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Abstract: The recent opening up of government data in open digital formats is 
believed to emerge into a new innovation scene. This paper analyses two 
Swedish open data initiatives from the perspective of inside-out open 
innovation in order to develop a better understanding of this on-going process 
from within a public sector perspective. Findings reveal that the governmental 
context leads to a dual mode of innovation; where the providers of resources 
for innovation act in an inside-out innovation process but the users of the very 
same resources acted as innovators in an outside-in innovation process. 
Together this formed a broad societal .framework for innovation. For the co-
creation of innovations, public sector participation was also found to vary on a 
passive-active scale, while the external data users as innovators were always 
actively involved. This study also contributes to business open innovation with 
its findings of open innovation on a societal level.  
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1 Introduction	

The on-going digitalization of our society, with not only increased internet access but 
also the rise of collaborative information technologies has not only made it possible to 
reach more people with fewer efforts (Gobble 2012), innovation by collaboration has also 
gained momentum within the wider software developer community (Lathrop, Ruma 
2010). In his editorial for retrospection on a decade of Open Innovation, Euchner also 
emphasized that one of the drivers for adopting open innovation is the emergence of new 
ICT:  

“The internet didn’t just make it easier to find, connect to, and collaborate with parties 
outside the corporate walls; it also disrupted everything, including corporate innovation. 
The adoption of open innovation is a response to this fundamental disruption.” (Euchner 
2012, p.11). 
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The concept of open innovation as a new paradigm for amplifying innovation capacity 
has rendered a lot of attention in recent years. By reaching out to external actors to 
harness their creativity and ideas, new innovations in different forms has emerged from 
collaborative efforts (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke & West 2006). Open innovation 
strategies and practice has been comprehensively researched within private sector, in 
particular the outside-in perspective, and its future progress is believed to further include 
the managing of larger innovation communities (Chesbrough 2012). However, within 
public sector, research on open innovation has not rendered as much attention but is 
beginning to be seen as a way forward for addressing ICT related challenges (Bekkers 
2012). Research reveal that innovation within public sector differs compared to private 
sector innovation in products and services by being motivated more by social concerns, 
democracy issues and resource efficiency (Moore, Hartley 2008). Innovations that are co-
shaped within public sector are also often inherently political in their nature and some 
evolve within informal grey zones (Bekkers 2011). Service delivery (Feller, Finnegan & 
Nilsson 2011) and citizen participation (Bevir, Bowman 2011) are areas where open 
innovation has started to appear in the form of an outside-in or coupled innovation 
processes.  

Recently, government organisations around the world have started to open up their data 
in digital formats for free re-use in accordance to various open initiatives (Cox, 
Alemanno 2003, McMillan 2011, Orszag 2009). This is believed to foster various kinds 
of new innovations by re-using data in new contexts and by new actors including citizens, 
companies and public sector organizations themself (Janssen 2011a). The evolving open 
data phenomenon has recently been described as an open innovation practice (Chan 2013, 
Mergel, Desouza 2013), where the exploitation of government data in particular has been 
related to the inside-out process (Lee, Hwang & Choi 2012).  

However, both practice and theory about managing this innovation potential remains 
scarce and current discourse is mainly targeting the challenges concerning publication of 
data rather than the challenges of obtaining value from innovative use of the data 
(Bekkers, Homburg 2007, Janssen, Charalabidis & Zuiderwijk 2012). Finding ways of 
obtaining value from published data is of central importance for the future realization of 
open data as a new innovation scene.  

In this paper we present two open data initiatives carried out within the public sector in 
Sweden. The aim of the paper is to analyse these initiatives from the perspective of open 
innovation in order to develop a better understanding of this on-going process that is 
believed to generate innovations. By this we strive to contribute to existing literature both 
within the open innovation and e-government field. 

2 Theoretical	 framework:	 Inside‐out	 open	 innovation	process	 for	 the	
open	data	context	

To analyse how the inside-out open innovation process looks like in the public sector 
focusing on open data, and if this innovation process is a suitable approach for 
understanding the emergence of open data innovations, a theoretical framework is created 
based on both open innovation and open data.    



 

 

Open innovation as an inside-out method 

Within the open innovation literature from (Chesbrough 2003), the innovation process is 
said to move from a closed innovation paradigm, where internal knowledge is regarded 
the main innovation currency, to an open innovation paradigm where external knowledge 
is equally acknowledged and integrated into the innovation process (Chesbrough, 
Vanhaverbeke & West 2006). This external knowledge can be integrated into the 
innovation process and thereby leverage a company’s competitive edge through three 
different processes: 1) an outside-in process where the company brings in new ideas from 
external sources, 2) an inside-out process where the company diffuse internal resources to 
external actors, and 3) a coupled process where the company engages in cooperation’s 
and joint ventures (Enkel, Gassmann & Chesbrough 2009). The inside-out innovation 
process is described as a process where internal assets, often referred to as ‘spillovers’ of 
existing research or development, are not seen as a cost but rather “as an opportunity to 
expand the business model or spin off a technology outside the firm to a different 
business model” (Chesbrough 2012, p. 24). When these assets, in the form of a patent, a 
technology or knowledge, are transferred to an external context and found valuable for 
new businesses, this creates new ways to market for the previously unutilized asset for 
the company. By this, external knowledge and internal assets formed a new innovation, 
e.g. a new business model leading to an increased competitive edge (Chesbrough, 
Vanhaverbeke & West 2006). However, within current literature there exist “confusion 
between innovation and the source materials for innovations (Gobble 2012, p. 58), 
muddying the understanding of what is actually transferred between organisations and 
what constitutes an open innovation. 

Open data as resource in a new innovation scenario  

The notion of “open government” is increasingly popular today, often used as a buzzword 
for the on-going extension of e-government that enables “new ends and new means” for 
facilitating an open culture based on transparency, participation and collaboration 
(Lathrop, Ruma 2010). It is stated to be an ICT-driven openness; resulting in the 
publication of data in digital forms under the label ‘open data,’ building on Web 2.0 
technologies (Nam 2012) and communities guided by open and sharing cultures and 
values (Francoli 2011). In the name of open government, data about various topics such  
as maps, weather, crime rates, traffic, and infrastructure, budgets, environmental ratings, 
and census studies are being released. It is suggested that open government, in particular 
‘open data’ has greatly influenced the way the public sector interacts with citizens, the 
way innovation is created and by whom services is created (Lathrop, Ruma 2010). In this 
sense, open data as a concept contains strong influences from other crowd-based open 
movements such as open source and open access (Yu, Robinson 2012).  

Proponents for open data view citizens and companies as the main target group for a new 
information market making citizens not only consumers of public information but also 
future developers of new digital services (O'Reilly 2010, Kroes 2011, Maude 2012). In 
this, the public sector is pictured as the provider of raw material or as the ICT-advocate 
Don Tapscott describes the transformation: “…government becomes a platform for the 
creation of public value and social innovation. It provides resources, sets rules, and 
mediates disputes, but it allows citizens, non-profits, and the private sector to do most of 
the heavy lifting” (Lathrop, Ruma 2010, p. xvii). Rhetorically, open data is often pictured 
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as an untapped resource or goldmine containing immense possibilities for new digital 
services created  by innovative developers (Ubaldi 2013) and delivering  means for civic 
engagement and increased democracy (Kassen 2013). 

An open data perspective on open innovation  

Merging open data and open innovation into a theoretical framework makes it important 
to find structural similarities and differences between these different phenomena that go 
beyond their different company and governmental contexts. Aiming to find the core of 
the innovation process allows us to investigate how open data can be viewed through the 
lens of open innovation. Specifically, the inside-out innovation process will be in focus 
and this was recently related to the diffusion process of open data for innovative purposes 
(Lee, Hwang & Choi 2012).   

Analysing the details of the outbound open innovation process, it can be noted that open 
innovation and open data is separated in the perspectives they take on innovation;  public 
sector are characterised by a stronger motivation and focus on social concerns, 
democracy issues, and resource efficiency (Moore, Hartley 2008).  

Traditional literature on open innovation focused on the perspective of a single 
company’s innovation process focusing on the innovation as it is of interest for the 
opening up company (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke & West 2006).  

However, research state that this open innovation model fails to include the downstream 
side on innovation as “non-firm actors such as communities are rarely to be found in the 
recent writings in open innovation” (West, Lakhani 2008, p.223). Instead of 
acknowledging the fact those external users of the opened-up resource, e.g. a patent or a 
technology “may not only be able to develop innovations that can be integrated to the 
firm, but also may come up with new perspectives and ways of framing problems” 
(Dahlander, Frederiksen & Rullani 2008, p.116), open innovation literature rather puts 
the light on values within company boundaries of setting the internal asset into new 
context (West, Lakhani 2008, Dahlander, Gann 2010).  

The governmental open data context on the other hand acts more the other way around. 
Current practice is primarily concerned about what innovations emerge in society when 
government data is re-used in new settings (Janssen 2011b, Granickas 2013, Poikola, 
Kresin 2012), framing their role mainly as data providers (Janssen, Charalabidis & 
Zuiderwijk 2012, Ubaldi 2013) and downplaying their own innovation potential in favour 
of citizens and companies innovations. The governmental context of open data also draws 
on a high-level societal perspective for innovation, with a tendency to bunch innovations 
based on open data, as the emergence of new apps or new business models for companies 
on a rather general terms (Maude 2012). Also, within open data societal context, both 
private persons and companies are considered potential innovators.  

One way to merge these two different perspectives is to include the open innovation 
research by von Hippel that rather takes a user innovation perspective than a firm 
perspective (Von Hippel 1988, von Hippel 2005). This was also stated to be one research 
stream upon which open innovation is built and which handles the “downstream-side of 
innovation” (Gassmann, Enkel & Chesbrough 2010). User innovation is also found to 
have impacts on society (Henkel, von Hippel 2005) which makes it even more suitable 



 

 

for using as input to an open innovation framework for open data. Also, the non-
monetary alternative of the inside-out process, revealing, compared to selling licences 
(Dahlander, Gann 2010), has also been studied from the users perspective (Schweisfurth 
2011, von Hippel 2001). This correlates well with the open data context where the aim is 
to publish data free of costs and with non-commercial licenses (de Vries 2012, Halonen 
2012). Taking these innovation perspectives, firm and user, into account makes us able to 
leverage and start viewing the inside-out open innovation that occurs in a broader societal 
sense, as a three parts system that keeps the data resource in the centre; 1) an upstream 
actor releasing the resources for innovation, 2) a downstream actor (private person or 
company) utilizing the very same resources for innovation and, 3) the actual innovation 
activity where the actors in some sense meet via the opened up resource.  

3 Methodology	

This study is based on case studies of two Swedish municipalities undergoing the first 
steps of the realisation of open data initiatives. To understand the open data initiatives, 
qualitative studies has been suggested as a suitable approach in previous open data 
research, ((Davies, Perini & Alonso 2013), and that is also the chosen path for this study. 
Case studies are also said to be suitable for exploring new phenomenon (Yin 1994, 
Denzin, Lincoln 2000). Due to the exploratory nature of this research, the aim of the data-
collection was initially to gain an overarching understanding about how the people 
engaged in the open data initiative in two municipalities perceived the open data 
initiative, the new possibilities open data offers for innovative service development and 
to understand the effect on their organisations brought about by this initiative. From this, 
a research question was formed: 

 In what ways can open innovation, specifically the inside-out process, be an 
explanatory model for the innovations that are believed to emerge from open 
government data? 

In this study, a number of different data collection methods were used; individual 
interviews, group interviews and documentation gathering. In total, six persons I 
Stockholm and five persons I Skellefteå participated in the study. However, the primary 
method was focused interviews (Yin 1994) with predefined topics which were; 1) their 
organisation and open data project, 2) their view on open data, 3) their view on open data 
based services and, 4) about their view on data availability.  

In parallel to studying the municipals, the researcher has conducted a study of 
documentation and events related to primarily the national but also the international 
debate about the open data realisation throughout public seminars like (Forum Öppna 
Data ) and in particular the development of national guidelines (E-delegationen 2013). 
This was done in order to contextualize the work in the municipals and to gain a deeper 
understanding of arguments, decisions and attitudes in relations to open data realisation. 

Data analysis has been governed by an iterative process were findings has evolved and 
improved in several rounds together with colleagues within social informatics. For this 
study, a theoretic framework based on open innovation has been applied to the results 
from the initial data analysis in a second level analysis. The results from that analysis are 
presented in this paper. 
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 Brief description of the two cases 

Stockholm City is the largest municipality in Sweden with more than 860000 habitants 
covering the capital city of Sweden. This region is characterized by a continuous growth 
in both population and business life, which has led to a number of future challenges as in 
a growing need for public transports, enhanced city infrastructure and lack of housing for 
the growing number of inhabitants. Stockholm also harbours a vision to enable the digital 
city and to regain its former reputation as international centre for ICT innovation. 

Skellefteå municipal is a coastal municipally with approx. 71000 habitants in Northern 
Sweden and the second largest city in Västerbotten County in Sweden. This region can be 
characterized as an area with an active business life and positive spirit, but with the 
challenge of a constantly decreasing population that faces big demographic challenges in 
the future. Locally, they also have a reputation for striving for increased openness by e.g. 
social media. 

These two cases have been more elaborately described in previous work by the author 
(Lassinantti n/a).  

4 Results	from	Cases		

Since the aim with this paper was to analyse these initiatives from the perspective of open 
innovation in order to develop a better understanding of this on-going process that is 
believed to generate innovations, the empirical findings are here presented according to 
the theoretical framework.  

Municipalities as upstream providers of resources for innovation 

The two municipalities applied two different strategies for providing open data which 
differed in what activities and prioritisations they carry out. In Stockholm, the strategic 
IT-management group of five people, together with two external advisors representing 
the regional business life and the developer community, started the discussions about 
opening up data in 2009. In early 2012 they launched their open data initiative “Open 
Stockholm” with both a hackathon focused on mobile applications and a track for 
business ideas. This initiative was massively supported by regional politicians and other 
large business and public actors. 

In early 2012, the IT-strategic management group of five people in Skellefteå started their 
first discussions about opening up their data. Compared to Stockholm, their start-up could 
be described as a more reactive and elongated approach by the strategic IT-management 
without the involvement of external advisors or local politicians. The rate of data 
publishing has been rather low because of lack of resources and initial work has also 
included finding fellow municipalities to cooperate with and making major changes to 
their internal IT-architecture that holds the data.  

Stockholm also applied a more top-down approach to opening up data and did only 
include a few relevant people internally in the process while Skellefteå rather early 
decided to include all employees in a wider discussion about openness although the 
operative work was done by a small group of people. Stockholm also pictured the 



 

 

opening up process as being rather restricted to data release when Skellefteå described it 
as the beginning of a prolonged dialogue with their citizens.  

However, both municipalities regarded openness by data as something natural due to the 
long freedom of information tradition in Sweden (going back to 1766), and that the on-
going digitalization of data in open formats could be considered a major paradigm shift 
after the emergence of e-services. 

“We have had several so called shifts of paradigm. The first was when we started to build 
e-services for self service; we outsourced a part of what the municipality traditionally 
would be doing for our citizens, for our users to do it themselves. Sort of like how the 
banks has launched their internet services. That was one shift. Now we are facing the 
next shift since we are making our information available. So this is a new era I think. If 
you think about it, this is a rather big thing if you understand the consequences” 
(Strategic IT-manager, Stockholm 2012).   

Both municipalities showed big interest in what data citizens and companies would like 
and used that as inspiration when choosing what data to release.  But in practice, 
Stockholm turned out to be more restrictive than Skellefteå towards data that could be 
used for keeping them accountable to their citizens. In general, Skellefteå displayed a 
more comprehensive ambition and mindset about being open through their chosen 
strategies for openness internally and externally, than what was identified in Stockholm.  

Citizens and companies as downstream users of resources for innovation 

During the study, a number of different data users in the form of innovators emerged with 
different societal contexts. Not surprisingly, the most targeted group of people were 
developers with programming skills and other IT-skilled companies. In Stockholm, two 
events were hosted towards this group; first an app competition with an additional 
business idea track, and later on a more advanced innovation competition aiming for 
more robust and sustainable traffic solutions. Both events rendered the birth of a range of 
new digital services.  

Skellefteå also saw the often young developers as initial users and thus innovators of 
services, but at the same time deemed them as sometimes being too focused on proving 
easy and fun services and not as good at addressing the other more advanced societal 
challenges. This was based on their previous experiences in similar situations.  

“From the beginning I do think it might be these ‘hack-guys’ that makes something out of 
this [their data] but that it later on turns into something more serious… and then maybe 
companies sees that they can develop a service and that citizens that are more interested 
in the content [of the data] than the technology …can do something together” (Strategic 
management, Skellefteå 2012.). 

In addition to developers, Skellefteå also wanted to actively include a broader range of 
citizens, e.g. young people in schools and the regular citizens in a dialogue around open 
data to fuel more need based innovations. In Skellefteå, the employees also saw 
themselves as very likely users of their colleague’s data, which for a long time had been 
locked in behind organisational bureaucracy, on which they could come up with more 
innovative solutions internally and more innovative services for their citizens.  
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In Stockholm, journalists were also using the Stockholm open data for creating web 
services in self-arranged hackathon. And even though this hackathon brought forward 
services, focused on educating citizens in various topics, from media companies with a 
very strong existing consumer base the outcome did not render any major interest among 
Stockholm strategic management.     

The co-creation of innovation 

Innovation processes related to the open data initiative has many similarities with 
innovations described in the open innovation literature on a generic level. On a more 
detailed level, however, they differ in many aspects as presented in the previous sections.  
One additional difference that can be noted is the possibility for co-creation between 
municipal and other actors. While co-creation is a widely adopted strategy within the 
business sector, this is not the case when it comes to the public context and the 
municipalities in this study. One main reason for this is that public sector bodies are not 
juridically allowed to request that data users reveal their name or their purpose for using 
the data; hence, in this case openness don’t go both ways. This makes co-creation 
between a public sector body and a citizen or company dependent on a voluntary 
visability and engagement of the data user.  

Apart from their active engagement in hackathons and competitions, Stockholm 
deliberately avoided any contact with the data users that could be considered 
inappropriate, e.g. actions that could be perceived as conflicting with legislation about 
illegal competitive support. Instead communication with data users where usually 
managed via official and non-personal mail addresses or phone numbers. Skellefteå, on 
the other hand, displayed none of these worries, they were instead aiming to actively 
form channels for participation, dialogue and support with the data users.  

Due to a more IT-driven management in Stockholm this municipality did not seek to 
engage in any co-creative activities but rather provided information about data and 
organized innovative environments for innovative activities such as hackathons and 
competitions (Lassinantti n/a). Skellefteå on the other hand aimed at forming a more 
long-term and continuous co-creation with citizens and companies that aimed at solving 
more societal problems in various forms that extended the notion of mere digital services 
(ibid).   

 “We want to foster and support citizens and companies in developing Skellefteå [the city 
and region] together with us. We are a part of it, but we don’t own the question” 
(Strategic IT-manager, Skellefteå 2012) 

This lack of communication and co-creation between a municipality and their data users 
resulted in insecurity related to how general citizens would regard the ownership of the 
services. Services based on open data aiming to provide the municipalities with 
information from the region, e.g. citizen initiated fault reports (e.g. broken park benches) 
or data corrections for maps (e.g. non-existing parking lots) was perceived by the 
Stockholm strategic management as an attempt by the service developers to make the 
service look like it was hosted by the municipality. The strategy adopted by the central 
IT-management in Stockholm was to acknowledge their existence but not to go into any 
discussions or collaborations with the service developers. They saw themselves mainly as 
providers of data, not as receivers. As a result the value chain was broken and 



 

 

information reported by citizens was stranded in a non-personal mail account, and it is 
unclear if the information reached the appropriate officer at the municipality. However, 
the opposite approach was taken at the department of Stockholm city archives, which 
deliberately made it possible for citizens to complement old photos and documents with 
more information and by this engaging in a co-creation of their resources. 

In comparison to the above example, other situations indicated that new service 
innovations were likely to flow back into the municipalities in the form of procured open 
data based services. Also in this stance Stockholm and Skellefteå revealed different 
strategies. Stockholm saw them as being the initiator of procuring successful services, 
while Skellefteå wanted the service developer to take the initiative.  

5 Analysis	and	discussion		

When the open data phenomenon is wrapped in open innovation clothing, as exemplified 
by the framing of the empirical findings, we are able to increase our understanding of 
how innovation happens in the governmental open data context. 

Open data as a diverse open innovation scene with passive and active actors 

Even though the cases could be considered small in the global open data context 
(Manolea, Cretu 2013), they did reveal that the opening up of data in both Stockholm and 
Skellefteå resulted in new possibilities for externally driven innovations. In Stockholm 
we witnessed the rise of revenue driven services, educational services, co-creation of data 
and information, and citizen’s data driven engagement in their city. In Skellefteå, the 
increased openness had initiated a transformation of the organisation into a co-creative 
platform for future services and societal innovations. Similar innovations as those seen in 
both municipalities have also been identified in several parts of the world (Granickas 
2013, Halonen 2012, Hogge 2010, Schwegmann 2013). This tells us that external 
innovators are difficult to foresee, and therefore also the innovation itself, especially 
since government organisations are not allowed to request information about users and 
their data usage. This unbalanced openness cannot be found in the business context for 
open innovation as described by Chesbrough (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke & West 2006).  

But, the governmental context offers a different approach to this; their mission as a local 
public authority is to contribute to regional growth and based of this they do not only 
value innovations for their own organisation but also the growth of companies and the 
empowerment of citizens. Skellefteå was seen to use open data as a mean to address a 
decreasing population and Stockholm to tackle practical problems with a growing city. In 
this stance, compared to the business sector, the governmental context extends the 
perceived value of the innovation to also include the value for external actors. In this case 
based on municipalities, this equals the region, but for national authorities that might 
include a whole country. 

However, identifying innovations are one thing; understanding how innovations emerge 
is another thing. The cases revealed that Stockholm and Skellefteå adopted different 
approaches for how much they wanted to be involved in the co-creation of the 
innovation; Stockholm was content with mostly providing the resources for innovation 
and Skellefteå wanted to be actively supportive and involved. This behaviour can be 
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argued to vary along a passive – active scale. Even though this case does not give us a 
full and elaborated understanding of how the actual innovation happens and by what 
means it is governed, some variations can be put forward as examples. It can be argued 
that participating in the creation of innovation can be seen as an active approach (which 
were the intentions in Skellefteå), facilitating innovations by creating environments and 
support can be seen as an semi-active approach (Stockholm during their competitions) 
and releasing data ‘as is’ can be regarded as a passive stance (Stockholm during periods 
of no events).  

Also taking the perspective from the data users makes us see other things. Innovation 
literature states that when the locus of innovation is found at an outer site compared to the 
asset or problem to be solved, innovation draws on the knowledge and problem solving 
skills in that context (von Hippel 1994, von Hippel 1998). It can therefore be argued that 
all external innovators seen in these cases, as being the ones doing the actual inventing 
(Raasch, Herstatt & Lock 2008, Luthje, Herstatt & von Hippel 2005), therefore qualify as 
active innovators. That is, as exemplified by both the services developed by app 
hackathon participants, companies or journalists, the municipals role in the co-creation of 
the service could be seen to be mostly passive while all of the developers took an active 
role. 

As stated earlier, open data brings a dual value to the actual innovation; one value for the 
provider of resources and another value for the external actor. This is also true for inside-
out innovation in businesses, where firms are stated to receive indirect value from 
external innovation (Inauen, Schenker-Wicki 2012). To take the example of the extended 
innovation contest in Stockholm that targeted more mature companies; for the innovating 
company the innovative outcome was a new service, but for the municipality, it was a 
new way to tackle the problems with providing traffic services for their citizens. Thus, 
leveraging this dual perspective into a societal perspective makes us able to see the 
external actors not only as external but part of a larger innovation eco-system in that they 
enable value for themselves just like the providers of the resources for innovation, in this 
case the municipal and their open data. In fact, the external developer’s innovation 
process resembles that of outside-in open innovation (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke & 
West 2006). From their perspective, they get hold of an external resource (the open data) 
and bring that into their own context (which might be an IT-company, a television 
company or the home office of a sixteen year old programmer still in school), and 
innovates something with value for themselves. When the developers create value for 
themselves in the form of new revenue streams (companies), free services for their local 
community (developers) or educational web services (journalists), values on a higher 
societal level are also created for municipalities; regional growth, new business 
opportunities for the citizens and empowered citizens are simultaneously created.  

So, from an elevated societal perspective significant for the open data context (Bevir, 
Bowman 2011); what started out as an inside-out innovation process in an business 
context (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke & West 2006) turns out to be a dual innovation 
process in governmental context with both inside-out and outside-in innovation. This has 
been illustrated below for clarification where the resource equals open data.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 The dual mode of inside-out innovation in the societal open data context 

 

Digitalization as an innovation accelerator and game changer  

Yet another factor that is seen to make the open data context diverge from the more 
traditional business context of inside-out open innovation, patents and technologies for 
licensing (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke & West 2006), is the high degree of digitalization 
within open data in combination with free licenses and the lack of control on usage. It 
must be noted, that for this paper, the example of open source software as inside-out open 
innovation practice has not yet been compared in full, but is acknowledged for its high 
degree of digitalization. The new possibilities with information and communication 
technologies make diffusion of information and data become easier than ever before 
(Gobble 2012, Nam 2012, Jespersen 2011). When data is released in open formats, not 
only citizens in the region or in the country can access the data but everybody with access 
to internet, a computer and the skills to handle the open data formats and are thereby 
considered possible innovators (Hogge 2010). It can be argued that since this amount of 
possible receivers of the internal resources greatly outnumbers those people in the 
company, the ratio is far higher that had the receivers been downstream licencing 
companies or technological integrators as in the business context. Adding the global 
stand of the open data phenomenon, it is clear that the world outside the open data 
provider’s organisation is both essentially larger, more diverse and contains more 
knowledge that might be impossible to oversee for future innovation. For these reasons, 
we argue for a change of metaphor for describing how the open data presents itself in the 
open innovation context; by changing the direction on the funnel to more literally include 
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the outer world than as depicted in the business context; as a narrow funnel to the outer 
innovative capabilities.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 Reversing the open innovation metaphor in the open data context  

By using this metaphor, the open innovation process for the open data phenomenon 
would arguable gain a better explanatory power since it better correlates to the broad 
societal openness in the open data context.   

6 Conclusions	

This study set out to analyse the two open data initiatives from the perspective of open 
innovation in order to develop a better understanding of this on-going process that is 
believed to generate innovations.  

By using a theoretical framework based upon both open innovation and open data, and 
then applied to two Swedish cases, open data was framed in open innovation clothing. 
Findings reveal that when the inside-out open innovation process is applied to the open 
data context, enhanced focus needs to be made for including the downstream actors as 
innovators that are downplayed (West, Lakhani 2008) in business innovation literature 
(Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke & West 2006) on behalf of the upstream company. This was 
found to lead to a dual mode of innovation; where the providers of resources for 
innovation act in an inside-out innovation process but the users of the very same 
resources acted as innovators in an outside-in innovation process. In addition to this, 
municipal procurement of services indicates that the inside-out innovation process could 
lead to an outside-in innovation process for the municipalities. Also, the legally infused 
governmental context was seen to hamper the possibilities for public actors to connect 
with the data users by stipulating voluntary engagement for the citizens.  

Due to the municipalities and citizens/companies different types of participation in the 
co-creation of innovation, this was acknowledged as ranging from passive to active co-
creation. The data users as the innovators were categorized as active co-creators of 
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innovation and the public actors to be ranging from passive to active co-creators of 
innovation, depending on their engagement. For this, an illustrated conceptual framework 
has been put forward for clarifying purposes (Miles, Huberman 1994).  

The excessive grade of digitalization within the open data context together with its focus 
on innovations on a more leveraged societal level brought forward a re-thinking about the 
funnel metaphor used for open innovation in the original business context. To borrow a 
few words from the open innovation author Joel West:  

“Just what does ‘open innovation’ mean in this hyperconnected, always on world?” 
(Gobble 2012, p. 58).  

Thereby, taking in the global openness in internet communication technologies, we 
hereby argue that for the open data context, the open innovation funnel as depicted in 
original business innovation literature (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke & West 2006), should 
be reversed to offer a more representative metaphor for the act of including a global 
knowledge as future innovation capabilities for existing public actors.  

To conclude, what the governmental context might bring to the business side of open 
innovation is that this data driven openness makes it possible for us to identify and 
acknowledge the innovations that happen from a societal perspective rather than from an 
inbound company perspective. By taking this stance, to see the open innovation activity 
as a duality that goes beyond revenue driven values, businesses can widen their mental 
scope to start thinking about the value of the innovation in the new context, and thus also 
be more aware of how an innovation actually can change not only your own product, 
service or business model, but actually the society wherein all this happens and where we 
all live our lives. And that just might be the start of a true openness enabled paradigm 
shift.   
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