, at vi kan rykke længere ud. Vi skal hele tiden sætte ydergrænsen”. 
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according	 to	 the	 concept	 of	 ambidexterity,	 are	 important	 to	 keep	 intact	 while	 also	

allowing	the	flexibility	to	absorb,	rather	than	build	walls	against,	the	competitive	forces	

as	pointed	out	by	Chesbrough.	

		

Consequently,	 innovation	 is	 also	 the	 commitment	 to	 the	 possibility	 that	 bureaucratic	

structures	can	be	combined	with	more	loose	and	flexible	structures	without	they	end	up	

compromising	each	other.	This	means	that	innovation,	when	taking	place	in	an	extitution	

detached	from	the	actual	organization,	can	help	the	organization	to	protect	itself	from	the	

competitive	forces	of	the	external	environment,	while	also	enabling	the	organization	to	

absorb	it	at	the	same	time.	This,	however,	all	depends	on	the	innovation	department	as	a	

detached	 part	 of	 the	 organization.	 As	 Spicer	 himself	 puts	 it	 when	 addressing	 the	

utilization	 of	 extitutions:	 “The	 aim	 is	 no	 longer	 to	 contain	 this	 extitutional	 element.	

Rather,	 it	 is	 to	 capture	 and	 exploit	 its	 unusualness,	 deviance	 and	 difference”	 (Spicer,	

2010:	36).	This	also	seems	to	count	for	the	relationship	between	and	organization	that	

has	an	innovation	department.	

Innovation as an Improvement Mechanism 

Innovation	as	a	way	to	ensure	continuous	learning	and	to	build	dynamic	capabilities	

	

The	 third	 argument	 for	 why	 established	 organizations	 should	 deal	 with	 innovation	

considers	learning	as	an	important	reason.	This	argument	rests	on	the	assumption	that	

innovation	 is	 an	 activity	 that	 provides	 an	 opportunity	 for	 an	 organization	 to	 gain	

competitive	 advantage	 in	 its	 market,	 and	 that	 this	 competitive	 advantage	 is	 highly	

wanted.	 This	 is	 pointed	 out	 by	 Calantone	 et	 al.,	 who	 argue	 that	 innovation	 and	

organizational	 learning	 are	 closely	 connected,	 and	 that	 the	 learning	 climate	 of	 an	

organization	 is	 highly	 correlated	 to	 its	 innovation	 capability	 (Calantone	 et	 al.,	 2001).	

According	to	this	argument,	organizational	learning	consists	of	four	factors:		

	

1. Commitment	to	learning	

2. Shared	vision	

3. Open-mindedness	

4. intraorganizational	knowledge	sharing	
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These	 four	 factors	describe	 the	organization's	 ability	 to	 obtain	 and	 share	 information	

about	the	organization's	external	environment	such	as	customer	needs,	market	changes	

and	competitor	intelligence	(ibid).	In	other	words,	organizational	learning	according	to	

Calantone	 et.	 al	 is	 the	 organization's	 ability	 to	 obtain,	 utilize	 and	 react	 upon	 this	

knowledge.	In	addition	to	this,	Calantone	et	al.	also	highlights	the	fact	that	innovation	and	

organizational	 performance	 are	 closely	 connected,	 and	 that	 organizations	 must	 be	

innovative	to	be	competitive	in	order	to	survive	(ibid).	

		

Innovation	professor	Lars	Fuglsang	also	mentions	the	connection	between	learning	and	

innovation	 when	 he	 compares	 innovation	 and	 Claude	 Levi-Strauss’	 concept	 of	 the	

bricoleur	to	each	other.	According	to	Fuglsang,	the	bricoleur	is	someone	who	has	‘lived	

experience’	 in	 the	 sense	 that	 the	 person	 has	 experience	 inside	 the	 practice	 which	 is	

subjected	to	innovation	(Fuglsang,	2010).	This	entails	that	the	bricoleur	has	the	know-

how	to	make	do	with	whatever	is	at	hand	and	thus	the	ability	to	handle	unpredictable	

changes	 or	 events.	 However,	 as	 Fuglsang	 also	 stresses,	 this	 ability	 to	 handle	 the	

unpredictable	is	dependent	on	the	lived	experience	of	that	person.	To	put	this	in	relation	

to	innovation,	one	could	say	that	innovation	resembles	bricolage,	the	acts	of	the	bricoleur,	

insofar	as	we	understand	innovation	as	a	security	mechanism,	as	proposed	during	the	

first	 argument.	 Consequently,	when	organizations	 seek	 to	prepare	 themselves	 against	

unforeseeable	events,	one	of	the	skills	they	need	to	train	is	bricolage.	To	put	this	idea	into	

another	perspective,	it	seems	useful	to	draw	on	Levinthal	&	March’s	(1993)	description	

of	organizations	learning	myopia.	

		

Becoming Innovation-ready: Exploration and Exploitation in Organizational Learning 

According	 to	 Levinthal	 &	 March,	 organizations	 must	 defeat	 an	 inherent	 tendency	 to	

sustain	 their	 current	 focus	 and	 accentuate	 their	 distinctive	 competence	 (Levinthal	 &	

March,	 1993).	 They	 argue	 that	 learning	 has	 to	 cope	with	 the	 complicated	 problem	of	

exploring	 and	 creating	 new	 knowledge	 while	 at	 the	 same	 time	 exploiting	 current	

competencies	that	already	exist	within	the	organization	(ibid).	Additionally,	Levinthal	&	

March	argue	 that	 learning	 is	a	sensitive	matter	 to	organizations	because	 it	has	 it	own	

traps.	 These	 traps	 occur	 when	 organizations	 develop	 capabilities	 that	 improve	 the	

immediate	performance	of	 the	employees	and	 the	 company,	 as	 this	 immediate	 rise	 in	
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performance	might	reduce	the	 incentives	 for	new	long-term	technology	developments	

and	paradigm	shifts	within	the	organization	(ibid).	

		

As	such,	it	seems	to	be	the	case	that	learning	has	appeared	as	a	problem	for	organizations.	

This	is	the	point	that	Calantone	et	al.	make	when	they	argue	that	organizational	learning	

leads	 to	 innovation,	 that	 innovation	 leads	 to	 competitive	 advantage,	 and	 that	 this	

competitive	advantage	is	necessary	for	organizations	to	survive	(Calantone	et	al.,	2001).	

The	same	point	is	also	stressed	by	Levinthal	&	March,	when	they	argue	that	learning	is	a	

delicate	matter	due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	different	 strategic	 goals	 require	different	 learning	

strategies,	some	of	which	may	contradict	each	other.	This	is	such	as	the	problem	of	instant	

gratification,	where	the	positive	effects	that	the	 immediate	 learning	has	provided	is	at	

risk	 of	 undermining	 the	 motivation	 for	 future	 long-term	 developments	 (Levinthal	 &	

March,	 1993).	 It	 is	 also	 stressed	 by	 Cohen	 &	 Levinthal	 (1990),	 who	 argue	 that	 the	

organization's	ability	to	recognize	the	value	of	new,	external	information,	absorb	it	and	

use	it	to	commercial	ends	is	critical	to	the	organization’s	innovation	capability	(Cohen	&	

Levinthal,	1990).	 In	addition	to	this,	 they	argue	that	the	ability	to	exploit	 this	external	

knowledge	is	“largely	a	function	of	the	level	of	prior	related	knowledge”	(ibid:	128).	This	

points	towards	the	idea	that	not	only	is	new	knowledge	important,	but	it	also	matters	to	

have	the	right	prior	knowledge.	

		

What	stands	out	in	all	of	this	is	the	emphasis	on	innovation	capabilities.	Learning	is	not	

merely	a	goal	in	itself,	but	rather	serves	as	an	instrument	to	innovation	in	the	way	that	it	

helps	the	organization	to	build,	use	and	exploit	the	right	knowledge	at	the	right	time.	To	

put	it	differently,	to	be	innovation-ready	in	the	same	way	that	the	bricoleur	is.	The	task,	

then,	is	to	give	the	bricoleur	the	right	tools	at	hand	and	teach	the	bricoleur	how	to	use	

them.	However,	learning	is	a	difficult	matter	because	organizations	have	a	tendency	to	

enact	 their	own	environments	 (Levinthal	&	March,	1993).	 Similarly,	 to	 the	previously	

mentioned	planned	perspectives	of	change,	this	argument	rests	on	the	assumption	that	

organizations	build	up	around	inertial	structures	that	must	be	destabilized	in	order	to	

initiate	change	and	innovation.	It	 is	then	the	role	of	 learning	to	destabilize	the	already	

existing	 knowledge	 equilibrium,	 and	 to	 move	 the	 organization	 to	 a	 new	 and	 better	

equilibrium.	As	an	expression	of	this	view	on	organizational	learning,	our	conversation	

partner	at	Tryg	has	multiple	times	expressed	the	importance	of	having	innovation	placed	



 48 

on	the	side	of	the	organization,	similar	to	an	extitution	as	previously	mentioned.	The	idea	

that	learning,	in	order	to	be	effective,	should	take	place	on	the	side,	and	then	be	absorbed	

by	the	rest	of	the	organization	is	also	pointed	out	by	Levinthal	&	March:		

	

“One	 means	 of	 increasing	 the	 effectiveness	 of	 learning	 is	 to	 simplify	 natural	

experience	by	inhibiting	learning	in	one	part	of	the	organization	in	order	to	make	

learning	more	effective	in	another	part”	(ibid:	97).		

	

This	resembles	what	is	done	when	an	organization	has	an	innovation	department	that	

functions	 like	 an	 extitution.	 The	 innovation	 department	 becomes	 the	 centre	 for	

organizational	 learning,	 i.e.	 a	 safe	 space	 as	 our	 conversation	 partner	 called	 it,	 where	

learning	can	take	place	and	failures	are	rewarded	as	valuable	knowledge.	As	such,	this	

implies	that	learning	is	not	a	risk-free	endeavour	for	organizations	-	especially	not	if	it	

relies	on	continuous	feedback	from	the	market	as	it	is	the	case	for	Tryg.		

	

As	such,	having	an	innovation	department	as	a	confined	space	where	learning	can	have	

an	experimental	character	without	having	to	necessarily	benefit	the	organization,	is	an	

important	 bridge	 between	 organizational	 learning	 and	 innovation.	 In	 this	 regard,	

innovation	serves	two	purposes:		

	

1. To	be	the	lens	through	which	the	organization	can	realize	the	need	for	continuous	

learning	

2. To	be	the	safe	space	in	which	the	organization	can	make	this	learning	firm	specific.		
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Summary of the section 

In	 this	 section,	 we	 outlined	 three	 reocurring	 preconditions	 in	 the	 arguments	 for	

innovation.	 The	 first	 one	 regarded	 innovation	 as	 a	 way	 of	 preparing	 and	 installing	 a	

readiness	in	the	organization	towards	sudden	and	unforeseeable	change.	The	second	one	

regarded	 innovation	 as	 a	 way	 of	 establishing	 control	 mechanisms	 against	 and	 for	

competition	from	the	external	environment.	In	this	line	of	argument,	we	found	that	it	was	

presupposed	that	innovation	nourished	from	competition,	but	only	to	a	limited	degree.	

Consequently,	innovation	becomes	a	way	of	letting	the	competition	from	the	outside	in	

to	the	organization,	but	in	a	controlled	manner.	Particularly	for	Tryg,	it	was	important	to	

have	their	innovation	department	‘on	the	side’	of	the	actual	organization.	We	analysed	

this	in	terms	of	the	exitution,	which	came	to	serve	as	a	‘safe	space’	to	experiment	with	

new	ideas	without	it	being	at	risk	of	disturbing	the	daily	operations	of	Tryg.	This	connects	

to	the	third	precondition	in	the	arguments	for	innovation,	namely	that	innovation	was	a	

way	of	reducing	the	negative	impact	of	failures,	and	instead	transforming	it	into	valuable	

learning	opportunities.	Here,	 it	was	believed	 that	 failures	provided	 the	organization	a	

possibility	of	improvement.		
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Historical Problematization Analysis 

This	 part	 of	 the	 analysis	 focuses	 on	how	and	why	 innovation	has	 been	 shaped	 into	 a	

particular	 form	 of	 knowledge	 and	 practice.	 We	 do	 so	 by	 presenting	 a	 history	 of	

innovation,	 mainly	 focused	 on	 innovation’s	 entering	 into	 economics	 and	 trying	 to	

understand	the	impact	of	innovation	today.	When	investigating	the	why	of	innovation,	we	

wish	to	investigate	why	innovation	has	come	to	appear	so	important	that	it	is	necessary	

to	respond	to	it	in	a	particular	way.	In	neoliberalism,	growth	and	change	are	a	vital	part.	

This	is	because	of	the	perception	that	change	fosters	competition	which	is	a	main	focus	

for	neoliberalism.	Earlier	economists	were	mostly	interested	in	price	competition	and	not	

primarily	 business	 development.	 However,	 innovation	 is	 a	 way	 to	 reach	 economic	

growth,	which	is	fundamental	for	capitalism	(Schumpeter,	1934).	

History of Innovation and Economic Development 

In	the	20th	century	the	economist	Joseph	Alois	Schumpeter	(1883-1950)	studied	modern	

capitalism	and	introduced	innovation	as	a	capitalistic	concept.	According	to	the	historian	

Thomas	McCraw,	 Schumpeter	 “developed	 the	most	 thorough	 and	 accurate	 analysis	 of	

capitalism”	 (McCraw,	 2007:	 47).	 The	 work	 of	 Schumpeter	 has	 been	 called	 “roots	 of	

innovation	theory”	(Fuglsang	&	Sundbo,	2002:	7)	and	Schumpeter	himself	“The	prophet	

of	innovation”	(McCraw,	2007).		

	

For	Schumpeter	economic	change	is	an	important	part	of	capitalism,	that	“not	only	never	

is	 but	never	 can	be	 stationary”	 and	 always	 is	 “an	 evolutionary	process”	 (Schumpeter,	

1942:	 82).	 McCraw	writes	 how	 Schumpeter	 “assessed	 capitalism	 as	 an	 expression	 of	

innovation,	human	drama,	and	sheer	havoc”	(McCraw,	2007:	6)	and	also	writes	about	the	

importance	of	capitalism	for	Schumpeter	as	follows:	

	

“For	despite	 it	 flaws,	 capitalism	alone	has	 fostered	 the	 scientific,	 technical,	 and	

medical	innovations	necessary	to	lift	humanity	out	of	a	Hobbesian	state	of	nature,	

where	life	is	solitary,	poor,	nasty,	brutish,	and	short”	(McCraw,	2007:	7).	

	

As	 presented	 here,	 innovation	 is	 a	 very	 important	 part	 of	 economic	 change	 and	

capitalism.	 For	 Schumpeter,	 innovation	 is	 a	 necessity	 and	 something	 that	 cannot	 be	
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separated	from	capitalism.	As	McCraw	writes,	capitalism,	for	Schumpeter,	is	the	only	way	

to	a	better	life	and	he	assigns	innovation	a	positive	meaning	and	outlook.	However,	this	

is	 different	 from	an	 earlier	 understanding	of	 the	 concept	 ‘innovation’.	 In	 2015	Benoît	

Godin	published	‘Innovation	Contested:	The	Idea	of	Innovation	over	the	Centuries’	where	

he	maps	 out	 the	 history	 of	 innovation	 as	 a	 concept.	 His	 research	 starts	 from	Ancient	

Greece	and	covers	the	journey	of	innovation	until	today.	We	use	various	points	of	focus	

from	 this	 book	 to	 get	 an	 understanding	 of	 how	and	why	 innovation	has	 evolved	 as	 a	

concept	before,	during	and	after	Schumpeter.	According	to	Godin,	most	other	literature	

on	 innovation	 only	 goes	 through	 the	 authorship	 of	 Schumpeter	 as	 important	 for	

innovation,	however	that	only	gives	a	limited	understanding	of	innovation.	

	

In	order	to	get	a	better	understanding	of	innovation	as	a	practice,	this	thesis	looks	into	

some	of	the	early	meaning	of	innovation.	It	is	important	to	outline	that	the	meaning	of	the	

concept	changes	according	to	context	and	this	analysis	at	hand	is	only	an	extract	of	the	

comprehensive	examination	of	innovation	by	Godin	(Godin,	2015:	37).	

Early Conceptualizations of Innovation 

Godin	points	to	four	different	aspects	of	the	concept	of	innovation	that	established	it	as	

an	important	term	(Godin,	2015:	138).	First,	from	the	Greeks,	where	innovation	among	

others	could	be	translated	to	‘kainotomia’	or	‘neoterismos’,	which	translates	into	novelty.	

In	 these	 translations,	 the	 concept	of	 innovation	was	either	 loaded	with	a	neutral	 or	 a	

negative	meaning.	For	Godin	this	was	because	of	the	underlying	associating	with	risky	

change	 in	 the	 established	 order,	 for	 example	 revolution	 (Godin,	 2015:	 22;	 32).	

Furthermore,	Godin	considers	innovation	as	acts	of	creativity,	but	in	Greece	innovative	

people	 were	 “not	 creative	 but	 are	 rather	 guilty	 of	 something.	 Innovators	 are	

transgressors	of	 the	political	order”	 (Godin,	2015:	30).	 In	Latin,	 the	word	 ‘innovation’	

entered	 the	 vocabulary	 in	 the	 3rd	 and	 4th	 century	 as	 ‘innovi’	 which	 had	 positive	

connotations.		

	

Secondly,	in	The	Reformation,	innovation	was	termed	‘innov’	from	the	16th	to	the	19th	

century	where	it	shifted	to	a	more	negative	connotation.	According	to	Godin,	the	reason	

for	this	was	the	Reformation	in	England	where	innovation	was	used	as	a	religious	and	not	

political	concept.	Within	a	religious	context,	creating	change	in	the	established	order	was	
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not	welcomed	warmly	(Godin,	2015:	37;98).	Thirdly,	in	the	Renaissance	innovation	was	

also	associated	with	revolution	as	something	violent,	and	thus	the	concept	of	innovation	

kept	its	negative	connotation	(Godin,	2015;	120).		

	

These	three	aspects	lead	to	the	fourth:	“Innovation	came	to	be	talked	of	in	terms	of	plots	

(designs,	schemes)”	(Godin,	2015:	138;151).	Hereafter,	the	meaning	of	innovation	had	a	

“semantic	 rehabilitation”	 combined	 with	 being	 instrumental	 (ibid.).	 For	 Godin	 the	

semantic	rehabilitation	was	due	to	a	change	in	the	representation	of	innovation	mainly	

influenced	 by	 Jeremy	Bentham,	who	 in	 1824	wrote	 about	 innovation	 in	 ‘The	Book	 of	

Fallacies’,	and	Godin	points	to	the	following:	

	

“to	say	all	new	things	are	bad,	is	as	much	as	to	say	all	things	are	bad,	or,	at	any	

event,	at	their	commencement;	for	of	all	the	old	things	ever	seen	or	heard	of,	there	

is	 not	 one	 that	 was	 not	 once	 new.	 Whatever	 is	 now	 establishment	was	 once	

innovation”	(Bentham,	1824:	144).	

	

At	the	same	time	as	Bentham's	influence	on	innovation,	the	instrumental	rehabilitation	

starts	 from	the	19th	century.	Here,	 the	meaning	of	 innovation	changed	to	be	a	sign	of	

“progress	and	utility	(...)	Innovation	is	an	instrument	for	founding	a	new	society	and	new	

political	order.	Innovation	is	not	harmful	but	useful”	(Godin,	2015:	151;167).		

	

So	far,	innovation	had	no	economic	connotations,	but	were	mainly	focused	on	the	social	

order	of	society.	This	changed	with	Schumpeter,	where	the	understanding	of	the	concept	

of	 innovation	 was	 shifted	 into	 the	 economic	 sphere.	 Schumpeter	 was	 influenced	 by	

several	scholars,	where	especially	his	way	of	challenging	the	classical	economic	scholars	

made	him	famous.	As	an	example,	hereof,	Schumpeter	challenged	the	thoughts	of	Adam	

Smith	and	David	Ricardo,	by	opposing	against	the	notion	of	economic	development	as	a	

static	 equilibrium	 (McCraw,	 2007:	 42).	 Instead,	 Schumpeter	 perceived	 economic	

development	 as	 being	 dynamic.	 Additionally,	 Schumpeter	 saw	 the	 initiator	 of	 this	

development	 to	be	an	entrepreneur,	because	 the	entrepreneur	was	capable	of	driving	

innovation.	This	is	also	a	distinction	from	the	classical	economists,	where	innovation	was	

not	ascribed	the	same	importance	(Dopfer,	1994:	141).	Schumpeter	was	also	influenced	
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by	Karl	Marx,	and	how	Marx	“emphasized	the	dynamics	of	capitalism	-	its	ever-changing	

nature	whose	only	music	was	uproar”	(McCraw,	2007:	41).	

History of Economic Change and Schumpeter 

Schumpeter’s	theorizing	about	innovation	can	be	categorized	into	three	different	periods,	

which	 we	 have	 termed	 ‘Schumpeter	 mark	 I,	 II	 and	 III’	 (Fuglsang,	 2008:	 12).	 This	 is	

inspired	by	Fuglsangs	approach,	which	he	presents	as:	

	

“These	three	approaches	represent	different	 frameworks	of	 innovations,	where	

innovations	 proceed	 in	 different	 ways,	 are	 motivated	 by	 different	 factors,	

aggregated,	 selected	 and	 diffused	 in	 different	 ways,	 and	 often	 crystallize	 into	

different	 kinds	 of	 institutions	 with	 different	 underlying	 rationals.”	 (Fuglsang,	

2008:	12).		

	

Due	to	the	extensiveness	of	Schumpeter's	work,	this	thesis	will	focus	mainly	on	how	and	

why	innovation	has	been	constructed,	and	what	role	it	has	in	relation	to	the	employee,	

work	and	management.	

Schumpeter I: The Early Stages of Economic Innovation 

Schumpeter	mark	 I	 represents	 the	 years	 around	 the	 books	 ‘The	 Theory	 of	 Economic	

Development’	from	1934	and	‘Business	Cycles’	from	1939.	In	these	writings,	Schumpeter	

was	interested	in	the	dynamics	that	challenges	an	economic	equilibrium,	because	of	its	

importance	 to	 economic	 development.	 To	 disturb	 the	 economic	 equilibrium	 was	 to	

enable	change	and	make	new	combinations	with	already	existing	resources.	According	to	

Schumpeter,	 the	 driving	 force	 behind	 this	 is	 the	 entrepreneur,	 which	 is	 why	 the	

entrepreneur	 is	 constituted	 as	 an	 important	 figure	 in	 Schumpeter's	 writings	

(Schumpeter,	1934:	66;	74;	Schumpeter,	1939:	102).	

	

The	 importance	 of	 the	 Schumpeterian	 entrepreneur	 comes	 from	 the	 idea	 that	 the	

entrepreneur	 executes	 innovations	 and	 “changes	 the	 generic	 knowledge	 base	 of	 the	

economy”	(Dopfer	1994:	143).	To	be	able	to	do	this,	a	special	type	of	person	is	needed.	

The	entrepreneur	is	a	person	who	is	characterized	by	having	a	certain	set	of	skills	and	

abilities	to	be	able	to	launch	and	execute	change.	The	motivation	for	the	entrepreneur	is	
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not	necessarily	monetary	gains	but	is	instead	found	to	be	of	a	more	intrinsic	character	

(Fuglsang,	2008:	11).	According	to	Schumpeter,	an	entrepreneur	is	defined	as	follows:	

	

“First	 of	 all	 there	 is	 a	 dream	 and	 the	will	 to	 found	 a	 private	 kingdom,	 usually,	

though	not	 necessarily,	 also	 a	 dynasty…	Then	 there	 is	 the	will	 to	 conquer:	 the	

impulse	to	fight,	to	prove	oneself	superior	to	others,	to	succeed	for	the	sake,	not	of	

the	fruits	of	success,	but	of	success	itself	(...)	Finally,	there	is	the	joy	of	creating,	of	

getting	 things	 done,	 or	 simply	 of	 exercising	 one’s	 energy	 and	 ingenuity”	

(Schumpeter,	1934:	93).		

	

As	such,	the	Schumpeterian	entrepreneur	for	us	seems	to	be	a	goal-oriented	person,	who	

has	 a	 particular	 mindset,	 which	 gives	 the	 entrepreneur	 the	 capability	 to	 execute	

innovations.	Even	with	this	description	and	personification	of	the	entrepreneur,	 it	 is	a	

temporary	state,	or	role,	according	to	Schumpeter.	This	means	that	a	person	running	a	

large	 corporation	 perhaps	 once	 was	 an	 entrepreneur	 but	 may	 not	 necessarily	 be	 an	

entrepreneur	anymore.	This	happens	when	things	fall	into	routine,	and	this	person	does	

not	carry	out	innovations	anymore	(Schumpeter,	1934:	78).	

	

Additionally,	 Schumpeter	makes	 a	 distinction	 between	 directed	 and	 directing	 labour,	

which	 is	 a	 distinction	 between	 the	 one	 managing	 and	 the	 ones	 being	 managed.	 The	

creative	nature	of	the	directing	labour	is	important,	because	this	is	a	part	of	being	able	to	

innovate.	This	is	then	the	entrepreneur	being	the	directing	labour,	because	this	person	is	

the	one	being	innovative	and	also	being	the	directing	labour	(Croitoru,	2012:	140).	For	

Schumpeter,	 creativity	 comes	 from	within,	 and	 is	not	 an	external	 factor	 that	makes	 it	

possible	for	the	entrepreneur	to	be	creative	(Fuglsang,	2008:	7).	

	

The	relation	between	the	producer	and	the	consumers	is	also	important	for	Schumpeter,	

because	it	is	not	necessarily	the	demands	of	the	consumers	that	determines	the	market	

dynamics.	Rather,	it	is	the	education	of	the	consumers	that	determines	what	happens	on	

the	market,	which	Schumpeter	puts	as	follows:	

	

“It	 is,	 however,	 the	 producer	who	 as	 a	 rule	 initiates	 economic	 change,	 and	 the	

consumers	are	educated	by	him	if	necessary;	they	are,	as	it	were,	taught	to	want	
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new	things,	or	things	which	differ	in	some	respect	or	other	from	those	which	they	

have	been	in	the	habit	of	using”	(Schumpeter,	1934:	65)	

	

In	this	quote,	Schumpeter	illustrates	how	the	producer	can	manage	the	consumers	to	act	

as	the	producer	wants.	This	means	that	the	one	producing	is	in	charge	of	the	market	and	

the	demand	from	the	consumers	is	not	something	internal	from	the	consumers,	but	an	

external	 factor	 educating	 them.	Hereby,	 the	 role	 of	 the	 entrepreneur	 is	 also	 to	be	 the	

directing	 labour	 to	 consumers	 and	 not	 just	 the	 directed	 labour,	which	 is	 a	 top	 down	

approach	 to	 consumers.	 An	 interesting	 thing	 here	 is	 how	 the	 person	 who	 is	 able	 to	

execute	innovation	is	also	driving	economic	development	and	the	management	of	others.	

In	order	to	be	both	of	these	the	entrepreneur	should	not	be	treated	as	directed	labour.	

Instead	 the	 role	 as	 the	 directing	 labour	 is	 important,	 because	 this	 allows	 for	 the	

entrepreneur	to	have	a	creative	mindset	and	this	is	important	to	be	the	entrepreneur	that	

capitalism	needs.		

Moving from Schumpeter I to II: The Role of the Entrepreneur 

A	 different	 understanding	 of	 the	 economic	 equilibrium	 and	 the	 entrepreneur	 is	 from	

Israel	Kirzner,	who	presents	the	innovator	as	“a	stabilizing	force	that	restores	economic	

equilibrium”	and	the	entrepreneur	is	then	able	to	stabilize	the	market	(Fuglsang,	2008:	

91).	This	is	in	contrast	to	the	Schumpeterian	entrepreneur	who	has	the	opposite	effect.	

For	 Schumpeter,	 capitalism	 needs	 the	 entrepreneur	 to	 make	 new	 combinations	 and	

challenge	 the	 equilibrium	 (Sundberg,	 1998:	 119).	 Capitalism	 is	 still	 in	 need	 of	 this	

entrepreneurial	 spirit;	however,	 the	role	of	 the	entrepreneur	has	changed.	 In	 the	 first	

phase	 of	 Schumpeter,	 it	 was	 the	 entrepreneur’s	 job	 to	 develop	 the	 economy	 by	

destabilizing	 and	 moving	 the	 equilibrium.	 But	 Kirzner	 turns	 this	 upside	 down	 by	

proposing	that	it	is	the	role	of	the	entrepreneur	to	stabilize	the	economy.	

	

The	move	 from	 Schumpeter	 mark	 I	 to	 II	 is	 not	 only	 a	 development	 in	 Schumpeter's	

authorship,	but	also	a	consequence	of	a	general	development	in	the	world	towards	a	more	

industrialized	 society.	 Additionally,	 Schumpeter	 also	 moved	 to	 the	 US	 to	 become	 a	

professor	 at	 Harvard	 University,	 and	 here	 he	 also	 encountered	 a	 different	 business	

culture.	 Larger	 corporations	 started	 to	 emerge,	 which	 meant	 that	 innovation	 was	

becoming	part	of	a	planned	process	and	R&D	departments	and	the	 field	of	 innovation	
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changed	(McCraw,	2007:	269).	In	other	words,	the	role	of	the	entrepreneur	was	changing.	

Another	important	factor	to	this	was	that	the	field	of	management	was	being	established	

as	an	 independent	 field.	This	meant	 that	 the	 role	of	 the	manager	changed,	which	also	

impacted	innovations	by	requiring	a	certain	person	who	was	not	only	good	at	a	particular	

job,	but	also	good	at	managing	other	people.	The	role	of	the	manager	and	the	role	of	the	

innovator	was	now	starting	to	confluence.	For	Schumpeter,	this	meant	that	the	role	of	

innovation	 shifted,	 still	 being	 inseparable	 from	capitalism,	however	 the	 impersonated	

role	of	entrepreneur	had	changed	to	someone	inside	the	organization.	This	also	moved	

innovation	 into	 a	 practice	 where	 bureaucratization	 could	 slow	 down	 the	 innovative	

progress	(Gallouj,	2002:	4).	

Schumpeter II: Organizing Innovation 

Schumpeter	Mark	 II	 represents	Schumpeter’s	authorship	around	his	book	 ‘Capitalism,	

Socialism	 and	 Democracy’	 from	 1942	 (Sundbo,	 1998:	 63).	 Here	 the	 sociality	 of	 the	

entrepreneur	is	no	longer	important	and	does	not	need	to	be	“impersonated”.	The	change	

of	this	certain	persona	does	not	mean	that	the	function	of	the	entrepreneur	erodes,	rather	

the	 function	 changed	 to	 be	 “a	 collection	 of	 individuals	 or	 a	whole	 team	 could	 be	 ‘the	

entrepreneur’”	 (Shionoya	 &	 Perlman	 1994:	 P.	 7).	 Innovation	 is	 now	 something	 that	

happens	within	an	organization	where	it	should	be	carefully	managed,	which	Fuglsang	

describes	as	looking	at	“Innovation	as	a	routine	activity	in	the	labs	of	the	company.	The	

entrepreneur	 was	 no	 longer	 relevant,	 because	 innovation	 was	 more	 integrated	 into	

society.”	(Fuglsang,	2008:	11).		

	

This	changes	the	manageability	into	a	more	routine-based	activity,	which	can	be	put	into	

a	 system	 and	 coordinated	 as	 a	 practice.	 Management	 of	 innovation	 thus	 becomes	 an	

activity	that	an	organization	must	take	into	consideration,	and	organize	around,	though	

it	is	not	necessarily	its	core	business.	At	the	same	time,	innovation	becomes	something	

employees	can	be	managed	through,	because	they	must	want	to	execute	innovations	for	

the	sake	of	the	organization,	and	not	because	of	a	personal	motivation	factor.	This	creates	

different	demands	to	the	both	the	directing	and	the	directed	labour,	because	the	directing	

labour	no	longer	holds	the	innovative	or	creative	role.	This	is	different	from	Schumpeter	

I	where	the	directing	labour	was	the	creative	entrepreneur.	Consequently,	the	skill	to	be	
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creative	is	something	the	directed	labour	must	be	able	to	hold	instead	of	the	directing	

labour.		

	

Innovation	 is	 still	 important	 for	 the	 economic	 development	 in	 Schumpeter	 mark	 II,	

because	it	is	the	driving	factor	for	capitalism,	which	need	this	development	to	maintain	

itself.	Schumpeter	puts	the	activity	of	combining	things	into	a	different	sphere:	The	work	

and	the	skills	of	the	entrepreneur	in	Schumpeter	I	is	taken	into	a	different	sphere,	where	

more	 standardization	 and	 coordination	 practice	 is	 a	 necessity.	 Schumpeter	 calls	 this	

‘Creative	destruction’,	which:	

	

“incessantly	 revolutionizes	 the	 economic	 structure	 from	 within,	 incessantly	

destroying	the	old	one,	incessantly	creating	a	new	one.	This	process	of	Creative	

Destruction	is	the	essential	fact	about	capitalism.	It	is	what	capitalism	consists	in	

and	what	every	capitalist	concern	has	got	to	live	in”	(Schumpeter	1942,	p.	83).	

	

Here,	Schumpeter	establishes	how	creative	destruction	is	a	necessity	for	capitalism.	This	

is	not	different	from	Schumpeter	mark	I,	however	a	development	of	what	putting	things	

together	in	new	ways	means.	This	changes	how	employees	must	work,	and	requires	them	

to	have	different	skills,	because	they	need	to	be	able	to	initiate	this	creative	destruction.	

It	 also	 introduces	 the	 promise	 of	 betterment	 as	 something	 within	 the	 practice	 of	

innovation.	Destruction	has	a	negative	connotation,	whereas	putting	the	creative	in	front	

makes	the	practice	seem	more	constructive.	This	means	that	putting	things	together	in	

new	ways	 is	what	 the	employees	must	 strive	 for,	what	management	must	manage	by	

creating	an	organization	where	it	can	happen.	

	

The	changing	role	of	innovation	by	Schumpeter	mark	II	changes	the	idea	of	who	initiates	

the	 economic	 development,	 because	 the	 impersonated	 entrepreneur	 is	 no	 longer	 the	

driver	of	the	economy.	Instead	it	is	departments	in	e.g.	large	corporations,	that	control	

and	 define	 what	 should	 happen.	 Thereby,	 the	 management	 of	 innovation	 becomes	

important,	 because	 the	 people	 who	 work	 with	 innovative	 and	 the	 people	 who	 are	

managers	 are	 not	 necessarily	 the	 same.	 This	 was	 different	 from	 earlier,	 where	 the	

directing	 labour	 was	 also	 the	 innovating	 person.	 This	 required	 a	 different	 kind	 of	
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organization,	 where	 innovation	 is	 an	 important	 driver	 for	 the	 development	 of	 the	

organization,	and	thus	has	to	be	something	controllable.	

Moving from Schumpeter II to III: The Role of Organized Innovation 

After	 Schumpeter’s	 different	 publications,	 innovation	 became	 more	 integrated	 into	

economic	thought	and	also	made	its	way	into	organization	and	management	theory.	This	

is	 seen	 with	 management	 scholar	 Peter	 Drucker,	 who	 writes	 about	 how	 innovation	

changes	towards	a	more	active	managerial	tool.	For	Drucker,	management	are	then	able	

to	use	a	different	kind	of	motivation	internal	in	the	employee.	He	writes	that:	

	

“A	 latin	poet	called	the	human	being	 ‘rerum	novarum	cupidus’	(greedy	for	new	

things).	 Entrepreneurial	management	must	make	 each	manager	 of	 the	 existing	

business	rerum	novarum	cupidus’”	(Drucker,	1985:	185).	

	

This	 greediness	 for	new	 things	 is	 something	 an	organization	 can	use	 to	 get	people	 to	

innovate,	even	though	it	 is	 in	a	different	setting	than	the	entrepreneur	who	needed	to	

motivate	 him	 or	 herself.	 Furthermore,	 Drucker	 writes	 that	 organizations	must	 be	 an	

innovator	 in	 itself	 and	 the	 Schumpeterian	 traits	 of	 entrepreneur	 becomes	 an	

employability	 behaviour	 instead	 (Drucker,	 1985:	 169;	 31).	 For	 Drucker,	 as	 for	

Schumpeter,	entrepreneurs	are	the	ones	who	innovate	and	play	an	important	part	for	the	

economy	because:	

	

“entrepreneurship	 becomes	 kind	 of	 a	 ‘meta-economic’	 event,	 something	 that	

profoundly	influences	and	indeed	shapes	the	economy	without	itself	being	part	of	

it.”	(Drucker,	1985:	16;	36)	

	

Here,	entrepreneurship	is	not	just	to	be	able	to	shape	the	market,	but	also	in	a	broader	

sense	 to	 include	 the	 directing	 labour	 and	 the	 organization.	 Hereby,	 entrepreneurial	

organizations	can	educate	consumers,	as	seen	in	Schumpeter’s	theory,	in	their	preferred	

direction.	To	have	the	skill	of	being	innovative	also	means	to	be	able	to	control	the	market,	

because	of	the	possibility	of	educating	consumers.	For	Drucker	this	is	what	innovations	

do:	
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“Entrepreneurs	 innovate.	 Innovation	 is	 the	 specific	 instrument	 of	

entrepreneurship.	It	is	the	act	that	endows	resources	with	a	new	capacity	to	create	

wealth.	 Innovation,	 indeed,	 creates	 a	 resource.	 There	 is	 no	 such	 thing	 as	 a	

‘resource’	until	man	finds	a	use	for	something	in	nature	and	thus	endows	it	with	

economic	value”	(Drucker,	1985:	36).	

	

Here,	the	role	of	the	entrepreneur	is	again	highlighted,	and	again	it	is	understood	as	not	

only	a	person	being	able	to	create	value,	but	also	a	group	who	is	able	to	create	values	and	

use	resources,	as	 the	driver	 i	capitalism.	A	different	aspect	of	 innovation	 is	offered	by	

economist	 Christopher	 Freeman,	 who	 understands	 innovation	 as	 not	 only	 increasing	

wealth:	

	

“However,	 innovation	 is	 of	 importance	 not	 only	 for	 increasing	 the	 wealth	 of	

nations	 in	 the	 narrow	 sense	 of	 increased	 prosperity,	 but	 also	 in	 the	 more	

fundamental	sense	of	enabling	people	to	do	things	which	have	never	been	done	

before.	It	enables	the	whole	quality	of	life	to	be	changed	for	better	or	for	worse.	It	

can	mean	not	merely	more	of	the	same	goods	but	a	pattern	of	goods	and	services	

which	has	not	previously	existed,	except	in	the	imagination.”	(Freeman	&	Soete,	

1997:	2)	

	

Again,	the	skill	of	being	imaginative	or	creative	is	important	here,	because	it	makes	being	

innovative	 possible	 and	 drives	 development	 on	 a	 fundamental	 level.	 Freemans	

understanding	of	innovation	is	not	merely,	as	in	the	theory	of	Schumpeter,	putting	things	

together	in	a	new	way,	but	also	looking	at	what	impacts’	life	for	the	better.		

Schumpeter III: Interactional Innovation Model 

The	movement	from	Schumpeter	mark	II	to	Schumpeter	mark	III	is	inspired	by	Fuglsang	

and	Sundbos’s	 approach	 in	 ‘Innovation	and	 the	Creative	Process:	Towards	 Innovation	

with	Care’	from	2008,	where	the	aim	is	to	“reconsiders	the	wider	context	of	innovation”	

(Fuglsang	 &	 Sundbo,	 2002:	 1;	 Fuglsang,	 2008:	 11).	 Here,	 the	 distinction	 between	

creativity	 and	 innovation	 becomes	 more	 important	 in	 relation	 to	 market	 and	 social	

mechanisms,	 because	 the	 structure	 of	 the	 already	 established	 orders	 are	 redefined	

(Fuglsang,	 2008:	 12).	 Fuglsang	 presents	 a	 new	 understanding	 of	 innovation,	 because	



 60 

Schumpeter	mark	 I	 and	 II	 does	not	necessarily	 grasp	a	more	 contemporary	 approach	

towards	innovation.	In	mark	III	both	mark	I	and	II	exists	alongside	and	as	depending	on	

each	other:	

	

“We	understand	innovation	as	an	interactive	process	that	involves	many	people	

and	often	also	changing	people	across	sectors.	Innovation	is	therefore	a	common	

activity,	which	is	not	restricted	to	special	groups	of	people	such	as	“the	creative	

class”	or	“symbol	analysts”	or	people	working	in	R&D.	Innovation	is	a	process	that	

increasingly	 angages	 ideas	 and	 opinions	 from	 many	 different	 people	 (...)	

Innovation	requires	diversity	and	collectively	at	the	same	time,	and	the	balance	

between	the	two	is	a	crucial	aspect	of	innovative	activities	today”	(Fuglsang,	2008:	

3).	

	

This	perception	of	 innovation	changes	the	relation	between	the	directed	and	directing	

labor,	 the	organizational	 approach	 and	how	 to	manage	 this	 innovation.	 In	 contrast	 to	

mark	I	and	II,	where	the	consumer	is	educated	by	an	entrepreneur	or	organization,	mark	

III	represents	a	back	and	forth	motion,	which	Gallouj	describes	as:	

	

““interactional	innovation	model”	leads	to	a	more	flexible	and	open	definition	of	

innovation.	Moreover	interactional	innovation,	along	with	other	mechanisms	(e.g.	

the	 implementation	 of	 organisational	 concepts	 such	 as	 the	 various	 forms	 of	

“intrapreneurship”,	i.e.	modes	of	organisation	that	create	spaces	in	which	freedom	

and	 creativity,	 the	 internal	 spirit	 of	 enterprise,	 can	 flourish),	 has	 probably	

counteracted	 the	 bureaucratisation	 of	 the	 entrepreneurial	 function	 which	

Schumpeter	feared”	(Gallouj,	2002:	4).	

	

Both	internal	and	external	factors	are	here	important	for	innovation	and	it	is	not	limited	

to	 how	 a	 person	 or	 company	 educates	 consumers.	 Innovation	 is	 this	 “interactional	

innovation	model”,	where	the	organization	opens	up	for	consumers	and	their	input	and	

consumers	are	not	solely	 longer	the	ones	to	be	educated.	This	does	not	mean	that	the	

organization	does	not	educate	consumers,	but	the	earlier	top	down	education	of	them	is	

no	longer	the	only	motion.	This	is	because	organizations	can	affect	consumers,	however	

they	 also	need	 them	 to	keep	being	 able	 to	be	 innovative	 and	 creative.	The	process	of	
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innovation	 is	 neither	 impersonated	 nor	 is	 it	 only	 a	 motion	 moving	 from	 an	 R&D	

department.	This	also	means	that	the	role	of	the	manager	has	shifted,	because	they	cannot	

and	should	not	control	innovation	or	be	dependent	on	a	single	individual.	Instead,	this	

interactional	 innovation	model	educates	consumers	 to	be	a	specific	kind	of	consumer,	

who	 is	 interested	 in	 being	 involved	 in	 this	market	 setting.	 The	 organization	must	 be	

managed	as	 if	 it	were	a	market,	where	 the	demand	and	supply	 side	of	 innovation	are	

important	factors.	

	

Other	 approaches	 to	 the	 interactional	 innovation	 model	 are	 for	 example	 disruptive	

innovation	 and	 open	 innovation.	 They	 both	 represent	 innovation	 in	 a	 way	 that	

exemplifies	 the	 impact	 of	 Schumpeter	 Mark	 III.	 In	 1995	 Joseph	 Bower	 and	 Clayton	

Christensen	presented	“disruptive	innovation”	as	a	new	concept	within	innovation.	Here	

they	argue	that:	

	

“On	the	other	hand,	disruptive	technologies	introduce	a	very	different	package	of	

attributes	 from	the	one	mainstream	customer	historically	value,	and	they	often	

perform	far	worse	along	one	or	two	dimensions	that	are	particularly	important	to	

those	 customers.	 As	 a	 rule,	 mainstream	 customers	 are	 unwilling	 to	 use	 a	

disruptive	 product	 in	 applications	 they	 know	 and	 understand.	 At	 first,	 then,	

disruptive	technologies	tend	to	be	used	and	valued	only	in	new	markets	or	new	

applications;	in	fact,	they	generally	make	possible	the	emergence	of	new	markets.	

“(Christensen	&	Bower,	1995:	45)	

	

Here	 consumers	must,	 as	 in	 Schumpeter	mark	 I,	 be	 educated	 and	 technologies	must	

disrupt	 their	behaviour	 and	mindset.	This	 also	means	 that	 organizations	 can	possibly	

educate	consumers,	who	then	will	educate	other	organizations	to	move	towards	the	same	

goal	and	create	a	need	for	the	consumers.	
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Summary of the Section 

In	 this	section	we	have	described	how	 innovation	has	shifted	back	and	 forth	between	

having	 negative	 connotation	within	 the	 social	 sphere	 of	 society	 towards	 positive	 and	

economic	connotation.	First,	there	has	been	a	large	focus	on	the	individual	as	the	driving	

force	of	economic	changes	in	society.	Then,	there	has	been	a	focus	on	how	the	mentality	

of	the	entrepreneurial	individual	should	pervade	the	entire	organization.	In	the	third	and	

final	wave	of	innovation	history,	the	mentality	should	not	only	pervade	the	organization	

and	the	employees,	but	also	the	consumers	who	should	interact	with	the	organization.	

This	 interaction	 between	 organizations	 and	 consumers	 had	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	 two	

teaching	each	other	the	mentality	of	innovation.		
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The Experience Analysis 
The	experience	analysis	in	our	thesis	is	investigating	the	implications	of	innovation	by	

analysing	the	preconditions	for	someone	to	have	a	functional	relationship	to	innovation,	

that	is	for	someone	to	make	innovation	work.	To	do	this,	we	will	investigate	innovation	

in	 three	 different	 dimensions.	 These	 dimensions	 are	 both	 mutually	 related	 and	

irreducible,	which	means	that	they	are	dependent	on	each	other	but	cannot	be	reduced	

to	one	another.	The	three	dimensions	are	based	on	dimensions	self-relation,	veridiction	

and	normativity	and	will	be	used	to	look	into:	

	

● Which	kind	of	subject	relations	are	presupposed	for	innovation	to	work?	

● Which	normative	patterns	are	expressed	in	innovation?	

● What	forms	of	knowledge	does	innovation	refer	to?	

	

The	first	part	of	the	experience	analysis	will	focus	on	the	preconditions	under	which	a	

particular	form	of	innovative	subjectivity	is	formed.	We	focus	on	this	as	it	allows	us	to	

understand	the	particular	way	of	relating	to	self	that	innovation	offers	the	individual.		

	

The	second	part	will	focus	on	the	normative	patterns	that	are	expressed	in	innovation.	

Particularly,	we	will	focus	on	how	power	is	exercised	through	self-management	and	the	

management	of	this	self-management.	We	believe	that	innovation	presents	a	particular	

form	of	self-management	in	which	the	subject	must	adhere	to	a	certain	set	of	norms,	and	

it	is	the	way	of	practicing	these	norms	that	we	are	seeking	to	investigate	in	this	section	of	

the	experience	analysis.		

	

The	third	and	 last	part	will	 focus	on	the	particular	 form	of	knowledge	that	 innovation	

refers	to	in	order	to	distinguish	itself	from	other	types	of	work.	This	relates	to	a	particular	

production	of	truth,	and	with	this	part	of	the	analysis,	we	are	interested	in	understanding	

how	innovation	establishes	criteria	for	this	production	of	truth.		

	

Since	the	three	dimensions	are	interrelated,	and	often	affect	each	other,	it	is	difficult	to	

analyse	 them	 as	 if	 they	 were	 separate	 entities.	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 the	 totality	 of	 the	

dimensions	 and	 their	 relation	 to	 one	 another,	which	 is	 the	most	 interesting	 object	 of	
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analysis.	 For	 the	 readability	 this	 section	 is	 divided	 into	 subsections,	 where	 the	

dimensions	and	their	interrelatedness	alternately	will	be	in	focus.	We	also	allow	for	the	

possibility	that	some	of	the	dimensions	end	up	taking	more	space	insofar	they	provide	a	

richer	avenue	for	analysis	than	the	rest	of	the	dimensions.		

Subject Relations: The Possible Innovative Forms of Subjectivity 

In	 order	 to	 understand	 which	 possible	 form	 of	 subject	 relation	 that	 innovation	

presupposes,	we	will	 start	 by	 turning	 to	 Schumpeter’s	notion	of	 the	 entrepreneur.	As	

previously	mentioned	in	the	problematization	analysis,	the	Schumpeterian	entrepreneur	

is	the	one	who	has	the		

	

“will	 to	 conquer:	 the	 impulse	 to	 fight,	 to	 prove	 oneself	 superior	 to	 others,	 to	

succeed	for	the	sake,	(…)	the	joy	of	creating,	of	getting	things	done,	or	simply	of	

exercising	one’s	energy	and	ingenuity”	(Schumpeter,	1943:	93).		

	

The	first	thing	that	strikes	the	eye	in	this	description	of	the	entrepreneur	is	the	emphasis	

on	 personal	 traits	 rather	 than	 professional	 competencies.	 The	 entrepreneur	 in	

Schumpeter’s	first	writings	is	not	characterized	by	any	specific	or	quantifiable	skills,	but	

rather	by	a	mind-set	towards	success,	willpower,	creativity	and	self-sacrifice.	As	such,	the	

entrepreneur	 in	 Schumpeter’s	 early	 writings	 is	 essential	 to	 innovation	 as	 the	

entrepreneur	 is	 the	 one	 who	 practices	 innovation.	 Especially	 the	 importance	 of	 will	

appears	to	be	vital	to	the	entrepreneur:	It	is	the	will	to	fight	against	the	established	rules	

of	behaviour	and	thinking,	and	to	prove	these	ways	of	conducting	oneself	in	a	business	

setting	wrong,	which	 creates	 and	 implements	 something	 new.	When	we	mention	 the	

word	new,	we	purposely	do	not	specify	it	as	Schumpeter	did	not	specify	it	either.	Thus,	

innovation	is	not	limited	to	a	particular	area	of	interest	or	subject	field.	Anything	could	

potentially	be	the	subject	for	innovation,	this	being	both	products,	working	processes	and	

management	procedures.		

	

It	 might	 not	 be	 crystal	 clear	 what	 this	 particular	 mindset	 and	 commitment	 towards	

success	and	‘getting	things	done’	entails	in	innovation.	When	presented,	it	appears	to	be	

important	to	innovation,	however	the	Schumpeterian	description	of	the	entrepreneur	is	
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also	a	bit	vague.	Vague	 in	 the	sense	 that	 it	 is	generic,	 and	 that	 it	does	not	promise	us	

anything	as	such,	other	than	an	improvement	of	our	current	situation,	or	the	possibility	

that	our	current	situation	could	improve.	It	is	not	defined	exactly	what	the	entrepreneur	

should	have	the	will	to	conquer,	nor	how	success	is	measured	or	why	it	matters	to	prove	

oneself	superior	to	others.	In	order	to	understand	why	these	traits	have	come	to	appear	

important	to	innovation,	we	will	take	a	look	at	some	material	Tryg	provided	us	during	

one	 of	 our	 conversations.	 The	 material	 in	 question	 is	 Tryg’s	 ‘Innovation	 Engine’	

(appendix	 3.1)	 which	 is	 a	 catalogue	 breaking	 down	 the	 innovation	 process	 with	

suggestions	to	working	methods	in	each	part	of	the	process.		

Tryg’s Innovation Engine: A Process Description 

The	 innovation	 engine	 consists	 of	 five	 steps	 following	 a	 chronological	 order	 with	 a	

specific	question	attached	to	it,	which	are	presented	as	follows:	

	

1. Idea	generation:	How	to	get	ideas?	

2. Idea	concretization:	How	to	think	holistically?	

3. Idea	maturation:	How	to	mature	ideas	with	the	customer	in	focus?	

4. Idea	and	market	validation:	How	to	test	the	idea	on	the	market?		

5. Idea	realisation:	When	is	the	idea	good	enough	to	realize	and	launch?	

	

It	is	our	belief	that	an	analysis	of	the	innovation	engine	will	allow	us	to	say	something	

about	how	the	individual	can	come	to	appear	in	an	innovation	context.	We	do	not	claim	

that	we	are	able	to	derive	any	generalisable	conclusions	about	the	subject	in	innovation;	

however,	we	do	believe	that	the	innovation	engine	is	somewhat	able	to	give	us	a	fair	idea	

of	what	dynamics	might	be	at	stake	in	regard	to	the	three	dimensions	in	the	experience	

analysis,	and	thus	to	get	a	deeper	understanding	of	the	relation	between	power,	truth	and	

self-relation	in	Tryg’s	particular	way	of	being	innovative.		

The Normativity of Innovation 

When	taking	a	look	at	the	first	step	in	the	innovation	engine,	the	idea	generation	phase,	

we	face	a	variety	of	suggested	methods	to	inspire	the	creative	process	of	getting	ideas.	

One	 of	 them	 is	 the	 ‘Inspiration	 Hunt’,	 which	 is	 characterized	 as	 an	 easy	 method	 to	
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conduct.	The	inspiration	hunt	suggests	the	employee	to	“Turn	things	from	your	everyday	

life	upside	down	and	ask	questions	to	your	world”	(appendix	3.1:	110).	It	also	encourages	

the	employee	to	“Conduct	research”	by	“talking	to	your	network,	read	magazines,	surf	

online”	in	order	to	find	“inspiration	to	problems	that	needs	to	be	solved	or	ideas	that	can	

be	optimized”	(ibid:	8).	In	so	far	as	we	are	able	to	understand	these	suggested	working	

methods	as	an	expression	of	competencies	that	are	especially	relevant	to	innovation,	the	

inspiration	hunt	allows	us	to	analyse	how	a	particular	individual	begins	to	appear	in	an	

innovation	context.	For	instance,	when	the	inspiration	hunt	emphasizes	the	ability	for	the	

employees	to	question	their	own	world,	it	appears	that	the	ability	to	get	innovative	ideas	

is	affected	by	one’s	ability	to	break	with	the	commonality	of	one’s	primary	assumptions.	

Put	differently,	the	employee’s	ability	to	think	different	than	normally	and	also	than	the	

rest	of	the	organization.	The	ability	to	see	things	(problems,	opportunities,	threats,	etc.)	

that	the	rest	of	the	organization	does	not	see,	seems	to	be	important	to	innovation.		

	

As	such,	the	innovative	employee	should	have	the	ability	to	expand	his	or	her	vision,	and	

thus	thoughts,	and	to	let	this	expansion	be	informed	by	previous	knowledge.	Additionally,	

when	the	inspiration	hunt	presupposes	the	employee’s	ability	to	think	differently,	and	

thus	to	break	with	the	common	sense	that	the	employee	is	a	part	of,	the	inspiration	hunt	

hereby	relies	on	the	employee	to	take	a	helicopter	perspective	on	his	or	her	own	thoughts.	

This	means	that	the	employee	should	be	able	to	become	aware	of	the	reasons	for	his	own	

thoughts.	 The	 innovative	 employee,	 in	 the	 innovation	 hunt,	 is	 the	 one	who	 is	 able	 to	

realize	why	he	thinks	like	he	does	and	then	break	with	these	patterns	of	thinking.	The	

innovation	hunt	 thus	 supposes	 that	 the	 innovative	employee	 is	embedded	 in	 the	very	

culture,	 insofar	 as	 culture	 is	 constitutional	 to	 ‘everyday	 life’	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	

inspiration	hunt,	that	he	or	she	is	trying	to	change.	

Corporate and Innovation Culture: Entrepreneurial Predispositions 

The	point	 just	presented	regarding	the	innovative	employee’s	ability	to	think	different	

than	the	rest	of	the	organization	leads	to	the	idea	of	innovation	as	a	practice	that	breaks	

with	the	dogmas	of	having	a	coherent	and	aligned	culture	in	an	organization.	Or	at	least	

as	a	suggestion	that	the	non-conform	and	non-coherent	can	also	be	aligned	and	coherent	

to	 some	 extent.	Where	 proponents	 of	 corporate	 culture	 such	 as	Gideon	Kunda	would	

argue	that	having	a	coherent	culture	in	an	organization	is	beneficial	and	profitable,	the	
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notion	of	culture	takes	on	a	different	meaning	in	the	inspiration	hunt.	Here,	and	as	it	also	

appeared	 in	 our	 conversations	 with	 Tryg,	 culture	 it	 is	 at	 once	 a	 precondition	 for	

innovation	 to	 have	 a	 counter	 image,	 something	 to	 think	 different	 from,	 while	 it	 also	

provides	 an	 avenue	 for	 new	 innovations	 (Conversation	 with	 Tryg,	 14.06.2019).	

Particularly,	 Tryg	 acknowledged	 that	 often	 the	 best	 ideas	 come	 from	 those	 who	 are	

deeply	immersed	in	a	particular	business	area	because	they	experience	the	problem	on	

an	a	posterior	basis,	whereas	the	innovation	department	only	have	a	priori	access	–	they	

need	to	think	the	problems	on	an	abstract	level	whereas	the	people	deeply	immersed	in	

a	particular	business	area	experience	 the	problem	on	a	concrete	 level.	This	 leads	 to	a	

question	of	knowledge,	and	whether	one	type	of	knowledge	prevails	over	the	other.	We	

will	 return	 to	 the	 issue	of	knowledge	 later	 in	 the	analysis	when	we	will	deal	with	 the	

question	of	what	forms	of	knowledge	does	innovation	refer	to.	

	

But	 what	 does	 innovation	 than	 say	 about	 corporate	 culture?	 As	 already	 mentioned,	

innovation	–	at	least	as	it	is	expressed	through	the	inspiration	hunt	–	must	presuppose	

the	existence	of	a	corporate	culture.	However,	as	it	emphasized	in	the	inspiration	hunt,	

innovation	must	 turn	 this	culture	upside	down	 in	order	 to	create	a	distance	 to	 it.	The	

distance	from	which	the	employee	enables	himself	to	see	the	opportunities	that	culture	

itself	is	blind	to.	As	such,	culture	has	a	double	purpose	in	the	inspiration	hunt:	Firstly,	it	

serves	as	a	foundation	for	innovation	–	the	platform	for	innovation.	Secondly,	it	serves	as	

an	 opportunity	 for	 improvement	 by	 becoming	 the	 subject	 to	 a	 profit-oriented	 self-

examination.	Hereby,	we	suggest	that	the	act	of	turning	one's	world	upside	down	is	only	

attractive	 because	 there	 is	 an	 idea	 that	 it	might	 generate	 a	 profit,	 or	 a	 possibility	 for	

generating	a	financial	profit	in	the	future.	It	somehow	promises	a	form	of	betterment.	So	

unlike	proponents	of	corporate	culture	such	as	Kunda,	the	culture	is	not	an	aim	in	itself,	

but	is	rather	to	be	conceived	of	as	an	instrument	that	has	the	potential	to	earn	a	profit.		

	

As	it	is	expressed	in	the	inspiration	hunt,	the	employees	should	question	their	world,	and	

as	 a	 suggestion	 to	what	 these	 questions	might	 be,	 it	 seems	 possible	 that	 it	might	 be	

something	along	the	lines	of	“how	do	I	improve	this?”	and	“how	can	I	capitalize	on	this?”.	

Thus,	it	is	important	to	notice	that	the	inspiration	hunt	is	not	per	se	about	finding	flaws	

or	holes,	but	also	a	way	of	looking	for	opportunities	–	opportunities	for	a	future	monetary	

profit.	As	emphasized	in	the	external	research	aspect	of	the	inspiration	hunt,	turning	their	
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world	 around	 is	 something	 that	 the	 employees	 must	 learn	 because	 there	 is	 an	

understanding	that	the	ability	to	think	differently	is	profitable.		

	

Culture	seems	to	appear	as	a	challenge	to	innovation.	On	the	one	hand,	innovation	must	

presuppose	an	already	existing	culture	to	differentiate	itself	from.	And	at	the	same	time,	

innovation	 must	 also	 establish	 its	 own	 culture	 that	 is	 spacious	 enough	 to	 contain	

creativity	and	a	diverse	set	of	norms.	Culture	then	becomes	a	set	wide	set	of	frames	which	

allow	for	the	subject	to	realize	his	freedom	while	also	encouraging	to	a	self-optimizing	

way	of	self-relation.		

The Bureaucratic Control System and The Innovative Ethos  

Yet	 another	 interesting	 aspect	 of	 the	 innovation	 hunt	 is	 the	 focus	 on	 adjusting	 the	

environment	of	 the	organization	 to	 suit	 the	needs	of	 the	 innovative	employee.	This	 is	

expressed	 when	 the	 inspiration	 hunt	 emphasizes	 that	 “It	 is	 important	 to	 create	 an	

environment	with	room	for	questions	and	creativity.	Often,	that	makes	it	easier	to	hunt	

for	new	 ideas”	 (appendix	3.1:	110).	As	such,	 it	 seems	 that	 innovation	–	or	at	 least	 the	

ability	to	be	innovative	–	requires	a	particular	environment.	This	form	of	innovation	then	

requires	structures	 that	encourage	and	reward	employees	asking	questions	and	being	

creative,	which	would	 suggest	 that	 innovation	 is	 contrasted	 to	 rigid	 and	bureaucratic	

structures.		

	

This	is	also	pointed	out	by	Paul	du	Gay	(1994)	who	argues	that	bureaucratic	management	

is	characterized	by	“strict	adherence	to	procedure,	acceptance	of	hierarchical	sub-	and	

superordination,	the	abnegation	of	personal	and	moral	enthusiasms”	(du	Gay,	1994:	656).	

Here,	bureaucracy	is	then	some	kind	of	control	system,	because	it	can	be	used	to	create	

an	environment	in	which	the	employees	are	able	to	hunt	for	creativity	in	the	desired	way.	

This	also	restricts	the	possibility	of	the	employee	to	turn	his	or	her	everyday	life	upside	

down	as	bureaucratic	norms	are	based	upon	the	“separation	of	reason	and	emotion,	the	

public	 and	 the	private”	 (ibid:	656).	This	means	 that	 the	employee	 in	 the	bureaucratic	

control	 system	 must	 put	 aside	 personal	 preferences,	 ethics,	 etc.	 and	 fit	 into	 the	

organization	and	not	the	other	way	around	where	the	organization	seeks	to	create	the	

corporate	 environment	 after	 the	wishes	 of	 the	 employee.	 Control,	 in	 this	 regard,	 is	 a	

restricting	factor	that	is	imposed	by	rules	upon	the	employee.		
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Because	 of	 the	 form	 of	 innovation,	 as	 expressed	 in	 Tryg’s	 inspiration	 hunt	 and	 by	

Schumpeter’s	 description	 of	 the	 entrepreneur,	 requires	 personal	 involvement,	

bureaucracy	and	the	control	system	offered	here	is	the	counter	image	of	what	innovation	

requires.	This	is	also	acknowledged	by	du	Gay	in	so	far,	we	are	able	to	conceive	innovation	

as	a	contemporary	managerial	discourse:		

	

“contemporary	 managerial	 discourse	 stresses	 the	 importance	 of	 individuals	

acquiring	 more	 ‘market-oriented’,	 ‘proactive’,	 and	 ‘entrepreneurial’	

predispositions	and	capacities”	(ibid:	656).		

	

This	 points	 to	 a	 different	 version	 of	 a	 control	 system	 than	 the	 bureaucratic	 control	

system,	 where	 the	 subject	 is	 a	 central	 part	 of	 the	 control	 system	 where,	 as	 in	 the	

inspiration	hunt,	 the	environment	around	 the	subject	 should	be	created	 in	a	way	 that	

allows	this	“room	for	questions	and	creativity”	(appendix	3.1:	110).	

	

In	addition	to	the	bureaucratic	control	system	offered	by	du	Gay,	innovation	seems	to	rely	

on	a	rather	positivistic	notion	of	ideas	in	the	sense	that	ideas,	at	least	in	the	inspiration	

hunt,	appears	as	something	that	is	out	there	that	can	be	found;	something	we	can	go	out	

and	hunt.	As	such,	the	presupposition	that	the	ideas	or	possible	idea	correlations	are	out	

there,	and	that	it	is	the	job	of	the	innovative	employee	to	go	out	and	hunt	them	implies	a	

particular	distribution	of	responsibility.	This	understanding	of	 ideas	as	 ‘something	out	

there’	makes	it	able	to	hold	the	innovative	employee	accountable	if	he	or	she	does	not	

succeed	 in	 being	 innovative.	 This	 means	 that	 suddenly	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 blame	 the	

employee	for	not	having	the	right	skills	or	qualifications	to	find	the	good	ideas	that	would	

lead	to	a	profit.	This	perception	of	responsibility	more	or	less	rules	out	the	possibility	that	

there	might	not	be	any	good	ideas	or	avenues	for	innovation	within	particular	fields	or	

issues.	 Thus,	 the	 belief	 that	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 improve	 everything	 seems	 intrinsic	 in	

innovation.	
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Who has the Responsibility when Innovation Fails? 

Another	interesting	aspect	of	the	distribution	of	responsibility	is	that	it	makes	innovation	

an	 individualizing	 process.	 Hereby,	 we	 suggest	 that	 when	 the	 only	 one	 to	 hold	

accountable	for	‘bad’	innovation	is	the	employee,	and	not	necessarily	the	field,	which	is	

being	innovated,	innovation	singles	out	the	individual’s	contribution	as	a	denominator	of	

success.	In	this	context,	innovation	appears	as	a	practice	without	a	saturation	point	in	the	

sense	 that	 the	 only	 thing	 that	 slows	 innovation	 down	 is	 the	 human	 capacity	 for	

innovation.	The	ideas	and	idea	correlations	are	believed	to	be	out	there,	and	they	appear	

to	 be	 in	 abundance.	 This	 inscribes	 the	 practice	 of	 innovation	 in	 a	 particular	 kind	 of	

capitalism	where	 ideas	 are	 perceived	 as	 the	 capital	 of	 innovation	 (Shaw	&	 de	 Bruin,	

2013).	 By	 suggesting	 this,	 we	 perceive	 innovation	 and	 the	 process	 of	 innovation	 as	

something,	 which	 has	 it	 own	 market-oriented	 and	 market-look-alike	 rationality	 and	

structures.	With	this	follows	a	place	for	veridiction,	where	it	is	possible	for	the	market	to	

judge	whether	it	was	a	good	a	a	bad	innovation,	and	the	responsibility	for	this	lies	at	the	

employee.		

	

Thus	innovation,	in	this	context,	takes	on	the	characteristics	of	being	a	market-proxy	in	

the	 way	 that	 it	 acts	 like	 a	 substitute	 for	 a	 ‘real’	 market.	 Following	 this	 argument,	

innovation	takes	on	the	character	of	being	a	truth	teller	about	the	future	market	needs	–	

the	membrane	that	one	has	to	either	master	or	pass	through	in	order	to	be	ahead	of	the	

competition.	We	hereby	understand	that	innovation	is	something	companies	engage	in	

because	of	the	chance	of	an	economic	reward.	Thus,	innovation	is	devoid	of	any	intrinsic	

value	as	innovation	is	only	deemed	valuable	insofar	it	generates	a	profit.	Although	this	

may	 not	 seem	 particularly	 surprising,	 we	 still	 find	 it	 important	 to	 highlight	 because	

earlier	 conceptions	 of	 innovation	 did	 not	 operate	 with	 the	 same	 market-oriented	

understanding	of	innovation.		

	

When	we	mentioned	‘bad’	innovation	in	the	section	above,	it	automatically	calls	for	an	

investigation	of	what	‘bad’	innovation	might	be.	The	most	straightforward	answer	to	this	

question	is	the	innovation	that	doesn’t	lead	to	any	economical	profit	–	an	answer	which	

initially	was	presented	by	Tryg	(Conversation	with	Tryg,	14.07.2019).	Not	only	did	Tryg	

emphasize	 this	 in	 our	 conversations,	 but	 they	 also	make	 this	 point	 very	 clear	 in	 the	

innovation	 engine.	 For	 instance,	 the	method	 called	 ‘Assumptions’	 has	 the	 purpose	 of	



 71 

“Ensuring	that	we	are	always	working	with	things	that	are	most	important	in	relation	to	

impact	and	uncertainty”	(appendix	3.1:	112).	Additionally,	the	aim	of	this	method	is	also	

to	“reduce	the	inherent	risk	in	innovation	projects”	(ibid).	As	such,	this	material	suggests	

that	bad	innovation	is	innovation	that	does	not	succeed	with	handling	risk.	However,	it	is	

not	specified	what	the	inherent	risk	in	innovation	projects	are.	Just	that	it	is	there,	and	

that	 it	 must	 be	 critically	 assessed.	 This	 alludes	 to	 the	 idea	 that	 innovation	 is	 also	 a	

particular	 perception	 of	 risk.	 One	 that	 on	 the	 one	 hand	 side	might	 be	 considered	 as	

inherent	 to	 innovation	 projects	 which	 is	 likely	 due	 to	 the	 uncertainty	 of	 not	 know	

whether	the	project	is	going	to	generate	a	profit	before	it	has	actually	done	it,	and	then	

the	attempt	to	control	and	minimize	this	risk	on	the	other	side.	Risk	seems	to	be	both	a	

precondition	of	innovation,	and	to	some	extent	also	a	necessity,	while	it	is	also	something,	

which	should	be	reduced	and	minimized.	With	this	perception	of	risk,	it	is	also	a	part	of	

what	the	employee	as	a	subject	must	relate	to,	because	only	when	taking	on	a	risk	is	it	

possible	 to	 be	 innovative.	 The	 organization	 must	 then	 create	 an	 environment	 which	

invites	the	employee	to	do	exactly	this.	

	

As	 such,	 we	 are	 approaching	 a	 particular	 rationality	 of	 the	 innovative	 employee.	 By	

stating	that	innovation	offers	a	particular	rationality,	we	suggest	that	innovation	makes	

some	mental	dispositions,	actions	and	choices	more	favourable	than	others.	It	appears	as	

a	rationality	that	favours	a	particular	will	to	optimization	and	betterment	with	a	market-

oriented,	 proactive	 and	 entrepreneurial	 capacities	 and	 predispositions.	 du	 Gay	 also	

alludes	to	this	notion	of	an	enterprising	rationality,	when	he	stresses	that	the	individual	

appears	as	an	‘entrepreneur	of	self’	in	this	rationality	which	uses	“the	subtle	imbrication	

of	‘economic	rationality’	and	‘behaviourism’	to	produce	a	novel	method	of	programming	

the	 totality	 of	 governmental	 action”	 (du	 Gay,	 1994:	 660).	 This	 indicates	 that	 the	

innovative	employee	is	someone	who	must	be	produced	and	programmed	with	economic	

rationality.	The	 innovative	employee	does	not	come	about	on	 its	own	accord	meaning	

that	innovative	capabilities	are	not	perceived	as	something	that	pre-exists.	They	must	be	

produced	or	programmed	in	a	particular	way	in	accordance	with	the	economic	rationality	

in	 order	 to	 be	manageable.	 The	 innovative	 employee,	 in	 this	 regard,	 is	 self-managed,	

although	 it	 is	 according	 to	 a	particular	 economic	 rationale.	But	who	 is	 that	having	 an	

interest	in	the	fact	that	the	innovative	employee	is	self-managed,	but	in	accordance	with	
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a	particular	rationale?	A	possible	answer	to	this	question	is	found	among	those	who	have	

to	manage	the	self-managed.		

The Enterprising Self in Innovation  

The	question	of	a	control	system	is	also	acknowledged	by	Lopdrup-Hjorth	et	al.	(2011),	

who	argues	that	self-management	“seems	to	require	that	employees	think,	feel	and	act	in	

ways	 that	 contribute	 to	 the	 realization	 and	 improvement	 of	 the	 individual	 worker”	

however	 only	 “insofar	 as	 the	 concomitantly	 anticipate	 and	 contribute	 to	 the	 various	

needs	 of	 the	 organization”	 (Lopdrup-Hjorth	 et	 al.	 2011:	 97).	 When	 using	 self-

management	as	here,	the	precondition	for	this	kind	of	self-management	to	function	in	a	

general	setting	as	well	as	in	an	innovation	practice	seems	to	be	that	the	interests	of	the	

employee	and	the	organisation	are	aligned.	Put	differently,	what	benefits	the	company	

must	also	benefit	the	employee	and	vice	versa.	The	realization	and	improvement	of	the	

employees	must	be	in	line	with	the	overall	organizational	goals.	As	a	consequence,	the	

process	of	 innovation	becomes	a	process	that	on	the	one	hand	confirms	and	enhances	

this	alignment	of	interest	while	at	the	same	time	producing	it.	Thus,	innovation	becomes	

a	self-perpetuating	process	that	not	only	presupposes	an	employee	who	relates	to	himself	

in	a	particular	way,	but	also	offers	an	opportunity	for	the	employee	to	learn	how	to	relate	

to	him	or	herself	 in	this	particular	way.	It	does	not	only	offer	it	as	an	opportunity,	but	

rather	it	is	a	requirement	or	perhaps	even	forced	education	of	the	employee.		

	

By	viewing	self-management	in	this	way,	we	are	now	able	to	conceive	innovation	as	an	

educational	 mechanism	 with	 a	 purpose	 of	 internalising	 the	 market	 logic	 into	 the	

employee’s	ways	 of	 self-managing,	 that	 is,	 innovation	 as	 a	way	 of	managing	 the	 self-

managed	employee.	In	the	words	of	du	Gay	“the	free-market	system	with	its	emphasis	on	

consumer	sovereignty	provides	the	model	according	to	which	all	forms	of	organizational	

relation	should	be	structured”	(du	Gay,	1994:	660).	What	innovation	then	becomes	is	a	

matter	of	forming,	shaping	and	producing	the	appropriate	employee	and	to	control	the	

employees’	 behaviour	 through	 their	 self-understanding	 and	 identity.	 As	 suggested	 by	

Lopdrup-Hjorth	et	al.	(2011),	the	preferred	site	of	intervention	is	the:		

	

“’subjectivity	of	workers’	due	to	the	fact	the	significant	displacement	of	the	objects	

of	organizational	control	in	the	end	of	the	20th	century	has	been	‘from	external	to	
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inner	attributes	of	the	subject	who	is	urged	to	self-manage’”	(Lopdrup-Hjorth	et	

al.	2011:	98).	

	

But	what	 does	 this	 self-managing,	 innovative	 form	 of	 relating	 to	 self	 looks	 like	when	

personified	in	the	innovative	employee?	To	get	a	deeper	understanding	of	this,	du	Gay	

offers	 yet	 another	 version	 of	 this	 particular	way	 of	 self-relating:	 “As	Rose	 (1990)	 has	

suggested,	an	‘enterprising	self’	is	a	calculating	self,	a	self	that	calculates	about	itself	and	

works	upon	itself	to	better	itself”	(du	Gay,	1994:	659).	This	ambition	of	the	enterprising	

self	 is	 also	 seen	 in	 Tryg’s	 innovation	 engine	 under	 the	 idea	 concretization	 phase,	

especially	in	the	method	called	‘Six	Thinking	Hats’.	The	specific	goal	of	this	method	is	to	

“Force	people	to	think	differently	from	what	they	normally	do	–	everyone	has	a	role.	This	

leads	to	more	creative	thinking”	(appendix	3.1:	113).	The	method	works	in	the	way	that	

each	participant	is	assigned	a	certain	‘hat’	that	presents	a	perspective	on	the	idea:	Some	

are	supposed	to	take	on	a	critical	role,	and	try	to	kill	the	idea,	others	to	propose	all	the	

benefits	of	the	project,	and	some	to	represent	the	feelings	and	emotions	the	idea	gives	

them	(ibid).	In	other	words,	it	is	here	made	very	explicit	that	the	employee	is	supposed	

to	be	able	 to	switch	mind-set	 from	positive	to	negative,	and	 in	 this	way	to	work	upon	

itself.	It	might	be	that	one’s	intuition	tells	you	that	the	idea	is	great,	and	as	a	result,	one	is	

probably	 not	 naturally	 inclined	 to	 criticize	 the	 idea	 and	 try	 to	 kill	 it.	 However,	 the	

innovative	employee	is	–	at	least	in	this	context	–	expected	to	see	the	reason	and	the	value	

in	going	against	one's	intuition	and	acts	as	the	devil's	lawyer.		

The Enterprising Self’s Investment in Human Capital  

In	a	certain	way,	 the	notion	of	 innovation	as	a	governmental	activity	presupposes	 the	

employee	to	be	similar	to	a	machine	that	generates	its’	own	profit.	However,	the	‘similar’	

is	very	important	here,	because	the	employee	is	not	supposed	to	actually	be	a	machine	

since	the	capital	that	the	employee	cannot	be	separated	from	the	employee.	This	is,	 in	

other	 words,	 the	 idea	 of	 human	 capital	 which	 was	 originally	 formulated	 by	 Chicago	

economist	Gary	Becker.		

	

In	his	 analysis	of	human	activity	 as	 an	economic	activity,	he	assumes	 that	 individuals	

maximize	 welfare	 as	 they	 conceive	 it,	 whether	 this	 is	 by	 being	 selfish,	 altruistic,	 or	

something	else	(Becker,	1993:	1).	This	means	that	Becker	considers	all	human	activity	as	
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an	economic	activity	and	thus	breaks	with	the	common	conception	of	homo	oeconomicus	

who	acts	strictly	rationally	in	order	to	increase	only	his	own	utility.	Becker	introduced	

the	 concept	 of	 human	 capital	 as	 an	 analysis	 that	 starts	 with	 the	 assumption	 that	

individuals:	 “decide	 on	 their	 education,	 training,	medical	 care,	 and	 other	 additions	 to	

knowledge	 and	 health	 by	 weighing	 the	 benefits	 and	 costs”	 (ibid:	 7).	 In	 this	 analysis,	

benefits	are	not	limited	to	monetary	profits,	but	also	include	cultural	gains	along	other	

improvements	in	earnings	and	occupations	(ibid:	7).	As	a	consequence	of	Becker's	human	

capital	analysis,	Foucault	argues	that	the	economic	analysis	moves	into	a	domain	that	was	

previously	free	from	economic	interpretation;	namely	the	social	(Foucault,	2009:	252).	

Thus,	 the	 economic	 analysis	 becomes	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 human	 behaviour	 and	 the	

particular	rationality	that	is	immanent	to	the	human	behaviour	(ibid:	255).	And	likewise,	

work	becomes	an	economic	activity	–	the	economic	activity	through	which	the	individual	

at	once	 invests	his	physical	and	psychological	skills	 in	order	 to	earn	a	salary,	but	also	

cashes	in	on	his	already	invested	human	capital.	The	salary	is	earned	from	the	individual’s	

physical	and	psychological	skills.	Thus,	the	individual	becomes	a	machine	that	produces	

its	own	income	(ibid:	256).	However,	it	is	important	to	notice	that	the	working	individual	

cannot	 be	 separated	 from	 the	 machine,	 as	 it	 is	 the	 competencies	 and	 skills	 of	 the	

individuals	that	make	up	this	machine.	This	leaves	us	at	a	point	where	the	individual	is	

conceived	as	his	own	enterprise	that	at	once	produces	and	consumes	its	own	satisfaction.	

An	 individual	 who	 is	 his	 own	 capital,	 and	 thus	 his	 own	manufacturer	 and	 source	 of	

revenue	(ibid:	259).		

	

Another	 interesting	 aspect	 in	 the	 theory	 of	 human	 capital	 is	 how	Becker	 believe	 that	

human	behaviour	can	be	described	as	an	economic	sphere.	This	means	that	people	can	

be	invested	in,	or	invest	in	themselves,	as	an	asset	(Becker,	1964:	9).	This	is	by	e.g.	taking	

an	education	or	acquire	a	certain	skill	in	order	to	be	more	attractive	to	for	a	new	job.	By	

acquiring	these	new	skills,	the	employee	is	investing	in	him	or	herself	and	thereby	gaining	

more	value	or	out	differently,	more	human	capital	(Becker,	1976:	89).		

	

Understanding	human	capital	as	an	asset,	is	interesting	in	relation	to	Tryg	and	innovation	

because	insofar	they	are	able	to	get	their	employees	to	act	in	a	certain	way	or	strive	for	

certain	skills	or	development,	a	certain	form	of	human	capital	is	acted	out	in	innovation.	

Being	an	innovative	or	possible	innovative	employee	at	Tryg	requires	a	certain	mindset	
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and	set	of	skills,	and	if	the	employee	invest	in	one's	own	development	in	the	right	way	it	

might	increase	their	human	capital.	This	implies	aligning	personal	preferences	by	almost	

absorbing	 what	 Tryg	 values	 in	 order	 to	 be	 a	 good	 innovative	 employee.	 Hereby,	 the	

organization	has	a	particular	idea	that	they	are	able	to	control	their	employees	through	

their	investment	in	their	human	capital.	As	such,	managing	employees	thus	becomes	a	

matter	of	creating	the	right	opportunities	for	human	capital	investment	that	will	also	lead	

to	an	economic	profit	for	the	organization.	

	

This	means	that	the	development	of	an	employee	becomes	an	asset	to	Tryg,	and	that	the	

employee	can	choose	to	invest	in	their	human	capital	to	become	more	valuable	for	Tryg.	

If	subjects	are	investing	in	themselves	as	completely	rational	people,	as	Becker	suggests,	

it	means	that	work	and	personal	life	cannot	be	separated.	Consequently,	everything	that	

the	subject	does	can	potentially	be	seen	as	an	investment	in	the	subject’s	human	capital.		

Mobilizing the Subjects Freedom to Innovate 

For	the	abovementioned	to	be	meaningful,	the	theory	of	human	capital	also	presupposes	

a	 particular	 notion	 of	 freedom	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 individual.	 Naturally,	 this	 leads	 to	 a	

question	of	freedom,	as	freedom	seems	to	take	on	a	particular	form.	One	aspect	of	this	

particular	form	of	freedom	is	the	double-sided	principle	of	sovereignty,	which	at	one	and	

the	 same	 time	 requires	 the	 employee	 to	 be	 free	 to	 make	 his	 own	 decisions	 free	 of	

sanctions	from	the	company,	while	there’s	also	a	demand	that	the	company	to	a	certain	

degree	must	act	as	a	sovereign.	If	the	individual	is	his	own	enterprise,	then	he	must	also	

be	free	to	decide	on	his	own	actions.	In	other	words,	the	individual	must	be	free	to	manage	

his	human	capital	according	to	his	own	preferences.	The	individual	must	be	self-managed.	

However,	this	notion	of	freedom	to	self-manage	leads	to	a	managerial	issue:	How	does	

one	then	manage	the	self-managed	when	the	individual	is	free	to	make	his	own	choices?	

From	 a	managerial	 perspective,	management	 thus	 becomes	 a	matter	 of	making	 some	

choices	 more	 attractive	 than	 others	 without	 forcing	 the	 individual	 to	 do	 anything.	

Management	 is,	 in	 other	 words,	 power	 without	 coercion.	 Consequently,	 the	 leader’s	

responsibility	is	to	mobilize	the	employee’s	self-interest	in	the	direction	of	the	companys’.		

	

As	a	way	of	handling	this	responsibility,	Tryg	has	the	innovation	engine,	which	presents	

the	 employee	 with	 a	 range	 of	 methods	 for	 being	 innovative.	 All	 of	 these	 methods	
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somehow	recognize	that	the	employee	interacts	with	its	surroundings,	which	also	points	

to	the	idea	that	the	role	of	the	manager	is	similar	to	that	of	an	architect:	The	manager	

must	 create	 the	 conditions	 and	 the	 environment	 to	 take	 place.	 This	 is	 also	 how	 the	

manager	 gets	 access	 to	 aligning	 the	 interests	 of	 the	 employee	 with	 those	 of	 the	

organization.	In	an	abstract	sense,	it	is	the	task	of	innovation	to	encourage	those	actions	

that	are	believed	to	lead	to	the	largest	future	revenue	for	the	company	and	the	employee	

alike.	 Put	 differently,	 innovation	 appears	 as	 the	 convection	 that	 the	 entrepreneurial	

individual	will	be	the	richest.		

Free to be the ‘Happy Clowns’ 

Meanwhile,	we	will	now	continue	to	another	method	of	innovating	in	Tryg’s	innovation	

engine.	Particularly	the	‘Crazy	8	Method’,	which	belongs	to	the	idea	generation	phase	of	

the	 Innovation	 Engine.	 Similar	 to	 the	 inspiration	 hunt,	 the	 crazy	 8	 method	 aims	 to	

generate	 as	 many	 ideas	 as	 possible.	 It	 works	 in	 the	 way	 that	 a	 group	 of	 people	 are	

presented	with	a	problem,	which	they	then	have	eight	minutes	to	create	eight	potential	

solutions	to.	In	Tryg’s	own	words,	the	crazy	8	is	about	“letting	go	of	one's	inner	critique	

and	make	room	for	creativity,	no	matter	how	silly	and	crazy	the	ideas	are”	(appendix	3.1:	

111).	 The	 crazy	 8	method	 is	 particularly	 interesting	 because	 of	 its	 focus	 on	 the	 raw	

creativity	that	is	liberated	from	any	boundaries	or	self-critique.	Crazy	8	focuses	on	the	

unfiltered	creativity,	which	is	assumed	to	be	inherent	in	all	individuals.	The	same	notion	

of	craziness	 is	also	 found	 in	another	of	 the	methods	 for	 idea	generation:	 ‘Opportunity	

Spacing’.	This	method	seeks	to	investigate	how	good	a	match	there	is	between	the	core	

competencies	 of	 the	 organization	 and	 the	 tendencies	 in	 the	 external	 environment	

(appendix	3.1:	111).	In	Tryg’s	own	words,	opportunity	spacing	is	also	regarded	as	a	way	

of	turning	crazy	and	big	ideas	into	profitable	plans:	“The	sky	is	the	limit!	The	ideas	can	be	

wild	as	long	as	they	are	loyal	to	the	internal	and	external	context”.	As	such,	the	crazy	8	

method	and	opportunity	spacing	presupposes	an	individual	who	is	able	and	willing	to	‘let	

loose’	 in	 an	 otherwise	 professional	 setting,	 and	 to	 break	 with	 the	 norms	 that	 under	

normal	circumstances	regulate	work.	In	these	methods,	the	innovative	employees	come	

to	appear	as	someone	who	‘breaks’	with	the	bureaucratic	ethos	of	office	by	not	adhering	

strictly	 to	 rule,	 and	 follow	 it	 blindly	 (du	 Gay,	 1994).	 When	 reflection	 upon	 this,	 our	

conversation	partner	at	Tryg	said	the	following:	“There	might	be	an	expectation	that	we	



 77 

are	a	bunch	of	happy	clowns	who	come	in	and	entertain	with	predictions	about	the	future”10	

(Conversation	with	Tryg,	14.07.2019).		

	

As	it	appears	both	in	this	quote	and	in	the	description	of	the	crazy	8	method,	foolishness	

or	stupidity	somehow	seems	to	have	a	connection	to	innovation.	The	connection	between	

innovation	 and	 foolishness	 is	 especially	 highlighted	 by	 the	 self-proclaimed	 ‘corporate	

fool’	Gordon	MacKenzie,	who	argues	that	creativity	flourish	the	best	when	we	awaken	

our	 inner	 fool	 by	 focusing	 on	 playing,	 sensing,	 breaking	 the	 norms	 and	 changing	 the	

perspectives	(MacKenzie,	1998).	To	MacKenzie,	being	creative	is	about	letting	go	of	the	

dogmas	and	norms	that	influenced	us	in	the	past	and	are	now	restrictive	to	our	actions	

(ibid).	In	addition	to	this,	the	overall	idea	from	his	bestselling	book	‘Orbiting	the	Giant	

Hairball’	 (1998)	 is	 that	 attachment	 to	 outcome	 is	 one	 of	 the	 biggest	 obstacles	 for	

creativity.	When	comparing	this	perspective	on	innovation	with	the	one	expressed	in	the	

crazy	8	method,	it	appears	that	the	innovative	employee	must	be	able	to	understand	the	

value	of	being	crazy.	Additionally,	this	also	means	that	the	innovation	department	–	at	

least	in	Tryg	–	is	not	subject	to	the	same	norms	as	the	rest	of	the	organization	and	neither	

is	the	innovative	employee	working	there.	Within	the	extitutional	innovation	department,	

the	employee	is	free	from	being	judged	by	the	same	standards	as	other	colleagues	in	the	

‘normal’	organisation.	For	instance,	our	conversation	partner	mentioned	that	it	does	not	

make	sense	to	 judge	innovative	workers	on	the	same	standards	as	 ‘normal’	workers	–	

simply	because	they	would	have	bad	performance	scores	all	the	time	(Conversation	with	

Tryg,	 14.07.2019).	 As	 such,	 this	 freedom	 from	 being	 judged	 by	 regular	 performance	

standards	seems	to	be	necessary	in	innovation.		

Freedom as the Gamification of a Parrhesiastic Situation  

This	 necessity	 of	 extra	 freedom	 resembles	 Foucault's	 notion	 of	 ‘parrhesia’,	 or	 ‘free	

speech’	as	it	is	often	translated	into.	The	notion	of	parrhesia	describes	the	act	of	speaking	

freely	 and	without	 regards	 to	 the	 established	 norms	 in,	 for	 instance,	 an	 organization	

(Foucault,	 2012:	 144).	 As	 such,	 parrhesia	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 a	 way	 of	 confronting	 and	

breaking	the	norms,	which	under	regular	circumstances	can	be	dangerous	and	lead	to	

sanctions.	 For	 instance,	 one	 can	 imagine	 how	 bringing	 too	 unrealistic	 ideas	 into	 a	

                                                
10 Original quote: ”Der er måske en forventning til, at vi er sådan nogle happy clowns, der kommer ind 
og underholder med alle mulige ting ud i fremtiden.” 
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brainstorm	might	be	seen	as	idealistic	or	stupid.	However,	in	the	extitutional	innovation	

department,	 this	parrhesia	 is	 the	 license	to	operate	although	 in	a	particular	 form.	The	

value	 that	 the	 innovation	department	can	bring	 into	 the	company	 is	dependent	on	 its	

ability	to	break	with	the	common	sense	and	norms	of	the	organization.	Otherwise,	how	

would	it	be	innovation	and	not	just	business	development?	This	view	is	supported	by	the	

fact	that	the	innovation	department	–	at	least	in	the	case	of	Tryg	–	operates	on	the	outside	

of	the	organization.	It	was	also	pointed	out	during	one	of	our	conversations	with	Tryg,	

where	our	conversation	partner	described	how	they	were	often	perceived	of	as	a	‘happy	

clowns’	who	came	to	entertain	with	futuristic	predictions.	Perhaps,	this	role	of	being	the	

‘happy	clowns’	is	necessary	in	order	to	legitimize	the	innovation	department.	If	the	rest	

of	the	organization,	who	owns	the	innovation	department,	expects	them	to	make	crazy	

predictions	 and	 suggestions	 from	 time	 to	 time,	 then	 that	 is	 what	 the	 innovation	

department	will	have	to	do	to	gain	legitimacy.		

	

To	elaborate	 this	 further,	Foucault’s	notion	of	parrhesia	 consists	of	 five	elements	 that	

defines	 the	 parrhesiastes	 as	 the	 person	 who	 speaks	 freely.	 These	 five	 elements	 are	

frankness,	truth,	danger,	criticism,	and	duty.	Now,	we	will	take	a	look	at	what	form	these	

five	elements	take	in	an	innovation	context.	We	do	so	because	the	parrhesia	of	innovation	

somehow	seems	different	from	the	one	described	by	Foucault,	although	they	both	require	

the	subject	to	take	on	a	particular	role.		

Frankness to Speak Your Mind 

The	 first	 element	of	parrhesia	 is	 frankness.	According	 to	Foucault,	 frankness	 is	 to	 say	

everything	 that	 is	on	ones’	mind,	and	 to	be	able	 to	give	an	exact	account	of	one	 think	

(Foucault,	2001:	12).	This	implies	that	the	parrhesiastes	is	the	subject	of	his	own	opinion,	

and	 hereby	 to	 be	 held	 accountable	 for	 he	 says.	 This	 also	means	 that	 parrhesiastes	 is	

saying	something	which	is	dangerous	to	himself	and	thus	involves	a	risk	(ibid:	12).	In	an	

innovation	context,	 the	connection	 to	 frankness	seems	straightforward:	One	has	 to	be	

honest	-	also	if	this	implies	presenting	ideas	that	might	not	fit	in	with	the	common	sense	

of	 the	 bureaucratic	 organization	 which	 the	 extitutional	 innovation	 department	 is	 in	

contrast	 to.	But	since	 this	 is	 the	very	reason	-	 in	 the	case	of	Tryg	at	 least	 -	 to	have	an	

innovation	department,	what	form	does	frankness	then	take	on?	
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As	we	mentioned	earlier,	one	of	the	unique	characteristics	of	the	exititution	is	that	it	is	

not	subjected	to	the	same	bureaucratic	structures	as	the	organization,	which	it	is	a	part	

of	by	being	attached	from.	Consequently,	the	innovation	department	as	an	extitution	is	a	

protected	space	where	the	employees	are	not	evaluated	by	the	same	standards	as	in	the	

bureaucratic	organization.	For	instance,	there	are	not	the	same	element	of	danger	present	

when	 an	 employee	 fails	 a	 project	 or	 does	 not	 adhere	 to	 company	 rules.	 Instead,	 the	

innovation	department	has	a	more	loose	structure,	which	also	means	that	what	counts	as	

a	 failure	 in	 a	 bureaucratic	 organization	 is	 not	 necessarily	 perceived	 as	 failure	 in	 the	

extitution.	The	question	now	is:	In	what	form	does	frankness	then	show,	if	the	perception	

of	failure	is	that	it	is	a	source	of	learning?	As	such,	this	seems	to	eliminate	the	element	of	

risk	that	once	can	be	exposed	to.	However,	as	Foucault	argues	frankness	also	involves	

being	 the	subject	of	one’s	own	opinion	as	hereby	being	solely	responsible.	And	 this	 is	

where	frankness	takes	its	form	in	innovation:	The	frankness	of	 innovation	is	to	be	the	

subject	of	one’s	own	opinion	and	to	keep	this	process	of	individualizing	responsibility	to	

be	reproducing.	Frankness	is	to	keep	innovating	although	there	might	not	be	anything	to	

innovate.	Or,	to	keep	innovating	knowing	that	the	positivistic	notion	of	idea	relations	does	

not	necessarily	hold	true.		

Knowing What is True 

The	second	element	of	parrhesia	is	truth.	According	to	Foucault,	there	are	two	types	of	

parrhesia:	The	one	 that	 says	 everything	 and	 thus	 also	 statements	 that	 are	 stupid	 and	

unqualified	as	they	are	not	known	to	be	true,	and	then	the	one	that	only	says	what	is	really	

true	(ibid:	13).	It	is	a	criterion	for	the	parrhesiastes	to	know	what	is	true	and	to	only	say	

what	he	knows	to	be	true,	and	there	is	always	an	exact	coincidence	between	the	belief	of	

the	parrhesiastes	and	the	truth	(ibid:	13).	A	parrhesiastes	cannot	say	just	his	beliefs	if	

they	are	not	 true.	 If	 so,	he	would	not	be	a	parrhesiastes	according	 to	 the	Foucauldian	

definition.		

	

In	innovation,	however,	the	“parrhesiastes”	has	a	different	relation	to	the	truth.	As	it	has	

been	presented	in	the	paper,	the	nature	of	innovative	work	is	rather	explorative	which	

we	in	this	case	interpret	as	a	search	for	truth.	This	implies	that	in	innovation,	the	truth	is	

not	given	beforehand	and	the	innovation	department	cannot	know	what	is	true.	There	is	

no	a	priori	knowledge	in	innovation,	only	a	posteriori	knowledge.	We	find	examples	of	



 80 

this	by	 taking	a	 look	at	 the	pretotyping	method	 in	Tryg’s	 innovation	engine.	Here,	 the	

purpose	 of	 pretotyping,	which	 is	 under	 the	 idea	 and	market	 validation	 section	 of	 the	

innovation	 engine,	 is	 to	 get	 “Specific	 knowledge	 about	 whether	 or	 not	 the	market	 is	

interested	in	using	and	in	buying	the	product”	(appendix	3.1:	114;115).	We	thus	regard	

pretotyping	as	a	way	of	asking	the	market	for	the	truth	about	the	innovation	one	has	been	

working	on.	 Consequently,	 innovation	has	 an	 almost	hyper-pragmatic	notion	of	 truth.	

When	compared	to	Foucault’s	notion	of	parrhesia	which	is	categorized	by	a	somewhat	

idealistic	 understanding	of	 the	parrhesiastes	 relationship	 to	 the	 truth,	 innovation	 is	 a	

search	for	the	truth.	 this	means	that	anything	can	potentially	be	true	 in	an	 innovation	

context,	 and	 that	 the	 truth	 is	 not	 necessarily	 a	 binary	 ‘either/or’	 code,	 but	 instead	

something	which	is	up	for	interpretation.		

	

We	 hereby	 suggest	 that	 the	 truth	 in	 innovation	 is	 a	 matter	 of	 interpretation	 of	 the	

feedback	 received	 from	 the	 market.	 As	 an	 example,	 Tryg	 describe	 in	 the	 innovation	

engine	that	pretotyping	usually	tests	one	element	at	the	time:	“When	pretotyping,	you	

usually	 test	 one	 of	 the	 parameters;	 environment	 &	 context,	 behaviour,	 appearance,	

functionality,	channel	or	price.	Often,	the	testing	is	an	interactive	process”	(appendix	3.1:	

114;115).	Consequently,	pretotyping	will	only	tell	the	truth	about	one	of	the	parameters.	

By	testing	it	in	an	iterative	process,	Tryg	allows	for	the	possibility	to	modify	their	process	

until	it	becomes	true.	If	the	first	market	test	shows	that	the	product	will	not	sell,	they	can	

go	back,	modify	the	product,	and	test	it	again.	In	principle,	this	process	can	be	repeated	

until	the	product	fits	the	market	which	makes	the	notion	of	truth	in	innovation	rather	

emphatic.	

The Danger of Bureaucratic Structures 

The	third	element	of	parrhesia	is	danger.	According	to	the	Foucauldian	definition,	there	

must	be	some	type	of	danger	or	risk	connected	to	speaking	the	truth:	“it	demands	courage	

to	speak	the	truth	in	spite	of	some	danger”	(Foucault,	2001:	16).	Hence,	speaking	the	truth	

entails	 that	 the	 parrhesiastes	 relates	 to	 oneself	 in	 a	 particular	 way	 where	 the	

parrhesiastes	prefers	himself	as	someone	who	tells	the	truth	rather	than	as	someone	who	

is	false	to	himself	(ibid:	17).		
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In	an	innovation	context,	the	danger	has	been	pacified	as	alluded	to	in	the	description	of	

frankness	 in	 innovation.	 This	 is	 best	 described	 as	 a	 gamification	 of	 a	 parrhesia-like	

situation,	where	innovation	does	not	handle	the	same	type	of	serious	danger	as	Foucault’s	

parrhesiastes.	 Instead,	 innovation	 handles	 a	 different	 danger:	 Namely	 the	 danger	 of	

getting	stuck	in	bureaucratic	structures,	but	also	the	danger	of	either	not	being	innovating	

radically	enough	or	being	innovating	too	radically.	The	danger	thus	takes	on	the	form	of	

a	fear	that	the	organization	do	not	absorb	the	innovation	departments	job	as	depicted	in	

Figure	4.	In	contrast	to	Foucault’s	notion	of	danger,	this	is	not	a	directly	life-threatening	

form	of	danger	to	the	innovation	department.	especially	when	taking	into	consideration	

that	the	innovation	department	is	allowed,	if	not	also	expected,	to	make	mistakes.	

The Reminding Character of Criticism 

The	fourth	element	of	parrhesia	is	criticism.	In	parrhesia	“the	danger	always	comes	from	

the	fact	that	the	said	truth	is	capable	of	hurting	or	angering	the	interlocutor”	(ibid:	17).	

This	means	that	the	function	of	parrhesia	is	not	just	to	demonstrate	the	truth	to	someone	

else,	but	 rather	has	 the	 function	of	 criticism:	Either	of	 the	 interlocutor	or	 the	speaker	

himself	 (ibid:	 17).	 Parrhesia	 is	 critical	 in	 the	way	 that	 the	 parrhesiastes	 reminds	 the	

interlocutor	of	his	wrong	actions	or	 ideas	and	telling	him	what	to	do	or	think	 instead.	

Another	characteristic	of	the	critic	role	of	parrhesia	is	that	it	always	comes	from	below,	

meaning	that	the	parrhesiastes	is	always	less	powerful	than	the	interlocutor	he	tells	the	

truth.	Foucault	gives	the	example	of	a	teacher	who	criticizes	a	child;	this	would	not	count	

as	parrhesia	because	the	teacher	is	in	a	more	powerful	position	than	the	child.	however,	

if	it	was	the	other	way	around,	and	the	child	criticized	the	teacher,	the	child	would	be	a	

parrhesiastes	(ibid:	18).		

	

In	 an	 innovation	 context,	we	argue	 that	 criticism	 is	 a	 vital	 function	of	 innovation.	We	

hereby	 suggest	 that	 the	 very	 activity	 of	 innovation	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 a	 criticism	 of	

bureaucracy,	 and	 that	 this	 is	 especially	visible	with	 the	extitution	 to	 the	organization.	

Especially	with	the	power	relation	 it	establishes	to	the	rest	of	 the	organization.	As	we	

argued	 earlier	 on,	 the	 extitution	 is	 owned	 by	 the	 organization	which	means	 that	 the	

organization	can	decide	how	much	authority	 the	extitution	should	have.	So,	when	 the	

extitution	come	with	up	with	a	suggestion	as	to	how	the	organization	should	conduct	it	

business,	or	how	it	has	been	doing	it	wrong,	this	is	an	element	of	critique.	The	function	of	
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innovation	thus	becomes	to	critique	the	rest	of	 the	organization,	by	telling	them	what	

they	are	doing	wrong,	and	what	they	should	do	instead,	although	the	first	element	with	

telling	the	organizations	what	they	are	doing	wrong	is	a	bit	more	subtle.		

	

Another	form	of	criticism	that	we	see	in	innovation	is	 its	way	of	imposing	a	particular	

attitude	towards	failure	on	its	subjects.	As	described	earlier,	innovative	subjects	should	

always	be	prepared	to	realize	that	what	they	are	currently	doing	might	be	completely	

redundant	 tomorrow.	 Consequently,	 the	 subject	 is	 constantly	 subjected	 to	 a	 potential	

criticism	of	the	subject’s	work,	and	innovation	is	thus	also	a	form	of	critique	of	one	self.		

The Duty to Innovate 

The	fifth	and	final	element	of	parrhesia	is	that	of	duty.	According	to	Foucault’s	description	

of	parrhesia,	it	is	the	duty	of	the	parrhesiastes	to	speak	the	truth.	Not	because	he	is	forced	

by	anyone	to	do	it	-	but	simply	because	he	knows	that	it	is	his	duty	(ibid:	19).	The	sense	

of	duty	in	innovation	might	not	be	exactly	the	same	as	Foucault	describes	where	duty	is	

a	relation	to	a	moral	low	that	one	obliges	to.	Instead,	the	duty	of	innovation	is	to	take	the	

particular	subject	role	that	innovation	offers.	It	is	thus	a	particular	form	of	relating	to	self	

that	becomes	the	duty	in	innovation.		

Innovation as a Specific Form of Knowledge 

When	trying	to	understand	what	forms	of	knowledge	innovation	refers	to	in	order	to	be	

true,	it	seems	ideal	to	take	a	deeper	look	at	the	connection	between	innovation	and	its	

constant	inquiry	to	the	market.	To	better	understand	this,	we	now	dive	into	the	fourth	

phase	of	Tryg’s	innovation	engine:	‘Idea	and	Market	Validation’.	The	overall	aim	of	this	

phase	is	to	test	how	well	the	idea,	or	an	innovation,	will	function	on	the	market.		This	is	

expressed	in	the	pretotyping	method,	where	there	is	a	distinct	focus	on	the	consumer’s	

willingness	to	buy	and	the	maturity	of	the	market	(appendix	3.1:	114;115).	By	using	this	

method,	 Tryg	 argue	 that	 one	 can	 find	 “Specific	 knowledge	 about	 whether	 or	 not	 the	

market	is	interested	in	using	the	product	and	in	buying	the	product	and	if	this	interest	is	

persistent	or	not”	(ibid:	29).	Additionally,	it	is	presented	that	the	purpose	of	pretotyping	

is	to	ensure	a	market	fit	(ibid:	29).	In	a	very	direct	sense,	the	particular	role	ascribed	to	

the	market	here	is	to	tell	the	truth	about	the	innovation.	By	pretotyping,	Tryg’s	innovation	

department	get	an	idea	about	whether	or	not	the	innovation	is	good	or	bad:	It	is	a	binary	
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judgement	 seeking	either	 the	markets	 ‘permission’	 to	 launch	 the	 idea,	 or	 the	markets	

opinion	 to	 kill	 the	 idea.	 As	 such,	 this	 point	 towards	 the	 same	 problem	 that	 Foucault	

addresses	 in	 his	 series	 of	 lectures	 ‘The	 Birth	 of	 Biopolitics’.	 Namely	 that	 of	 market	

validation	as	a	matter	of	laws	that	in	connection	with	a	given	discourse	makes	it	possible	

to	determine	what	can	be	categorized	as	true	or	false	(Foucault,	2009:	52-53).		

	

But	 what	 are	 some	 of	 the	 discourses	 that	 drive	 innovation,	 and	 makes	 it	 seem	

unavoidable?	One	of	 them	seems	 to	be	 the	 idea	of	path	dependency.	That	means	 that	

innovation,	and	believers	of	innovation,	to	some	degree	must	assume	that	we	are	path	

dependent	 and	 would	 not	 improve	 naturally.	 The	 notion	 of	 path	 dependency	 was	

originally	introduced	by	Douglas	North,	who	argued	that	our	past	decisions	influence	our	

current	 behaviour	 (North,	 2004).	 Path	 dependency	 was	 introduced	 as	 an	 economic	

concept	 trying	 to	 explain	 how	 current	 institutions	 remain	 residue	 of	 the	 institutions	

before	them	(ibid:	21-25).	In	an	innovation	context,	this	means	that	we	are	limited	in	our	

visions	 for	 the	 future	 by	 the	 actions	 that	 established	 our	 present	 situation.	 For	 an	

organization,	 this	 would	 imply	 sticking	 to	 the	 same	 course	 that	 the	 organization	 has	

always	adhered	to;	something	must	be	actively	done	from	the	outside	to	break	with	this	

path	dependency.	Put	differently,	innovation	is	necessary	because	it	is	believed	that	an	

organization	cannot	stay	competitive	if	they	just	do	what	they	have	always	been	doing.		

Summary of the Section 

In	this	part	of	our	thesis	we	have	investigated	the	preconditions	that	are	required	in	order	

to	make	 innovation	work	 in	 the	 context	 of	 Tryg.	We	 have	 investigated	which	 subject	

relation	 that	 innovation	 presupposes,	 which	 normative	 patterns	 are	 expressed,	 and	

which	forms	of	knowledge	innovation	refers	to.	

	

We	found	that	the	employee	is	assumed	to	be	able	to	question	his	or	her	own	world	by	

thinking	differently	than	he	or	she	normally	does.	This	also	 implies	that	the	employee	

should	 be	 able	 to	 break	with	 the	 common	 sense	 of	 the	 organization’s	 culture,	 and	 to	

challenge	 the	 norms	 that	 governs	 the	 way	 members	 of	 the	 organization	 thinks.	

Additionally,	 the	 employee	 is	 supposed	 to	 conceive	 him	 or	 herself	 as	 someone	 who	

understands	the	importance	of,	and	is	willing	to,	invest	in	his	or	her	human	capital,	as	it	



 84 

is	 presented	 by	 Becker.	 In	 other	 words,	 innovation	 makes	 Becker’s	 notion	 of	 homo	

oeconomicus	the	most	attractive	mental	disposition	for	the	employees	at	Tryg.	Therefore,	

innovation	 is	 also	 an	 education	 mechanism	 that	 allows	 the	 organization	 to	 train	 its	

employees	in	accepting	this	particular	mental	disposition.	However,	it	is	also	believed	to	

be	important	that	the	employee	is	free	to	make	his	or	her	own	decisions,	as	innovation	

cannot	be	forced	upon	someone.	Therefore,	 innovation	is	a	matter	of	creating	the	best	

possible	conditions	for	an	alignment	of	interest	between	the	employee	as	Becker’s	homo	

oeconomicus	and	the	overall	organizational	goals.		

	

With	regard	to	normativity	and	truth,	innovation	presupposes	that	the	best	ideas	come	

from	an	in-depth	understanding	of	the	field	which	is	being	innovated,	and	that	there	is	no	

a	 priori	 knowledge	 in	 an	 innovation	 process.	 In	 order	 to	 know	 whether	 or	 not	 an	

innovation	project	becomes	a	success,	one	must	first	test	it	on	the	market.	This	relies	on	

a	perception	of	the	market	as	a	truth	teller	with	knowledge	about	future	market	needs.	

As	such,	 innovation	 is	also	always	directed	towards	a	potential	 future	revenue	stream	

which	also	implies	that	risk	is	a	necessary	element	in	innovation.	The	innovate	employee	

must	be	able	and	willing	to	take	risks	that	might	damage	or	decrease	their	human	capital.	

In	order	to	mitigate	the	risks	of	this	happening,	the	innovation	department	can	take	on	

the	form	as	an	extitution,	which	is	assumed	to	have	multiple	benefits:	It	mitigates	risk	of	

negative	investments	and	enables	a	controlled	stream	of	external	inputs	into	the	core	of	

the	organization.	In	this	way,	risk	becomes	a	paradox	in	innovation	as	it	is	once	necessary	

while	at	the	same	time	being	minimized.		

	

Finally,	innovation	must	also	presuppose	certain	abilities	when	it	comes	to	criticism.	It	

must	assume	that	the	innovation	department,	and	thus	also	the	innovative	employee,	is	

ready	to	criticize	the	rest	of	the	organization,	but	also	that	the	innovation	department	and	

its	employees	are	ready	to	be	criticized	themselves	by	the	market.	This	is	based	on	the	

belief	that	organizations	and	employees	are	like	are	path	dependent	and	will	not	change	

unless	they	are	willing	to	accept	the	criticism	that	forces	them	to	think	differently.	 	
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Concluding Remarks 
In	collaboration	with	innovation	practitioners	from	Tryg	this	thesis	has	investigated	the	

preconditions	for	innovation	by	asking:	How,	why	and	in	what	form	has	the	problem	of	

innovation	been	established	as	a	particular	type	of	knowledge	and	practice?	This	section	

concludes	the	research	question	by	summarizing	which	preconditions	must	necessarily	

be	met	for	innovation	to	work.		

	

First,	 we	 investigated	 how	 innovation	 seemed	 to	 respond	 to	 an	 issue	 of	 the	 risk	 of	

unforeseeable	 and	 radical	 change	 that	 the	 competitive	 forces	 from	 the	 organization’s	

external	 environment	 seemed	 to	 pose.	 In	 order	 to	 respond	 to	 this	 threat,	 innovation	

serves	 as	 a	 possible	 way	 for	 organizations	 to	 install	 a	 change-readiness	 among	 its	

members.	 Here,	 we	 particularly	 noticed	 how	 innovation	 came	 to	 appear	 as	 a	mental	

disposition	towards	change:	Namely	one	that	proactively	produced	it,	rather	than	waiting	

for	it	to	occur.	As	such,	we	found	that	acts	of	innovation	could	be	understood	as	a	way	of	

protecting	the	organization	against	change	by	attempting	to	partly	control	and	influence	

the	competition	in	the	external	environment.		

	

Additionally,	we	also	investigated	how	innovation	responded	to	an	issue	of	failure	and	

learning.	One	of	the	unique	presumptions	of	innovations	is	that	the	subject	is	committed	

to	 the	 constant	 possibility	 of	 improvement.	 As	 such,	 innovation	 does	 not	 promise	

betterment,	but	it	promises	that	it	is	always	possible	to	improve.	This	promise	is	put	into	

action	by	means	of	a	conversion	in	the	perception	of	failure:	Instead	of	perceiving	failure	

as	a	negative	consequence	of	bad	choices,	innovation	regards	failure	as	an	opportunity	

for	valuable	learning.	Thus,	innovation	becomes	the	name	of	a	commitment	as	well	as	a	

mental	disposition,	and	a	possible	mode	of	being	for	the	subject.	

	

As	a	part	of	our	analysis,	we	also	investigated	how	the	concept	of	innovation	has	come	

into	being	over	time.	We	did	this	to	showcase	that	we	cannot	simply	take	for	granted	the	

current	academic	and	practical	notion	of	innovation.	Rather,	we	believed	it	to	be	fruitful	

to	understand	how	and	why	the	concept	of	innovation	has	changed	its	form	over	time.	

Here,	we	found	that	innovation	was	introduced	into	managerial	and	economic	literature	

by	 Joseph	 Schumpeter	 in	 the	 early	 20th	 century,	 and	 that	 the	 concept	 of	 innovation	



 86 

shifted	focus	three	times.	In	the	early	Schumpeter	when	the	concept	was	first	introduced,	

it	had	a	strong	focus	on	the	connection	between	the	entrepreneur	as	a	person	of	strong	

will	 and	 the	 entrepreneur’s	 connection	 to	 economic	 change.	 It	 was	 believed	 that	 the	

entrepreneur	was	the	initiator	of	economic	change,	and	that	the	entrepreneur	played	a	

significant	 role	 in	 improving	 the	 overall	 welfare	 of	 society.	 In	 the	 second	 wave	 of	

Schumpeter,	 the	 entrepreneurial	 will	 to	 conquer	 moved	 into	 the	 offices	 of	 the	

organizations	and	become	more	of	a	mental	disposition	that	accounted	for	the	entire	way	

an	 organization	 should	 conduct	 its	 business.	 In	 the	 last	wave,	which	was	 not	 directly	

investigated	by	Schumpeter,	but	rather	based	on	a	series	of	readings	of	Schumpeter,	the	

entrepreneurial	mindset	moves	outside	of	the	organization	to	involve	the	consumers	as	

well.	Emblematic	to	this	tendency,	Berkley	innovation	scholar	Henry	Chesbrough	coined	

the	 term	 ‘open	 innovation’	 to	 describe	 how	 the	 relationship	 between	 consumer	 and	

organization	had	changed	into	being	a	mutually	teaching	relationship.	This	relationship	

entails	that	the	organization	had	to	teach	the	consumer	how	to	want	while	the	consumer	

had	to	teach	the	organization	what	to	want.		

	

In	the	final	part	of	our	analysis,	we	looked	into	which	preconditions	of	innovation	must	

be	met	in	order	for	innovation	to	work	at	Tryg.	We	conducted	this	analysis	based	on	the	

three	dimensions	of	self-relation,	normativity	and	veridiction.	Through	this	analysis,	we	

found	 that	 innovation	presupposes	a	subject	 that	 is	willing	 to	and	capable	of	 thinking	

differently	 than	 the	norms	of	 the	 organization	dictates.	Any	potential	 issues	 of	 this	 is	

mitigated	by	having	innovation	on	the	side	of	the	organization	in	a	way	that	allows	the	

innovation	department	to	have	an	extitutional	character	and	thus	serve	as	a	‘test	lab’	for	

new	business	ideas.	We	found	that	the	argument	for	having	innovation	on	the	side,	and	

not	 as	 an	 integrated	 part	 of	 the	 daily	 organizational	 operations	 was	 based	 on	 an	

assumption	that	it	allowed	the	organization	to	control	the	amount	of	external	input,	such	

as	competition,	that	it	took	in	from	the	outside.		

	

In	regard	to	the	forms	of	knowledge	that	innovation	refers	to,	we	found	that	innovation	

relied	heavily	on	the	market	as	a	truth	teller.	As	a	consequence,	hereof,	innovation	came	

to	appear	completely	free	of	a	priori	knowledge	relying	solely	on	a	posteriori	knowledge.	

In	short,	innovation	has	been	established	as	a	particular	type	of	knowledge	through	its	

mental	dispositions	that	are	market-oriented	and	resembles	a	mix	between	Schumpeter’s	
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entrepreneur	and	Gary	Becker’s	rewriting	of	homo	oeconomicus.	Innovation	thus	takes	

on	the	form	of	a	commitment	to	the	possibility	of	constant	improvement,	regardless	of	

the	context.		
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Appendixes 

1. Dialogue-based reflections 

Our	 recordings	 are	 uploaded	 electronically	 and	 the	 outlines	 we	 have	 sent	 to	 our	

conversation	partner	are	presented	here.	The	part	of	 interviews	we	quote	directly	are	

transcribed.	

1.1 Pre-meeting 24.01.2019 

This	was	an	informal	coffee	meeting	at	Tryg	and	therefore	it	was	not	recorded.	In	this	

meeting	we	pitched	our	 ideas	 for	 the	collaboration	with	Tryg	and	our	methodological	

approach.	 Michael	 Gynther	 agreed	 to	 be	 a	 part	 of	 our	 project	 as	 our	 empirical	

engagement.		

1.2 Meeting 26.04.2019 

Samtale	med	NBCI	d.	26.04.2019	

		

Dette	dokument	præsenterer	en	række	centrale	temaer	og	spørgsmål	relateret	hertil,	

som	skal	danne	udgangspunkt	for	vores	samtale	fredag	d.	26.04.2019.	Spørgsmålene	er	

blevet	til	på	baggrund	af	en	analyse,	der	har	kortlagt	de	udfordringer,	der	kan	være	ifm.	

det	 første	 step	 i	 Trygs	 Innovationsmotor:	 Ideation-fasen.	 Vi	 er	 ikke	 udelukkende	

interesserede	i	at	tale	om,	hvordan	NBCI	løser	disse	udfordringer.	Vi	er	i	højere	grad	

interesserede	i	at	tale	om,	hvilke	refleksioner	udfordringerne	giver	anledning	til,	samt	

hvilke	 holdninger	 der	 er	 til	 de	 syv	 temaer,	 vi	 fremlægger.	 Såfremt	 de	 temaer	 vi	

præsenterer	ikke	opleves	som	reelle	udfordringer,	er	vi	også	interesserede	i	at	tale	om,	

hvordan	dette	kan	være	tilfældet.	

		

1.	tema:	Fejlen	som	læringsredskab	

- Hvordan	 kan	 man	 sikre,	 at	 medarbejderne	 er	 klar	 til	 at	 lære	 af	 deres	 fejl?	

Hvordan	afgør	man	hvornår	noget	har	fejlet	i	en	innovationsproces?	

		

2.	tema:	At	lytte	til	sig	selv	vs.	at	lytte	til	andre	
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- Hvornår	ved	man,	om	man	skal	stole	på	sin	”mavefornemmelse”,	hvis	den	bliver	

kritiseret	 af	 ens	 kollegaer?	 Hvornår	 går	 man	 over	 stregen	 ift.	 hvad	 ens	

mavefornemmelse/analyse	fortæller	én	kontra	hvad	ens	kolleager	fortæller	én?	

Og	er	dette	ikke	et	problem?	

		

3.	tema:	Klog	dumhed	

- På	 én	 gang	 skal	 den	 innovative	 medarbejder	 kunne	 sætte	 sig	 selv	 fri,	 være	

kreativ,	og	bryde	med	de	dominerende/normale	tanke-	og	handlemønstre,	men	

på	samme	tid	skal	medarbejderen	også	kunne	være	fornuftig	og	kritisere	både	

sin	egen	og	andre	idéer.	Kunne	man	forestille	sig	en	situation,	hvor	dette	ikke	

var	vigtigt?	Og	er	dette	ikke	et	problem?	

		

4.	tema:	Alignment	af	virksomhedens	og	medarbejderens	interesser	

- På	én	gang	synes	innovation	at	forudsætte	en	hvis	alignment	af	medarbejderens	

og	 virksomhedens	 interesser,	 mens	 den	 på	 samme	 tid	 også	 synes	 at	

producere/forstærke	 den.	 Kan	 man	 adskille	 medarbejderens	 personlige	

holdninger	fra	innovationsprocessen?	

		

5.	tema:	Selvkontrol	

- Når	 man	 forventer	 denne	 dualitet	 fra	 sine	 medarbejdere	 (at	 kunne	 switche	

mellem	 kritisk/kontrolleret	 til	 ukritisk	 og	 fjollet)	 er	 det	 så	 fordi	 man	 i	

virkeligheden	har	en	drøm	om	at	kunne	realisere	et	hvilket	som	helst	mål	med	

de	ressourcer,	man	har?	Er	det	i	virkeligheden	drømmen	om	total	kontrol	over	

medarbejderen?	

		

6.	tema:	Realistisk	urealistisk	

- For	så	vidt	man	kan	tale	om	et	”mulighedsfelt”	for	innovation,	forstået	på	den	

måde,	 at	 nogle	 projekter	 er	 mere	 attraktive	 end	 andre	 taget	 Trygs	

kerneforretning	i	betragtning,	kan	man	da	konkludere,	at	innovation	blot	er	et	

spørgsmål	om	at	udfylde	dette	mulighedsfelt?	Altså:	Er	man	på	noget	tidspunkt	

færdig	med	at	innovere?	Løber	man	tør	for	muligheder?	
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7.	tema:	Præventiv	damage	control	

- Innovation	som	en	kontrolmekanisme:	Er	det	bedre	at	udkonkurrere	sig	selv	før	

man	bliver	udkonkurreret	af	andre?	Og	hvilken	rolle	spiller	hhv.	konkurrence	og	

kontrol	 for	 innovation?	 Hvorfor	 er	 det	 vigtigt	 at	 kunne	 kontrollere	

konkurrencen,	 når	 det	 netop	 er	 konkurrencen	 fra	 andre,	 der	 driver	

innovationen?	

1.3 Meeting 16.05.2019/translated in the thesis 

This	is	the	example	used	in	our	Research	Process.	The	following	is	the	translated	version.		

Samtale	med	NBCI	d.	16.05.2019	

	

I	forlængelse	af	vores	samtale	d.	26.04.2019	og	det	videre	analysearbejde	den	samtale	

har	givet	anledning	til,	er	her	en	disposition	over	de	emner,	vi	gerne	vil	reflektere	over	

til	vores	møde	d.	16.05.2019.	Nogle	af	temaerne	vil	være	formuleret	som	problemer	vi	

er	stødt	på	i	analysen,	som	vi	ikke	selv	umiddelbart	har	en	løsning	på.	Det	er	særligt	

disse	problemer,	vi	gerne	vil	tale	om.	Vi	behøves	ikke	nødvendigvis	at	finde	en	løsning	

på	problemerne,	så	længe	vi	i	fællesskab	bliver	klogere	på,	hvad	der	gør	dem	mulige.	

		

Individuelle	kompetencer	vs.	organisatoriske	strukturer:	

-				 Ifølge	innovationslitteraturen,	er	der	ikke	enighed	om,	hvorvidt	individuelle	

kompetencer	eller	organisatoriske	strukturer	er	vigtigst	ift.	virksomhedens	

”innovation	 capacity”,	 dvs.	 evne	 til	 at	 være	 innovativ.	 Et	 argument	 for	

struktur-siden	 er,	 at	 hvis	 blot	 virksomheden	 stiller	 de	 rigtige	 rammer	 til	

rådighed	for	innovation,	så	er	individuelle	kompetencer	mindre	afgørende.	

Et	modargument	for	kompetence-siden	er,	at	det	kræver	gode	individuelle	

kompetencer	at	skabe	disse	rammer	for	innovation.	

o	 	 	 Problem:	Kan	alle	 være	 lige	 innovative,	 hvis	 blot	de	 er	 i	 de	 rigtige	

rammer?	 Oplever	 du	 overhovedet,	 at	 der	 er	 en	 konflikt	 mellem	

individuelle	kompetencer/organisatoriske	strukturer	ift.	udvikling	af	

”innovation	capacity”?	
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Læring	og	innovation	–	i	formelle	eller	uformelle	systemer?	

-				 Innovationslitteraturen	 er	 igen	 uenig	 når	 det	 kommer	 til	 innovation	 og	

læring.	Hvor	nogle	argumenterer	for,	at	innovation	også	er	en	læringsproces,	

som	 foregår	 kontrolleret	 og	 tilgængeligt	 for	 alle,	 er	 der	 nogle	 der	

argumenterer	 i	mod	dette.	Modargumentet	går	på,	at	enhver	organisation	

også	har	en	”uformel”	organisation,	dvs.	at	medarbejderne	ikke	arbejder	som	

ledelsen	 egentligt	 tror,	 men	 i	 stedet	 finder	 deres	 egne	 løsninger	 på	 de	

problemer,	de	arbejder	med.	

o			Problem:	Tror	du,	at	man	kan	opdele	en	organisation	i	en	formel	og	en	

uformel	struktur?	Og	oplever	du,	at	der	nogle	gange	foregår	én	ting	

på	overfladen,	mens	der	egentligt	sker	noget	andet	i	virkeligheden	ift.	

den	 måde,	 I	 i	 NBCI	 arbejder	 sammen	 på?	 Og	 hvis	 ja;	 er	 dette	

overhovedet	et	problem?	

	

Innovations	relevans	

-				 Når	man	taler	om,	hvorfor	innovation	er	relevant	for	store	virksomheder,	er	

det	ofte	svært	at	gøre	uden	at	have	et	underliggende	”skræmmebillede”	af,	

hvad	 der	 ville	 ske	 hvis	 IKKE	 en	 virksomhed	 var	 innovativ.	 Dette	 er	

eksempelvis	skræmmebilleder	såsom	at	virksomheden	ikke	ville	udvikle	sig,	

at	den	ville	blive	udkonkurreret	på	markedet,	miste	kunder,	gro	fast	i	gamle	

vaner	og	arbejdsmetoder	og	ikke	være	fremtidssikret.	

o	 	 	 Problem:	Kan	man	 tale	 om	nødvendigheden	 af	 innovation	 uden	 at	

abonnere	på	disse	skræmmebilleder?	Og	er	det	disse	problemer	som	

innovation	løser?	Virksomheder,	der	ikke	har	innovationsafdelinger	

overlever	vel	også?	Hvorfor	tror	du,	at	man	antager,	at	virksomheder	

er	bygget	op	omkring	modstand	og	stilstand,	og	aktivt	må	bekæmpe	

dette?	

		

Konkurrence	

-				 Hvordan	oplever	du,	at	det	miljø	Tryg	arbejder	i,	bliver	mere	komplekst	og	

konkurrencepræget?	 Selvom	 Tryg	 er	 én	 af	 de	 største	

forsikringsvirksomheder	i	Norden,	og	er	velkonsolideret	på	både	det	danske	
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og	det	norske	marked,	snakker	man	stadig	om,	at	konkurrencemiljøet	bliver	

mere	og	mere	uforudsigeligt	og	kompetitivt.	

o	 	 	 Problem:	 Bliver	 innovation	 ikke	 lidt	 en	 ”vrangforestilling”	 eller	 et	

paranoidt	blik	på	virksomhedens	situation,	 som	man	ender	med	at	

tilpasse	sig	efter?	Altså:	Laver	man	ikke	lidt	sin	egen	selvopfyldende	

profeti	herved?	

1.4 Meeting 04.06.2019 

Due	to	our	conversation	partners	change	of	job	during	our	research	process,	this	was	not	

a	physical	meeting	instead	as	a	phone	conversation.	This	means	that	it	was	not	recorded.	

	

Erfaringsanalyse	

Figuren	forsøger	at	vise	hvordan	forholdet	mellem	selvforhold,	veridiktion	og	ledelse	

giver	 os	mulighed	 for	 at	 forstå	 innovation	 som	 en	 erfaring.	 Ved	 at	 analysere	 de	 tre	

dimensioner	i	forhold	til	innovation	som	en	bestemt	form	for	viden,	får	vi	mulighed	for	

at	 forstå	 hvilke	 forudsætninger	 der	 skal	 være	 opfyldt	 for	 at	 individ,	miljø	 og	 deres	

samspil	for	at	innovation	som	mål	har	de	bedst	mulige	forudsætninger.	

Selvforhold	

Med	selvforhold	forstå	vi	medarbejderens	forståelse	af	sig	selv,	og	hvordan	det	gør	at	

han	eller	hun	forholder	sig	til	sig	selv	på	en	særlig	måde,	hvilket	fx.	vil	være	hvordan	en	

medarbejder	forholder	sig	til	sig	selv	på,	når	han	eller	hun	skal	forstås	som	en	innovativ	

medarbejder	-	både	af	sig	selv	og	af	andre.	

-							Hvordan	afstedkommer	innovation	en	bestemt	måde	at	forholde	sig	til	andre	

på,	og	en	bestemt	måde	at	forholde	sig	til	sig	selv	på?	

-							Hvilken	form	for	selvforhold	synes	nødvendig?	

-							Er	selvforholdet	en	investerings	og	-frihedsform?		

Veridiktion	

Veridiktion	skal	forstås	som	hvor	vores	viden	kan	kvalificeres	som	sand	eller	falsk,	dvs.	

det	sted	der	kan	henvises	til	for	at	kvalificere	viden:	Det	kan	også	være	om	en	idé	fx.	er	

god	eller	dårlig.	

-							Hvornår	er	det	en	succesfuld	innovation	og	hvornår	er	det	ikke?	
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-							Hvordan	kan	I	vide	om	I	har	valgt	rigtigt?	

-							Hvad	kan	I	vide?	

-							Hvad	er	det	for	en	viden?	

-							Hvad	ville	gøre	denne	viden	til	en”sand”	viden?	

-							Hvad	ville	I	skulle	henvise	til	og	forpligte	jer	på?	

Ledelse	

Ledelses-dimensionen	dækker	over	den	form	for	ledelse	eller	magt	der	kræves	for	at	

lede	den	type	medarbejder,	der	skal	kunne	lede	sig	selv.	Det	vil	sige	at	medarbejderen	

skal	 ledes	 til	at	 lede	sig	selv	på	den	bedste	måde:	 ledelse	af	 selvledelse.	 I	 forhold	 til	

innovation	er	det	interessant	at	forstå	hvordan	en	innovationsmedarbejder	skal	ledes.	

-							Hvilke	bestemte	former	for	ledelse	kalder	innovation	på?	

-							Hvad	er	det	for	en	type	ledelse	af/eller	opfordring	til	en	bestemt	form	for	

selvledelse?	

-							Hvordan	ledes	en	innovationsproces?	

-							Hvad	er	den	rette	form	for	ledelse?	Og	hvad	ville	den	forudsætte?	
 

1.5 Meeting 21.06.2019 

This	was	also	a	phone	conversation	instead	of	a	physical	meeting	due	to	our	conversation	

partners	change	of	job.	

	

Forud	for	dette	møde,	har	vi	ikke	nogen	planlagt	struktur	vi	vil	følge,	men	i	stedet	for	

nogle	overordnede	temaer,	vi	gerne	vil	tale	med	dig	om.	Disse	temaer	er:	

● Innovation	som	et	forpligtigelsesbegreb:	Innovation	som	en	måde	at	relaterer	til	

nogle	 økonomiske	 og	 sociale	 problemer	 på	 -	 hvad	 betyder	 dette	 for	

problemernes	karakter?	

● Innovation	som	et	balancebegreb:	Vigtigheden	af	 at	have	et	 safe	 space	 -	men	

hvad	er	det	safe	fra?	Og	hvad	er	det,	man	skal	have	en	balance	i	mellem?	

● Hvorfor	 er	 følgende	 tre	mekanismer	vigtige	 for	 innovation,	 og	 er	nogle	mere	

vigtige	end	andre?:	

○ Innovation	 som	 en	 forberedelsesmekanisme:	 Forberedelsen	 på	 det	
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uforudsigelige	

○ Innovation	 som	 en	 sikkerhedsmekanisme:	 Kontrol	 over	 ekstern	

konkurrence	

○ Innovation	 som	 en	 forbedringsmekanisme:	 En	måde	 at	 sikre	 konstant	

læring	på	

2. Dialogue transcription 

2.1 Transcription from meeting 16.05.2019 

”Jeg	tror	ikke	på,	at	virksomheders	udfordring	er,	at	de	ikke	har	de	rette	mennesker	til	at	

være	innovative.	Jeg	tror,	at	uanset	om	man	hedder	Google,	Amazon	eller	Tryg,	så	er	man	

nødt	 til	at	 få	nogle	eksterne	 impulser,	 for	der	går	 ikke	 lang	 tid,	 før	du	bliver	en	del	af	

”sovsen”	i	en	virksomhed.	Man	bliver	nødt	til	at	få	nogle	eksterne	impulser,	blot	for	at	få	

nogle	andre	spørgsmål	til	bordet.	

	

”Problemet	 er,	 at	 når	 man	 får	 en	 god	 idé	 som	 skal	 moses	 ind	 i	 vores	 system,	 i	

governancerammer	 og	 IT-strukturer,	 budgetter	 osv.,	 så	 er	 det	 dér	 fremdriften	 bliver	

hæmmet.	Jeg	tror,	det	er	indre	begrænsninger,	der	gør,	at	man	ikke	udvikler	godt	nok,	

eller	 udnytter	 det	 fulde	 potentiale,	 mere	 end	 det	 er	 om	 de	 folk,	 der	 arbejder	 med	

innovation	ikke	er	dygtige	nok.	Det	er	eksekveringen,	der	er	problemet”	

	

”Jeg	tror	det	handler	om,	at	sætte	de	rigtige	folk	sammen,	og	skabe	rummet	til	det	og	så	

skal	idéerne	nok	komme”	

	

”Innovationsafdelinger	er	ikke	per	definition	mere	innovative.	Det	handler	jo	om	lyst	og	

en	værktøjskasse,	der	gør	at	 jeg	kan	bringe	noget	 i	 spil.	 Jeg	 tror,	 at	vores	opgave	 i	 en	

innovationsafdeling,	udover	at	have	 fingeren	på	pulsen	 i	 forretningen,	er	at	 sætte	 folk	

sammen,	og	have	værktøjerne	til	at	drive	en	proces,	og	så	eksekvere	bagefter.”	

	

”Vi	 skal	hurtigere	 i	markedet,	 end	vi	var	 i	 går.	Det	kan	godt	være,	 at	det	 ikke	er	 fuldt	

integrerede	 løsninger,	men	vi	skal	have	rummet	 til	at	vi	kan	gøre	 ting,	uden	at	vi	skal	
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spørge	nogen	om	lov.	Det	er	derfor	vi	har	IT-sandbox	på	siden,	for	den	kan	vi	få	til	at	løbe.	

Vi	kan	ikke	få	en	hel	IT-afdeling	til	at	løbe,	medmindre	vi	har	rigtigt	mange	penge	med”	

	

”Man	skal	have	rummet	til	at	kunne	være	innovativ.	Både	i	den	første	del	af	processen,	

men	også	til	at	eksekvere,	for	ellers	så	dør	det	hele.	Og	det	er	der	ikke	nogle	penge	i,	eller	

læring	i,	som	sådan”	

	

”Vi	laver	ting	på	siden,	og	der	sidder	5-6	mennesker,	hvis	opgave	det	er	at	lave	tingene	

hurtige	og	få	markedsvalideret	og	få	gjort	tingene	klar,	hvis	den	her	idé	bliver	taget	godt	

i	 mod	 af	 markedet.	 Så	 skal	 de	 være	 bindeled	 mellem	 den	 her	 på-siden-ting	 og	 IT-

afdelingen”	

	

”Vi	skal	være	i	stand	til	at	have	en	plan	b	hver	gang”	

	

”Jeg	 tror,	det	er	vigtigt	at	vi	skaber	oplevelsen	af	 for	vores	kunder,	at	vi	er	digitale	og	

innovative”	

	

”Innovation	er	én	ting,	og	så	er	der	idégenerering,	og	det	er	noget	andet.	Der	er	ikke	én	

motorvej	for	hvor	idéer	opstår.	Min	erfaring	er,	at	det	sker	i	samspil	med	andre.”	

	

”Vi	prøver	at	finde	et	problem,	eller	et	segment,	eller	et	hul	i	markedet,	og	så	prøver	vi	at	

løse	det.”		

	

”Det	er	sjældent,	der	er	én,	der	sidder	og	arbejder	med	kunder,	som	ringer	til	mig	og	siger	

”vi	har	en	udfordring	her”	

	

”Der	er	jo	ikke	noget	formelt.	Det	opstår”	

	

”Vi	havde	engang	en	database	med	folks	idéer.	Det	var	sindssygt	svært	at	vedligeholde	

den,	og	gøre	noget	ved	det.	Når	først	folk	har	skrevet	noget,	kan	man	jo	ikke	ikke-forholde	

sig	til	det.	Så	skal	der	være	en	seriøs	stillingtagen	til	det.	Måske	er	guldet	der.	Men	det	er	

svært	at	administrere.	Det	er	bare	ikke	godt	nok,	hvis	jeg	sidder	som	en	sur	gammel	mand	

og	kun	siger	nej”	
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”Jeg	er	enig	i,	at	vi	misser	egentligt	3000	medarbejderes	idéer.	Der	er	også	nogen,	der	ikke	

engang	ved,	hvem	vi	er.	Og	det	er	jo	en	kæmpe	udfordring,	hvis	de	har	en	idé,	de	vil	give	

videre	til	nogen.	Hvem	skal	de	give	den	til?”	

bureakratiske	strukturer	er	nødvendige,	men	også	problematiske	(se	andre	quotes)	

”Der	er	også	en	begrænsning	for,	hvor	crazy	vi	kan	være	fordi	vi	har	en	klar	strategi	om,	

at	det	vi	laver,	skal	lugte	af	strategi	eller	forebyggelse.	Vi	skal	ikke	ind	og	lave	noget,	hvor	

vi	ikke	har	kompetencerne.	Vi	skal	bruge	vores	styrker	til	at	blive	endnu	bedre.	Er	det	et	

problem?	Ja,	det	er	det	måske	nok,	fordi	vi	kunne	tjene	endnu	flere	penge,	men	nu	har	vi	

også	en	erkendelse	af,	hvad	vi	kan.	Vi	er	jo	begrænset	på	godt	og	ondt”	

	

”Man	skal	evne	at	udvikle	sig	hele	tiden,	og	man	skal	have	et	udkig	ud	i	markedet	hele	

tiden,	og	så	skal	man	evne	at	agere.”	

	

”Fordi	vi	skal	være	i	stand	til	at	absorbere	nye	teknikker,	teknologier	osv.,	så	skal	vi	have	

rammerne	for	at	kunne	udvikle,	og	have	et	eksternt	sigte.	 	Jeg	tror	ikke	på	argumentet	

om,	at	hvis	ikke	man	har	en	innovationsafdeling,	så	er	man	færdig.	Jeg	tror	på,	at	man	skal	

have	innovation	i	alle	led.	Hver	eneste	dag	skal	vi	stille	os	selv	spørgsmålet	 ’har	vi	det	

rigtige	fit	til	markedet?’.	Vi	skal	have	en	intern	målestruktur	som	gør,	at	man	har	lyst	til	

at	løse	problemer.	Jeg	tror	mere,	at	det	er	den	type	rammer,	som	man	skal	have”	

	

”Hvad	er	det,	der	adskiller	innovation	for	forretningsudvikling?	Er	det	i	forhold	til	hvor	

radikalt	det	er?	Jeg	ved	det	ikke	selv”	

	

”Jeg	tror	innovation	sker	der,	hvor	der	er	rum	til	at	prøve	helt	nye	ting	af.	Der	hvor	det	

nogle	gange	er	lidt	afkoblet	fra	forretningen.	Det	skal	ikke	forstyrre	vores	driftsmotor,	og	

der	tror	jeg,	at	man	skal	have	et	beskyttet	værksted,	der	ikke	har	de	samme	business	case	

modeller,	og	som	tænker	lidt	længere,	og	måske	også	lidt	bredere,	og	som	er	med	til	at	

presse	stregerne	på	spillepladen	lidt	ud	ad	hele	tiden.	Og	så	tror	jeg	også,	at	vi	ikke	skal	

være	helt	så	regelrette.	Vi	skal	stille	nogle	spørgsmål,	som	forretningen	ikke	stiller.	Dét	

tror	jeg	der	er	behov	for;	nogen,	der	hele	tiden	har	mandatet	til	at	udfordre	og	til	at	gøre	

noget,	der	er	lidt	ude	på	siden,	eller	lige	på	stregen.”	
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”Jeg	tror,	der	er	behov	for,	at	man	har	innovation	på	siden,	som	kan	presse	lidt,	og	kan	

bringe	ting	ind	i	forretningen	inden	forretningen	begynder	at	sige	nej”.	

”Jeg	tror,	at	det	er	den	store	maskine,	der	hele	tiden	skal	være	i	stand	til	at	udvikle	sig	

selv.”	

	

”I	princippet	er	det	jo	godt,	hvis	vi	ikke	er	der	–	hvis	der	ikke	er	behov	for,	at	vi	er	der.	

Hvis	bare	det	var	en	del	af	den	måde	alle	ledergrupper,	alle	medarbejdere	tænkte	hver	

dag	fra	8	–	16,	så	var	der	ingen	grund	til	at	vi	var	der”	

	

”Forretningen	bevæger	sig	jo	langsomt	ud,	og	tager	vores	plads.	Nogen	ved	os	har	jo	også	

været	lidt	frustreret,	og	tænkt	’jamen,	hvad	så	med	os?’	men	det	er	jo	super	positivt	at	

vores	job	er	blevet	overtaget,	for	det	gør	så,	at	vi	kan	rykke	os	længere	ud.	Vi	skal	hele	

tiden	sætte	ydergrænsen.”	

	

”Vi	bliver	set	som	dem,	der	har	et	kig	på	fremtiden.	Når	forretningen	tænker	3	år	frem	i	

en	strategiperiode,	så	er	det	vores	opgave	at	have	blikket	lidt	længere.”	

	

”Jeg	tror	egentligt	at	de	er	fint,	at	der	en	nogen,	der	har	det	lange	blik.	Udfordringen	ligger	

i,	hvis	vores	mål	i	innovationsafdelingen	ikke	understøtter	det,	forretningen	synes	vi	skal	

lave.	Det	er	et	reelt	problem,	og	en	balance	vi	skal	finde.	Vi	skal	være	i	stand	til	at	tale	

forretningens	sprog.”	

	

”Om	det	er	selvopfyldende?	Ja,	det	tror	jeg.	Men	nogle	selskaber	er	jo	med	til	at	definere	

retningen	for	de	andre	–	og	det	er	vi	med	til	i	vores	egen	lille	andedam.”	

	

”Det	er	vel	et	eller	andet	form	for	sikkerhedsnet	for	at	vi	sikre	os,	at	vi	har	den	rigtige	

retning	og	det	rette	pace	på	det	vi	gør.	Det	er	jo	en	sikkerhed	for,	at	vi	gør	tingene	–	et	

space	for	at	kunne	gøre	ting.	Det	er	ret	vigtigt	i	den	her	sammenhæng,	at	det	ikke	skal	

være	et	eksternt	appendix.	Det	skal	være	linket	op	til	strategien	og	forretningen,	ellers	

tror	jeg	ikke	at	man	lykkes	med	det”	
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”Hvis	vi	skulle	lave	en	business	case	på,	om	vi	har	været	vores	penge	værd,	så	tror	jeg,	at	

vores	evne	 til	 at	 tiltrække	nye	partnerskaber,	 fordi	 vi	 er	noget	 andet,	 er	det,	der	ville	

bonge	ud.”		

2.2 Transcription from meeting 21.06.2019 

”Man	skal	både	evne	at	scope	ret	præcist,	og	så	skal	man	evne	at	åbne	rammerne	helt	op.	

Og	så	skal	man	så	bagefter	evne	at	scope	rammerne	ind	igen”	

		

”Man	skal	være	i	stand	til	at	have	en	vis	tålmodighed,	og	sige:	”Nu	giver	vi	den	sgu	bare	

los.	 Bare	 gå	 ud	 og	 spil	 fodbold	 på	 den	 her	 græsplæne	 –	 vi	 har	 ikke	 rigtigt	 tegnet	

straffesparksfeltet	op,	og	reglerne,	dem	må	vi	lige	tage	som	det	kommer.	Men	i	morgen,	

der	begynder	vi	at	tegne	stregerne	op”	

		

”Jeg	tror,	scoping	afgør,	hvornår	man	skal	sætte	foden	ned,	og	hvad	man	egentligt	gør”	

		

”Det	 bedste	 i	 alle	 verdener,	 det	 er	 at	 man	 kan	 sige	 ”Nu	 tager	 jeg	 den	 store,	 grønne,	

visionære	tænkehat	på,	men	i	morgen	tager	jeg	regnearket	frem,	og	så	begynder	jeg	at	

være	knivskarp	på	distribution	og	hit-rater””	

		

”Jeg	tror	det	er	vigtigt,	at	man	kan	fronte	forretningen	i	det	sprog,	forretningen	snakker,	

når	det	er	nødvendigt”	

		

”Den	gode	innovationsarbejder,	synes	jeg,	er	én	der	både	evner	at	tænke	forretning	og	

tænke	innovation.	Det	kan	bare	ikke	være	det	hele	samtidigt	tror	jeg,	og	jeg	tror	også	det	

er	svært	for	individer	at	kunne	begge	ting.	Og	så	er	spørgsmålet,	om	det	er	bedre	at	være	

en	medarbejder	der	er	semi-expert	på	det	ene,	eller	semi-okay	til	begge”	

		

”Som	 leder	 skal	man	kunne	 tappe	 ind	 i	begge	de	her	univers:	Både	de	kreative,	og	 så	

projektlederen,	 som	 skal	 eksekvere.	 For	 der	 er	 nogen,	 der	 er	 sindssygt	 gode	 til	 at	

eksekvere,	men	som	ikke	evner	at	regne	business	casen	ud”	

		

”Forventningen	til,	når	jeg	deltager	på	et	eller	andet	møde,	eller	en	eller	anden	workshop,	

er	at	jeg	nok	kommer	med	en	pose	fyldt	med	alle	mulige	forskellige	bolde	i	forskellige	
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farver	og	innovationsmæssige	interessante	tilgange,	og	at	 ligegyldigt	hvad	jeg	siger,	så	

skal	det	indeholde	blockchain,	eller	AI,	eller	whatever.	Jeg	har	nærmest	ikke	lov	til	at	kigge	

ned	i	den	klassiske	værktøjskasse.	Så	det	er	mere	en	forventning	til,	at	jeg	ved	alt	om	alt	

det	der	sker	ude	 i	 fremtiden.	Der	er	måske	 lidt	en	forventning	til,	at	vi	er	sådan	nogle	

happy	clowns,	der	kommer	ind	og	underholder	med	alle	mulige	ting	ud	i	fremtiden.	Så	jeg	

tror	mere,	det	er	den	her	forventning,	der	skaber	den	her	selvforståelse.”	

		

”Der	er	sådan	lidt	en	selvforståelse	af,	at	vi	er	innovationsafdelingen,	det	vil	sige,	at	vi	er	

noget	andet.	Nogle	gange	kan	måske	kravle	lidt	op	i	træet	i	forhold	til	at	tænke,	at	man	

nærmest	ikke	må	tænke	klassisk	produkt”	

		

”I	bund	og	grund	handler	det	om,	at	vi	skal	tjene	penge,	og	gøre	os	klar	til	fremtiden.	Det	

er	evnen	til	at	tjene	penge	og	at	være	relevant	nu	og	i	fremtiden,	og	innovation	er	midlet.	

Nye	konkurrenter	og	forventninger	i	markedet	gør,	at	vi	bliver	nødt	til	at	nytænke	måden	

vi	gør	det	på.”	

		

”Jeg	 tror	 det	 er	 vigtigt	 at	 man	 spørger	 sig	 selv,	 om	man	 i	 en	 virksomhed	 som	 vores	

egentligt	skal	have	en	innovationsafdeling,	for	så	bliver	det	måske	typisk	lidt	afkoblet	fra	

kerneforretningen.	 Egentligt	 skulle	 man	 måske	 bare	 fjerne	 ordet	 og	 begrebet	

”innovation”	og	så	sige,	at	innovation	sker	over	det	hele.	Vi	har	måske	en	enhed,	der	har	

nogle	briller	på,	der	er	lidt	længere	ud	i	fremtiden	som	man	kunne	kalde	et	eller	andet.	

For	innovation	må	ikke	blive	en	afkoblet	del	af	forretningen.	Det	skal	være	en	integreret	

del	af	den	måde	vi	tænker	på,	hvad	end	innovation	så	betyder.	Altså,	hvad	er	forskellen	

på	innovation	og	forretningsudvikling?”	

		

”Vi	skal	være	hypotesedrevet,	og	så	skal	vi	 teste	hypoteser	af	så	billigt	og	hurtigt	som	

muligt.	Vi	skal	ud	og	tage	mange	små	chancer	–	fail	fast,	det	er	sådan	lidt	et	fortærsket	

begreb,	men	det	skal	vi	jo	kunne.	Og	kill	your	darling	–	det	skal	vi	jo	kunne.”	

		

”Jeg	tror	metoden	er	det	væsentligste.	Vi	skal	være	hurtigere	i	markedet	hele	tiden”	
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3. Tryg’s Innovation Engine 

3.1 The Innovation Engine 
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