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Abstract. Innovation has come to replace efficiency and quality as the main 
source of competitive advantage for firms from the 1990s onwards. Hence, to 
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an increasing extent, organisations need to consider in which ways they can 
achieve higher levels of innovative thinking and flexibility. Moreover, the 
creation of today's complex systems of products, services and processes 
requires a merging of knowledge from diverse perspectives, e.g. disciplinary 
or skill-based.  One common way to meet these challenges is to set up 
boundary crossing collaborative groups. The idea is that innovative processes 
can be fertilised by having people with differentiated knowledge collaborating. 
Knowledge necessary for innovation and product/service development is, 
therefore, increasingly distributed both within and across organisations or 
other types of stakeholders, posing new challenges. To manage these 
challenges one new approach is evolving, called Living Labs. In this paper we 
present an innovative development process of a mobile service, taking a 
Living Lab approach. This paper focus on the effects of openness in an 
innovation process supported by a Living Lab approach for development of 
mobile services. The study shows that the innovation process was remarkably 
shortened in the open and multi-perspective process.  
 

Keywords:, Openness, Innovation, Living Labs, User Involvement, Boundary-
crossing Collaboration 

1. Introduction 
Innovation has come to replace efficiency and quality as the main source of 
competitive advantage for firms from the 1990s onwards (Swan and 
Scarbrough 2001). One clear trend to manage the innovation processes is to 
choose an open innovation approach (Chesbrough 2006). This movement 
started in USA in the early 2100th century (e.g. Chesbrough 2003) and has 
been described and developed further during the last couple of years 
(Chesbrough and Appleyard 2007; Gemünden, Salomo, and Hölzle 2007). 
Open innovation has attracted a lot of interest among scholars from different 
disciplines including information systems. Research on open innovation 
argues that making use of external as well as internal resources increases 
firms’ ability to innovate (Chesbrough 2006). In contrast, closed innovation 
represents a paradigm that primary uses internal resources within a firm’s 
innovation processes. Open innovation is a paradigm that transcends the 
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boundaries of the firm in creating customer value (Chesbrough 2006). There 
are many reasons for opening up companies innovation processes. For 
instance, research has shown that some of the most lucrative and novel 
innovations have been developed by users with the aim to adapt existing 
products to fit their needs more appropriately (Di Gangi and Wasko 2009; 
Thomke and von Hippel 2002; von Hippel 1998). Hence, many commercially 
attractive products that are in the fore-front involves multiple stakeholders in 
the innovation process (Lüthje, Herstatt, and von Hippel 2005; Morrison, 
Roberts, and Von Hippel 2000).  

Another clear trend in approaches to innovation is the one of Living Labs 
which also started in USA at MIT but currently grows at a high pace in 
Europe (http://www.openlivinglabs.eu/). It is a new type of innovation 
environments and the rational behind these new environments are to open 
company boundaries towards their environment and harness creative ideas 
and work capabilities existing among different stakeholder groups such as 
customers, competitors, providers, researchers and the public in general. As 
such it is similar in its approach to "open innovation" (Chesbrough and 
Schwartz 2007), but it has its origin in test sites for technology not business 
and management (Ståhlbröst 2004). Moreover end-users and researchers have 
a definite and explicit role to play in a Living Lab (Ståhlbröst 2008). Lately, 
the work within the Living Labs has led to a shift in focus from HCI and tests 
(which is the main focus in test sites) towards involvement of users in the 
early idea creation phases. Another difference is that Living Labs are mainly 
focused on IT development while open innovation can take place in any area.  

In more detail a Living Lab is a gathering of public - private partnerships 
in which businesses, researchers, authorities and citizens’ work together with 
the creation, validation, and test of new IT-services, business ideas, markets 
and technologies in real-life-contexts (Bergvall-Kåreborn, Holst, and 
Ståhlbröst 2009). The purpose of a Living Lab is to create a shared arena in 
which digital services, processes, and new ways of working can be developed 
and tested with user representatives and researchers. Hence, a Living Lab 
offers a boundary crossing environment for collaboration in which people and 
IT are gathered and in which the every day context stimulates and challenges 
both research and development since authorities and citizens take active part 
in the IT-development process.  

This paper will introduce and describe experiences from a project which 
took place within Botnia Living Lab1 (BLL) in collaboration with one of the 
main partners of Botnia Living Lab, Ericsson Research. The case illustrates a 
development process in which four different stakeholder groups took part 
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throughout the whole development process from NeedFinding, to idea 
generation through all phases into prototype testing. The stakeholders were; 
business (both large and small enterprises), researchers, content providers and 
end-users. We will illuminate the open collaboration process which started in 
planning and continued throughout all innovation phases. The purpose is, to 
investigate the effects of implementing openness and multiple perspectives in 
an innovation process.  

In addition, due to the recent emergence of the concept Living Labs, there 
is a lack of theoretical underpinning of its different aspects even though some 
Living Lab focused research has been published lately (e.g. Bergvall-
Kåreborn, Holst, and Ståhlbröst 2008; Bergvall-Kåreborn, Holst, and 
Ståhlbröst 2009; Fahy et al. 2007; Feurstein et al. 2008; Følstad 2008; Følstad 
2008; Mulder et al. 2007; Schaffers, Cordoba et al. 2007; Schaffers and 
Kulkki 2007; Schaffers, van Bemmeln et al. 2007; Ståhlbröst 2008; Ståhlbröst 
and Bergvall-Kåreborn 2008; Ståhlbröst and Holst 2006). With the ambition 
to strengthen this development, we will focus on the Living Lab key principle 
openness in this paper and elaborate on it based on existing literature. To gain 
knowledge about the concept a literature review was performed. 

In the remainder of the paper we will first give an introduction to Living 
Labs and its key principles. Thereafter we present the literature review and its 
results. This is followed by a presentation of our case before we present our 
methodology. Lessons learned from the case are thereafter discussed in 
relation to what the literature show on openness before the paper closes with 
some conclusions.  

2. Living Labs 
In this section we give a short introduction to the concept of Living Labs and 
its key principles. The concept of Living Labs has been described as a 
methodology, an organization, a system, an arena, an environment and/or a 
systemic innovation approach (Ballon, Pierson, and Delaere 2005; Eriksson, 
Niitamo, and Kulkki 2005; Feurstein et al. 2008). Currently, based on our 
experience in the area (Bergvall-Kåreborn, Holst, and Ståhlbröst 2006, 2008, 
2009; Bergvall-Kåreborn et al. 2009; Bergvall-Kåreborn and Ståhlbröst 2008; 
Bergvall-Kåreborn and Ståhlbröst 2008; Bergvall-Kåreborn and Ståhlbröst 
2009; Holst 2007; Holst and Ståhlbröst 2006; Ståhlbröst 2004, 2008; 
Ståhlbröst and Bergvall-Kåreborn 2007, 2008; Ståhlbröst and Holst 2006). 
We argue that a Living Lab is both a milieu (environment, arena) and an 
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approach (methodology, innovation approach), therefore, we define Living 
Labs as: “a user-centric innovation milieu built on every-day practice and research, 
with an approach that facilitates user influence in open and distributed innovation 
processes engaging all relevant partners in real-life contexts, aiming to create 
sustainable values” (Bergvall-Kåreborn et al. 2009, p. 3.).  

The view of Living Lab as an approach is built on the five key principles 
(illustrated in figure 1); Value, Sustainability, Influence, Realism and 
openness (Bergvall-Kåreborn et al. 2009) and these should permeate all 
Living Lab operations. The key principles are described as follows (Bergvall-
Kåreborn et al. 2009):  

VALUE: The notion of value and value creation in a Living Lab concerns 
several different aspects such as economical value, business value and 
consumer/user value. A Living Lab has the opportunity to create value 
based on all aspects of the value term. However, a Living Lab might 
also provide insights about how users perceive value. These insights 
can guide the innovation process to be able to deliver innovations that 
are perceived as valuable from both an economical, business, and a 
consumer perspective. 

 

 

Figure 1 Living Lab Key Principles 
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SUSTAINABILITY: Sustainability refers both to the viability of a Living 
Lab and to its responsibility to the wider community in which it 
operates. 

INFLUENCE: A key aspect of the influence principle is to view "users" as 
active and competent partners and domain experts. As such their 
involvement and influence in innovation and development processes 
shaping society is essential. 

REALISM: One of the cornerstones for the Living Lab approach is that 
innovation activities should be carried out in a realistic, natural, real 
life setting. Orchestrating realistic use situation and user behavior is 
seen as one way to generate results that are valid for real markets in 
Living Lab operations (CoreLabs 2007; Ståhlbröst et al. 2009). 

OPENNESS: The principle of openness emphasizes that the innovation 
process should be as open as possible. The idea is that multiple 
perspectives bring power to the development process and achieve rapid 
progress. The openness supports the process of user-driven innovation 
(Bergvall-Kåreborn, Holst, and Ståhlbröst 2009; Ståhlbröst 2008). In a 
Living Lab, digital innovations are created and validated in 
collaborative multi-contextual empirical real-world environments. 
Openness is crucial for the innovation process in a Living Lab, where 
it is essential to gather a multitude of perspectives that might lead to 
faster and more successful development, new ideas and unexpected 
business openings in markets. However, to be able to co-operate and 
share in a multi-stakeholder milieu, different levels of openness 
between the stakeholders seems to be a requirement (Bergvall-
Kåreborn et al. 2009). 

 
Within Living Labs, the concept of openness is relatively unexplored being 

a broad concept that includes many aspects. Based on our research and 
experiences within Living Labs we have discovered there is a need to 
understand what openness really mean and how it might influence innovation 
processes. To understand the concept of openness, we will explore how 
openness is described and handled in academic literature via a literature 
review. The results from the review will be analysed and categorised into 
illustrative themes which thereafter, will be used to test and assess our real-
world case.  
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3. Literature Review  
This literature review started by studying the senior scholars’ basket of 
journals within the information systems discipline. These are: MISQ, 
Information Systems Journal, European Journal of Information Systems, 
Information Systems Research, Journal of the Association for Information 
Systems, and Journal of Management Information Systems. In these journals 
we searched for the keyword open* in title, keywords and abstract, hence, the 
term open should be a vital part of the article. We searched for articles 
published between the years 2005 to 2009 since we wanted to get a picture of 
the current discussion on the topic open. The result of this search is illustrated 
in table 1 below. The number of articles is presented in the column open and 
the number of relevant articles among these is found in the column relevant 
followed by their references.  
 

Journal Open* Relevant Relevant references 
MISQ 7 3 (Fitzgerald 2006; Stewart and 

Gosain 2006; Ågerfalk and 
Fitzgerald 2008) 

Information Systems Journal 4 1 (Siau, Tan, and Sheng 2007) 
European Journal of Information 
Systems 

7 1 (Lyytinen and Newman 
2008) 

Information Systems Research 8 2 (Feller et al. 2008; Hahn, 
Moon, and Zhang 2008) 

Journal of the Association for 
Information Systems 

8 1 (Grover, Gokhale, and 
Narayanswamy 2009) 

Journal of Management Information 
Systems 

13 7 (Arakji and Lang 2007; Fang 
and Neufeld 2009; Grover 
and Saeed 2007; Leimeister 
et al. 2009; Sen, 
Subramaniam, and Nelson 
2008; Wagner and Majchrzak 
2006) 

Total 47 15  

Table 1: Results Information Systems Journals Review.  

The review resulted in 47 articles in sum. The abstracts of these articles 
were then read and those found relevant for our subject were selected and read 
as a whole (15). To determine if the article were relevant or not, we had a 
guiding question, “Does the article handle open as a concept related to an 
innovation or development process?” As an effect of the sparse result, the 
search was expanded to include journals focusing on innovation management 
due to the relation between open and open innovation. This review included 
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the main journals within that area; European Journal of Innovation 
Management, International Journal of Innovation Management, Creativity and 
Innovation Management and Journal of Product Innovation Management. 
This search ended up in 49 articles among which 17 articles were considered 
as relevant in the first stage.    

The results from this search are illustrated in table 2 below.  
 
Journal Open* Relevant  

European Journal of 
Innovation 
Management 

11 6 (Bröring and Herzog 2008; Davison and Blackman 
2005; de Jong and den Hartog 2007; Elmquist, 
Fredberg, and Ollila 2009; Heiskanen et al. 2007; 
Vujovic and Ulhøi 2008) 

International Journal of 
Innovation 
Management 

16 2 (Kleyn, Kitney, and Atun 2007; Olleros 2007) 

Creativity and 
Innovation 
Management 

13 6 (Gemünden, Salomo, and Hölzle 2007; Kleyn, Kitney, 
and Atun 2007; Lichtenthaler and Ernst 2008; Olleros 
2007; Slutskaya 2006; Styhre 2006; van der Meer 
2007; Vanhaverbeke, Van de Vrand, and Chesbrough 
2008) 

Journal of Product 
Innovation 
Management 

9 3 (Cooper 2008; Dittrich and Duysters 2007; Füller, 
Matzler, and Hoppe 2008) 

Total 49 17  

Table 2: Results Innovation Management Journals Review.  

After reading the 32 articles as a whole, we realised that most of these 
articles did not contribute to our endeavour to understand the concept of 
openness in relation to innovation processes. Consequently, we complemented 
the review with some articles (e.g. Antikainen and Väätäjä 2008; Chesbrough 
2003; Chesbrough and Appleyard 2007; Chesbrough and Schwartz 2007) and 
book sections (Chesbrough 2006; Tapscott and Williams 2006; West and 
Gallagher 2006) focusing on open innovation. This extension is motivated by 
the acknowledged relation between open and open innovation in the definition 
of the key principle openness as suggested by the Living Lab community.  

Based on the literature we have found that the term open is often related to 
open source development and payment (Feller et al. 2008; Fitzgerald 2006; 
Hahn, Moon, and Zhang 2008; Sen, Subramaniam, and Nelson 2008; Stewart 
and Gosain 2006; Ågerfalk and Fitzgerald 2008). Some articles focused on 
open related to have an open innovation or development process (Olleros 
2007; Wagner and Majchrzak 2006) while others focused on describing and 
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discussing the concept of open innovation (Dittrich and Duysters 2007; 
Gemünden, Salomo, and Hölzle 2007; van der Meer 2007; Vanhaverbeke, 
Van de Vrand, and Chesbrough 2008). 

The analysis of the results from the literature review as a whole revealed 
six factors which contribute to a deepened understanding of the concept 
openness and also how it might influence the innovation process. These 
factors are important to create and/or sustain openness in innovation or 
development situations. These factors are 1) Participation and Networking, 2) 
Technology, 3) Partnership, 4) Leadership, 5) Personality, and 6) Methods.  

The first factor, participation and networking among users or consumers, 
contribute to facilitate openness in the development process by sustaining 
input to the process from someone outside the organisation (Arakji and Lang 
2007; Cooper 2008; Dittrich and Duysters 2007; Wagner and Majchrzak 
2006).  

The second factor, technology, refers to technical solutions such as on-line 
communities. These enables on-line communication, and an integration of 
different competencies and knowledge to sustain the development process 
(Antikainen and Väätäjä 2008; Arakji and Lang 2007; Davison and Blackman 
2005; Füller, Matzler, and Hoppe 2008; Vujovic and Ulhøi 2008).  

The third factor, partnership, is associated to the partnering between 
companies with the aim to support the innovation process by acknowledging 
the importance of co-development to improve innovation effectiveness 
(Chesbrough and Schwartz 2007; Kleyn, Kitney, and Atun 2007).   

Leadership is the fourth factor influencing openness and innovativeness, 
especially among individuals (de Jong and den Hartog 2007). A leadership 
that is built on for instance, role modelling, intellectual stimulation, 
knowledge diffusion, and visionary thinking stimulates idea generation and 
application efforts (de Jong and den Hartog 2007).  

The fifth factor, personality, (Antikainen and Väätäjä 2008; Sen, 
Subramaniam, and Nelson 2008; Tapscott and Williams 2006) is a vital factor 
for divergent thinking, which in turn is imperative to sustain innovative 
thinking. Here, openness is viewed as a part of the personality itself, as being 
open. Being open means to be imaginative, original, unconventional and 
independent and this is motivated by a need for variety, for cognition, and 
tolerance of ambiguity which are each associated with innovation in 
organisations (Tapscott and Williams 2006).  

The final sixth factor, methods, which contributes to create or sustain 
openness in innovation processes (Cooper 2008; Roberts 2007). Methods 
supporting openness typically encourage participation of a diverse set of 
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stakeholder to support innovativeness in the process and these methods also 
are rather loose in their character, supporting the process to reduce risks, 
without forcing it in a specific direction at a certain time (Cooper 2008).   

Being open also leads to an increased value creation for organizations 
(Chesbrough and Appleyard 2007) but there are some aspects that needs to be 
handled with this approach. Chesbrough and Appleyard (2007) discuss 
whether and when openness is beneficial. Is it only beneficial up to a certain 
point, and thereafter, the costs might exceed to benefits (Chesbrough and 
Appleyard 2007). This arguing is also supported by Bond III et al (2004) who 
argues that by sharing too much information the reputational effectiveness is 
damaged. These authors also state that openness include the imperative of 
handling a diverse set of relations, both private and professional, perhaps 
located in different time horizons, with different cultures and/or different 
thought worlds (Bond III et al. 2004).    

4. GuidU – an Illustration  
The case we have chosen as illustration of the effects of openness in user-
involvement within a Living Lab was called GuidU. Partners in the project 
were project managers from Botnia Living Lab, developers from Ericsson 
Research, a mobile marketing manager from Initia Marketing & Media, 
researchers from Luleå University of Technology, and different types of users, 
i.e. content providers and users (retailers) and end-users (shoppers).  

GuidU had its background in a technical platform with an attached service 
called Adboard developed by Ericsson for the Chinese market. It was decided 
that an open concept development process together with end-users would to 
be a fruitful strategy to find out how the service could fit into the Swedish 
market2. Hence, BLL where Ericsson is a partner was decided to be the 
development context.  

4.1 Case Process and Methods 
The GuidU project was designed in three iterative phases following the 
FormIT methodology (Bergvall-Kåreborn, Holst, and Ståhlbröst 2006, 2008, 
2009; Ståhlbröst 2008). The first phase focused on NeedFinding and idea 
generation, the second on concept development and evaluation and the final 
phase focused on prototype development and beta-test. In each phase the idea 
of the service evolved and different partners and users took part in the process 
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as well as different methods were chosen. In this paper we will illustrate 
effects of openness in the innovation process; hence the illustration will focus 
mainly on openness issues even though other key LL principles also were 
attended to in the GuidU case.  

Before we go into the illustration in more detail, we will mention the 
methods chosen for data collection and user-involvement. These are all 
traditional methods, while we spice them with as much Living Lab thinking as 
possible. This approach is more or less demanding during different phases of 
a development process, which will be discussed in more detail later on.  

Recruitment of users took place twice during the project. The first time 
users for the first two phases (Needfinding and idea generation and concept 
development and evaluation) were recruited, since this part of the project was 
executed during less than three weeks. The second recruitment took place a 
couple of month later and here users were recruited to take part in the 
prototype development and beta-test. The same strategy for recruitment was 
chosen for both recruitments.  

The user-database managed by BLL was used to recruit shoppers. 
Information about the project and the process was posted on the BLL portal 
and a SMS was sent to all users in the database inviting them to participate in 
a process aimed at creating and evaluating service concepts for a mobile 
shopping guide. To participate in the process they had to login to the BLL 
portal and answer a web-based questionnaire. In this questionnaire, we asked 
questions about the users’ attitudes towards shopping, about their personality 
characteristics, their usage of mobile phones and their demographical data. In 
the first round 80 people answered and in the second 76 answered. The 
selected shoppers were mixed in gender, age and occupation, attitude to 
shopping, new technology, positioning services and mobile services. Further 
people living in city or in suburb, and being on the upper level of creativity 
and lead user characteristics were chosen as participants.  

Retailers were recruited from a list of retailers which had been created by 
Ericsson and contained retailers that represented the intended target user 
group of the future service. The retailers were both content providers and 
users of the service and a good mix and variety between the retailers was 
wanted in order to get as much and varied input to the services as possible. 
Therefore a mix between product and service companies, between stand alone 
stores and chain stores, between companies with products/services were you 
usually plan your purchases and companies carrying mainly impulse items 
and between male and female oriented companies were looked for and picked 
out for participation.  
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Methods for data-collection and user-involvement and number of and type 
of participants are listed in table 3 below.  
 

Method/ 
Phase 

Recruitment 
1 

NeedFinding 
–  
Idea 
generation 

Concept 
development 
 and 
evaluation 

Recruitment 
2 

Prototype 
development 
 – beta- test 

Question-
naire 

One 
answered 
by 80 
shoppers 

  One 
answered 
by 76 
shoppers 

One 
answered by 
20 shoppers 

Workshops  Two with 8 
shoppers and 
4 retailers 

Three with 
10 shoppers 
and 3 
retailers 

One with 
12 retailers 

One  with 12 
retailers 
(observations 
took place 
here) 

Focus group 
interviews 

    One with 8 
shoppers and 
one with 6 
retailers  

Real-world 
use and 
evaluation  

    10 Retailers 
and 20 
shoppers 
together 

Table 3: Methods and Phases in GuidU 

4.2 Our Method 
The method chosen when writing this paper is rather traditional. The authors 
of this paper participated and took active part in the case described. After the 
project had been closed a telephone interview was performed with two of the 
responsible developers at Ericsson Research focusing on the whole 
development process in the GuidU project. An interview guide had been 
prepared with nine thematic questions. The interview focused on the 
innovation/development process which took place in the GuidU project. 
Questions about how a process usually is designed started the interview, 
followed by questions about the GuidU process. Also questions which 
focused on the differences and which pros and cons were experienced in the 
GuidU process compared to a traditional development process were asked. 
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Finally questions about boundary-crossing collaboration and openness in the 
GuidU process were asked.  We asked the two interviewees to give rich 
descriptions. 

Two researchers performed the interview. One interviewer took the role as 
moderator and the other acted as support focusing on follow up questions and 
taking notes during the interview. The interview was also recorded and 
transcribed. The transcripts were read and analyzed by all three authors of this 
paper with a focus on boundary crossing collaboration and openness as well 
as on the experiences of working in this new way from the developers’ point 
of view.  

5. Illustrating Openness 
In this section an illustration of how openness took form in the GuidU project 
are presented. Here, we follow the six factors identified in the literature.  

5.1 Participation and Networking 
In the GuidU project new service concepts were developed in collaboration 
with end users. Ericsson had collaborated with users in earlier set-ups, but this 
was the first time that users were involved so early in the process. This was 
according to the interviews experienced as a true success and this is a way of 
working they would like to continue. In the interview it became clear that the 
developers had a rather naïve view on participation before it was tried. They 
believed that the users would state clearly what they wanted, and to give a 
clear ranking between alternatives. In stead it turned out to be a process 
similar to the one they usually had internally at Ericsson, an interactive 
process with brainstorming and evaluation of suggestions. This gave a feeling 
of true collaboration which was emphasised as positive in the interview. This 
did also give the developers a deeper understanding of the users, something, 
which helped them to make design decisions in the following design work at 
Ericsson. It also gave them a concept which was totally new to them. Hence, 
the contribution of users was very clear.  

For Ericsson Research the main difference from the usual way of working 
was the early involvement of users.  In GuidU they took part in the idea 
generation and needs generation first and also in the concept development 
phase. Hence, users had the role as co-developers from the start. Later they 
also contributed as testers of the prototype. This led to a much faster process. 
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According to the interview such a process normally takes about one whole 
year (from the idea generation and needs generation and concept development 
to prototype test) and in GuidU it took approximately five month, which is 
less than half the time. It is believed that the increased understanding of the 
users and their situations, needs and how they reason made it possible to make 
design decisions without further research or studies, the developers already 
had the knowledge necessary.  

5.2 Technology 
In the GuidU project web based questionnaires were used during recruitment 
of test pilots as well as in evaluation after the test. E-mail and group-telephone 
meetings were the main ways of communication between regular face-to-face 
meetings. This approach was considered as both effective and time saving. It 
was possible to reach a large group of users when recruiting since Botnia 
Living Lab has close to 7000 test pilots registered. Further, during the 
prototype test period, test pilots could answer a questionnaire from where ever 
they were. Moreover they could send SMS or e-mails with reflections on their 
experiences during the whole test period.  

5.3 Partnership 
In the GuidU project several stakeholder groups have been involved and 
active. Firstly, developers from Ericsson Research, who guided the process, 
secondly, researchers from the university, representatives from a SME expert 
in mobile marketing and finally, users (retailers) and end-users (shoppers) 
took part in the process. This mix constitutes the normal situation in a Living 
Lab, and the whole process was hosted by Botnia Living Lab. From the 
interview we learned that even though many stakeholders were involved, 
having different perspectives it was not experienced as a boundary-crossing 
collaboration. The reasons for this was said to be the established relations 
within Botnia Living Lab. Collaboration between researchers, SMEs and 
Ericsson had taken place earlier, (users and end-users were new on the scene, 
however). 

In the GuidU set-up the Living Lab partnership differed between different 
phases of the project. Researchers and SMEs took part in the development 
process with their expert knowledge and different perspectives. For example a 
SME with expert knowledge of mobile marketing took part in the beta test 
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where the prototype of the service was tested and evaluated. This was a 
valuable contribution to the project, and a rather typical way to work within 
the living lab. Depending on situation, different competences are included in 
the process. In summary, partners represented different geographical areas in 
Sweden, with different organizational belonging and with differentiated 
knowledge domains. This created a project with rich discussions and different 
perspectives. The most difficult issue was to keep everybody informed on 
which decisions had been made, and who would do what and when. Hence, 
coordination of information and partners was a big issue for the project 
leaders.  

5.4 Leadership 
The project was led by developers at Ericsson Research, (in collaboration with 
Living Lab representatives). After shared meetings, project managers tried to 
give a full project plan to everybody so a shared picture of the process could 
be kept. A rather democratic way of working was chosen, (and seen as 
natural). The collaboration under the living labs umbrella did however lead to 
some confusion about roles and activities. This was handled in open 
discussions and after some time everybody had a quite shared picture of the 
project and also on who would do what and when, (and why).  

The importance of different perspectives was mentioned several times 
during the interview. Usually this was managed internally within Ericsson, 
while in GuidU it was managed within the setting of Botnia Living Lab. It 
was not viewed as a problem, rather something important to have in order to 
be successful in the development process. Communication and coordination 
among all partners was however more difficult. To be able to keep everybody 
informed and up to date during the whole process was experienced as more 
difficult. This is also related to control, for example the control of the large 
amount of data which the chosen way of working leads to. All interviews, 
focus groups and workshops have been recorded and transcribed, leading to a 
vast amount of data which has been experienced as difficult to manage.  

5.5 Personality 
The success of the project was partly given to the fact that people in the 
project had personalities which worked well together. Moreover, the relations 
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between some of the partners went back to other projects, and hence, trust was 
not an issue to create, it already existed.  

5.6 Methods 
The methods chosen in the GuidU project typically encourage the groups to 
discuss openly as a way to contribute to the final results. All participants have 
a true value, and are invited (and expected) to give their perspective and 
contribution. Different stakeholders have throughout the whole process been 
involved in the development. Focus group interviews and workshops have 
often been chosen as methods for creative sessions.  

Ericsson Research now has the ambition to continue working both with the 
GuidU development, but also with the way of involving users in early phases. 
The project is deemed as a success and Ericsson Research wants to increase 
their number of projects taking a Living Lab approach. One wish for future 
projects is that partners allocate 100% of their time for the project; this could 
shorten the development time even more. Since partners come from many 
different organizations and geographical places, and only have worked with 
GuidU as a smaller part of their work, this has been an aspect which has 
slowed down the process. Hence, it seems possible to shorten the 
development period even more.  

6. Conclusions 
The purpose of this paper was to explore the effects of openness in an 
innovation process supported by a Living Lab approach for development of 
mobile services. Collaboration for innovation in boundary-crossing settings 
has been as desirable as challenging to manage for many years. In this paper 
we show a successful case where the innovation process was much faster than 
usual, even though a variety of stakeholders took active part in the whole 
process.  

Our research show benefits for organisations participating in the process in 
terms of a significantly faster innovation cycle. We have found that openness 
gives a feeling of affinity, new ideas, faster process, understanding and 
knowledge as well as decision support. In this paper, this is illustrated by our 
respondents’ statement that their deepened understanding and knowledge 
about future users and their needs led to easier decision making during the 
development process. 
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To achieve these benefits, aspects such as coordination, communication, 
shifting power relations, a will to continuously develop and learn new things, 
distribution of roles and responsibilities are vital to dynamically monitor and 
manage.  

Applying a Living Lab approach, in this mobile service development 
process, created opportunities for openness in different ways, e.g. in 
partnership, in process, and in mind. One example illuminating this is the 
open perspective on partnership where new partners where invited during the 
process based on the needs to proceed in the development process. 
Consequently, a more insightful and rapid process is reached by being open 
and thus including required competencies at the right time.   

Further, the open minded process led to the identification of new and 
unanticipated ideas for the development team which in turn were implemented 
into the final and tested prototype. Hence, an open minded process enriches 
the creative span of development teams.  

Notes 
1 Botnia Living Lab (BLL) was one of the first Living Labs that came into 
practice in Europe. BLL began its operations in 1999/2000 (called Testplats 
Botnia at that time) and has long experience in user-involvement in 
development and test of mobile technologies. Today BLL has close to 7000 
test-pilots who contribute in different projects as users and they are involved 
in all phases of product and service development. Hence, NeedFinding 
processes, concept development, test of prototypes and pre-commercial tests 
are performed with users in their real-life contexts. The objective with these 
activities is to create innovative technology for user that supports them in 
fulfilling their individual goals.  
2 Usually a development process at Ericsson is managed internally with, desk 
research (information seeking), group discussions, (brainstorming etc), 
concept development and evaluation with different internal stakeholders, test 
of concepts (third parties perform user studies) and so on. The process can 
take new technology, ideas, developers own needs or a gap in the market as 
starting point. Different perspectives are handled within the company. For 
example the user perspective can be found at the usability lab who is expert 
on users, or externally through user studies performed by a third party. 
Otherwise, users are usually involved in later stages with testing and giving 
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feedback on prototypes. The process is defined as fast and goal oriented. 
Everybody knows each other, which makes the process rather smooth.  
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