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Abstract
Open innovation paradigm considers that in order to advance technologies and

markets, firms can and should leverage internal and external knowledge, ideas,
expertise, and paths to market. This is in contrast to the traditional or closed model
of innovation management, where organizations usually leverage the in-house
capabilities for innovations. Even though the concept of open innovation has
received much interest in management research, majority of the studies on open
innovation to date have been mostly exploratory in nature. We used semi-structured
interviews to gain experts’ perspective on open innovation concepts in the
Information Technology (IT) sector. Twenty four interviews were conducted with top
management executives in IT firms across India, Europe, and Australia over a period
of eight months. A content based analysis of these interviews using open coding was
used to investigate experts’ perspective of open innovation, strategic relevance of
open innovation, and industry perception and trends of open innovation adoption.
We developed a framework to classify open innovation projects based on the market
knowledge strategy, innovation objective, and stage of the project. We also analysed
the existing openness and open innovation project performance measures as

perceived by these experts.
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| ntroduction

Open innovation is a paradigm that is based onctirecept of availability of abundant

knowledge outside the boundaries of organizatiémsorder to advance their technology
firms can and should use both external as welhtesnal ideas and also internal and external
paths to market (Chesbrough, 2003). Apart from itlternal technology/knowledge base
within the organization, there is a huge extermahhology/knowledge base outside the
boundaries of the organization, which the orgarmnstdo not normally have access to.

Advances in technologies, increased computing powgroved manufacturing techniques,
and easier access to global markets have prompgedii@ations to innovate. As a response,
organizations tend to invest more in internal Redeand Development (R&D). However, it

is impossible for any organization to acquire &k tessential knowledge for the required
innovations in a sector in which it operates.

Extant research shows that that one key aspedatnaivation is that it normally combines
different knowledge sets (Nonaka et al., 2003; Tet@l., 2005). However, such knowledge
sources may be frequently found outside the fidbagindaries (Chesbrough, 2003). Adopting
open innovation principles allows ideas to flow madficiently across organizations
regardless of its origin, with provisions to avemhflicts between the partners. Even though
importance of inter-organizational relationshipagilitation of open innovation capabilities,
the exchange of Intellectual Property (IP) and watimn capabilities have been brought out
in earlier studies (Tether, 2002; Lokshin, Beldeght& Carree, 2008; Lazzaroti, Manzini, &
Pellegrini, 2010), organizations are slow in hasimgg external cooperation for innovation
(Feller et al, 2009). Hence, it is critical to rairce within firms that open innovation is about
elevating R&D to increase technology developersl msearchers’ value by expanding their
capability and capacity to innovate; and not justiliernative to in-house R&D.

This study investigated open innovation strategpgscesses, and implementation aspects
using qualitative research techniques. Expertssgestive on open innovation, potential

benefits that may be gained by adopting open inthmvastrategies, current trends in open

innovation adoption, and how industry perceives addpts the open innovation principles

were analysed using twenty four semi-structuredrunéws with top management executives
of IT firms across India, Europe and Australia.

This manuscript is structured as follows. A disowsson the current literature on open
innovation is provided in the next section. We thldascribe the research objectives and
methodology. The insights and analysis gained ftloeninterviews with experts are detailed
in next section. These insights gained from thdystuill help organizations and managers to
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implement open innovation principles in their padgeand gain protection from failure of
collaborative projects.

Research in Open Innovation Area

The concept of open innovation has gained condierattention in management research
recently. This section provides an overview of¢herent studies in open innovation area.

Closed and Open Models of Innovation Models

This section compares the traditional or closed ehodl innovation management with open
innovation, describes the terminology related teropinovation, and provides examples of
open innovation initiatives.

There is a view that organizations must have soomm fof control over the innovation
process in order for it to be successful in thekatarAccording to this view, to generate ideas
for successful innovation, companies should deveboypld, market, distribute and support
the ideas in-house (Chesbrough, 2004). In this iModennovation management, companies
funded large internal projects which formed theida$ new products and services. Once the
products created high profit margins, a part abitld be ploughed back into further research
for innovation. This vertical integration R&D withusiness units developed disadvantages
for small organizations who could not afford hugeestments for the R&D (Chesbrough,
2003). Such a model where all innovation relatetiviies used by the firms were done
within the firm boundaries is called the ‘Closedndwation’ model for innovation
management. The concept is described in Figure 1.

Development

.

Time

Figure 1: Closed Innovation Paradigm (Chesbrough, 2003)

In Figure 1, the dashed lines represent completsdarch projects that did not reach the
development end phase. These research projectshmay generated patents or research
value but were never commercialized or used fomass purpose. Such situations may arise
when an innovation is developed that does not matitms core business at a point of time.

These innovation are normally shelved in traditidnaovation management models until a

business opportunity arise; a situation which mewen arise (Chesbrough, 2003).
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Some organizations have successfully used thecioselel for innovation management. For
example, according to Almirall and Casadesus-Mdk#p@10) Apple iPod and Nintendo
Wii were developed following a closed innovation dab iPod not only helped Apple
survive a near death but was also acclaimed agrdtict of the year 2069Nintendo’s Wi
was considered more innovative than Microsoft's X860 or Sony’s PlayStation 3, for its
product features (Almirall & Casadesus-Masanell,(®0

Chesbrough & Rosenbloom (2002) and Chesbrough §2p0&sent the case of Xerox
corporations Palo Alto Research Centre (PARC) béisteed in 1970, to show achievements
and limitations of closed innovation. PARC genatateimerous computer hardware and
software innovations but most of them did not gateeany monetary benefits to Xerox or its
shareholders. Some of these projects turned obe tealuable for other firms that used the
idea later on. Many of the leading innovations udohg Graphical User Interface (GUI),
Ethernet networking protocol, PostScript, documminagement software, web searching
and indexing technologies were developed in thégaech lab. However, PARC failed to
capture value for Xerox from these projects. PAR&swnanaged according to the best
prevailing practices in the industry. These innamra remained within the walls of Xerox
corporation, and eventually failed to generate fmess value for Xerox. Chesbrough (2003)
lists 24 “spin-off companies” that were createddoonmercialize Xerox’s technologies out of
which a few prospered. The list includes Adobe, BGmnd Documentum. Possibly, if Xerox
had followed approaches of letting ideas which werealigned with its existing businesses,
flow out of the organizational boundaries allowiather companies to use its developed
technologies PARC could have generated busineas ¥ai Xerox.

Contrary to the closed innovation view, the emeggirew of open innovation is based on the
concept of availability of abundant knowledge adgsthe organizational boundaries. Open
innovation strategies try to minimize project fads and enable maximization of value of
innovations by exploring new sources of knowledgd aew paths to market. Under the
concept of open innovation, research results magscfirms’ boundaries (Chesbrough,
2003). Organizations that are unable to utilizeanhology that is developed may provide it
to another firm creating value for that technolo&ymilarly, any firm may be able to in-
source technologies created by other firms. Thigcept of open innovation is described in
Figure 2.

! http://revevol.eu/2009/05/29/ipod-touch-max-prodofthe-year-2009/
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Figure 2: Open Innovation Paradigm (Chesbrough, 2003)

This diagram uses dashed lines to illustrate thatboundaries of the firm are porous. The
lines going out of the firm’s boundaries repredeshnologies that are licensed to other firms
and that otherwise would have gone unutilized (simio the dashed lines in the closed
innovation model in Figure 1). The lines enterihg firm represent outside technologies that

are licensed to a firm that did not originate ie firm's own research laboratories; but these
technologies were used in the firm's core business.

Other Firm’s
. . »  Market
Licensing
/ Technology _ New
Internal | / Spin-offs _ Market
Technology "
Base ‘ Current
y Market
External
Technology +
Base ——»
Technology Insourcing

Figure 3: Open Innovation Strategies (Chesbrough, 2006)

Apart from the internal technology base that orgamons possess, there is a huge
unknown/inaccessible external technology base adeithe boundaries of the organization.
Open Innovation strategies could give access tb sehnologies. By licensing-in, buying
Intellectual Property (IP), or engaging in co-deyghent, technology in-sourcing is made
possible. The in-sourced technologies may create markets for the organization or
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effectively address the needs of its existing miark& developed idea not aligned with the
current business model or one for which currentabdiies of the organization do not
support commercialization prospects, may be shandld external agencies. The idea or
corresponding IP may be licensed out or sold texdarnal partner, which could address the

needs of the external partners’ curr

ent marketjt ifexists. Alternatively, a spin-off

organization may be created targeting a new markkese strategies are explained in Figure
3. A comparison between the principles of closed @pen innovation is summarized in the

Table 1 given below.

Table 1: Principles of Closed and Open innovation

Closed innovation principles

Open innovation principles

Smart people in the field should work for

us Wernaanget all the smart people. We need

To profit from R&D we must discover i
develop it and ship it ourselves

[,External R&D can create significant valy
Internal R&D is required to claim some portion
it

We discover it and we get it to market firg

t We ddrave to originate the research to prc

from it

to

work with people outside and inside our company

e.
of

fit

Company that gets an innovation to mar
first will win

kBuilding a better business model is better t
getting to market first

nan

Creator of most and best ideas in indus
will win

stifywe make the best use of internal and exte
ideas we will win

rnal

Intellectual Property (IP) should [
controlled as competitors don't profit fro

nwe should buy others IP to advance in our @

paVe should profit from others’ use of our IP, and

wn

our ideas

business

(Source: Chesbrough, 2003)

Defining Open Innovation

According to Gassmann and Enkel (200©pén innovation means that the company needs
to open up its solid boundaries to let valuablewlsalge flow in from the outside in order to
create opportunities for cooperative innovation geeses with partners, customers and/or
suppliers. It also includes the exploitation ofadeand IP in order to bring them to market

faster than competitors canChesbroug

h (2003) defines open innovatama“paradigm

that assumes that firms can and should use extamalell as internal ideas, and internal

and external paths to market, as they

look to adeaheir technology” Open innovation

studies have asserted that co-developing and kdgelsharing are its essential aspects. One
of the major critique for the principles of opemavation (Trott & Hartmann, 2009) is that
these principles are old concepts presented iffexeit way. Hence, it is essential to identify
open innovation in terms of its pre-requisite clgastics and how it is actually different
from collaboration and co-development. Chesbro&flo§) further defines open innovation
as"the use of purposive inflows and outflows of kmalgke to accelerate internal innovation,

W.P. No. 2013-06-01 Page No. 7
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and expand the markets for external use of innomatiespectively” We adopt this as the
closest to the definition we used in this study.

Examples of Open Innovation I nitiatives

Intel’s approach to R&D was unconventional. It diec to decentralize its R&D through
creation of three labs namely Intel Architecturd I(BAL), the Microprocessor Research Lab
(MRL) and the Components Research Lab (CRL) in igfired areas. These labs
coordinated with external agents such as univessiguppliers, and research consortia for the
R&D process. They also connected with other congsarike IBM and Microsoft.
Chesbrough (2003) described this approach as aniopevation initiative.

Dittrich and Duysters (2007) described how Nokieessed and managed a huge number of
new external partners to develop its third genenathobile telephone. They illustrated that
Nokia effectively used an open innovation strategthe development of new products (3G
handsets) and services, and in setting technoldgndards for the use of mobile
communication applications. Nokia also collaboraged acquired several R&D firms when
Nokia could not develop software or when it was pagsible to build it in the required time.
Tie-ups for after sales service were also develope#ia also tied up with competitors like
Ericsson and Siemens for protocol developmentriBlittand Duysters (2007) showed more
than twenty five connections in the Nokia network.

Another notable example is that of Procter and GaniB&G), who extended its internal
R&D to outside world through its initiative call&ébnnect + Developo reach out to external
parties for innovative ideas. P&G took ideas frouotsale and also made available to other
firms, including competitors, the ideas generatgdrnally. P&G define€onnect + Develop
“as the practice of accessing externally developésllectual property in your own business
and allowing your internally developed assets andvk-how to be used by oth&fs

InnoCentive is an example of web sourcing initiati¢Allio, 2004). Through its website
InnoCentive allows solution seekers to post thebleras. Solutions may be provided by
anyone. It has emerged that solutions have beeridaeh by individuals from other
disciplines. InnoCentive follows a prize based moe to solve problems. Any innovation
that gets accepted is given a prize by the soligemker. Hence, the problems that may have
remained within an organization get solved with tieép of external partners and this may
also provide a case of successful commercializaiongh open innovation initiatives.

Innovation Exchange (1X) is another online innowatmarketplace. According to IX, diverse

community members from all over the world respoadchallenges sponsored by Global
5000 companies and not-for-profit organizationsm@panies called ‘sponsors’ may get ideas
from the online community and ‘innovators’ may gexte innovative ideds

2 https://secure3.verticali.net/pg-connection-poctalhoauth/PortalHome.do

*http://www.innovationexchange.com
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Access to skills outside to an organization, shéeuefits and risks, and innovative problem
solutions are the characteristics of these inst&ance

Selection of Information Technology (IT) Sector

IT sector is an area which has high scope for apeovation due the inherent characteristics
of the globally distributed network of solution prders and clients. IT applications also
create the possibility of open innovation in otkectors by creating platforms that enable
collaboration. There are several studies which siaw IT adoption and improved IT
capability have positively influenced firm perfornte (e.g. Bharadwaj, 2000; Melville,
Kraemer, & Gurbaxani, 2004). So understanding #utofs that influence open innovation
adoption in this sector will have wider implicat®for other sectors.

The biggest challenge for IT providers is to depetolutions that will generate revenues for
them along with creating profits/increasing effiwg aspects for the customers. The concepts
of open innovation fit in here and the outcome®pén innovation adoption provide a cost
effective way to find particular solutions for tleeistomers. It is essential to identify what
factors shape open innovation and influence thetmoby IT organizations.

Since it is necessary to leverage the value gestbriay partners, specialists, and experts
outside the organizations for remaining competjteseploring the network characteristics of
IT firms we can see contributions from several penrd may be involved in projects, showing
that the sector is more amenable to open innovahomvever, even after IT being a sector
characterized by active capitalization of exterkrabwledge, no studies have described the
benefits that may be achieved through collaboratiath specific external sources of
knowledge.

It is also essential to understand the differeret&vben IT outsourcing and open innovation.
IT outsourcing is defined das a process undertaken by an organization to @sttout or

to sell the organization’s IT assets, staff anddativities to a third party supplier who in
exchange provides and manages IT assets and sefacenonetary return over an agreed
period of time” (Mahnke, Overby, & Vang, 2005). While outsourcirejers to particular
form of supplier relationship organizations taketpa, by acquisition of services from
specialized external service providers (Grover,ddh& Teng, 1994), open innovation refers
to a range of strategies that allow valuable edlesources to be incorporated in solution
development. Open innovation strategies involverepption of both inbound and outbound
knowledge flows while outsourcing refers to solatjgrovision by an external entity. Even
though open innovation strategies may involve exgstollaborations, it is essential to
reinforce open innovation is about designing iniéprocess so that external capabilities and
resources may be accessed. Hence, adopting opewmation includes a set of strategies,
processes, and IP management rather than jusresiligy or partnership agreement.

Open innovation R&D processes have been examined variety of commercial settings
such as consumer electronics (Chesbrough, 2008ymatteuticals (Lane & Probert, 2007),
automobiles and computer hardware (Gwynne, 200%Ywever, there are gaps and

L —
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inadequacies of empirical research in the IT sedtg have selected IT sector because of the
scope and productivity aspects of open innovatiothe sector, characteristics of globally
distributed network of IT firms and their partneasd based on the nature of current studies.

Resear ch Methodology and Objectives

We used semi-structured interviews to gain exp@esspective on open innovation, potential
benefits that may be gained by adopting open inthmvastrategies, current trends in open
innovation adoption, and how industry perceives addpts open innovation principles, the
challenges experts see, and the perceived drinerbariers of open innovation.

Twenty four interviews were conducted with top ngeraent executives in IT firms across
India, Europe, and Australia from August 2011 toréfha2012. Details of the interviews
conducted and firm details are provided in AppentlixThe interviews were structured
around the protocol given in Appendix 2. We did teorh analysis using the methodology of
open coding on the transcripts of the conductednimgws, based on which we identified
recurring themes. This stage also helped us velittee measures and scales developed for
the quantitative analysis and perform a prelimirerglysis for the predicted relationships.

Findings

This section provides detailed description of timsights gained from semi-structured
interviews conducted with the experts in the ITusidy. The insights are structured around
the following major themes:

1. Enablers of open innovation in the IT sector.

2. Innovation practices currently adopted in the ITtee with focus areas and
summary of projects.

3. Detalils of different open innovation practices amodels.

4. Changes in innovation and partnership models with transition to open
innovation practices.

5. Outcomes and future trends in open innovation adiept

6. Insights derived regarding existing measures ofnopss and open innovation
project performance.

Enablersof Open Innovation in Information Technology Sector

IT solutions and consulting has become significemtall forms of businesses and no
operation (for any organization) can efficientiynétion without IT or IT support. IT enables
businesses to scale up, and improves operatiofialeaty and effectiveness. NASSCOM
report 2010 estimated total IT spending of 1.6fidn dollars across the globe. The Indian
share was around 76 billion. However, total IT gpeg in the fiscal year 2009 was around

L —
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1.61 trillion dollars which shows IT business istveissing only linear growth and with no
significant changes, the trend may not change.

Innovation is the key to grow beyond sustenancH ifirms and current models of growth
require maximizing manpower for increasing reveasé¢he current model works on charges
per human hour. IT providers need to understan@rozgtional context while providing
software support. IT organizations should innovite owners of the applications and drive
transformational innovation from IT organizatiorei The change in business model will
help IT organizations explore new operational ageas help the IT application owners with
novel and efficient solutions. Innovations in thesimess models may change the existing
model and IT firms are moving in this direction.

IT organizations have had collaborations and acadaftiances for the last few decades.
Strategic partnering, technology support, and lassirelations have been regularly getting
established for collaborative innovations in th&t ldecade across IT firms. For example, the
shift from academic ‘inventions’ to business ‘inatiens’ gave birth to the Co-Innovation
Network (COIN) of Tata Consultancy Services (TCS).

External collaborations provide multiple channets marketing products and solutions,
thereby increasing the chances of success for atirmwv activities. As shown in Figure 4,

infrastructure, resources, and skills outside amgdions across partners in open innovation
networks provide platform for commercial viabilid§ innovations.

ldea I nfrastructure, Product/ $
Skillsetc »  Solutions

A 4

(Multiple channels for commercialization)

A
v

(Investment and commitment from all stakeholdertipas)

Figure 4: Platform Provided by Open Innovation (Source: Interview with Mr. Vasanth
Kumar)

A framework is essential to engage with the ecesystfor successful collaboration.
Collaboration identifies the context for innovatiand in many of the cases may lead to
unprecedented results. According to Dr. Manish &lRirector, IBM India, smarter planet
initiative by IBM along with Institute of Busined&lue found out there was 15 trillion dollar
wastage in world business of which at least 4idrillcould be saved using better IT
usage/solutions; for example, by applying IT to #@ditional areas like electricity, water

* Interview conducted on 25-10-2011 at IBMIRL, Manyata Tech Park, Bangalore from 10:00AM to 12:30 PM
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management, etc. This will require effective parshg, which may be achieved through
open innovation.

According to the experts, apart from the businemsdsa for sustenance and growth, open
practices were mentioned to help organizationkérfollowing aspects:

1. Recognition in market place

a. Organization will be recognized as the adopter aiedt practices in the
industry.

2. Access to top talent across the globe

a. Open innovation creates a multiplayer effect wititess to talented people
available anywhere in the world. A community of eashers and
practitioners across multiple fields may be creatiening the process to
promote inter-disciplinary research.

b. Tapping outside talent may help in making exteagents (currently outside
the focal firm’s network) feel the need to interaath the firm.

c. A framework to engage in associations may get dgesl in the process.

3. While developing solutions (especially for cliembplems), open innovation practices
help in creation of better understanding of thebfms.

4. Help organizations to handle innovation activitiesa context when complexity of
products and solutions are increasing.

5. Help organizations realize that innovation is nat@opoly of a single company.

6. Globalization: Organizations realize products/sohg are to be developed for world
market, and open principles provide access acresgrgphies, platforms, customer
requirements, and disciplines.

7. Understand the need to know areas, markets, ecesand culture in which external
sources work.

Current Practices and Focus Areas

Specific details of open innovation initiatives ated by some of the firms and their focus
areas are described in this section.

Tata Consultancy Services (TCS) Co-Innovation Network (COIN)

TCS COIN has successfully completed more than 3fjepis creating 50+ customer
instances using the principles of open innovat©ne of the projects was for developing
software to convert television as a personal coeip(RC) (with essential features). Along
with 8 other partners (in communication sectordacaia, and hardware sector) the solution
was developed in the COIN network aiming to ser8artlllion English speaking household

L ——
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who were not able to afford PCs. Another instancas vihe e-transform project, for
supporting changes in organizational infrastructiie developing software tools and
techniques for infrastructure management (no exibaey to be invested for infrastructure)
there by creating innovative ways to manage witiemu infrastructure.

IBM

IBM has systematic programs fostering open innovatrirst of the kindis a connection
program with the clients by which IBM solves prabifor its clients for which no solutions
exist in market. IBM makes the investment for thiejgct and only nominal investment is
required from clients to take part in the progrdrhe solutions are normally replicated with
additional customers to gain commercial viabiliby the model by IBM.

IBM had adopted open innovation principles in léttleeir open source projects including
Linux development, Apache project, and developnoéntlatforms like Eclipse which had

been a huge success based on adoption factor @@namcial open innovation success
factor). These projects involved collaboration wihganizations and used Websourcing
techniques to connect with individual contributd@pen innovation removed barriers of IP in
such collaborations as no one owned the IP andtseseare published in public domain.

Philips

Philips open innovation activities are basicallytive healthcare and consumer electronics
sector. The Philips Innovation Campus India esthblil a BOP (Base of the Pyramid) chair
in Manipal with partners including Intel and GE. eTldeveloped ecosystem attempts to
provide healthcare for masses and helps in thelatadin of developed solutions at Philips.
The Manipal eRMCWH (Electronic Rural Maternity ai@hild Welfare Home - Health
centre) connected rural centres to main hub, wimickurn was connected to the health
ministry. The turnaround time which used to be 2 tmonths for getting government support
was reduced to few days. The medical college gi¢madata (for research), repeat patients,
and ICICI Lombard medical insurance was providedltocustomers (at hominal charges
improving revisits). This was also one of instane@song the IT organization initiatives
studied where there was a government partnership.

Philips has also setup an embedded systems lals&tEhgineering College, Mysore,
Karnataka. The collaborating partners are PhilldXP Semiconductors (NXP), ARM
Systems, TCS, and Eckstein Summers Armbruster (ESéicept to product development
happens at this lab. Processors are provided by ARM (System on Chip) by NXP (Chip
coding), Philips are the whole system integrat@gs{em design) while service component
(Customization, Integrated Development Environm@DEE) creation etc) is provided by
TCS. Tool chain (marketing, promotion etc.) is ddne ESA. Academic participants are
given internship in respective organizations antected for jobs later according to
performance.

SAP Co-Innovation Lab (COIL)

L —
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SAP COIL (Bangalore labs) network has completed entitan 25 projects creating
incremental innovations on the SAP delivery platfoAssociation with other Co-Innovation
labs, delivery platform partners, and businessngastare the characteristics of this network.
Detailed description of SAP COIL is provided in ttase study section.

Cognizant Technology Solutions (CTS)

One of the open innovation projects handled by C€dgcept lab was the ‘BigData’ project
for faster data browsing from mobile devices. CT&l ied up with Indian Institute of
Technology (lIT), Madras in developing the solut@amd later developed a business context
for the same. The discussion on the CTS conceps lptovided in the next section.

Ericsson

Ericsson Global has been involved in open innovapoojects in the areas of Networks,
Infrastructure, Standardization, and Mobile Apgicas. The Indian counterpart had
developed more than 30 projects in Business Igtice area. In this case, the collaborating
partners were academic partners such as I[IT Madiaggaraja Collage of Engineering,
Madurai, Tamil Nadu and PSG College of Technold@gyimbatore, Tamil Nadu.

Siemens

Siemens has collaborated with partners across tbbke gincluding different Siemens
companies. Open innovation network of Siemens delunnovation brokers who manages
connection with universities and research insttut@hen Siemens identifies technologies
and products that are aligned with the technolegylmap of Siemens, they collaborate with
universities in making these technologies commbycigiable. Around 10 university
collaborations exist as of now. Open innovationvoeks are also used to get feedback for
ideas and emerging technology trends. Siemens eagagopen innovation networks for a
sustainable future and for developing an engagepiatiorm.

Open Innovation I T Project Classification Framework

Different parameters were found to influence theromss and performance aspects in the
open innovation IT projects. It was found to beesdial to classify different types of
projects in order to identify how degree of opemsnasd performance aspects may vary.
Based on the responses from the experts we dewkbpamework to classify the projects
based on three parameters:

» Market knowledge strategy (Exploration or Explada)
* Innovation objective (Differentiation or Expansiohthe Scale of Operation)
» Stage of project (Research, Development, or Defjver

The framework is given below in Figure 5. Thisnsline with the existing research. Studies
such as Li, Vanhaverbeke, and Schoenmakers (2@&jgnon, Tushman, Smith and
Anderson (2002), Boscherini, Chiaroni, Chiesa, Erattini (2010), and Van der Meer (2007)
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explain different technological and collaboratiomaacteristics for projects with different
knowledge strategies, innovation objectives, andesof project respectively.

The market knowledge strategy and innovation objeateed not be aligned always in the
same way. For example, exploration projects werngeebed to create differentiation in
market places. However, exploration projects map &le executed to increase the scale of
operation. Similarly, exploitation projects mayuksn differentiation. We found it was also
necessary to analyse the partnerships at variagesof the project in order to identify how
openness in innovation process varied across #gestand its influence on the innovation
outcome. The organizational objectives may alsy wased on the stage of the innovation
project. Hence, it is essential to analyse projeated on these three parameters.

Innovation
Objective

-
.

Market Knowledge
Phases of the Strategies
R&D project

Figure 6: Framework for Classifying Open Innovation Projects (Source: Author’s
analysis based on multiple interviews)

Classification of few projects handled by firms aacling to the developed framework is

given in Figure 7. Research labs like Microsoft R&@re focussed on differentiation aspects
and always carried out exploration projects in tesearch or conceptualization phase.
Organizations like HP labs and Infosys labs that ¢t@unterparts (HP and Infosys) focussing
on the delivery aspects, carried out a mix of esgilon and exploitation projects aiming at

both differentiation and improved operation scélewever, the activities were focussed on
developing the solutions. Firms such as TCS, SAR,lafosys focussed on open innovation
activities in the delivery phase in order to exptbie identified markets and reduce the time
to market solutions.
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Figure 7: Framework for Analysing Open innovation I T projects (Source: Developed
from Multiple Interviews)

I mplementation Aspectsin Open Innovation Networ ks and Projects

In this section, we try to explore how the netwstiuctures, models, and support for open
innovation networks has evolved in IT organizatiovge identified both exploration and
exploitation models of market knowledge strategaes followed in the open innovation
networks.

TCS Co-Innovation Network (COIN) and SAP Co-InnevatLab (COIL) networks use
exploitation models for knowledge search. TCS C@hd SAP COIL identify appropriate
partners corresponding to ideas that they are @xgoand come up with innovations that
create commercial value. The COIN network is ddfgrcompared to COIL in the type of
partners involved. COIN has both academic and lessirpartners, and the network focus
areas are widespread while COIL partners are giyérssiness partners and all the projects
are based on SAP technologies. The TCS COIN and GBR. models are described in
Figure 8 and 9 respectively.
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Figure8: TCS COIN Network (Source: TCS COIN Webshe

As shown in Figure 8, TCS Innovation Lab is theangjlayer in the COIN. TCS Innovation
Labs develop emerging technology trends categodiseseach year based on analysis
performed using number of start-ups, funding, tedbyy areas of existing partners etc. New
members are invited to the network based on thedsastified trends. COIN has several
partnerships with academic institutions, reseaatis,| venture capitalists etc. to support the
Co-Innovation process between TCS and COIN partrigh$ COIL also follows a similar
model. But the area in which the partners collateorsa SAP ERP based technologies and
there are varied levels of partnerships in the C@#twork. However, both the networks

work on pre-defined areas/ projects with partners.

Figure 9: SAP COIL Network (Source: SAP COIL Website

In typical exploration models of knowledge acquisis, partnerships are established to find
out solutions to problems that cannot be solvedhiwithe organizations. The CTS model
(Figure 10) of opening boundaries is an exampleéHi® model of knowledge search. When

* http://www.tcs.com/resources/brochures/Pages/ColnnovationNetwork.aspx accessed 8" June, 2012

® http://scn.sap.com/community/coil accessed 29™ July, 2012
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the problem cannot be solved within the organizafar if looking for a better way), CTS
concept lab checks for solutions and partners deitshe firm boundaries and develops
partnerships accordingly. Academic institutiongjustry research bodies, and specialized
R&D firms are the category of partners CTS normatiilaborates with.

Academia

Concept Infiustry .
Lab - Bodies (e.g.:

NASSCOM)

R&D
Organizations

Figure 10: CTS Open Innovation Model (Source: Interview with Mr. Bhaskar
Venkatsubramanidh

Both exploration and exploitation models have b&arcessful and among the organizations
studied, we can see adoption of both the modelsrdicy to the needs. An extension of the
exploration strategy is the web based models fenapnovation (Crowd Sourcing). In such
models, an innovation seeker gives the problemrmtopeen innovation platform provider who
publishes the problem (possibly along with the mines for solving the problem) and
innovation providers across geographies, acroger€lift disciplines provide their inputs or
suggestions. Best ideas are selected by the inobavaeeker and partnerships are formed
accordingly.

Technology Support for Open Innovation

It can be seen there are different tools that supqmdlaboration and knowledge sharing. The
nature and variety of the support varies dependmthe openness characteristics of firms. A
common theme that emerged from all the intervieves what IT collaboration tools were
essential for the success of open innovation asviin all organizations. The tools for
creating and supporting communities were conside®gkential as partners are normally
geographically separated.

For collaboration activities organizations havedusemmunity creation tools like the IBM
in-house developed social networking products efltbtus range, systems for connections
used by TCS like iConnect, iGTM (innovation Go tai¥et), corporate technology board,
HP in-house developed tool called the Skyroom Bbe common view was that the support
of the IT infrastructure was essential for sucadsany collaborative ecosystem.

’ Interview conducted on 28/11/2011 at CTS, Chennai from 11:00AM to 2:00PM
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Tools for supporting collaboration activities aiseluded software for presentation sharing,
joint document editing, audio/video-conferencingd aeal time activity support tools. Other

tools presently being used were tools to analyseetherging major themes in the sector
(business intelligence tools), effective deploymexross stages, and invite partners,
collaborators and stakeholders for discussions, evaluate progress of joint projects.

However, connection with different forms of parthearied in the networks we studied. The
way organizations connected with academic instihgi was different from the way the

connected to market partners, and hence usedeahffér tools.

Changesin the Innovation Management Systems

This section explains how the partnership modele lewvolved in IT organizations in order to
support open innovation.

Partnershipsin Open Innovation Networks

According to the respondents, partners and effecpartnerships enlarged the scope of
business activities organizations ventured into.arpfrom the business advantages,
partnerships also helped organizations to enhahe& knowledge capabilities, improve

infrastructure and facilities, and reach marketdiasvith the right skills, hence accelerating
the time to innovate. The solutions that were tesoil partnerships also helped the firms in
meeting customer needs in an improved format.

We developed a Partnership Maturity Model (Figuig¢ through the interview responses,

which highlights how partnerships between entitiesy evolve to support open innovation.

The model was derived by understanding the chatiggsoccurred in collaboration aspects
between two or more entities when they partnerecessurce centres, outsourcing agents,
key competence centres, innovation centres, arallyfias critical value chain partners. In

order to evolve to the premier level of partneramigturity, organizations should share high
level of business responsibilities with the parsndihe model shows how partnership may be
evaluated for maturity across different stages lagtllights key characteristics of each level

of partnership maturity. These key characterisbfseach stage are the responsibilities
partners take up in each of the stages.
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HIGHEST LEVEL OF PARTNERSHIP MATURITY

Partnership level Key characteristics
Critical value chain partner New areas of research, standards, market
leadership HIGH LEVEL OF BUSINESS
. | RESPONSIBILITIES
Innovation centre Problem ownership, new product/service
development, roadmaps
Key competence centre Co-development, product domain
knowledge
Offshore development centre Quality of developed artifacts, cost of

development

Resource centre Competencies, cost, customer
communication

CUSTOMER NEEDS

Figure 11: Partnership Maturity Model (Source: Author’'s Analysis)

For an organization to adopt open innovation, fitsovation management model needs to
evolve to support open innovation. The traditiomaldel of innovation management within
an organization may be described as shown in Fig2eAcquire and Build blocks).
Organizations either Acquire (A) IP by buying tHe fights or by acquiring the firm that
owns the IP. The second sector shows Building @)rights by creating it within the
organization. The open models for managing innowatihave a Co-Creation (C) block that
promotes innovation across boundaries.

A B C

: Build Co-Innovation
Acquire
Internally
| | Co-Create
Buy/License-in : g
Y P Own IP Support Open
L ~Innovation

|
Traditional approach (Non—revealing)
Figure 12: Transition from Traditional to Open Model of Innovation M anagement
(Source: Multiple Interviews)
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However, with the development of newer forms of aging innovations, organizations

benefit from co-creation and models of open innevaemphasis collaborative activities.

The emergence of a new block in the innovation mameent models, as an outcome of
adopting open innovation principles may be showrth®y Co-Innovation block (C) in the

Figure 12.

The essential aspect of Co-Creation and Co-Innowats perceived by the respondents is the
facility to support effective partnerships. Withetlintroduction of C block, partners may
access resources and capabilities of the focal fiitme Co-Innovation models generally give
restricted access to partners (thereby providinghechanism for opening up a firm’s
boundaries). The C block is perceived to emerga ksy strategic pillar for existence and
future growth for organizations. The essential atpef developing a C block include
mechanisms to

» support the C block
* manage IP rights
* manage access to the network

This is shown in Figure 13. The period of assooigtresponse time, activities handled by
partners, and granularity at which the partners getyinvolved in activities (and the ability
to segregate the same) are considered as factnstinence success of such networks.

Key strategic pillar
‘ - for cxistence
Otherscan comein ‘ Co-Innovation
|
Porous Boundarics Co-Create

{ Support Co-creation

J

Managing IP

ManagingIP crcates
restricted co-innovation
{Notopento all;

Figure 13: Process of Opening Boundariesin Open Innovation Framework (Source:
Multiple Interviews)
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Two typical partnerships across the SAP Co-Innovatiab (COIL) network are described in
Table 2 below that distinguish between normal maship and Co-Innovation. The time
investment and resource investment (monetary) estiaonsiderably in the open innovation
network. Type and number of partners in the neétwearied based on the project
requirements. But the depth of skills and capaédiavailable due to collaboration were high
in the open innovation networks. Clear IP rights amodel for managing IP promoted Co-
Innovation networks. According to the respondermisper mechanisms to ensure IP
protection and contracts were essential to attedevant partners.

Table 2: SAP Partnership and Open Innovation Project Differences

Proj ect Time | Partnership | Money Risk Skills IP
(required)
DUET (a typicall Long | 1:1 High Managed | Very High | SAP+
strategic alliance)| term* based on Microsoft
partners (Shared based
on

contribution)

Co-Innovation M or | 1:1 or 1:N Low to| Low to | Medium to| Project

s Medium | Medium | High Dependent
(Add-ons by
partners/ clear
IP rights for
partners)

*Long Term > 1 year *M - Medium 6-12 months *'S - Short 3 months
(Source: interview with Mr. Vasanth Kunfabirector, SAP COIL)
Outcomes and Trendsin Open Innovation Adoption

In this section we analyse the benefits of adopbipgn innovation principles, the barriers in
adoption, and the future trends as perceived bgxtperts in IT sector.

Outcomes of Open Innovation Adoption

Outcomes of open innovation adoption essentialtgrd@ne repeated adoption and improved
acceptability of open innovation principles. Thetalde outcomes mentioned during the
interviews are summarized below.

Partnerships

® Interview conducted on 15/11/2011 at SAP, Bangalore from 8:30 AM to 10:30 AM
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» Access to different partners and skills, includthg possibility to collaborate with
government.
» Access to organizations through partners who migave otherwise remained
inaccessible.
» Understanding the context in which partners’ operat
Research outcomes
» Standardization across platforms, services, ininasire, and policies.
* Publications, patent applications, and conferences.
* Product/Solution
- Commercially viable end results
- Overall cost reduction

Time of innovation activities
* Reduction in technology transfer time
* Improvement in learning time

Development of ecosystem
* Best practices like Knowledge Management were perdeo evolve.
* Proper selection of projects based on risks andiretanalysis.

0 Set of possible ideas are analysed using riskeettsrns comparison. This was
perceived to lead to improved portfolio managem@vieasuring risks —
investment required may also be performed).

* Role of IP may be understood in a better way.

Barriersto Open Innovation Adoption

According to the respondents, there exist many tacdifficulties in adopting open
principles for innovation in IT sector, which arentmon across different sectors. There are
also problems specific to this sector. One of mdgarrier in adopting open innovation
principles fall under the category of IP issues.dpean Union (EU) framework projects have
already set clear norms for IP sharing. Apart fithims initiative, there are no clear standards
or norms for IP sharing as of now in open innovatretworks. Since all partners want
exclusive rights to IP, collaboration itself mightt happen in some cases. The open
innovation networks generally set rules during paetnership creation itself about the IP
rights to solve this issue. In some cases royalyg paid for contributions to avoid conflicts
and the IP was exclusively owned by one partner.

Another major barrier in IT sector is the probleni data sharing similar to the
pharmaceutical sector. Openness may be develomkfieaient levels for organizations. Even
data related to different projects of the samentlimay not be shared because of the signed
Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDA) and data leakageies. This becomes even more
difficult when data from two different clients neamlbe shared. External collaborations may
happen only after taking prior approval from cler@nd the benefits have to be clearly
understood by entities to open up the boundariks. pfoblem may also be solved by using
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an abstract version of the original objective. Angc problem statement needs to be
development so that no business sensitive infoomatill be shared between the partners
and the developed solutions will then have to bstauized for every client. Practical
difficulties make this the only viable model toweldata sensitivity issues.

Failures may also arise because of wrong timedartarket (the case of innovations entering
a market earlier than its need). Similar situatiomsy occur in the IT sector; for example,
Ericsson developed solutions for prepaid systegaity 1990s. It did not have a market then.
By the end of 90’s around 1.6 billion users staristohg the system. Now India, Italy, etc has
70-80% prepaid users while USA still lags with arduB0% users. Another idea developed,
‘caller videos’ never had a market until recentlifen it was success in the Middle East.
Hence, a market window is an essential conditioref@ry innovation.

For open innovation adoption across sectors, antteier as perceived by the respondents
was the interest from universities and researchtubss. According to them, universities
should have genuine interest in the area along thghbusiness partners. The risk associated
with business partners in networks were considéoede less and they may be removed
easily from network if the contributions were we&owever, finding replacing academic
institutes or other research partners was congidéifécult. There were also other factors
such cultural and facilitation issues in open irat@n networks. The overall opinion was
that when there were constraints in open innovatetworks, outcomes would be influenced,
and to avoid this, hindering factors need to beimized.

Trendsin Open Innovation Adoption in I T Sector

Open innovation is considered as a commercialllglgiaption in IT sector by all respondents
and according to them the outcomes should attrawe firms to adopt open innovation
principles. Open innovation adoption will lead toproved results and cost effectiveness in
IT sector. Adopting open innovation principles liscaconsidered as a viable option for niche
companies solving particular types of problemsas$ners may help them in additional tasks
which are not their core capabilities. Overall, @ding to the experts more organizations
should be attracted to adopt open principles.

Entering an open innovation network needs alignrént

» Confidence in the ecosystems
» Participation and development of open innovatidtuce
« Creation of processes supporting open innovation

More partners, Co-Innovation with customers, seamobchanisms for new ideas, and
processes for size and effectiveness improvementigdhmprove open innovation adoption.

The trends in global adoption and Indian trendsukhaot vary as the partnerships happen
across boundaries and geographies, irrespectitteeomational context.
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Degree of Openness M easures

For measuring the extent of contributions from md@ésources of knowledge and the extent
of usage of these sources, a possible way thatmeagioned was to find the number of
partners in the networks during the life cycleha# project. Usually every partner contributed
to a unique aspect of the project. Hence, the &xknontributions from different external
sources of knowledge can be distinguished and wa®jved as measurable.

The respondents also mentioned that degree of epenmay be measured at different levels,
like at the individual project, firm, and inter-@mgzational levels. Most of the existing
measures were financial making the measuremerntutffat the project level. Measuring
openness at the project level in IT sector may elvenmore difficult as no particular
organization has attempted to measure openneshisatleivel. Moreover, non-financial
measures would have to be developed as the immadihancial measures or approximation
of future revenue may generate inappropriate measufinancial performance of one
organization measured in terms of revenue generdieigh open innovation during a
particular period is not indicating only opennessigrmance of projects executed in that
period as it is difficult to isolate that influenoé open innovation from other factors. A risk-
return evaluation at a particular project level nmay be feasible for a particular period of
time. Returns from a particular project may be \dati across different periods and the
outcomes and learning from a project may positivieljJuence several other projects; for
example, through knowledge management activitieotiicomes and best practices from the
project may be used across several other projeaksngp the risk-return estimation difficult
for a single project.

The measure of openness of projects may also bedbas the type of collaboration and

objectives of the project. Research collaboratioese perceived to be more open while
business collaborations were perceived to be laniteterms of openness and sharing of
resources between partners. In collaborative pi®jgech as those for developing standards
and joint research activities with academic insiots, the level of openness was considered
to be high. For sensitive and breakthrough innowvatigenerally, the first preference was
given to in-house development by organizations.

Interviewees also considered openness measured baggartner variety and the phases in
which open innovation principles were adopted. Heavethe variety of partnership was
normally limited; for example, in a particular pkasollaboration with only specific type of
partners existed for the studied firms (and norynaith the same organizations). Hence, to
identify the contributions from different source$ external knowledge, contributions
corresponding to phase of the project in which thveye involved needed to be measured.

In the ideation stage academic alliances were géiwefound to be very strong, in
development stage, strategic partners, and in t@mercialization stage, emerging
technology partners and business partners wererpedffor collaboration. The role of other
partners in each of the stages had not been clyreqtlored by most of the firms.

Existing Degree of Openness Measures
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None of the studied organizations actively measwgenness at a firm or project level.
Experts suggested the following dimensions alonghvbpenness may be measured.

Financial dimension
* Percentage of revenue of spinout projects withaetsip the total revenue of the firm
» Percentage of revenue generated by licensed-ireqisojwith respect to the total
revenue of the firm
* Percentage of total revenue for projects that agesh innovation including licensing
with respect to the total revenue of the firm

Partner dimension
* Number of connections developed in the network
* Intensity of collaboration with the partners
* Variety of partners
» Contributions from partners as perceived by thalféiom.

Phase variety
 The time period of collaboration and phases of pingject those were open to
partners.

Outside project selectior how actively an organization looks at innovataxtivities that
happen outside

Possibility of project execution without adoptingeo innovation principles analysing the
feasibility of executing a project in house and panng the cost of executing the project in-
house and by using open innovation principles.

Level of Analysis

Measuring open innovation at a firm level (devehgpan open innovation index) may be

easier as financial dimensions can be directlyiagp/An estimate of value addition provided

by a firm to another will be most important aspectmeasuring the degree of openness. It
may possible to develop this estimate at the prd@el as the extent of contribution by

external sources for each of the projects may teetlly measured.

Since open innovation principles may be adoptetiferent levels, measurement issues may
occur even while analysing the projects handledalsingle IT organization. For a single
client there may be multiple IT projects being Haddat the same time by one IT provider.
As shown in Figure 14, let client A be an insurafio® and client B be a retail store. IT
organization XYZ may be handling multiple projedtem these clients. Sharing of data
between different project teams of a particulagrdlimay be considered as the first level of
openness, and the second level being sharing aefmation between different teams across
different clients. Third level of openness may lohiaved when the organization interacts
with outside agents to solve particular issuesgoes truly ‘open’.
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Client A Client B
Project 1 Project 1
Project 2 Project 2
Project 3 Project 3
) Ol Degree
Ol Degree One

___________ Two

Project N Project M

Ol Degree
Three

Outside Agency

Figure 14: Varied Levelsof Opennessfor I T Projects (Source: Multiple Interviews)

Open Innovation Project Performance M easur es

Learning from successful open innovation projectdpsd in adoption of open forms of
innovation management. According to the respondémtse exists a need to identify whether
openness actually led to improved performance @jept and analyse the commercial
viability of the models. Different project performze parameters were discussed for open
innovation project performance during the intensewhe variables that emerged from the
views of the innovation decision makers includedhboon-financial measures which are
appropriate at project level as discussed befork fanancial performance measures. The
details are given below:

Non-Financial Dimension

The responses included several non-financial paeamséor project performance. Apart from
the customer satisfaction (as measured for evaneq) and details of showcase-able assets
developed during the projects, like patents andigatibns, none of the parameters were
being currently captured by the firms to measurgegot performance. The non-financial
measures include:
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Time to innovate
* Reduction of time for the innovation activities
End result of open innovation
» Usability of the developed solution
* Number of customers for the solution
* Innovativeness of the solution
0 Incremental
o0 Breakthrough
o Platform — change in the solution delivery syst@mrémental in nature)
Customer satisfaction
» Customer satisfaction scores
* Repeat customers
Showcase-able assets
* Publications, patents
* Improved visibility through media coverage
* Improved accessibility to partners
* Adoption of the technology (by the ecosystem)
People and productivity measures
» Capability improvement
» Employee happiness and feedback
» Organizational ability to create and market newdpiats/services

Apart from the productivity aspects, few measuresexfound in some of the organizations
such as:
Brand impact
» Brand value added
* Impact on organizational image (scientific, leatiggontributions etc)
Societal impact
* Number of people who got benefited from the sohutio
* Number of villages served

The responses also included financial measuresiregpmostly at a firm level. However, we
are not analysing financial measures as discusstut iearlier section.

Financial Dimension
* Market valuation of a firm before and after entgrpartnerships to analyse at firm
level value addition by adopting open innovation.
» Average value per project over a time
» Average value per person over a time
* Revenue per engagement (at a project level)
* Economic value added (EVA)
* Venture Capitalists (VC) investment for the adopethnology sector
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To sum up the financial dimension, a typical revegeneration mechanism created for the
COIN partner by TCS is shown in Figure 14.

TCS

\ Pays for the deal
A

Customer

No transactions

A Pays for the innovation
Start-up

Figure 14: Revenue Mechanism in TCS COIN Network (Source: Interview with Dr.
Ananth Krishnaf)
TCS identifies particular start-ups which have deped unique solutions which TCS
partners require (or identifies new partners why menefit from the solution). The partners
get benefited financially with their new products services or as their clients get new
solutions. In the model, TCS gets paid by its ¢lfen collaboration (entry to network), while
the start-up gets revenue for its solution direfrttyn the client.

Conclusion Summary of Findings

In order to stay alive in markets and/or to crediféerentiation and thereby generating

competitive advantage, organizations innovate. Was evident and was among the major
themes that emerged from the interviews with the rfanagement executives. Nature and
determinants of openness, the practices that diffexted open innovation from existing

models of innovation management, and factors #httd adoption of the principles in the

sector were other major themes that emerged frasetinterviews and the outputs of the
stage will help organizations in the sector in usténding perception and adopting the
principles of open innovation.

Interview insights showed maturity in partnershippdels, open innovation ecosystem
creation, and acceptance of business problems aaedslones between the partners foster
open innovation networks. The importance of parseection process and the influence of
environmental factors were emphasized during thenmews which led to further

exploration of these aspects in the case studies. al§o developed a framework for
classifying open innovation technology projects dohson three dimensions namely

? Interview conducted on 16/08/2011 at TCS, Chennai from 9:00 AM to 11:30 AM
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knowledge exploration strategies, project stage, tae innovation objective. The existing
measures of openness and open innovation projetdrpance identified will also help
future empirical research. Major themes identifiexin interviews corresponding to each of
the sections discussed above are summarized foltbeing table.

Table 3: Summary of Findings

Area of Investigation Specific Factors I dentified by the Experts

Enablers of Open Innovation Recognition, Surviv8ustenance, Business Growith,
Commercial Aspects

Specific  Open  InnovationMarket Strategy, Innovation Objectives, Stage oé |th
Project Details Project, Specific Details of Individual Projects,
Differentiation Factors

Partnership between Firms Different Models, PartMariety, Strategic Aspects
Effectiveness, Level of Engagement, Influence oocBss
and Benefits

Technology Support for OperCollaboration Platforms, Collaboration Support and
Innovation Community Creation, Variation across Communities,
Validation Processes and Tools

Barriers to Open Innovationintellectual Property Issues, Data Sharing, Market
Adoption Window, Cultural Aspects, Facilitation Issues

Future Trends in the Area Confidence in Ecosysteighly Viable, Positive Trends,
Similarity in Indian and Global Trends

Openness Measures Financial Dimension, Extent ef ddsExternal Sources,
Type of Collaboration, Project Phase Opennessndgitie
of Collaboration, Level of Analysis

Performance Measures Financial Measures, Assetti@rgalnnovation Time
Brand Impact, People and Productivity Measures,
Innovation Outcome, Societal Impact
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Appendix 1: Details of the I nterviews Conducted

# | Date Name Organization Job Profile
1 | 06-08-2011 Jayesh Badani Ideaken CEO and MD
2 16-08-2011 Ananth Krishnan Tata Consultapn&ro
Services (TCS)
3 | 16-08-2011 Kishore Tata Consultancy Vice President
Padmanabhan Services (TCS) Innovation Offerings
4 24-08-2011 Debasis Tata Consultancy Vice President, Head
Bandopadhyay Services (TCS) Co-Innovation Network|
5 10-10-2011 Jai Ganesh Infosys Principal Research
Scientist
6 | 25-10-2011 Manish Gupta IBM India Research Labsrector
7 | 27-10-2011 Sudhir Dixit HP Labs Director
8 | 08-11-2011 Hedwig Baars Ericsson India R&D Head
9 14-11-2011 Shyam Vasudevrao  Philips Directonablation
10 | 15-11-2011 Vasanth Kumar SAP Labs Director, @wVation
Lab
11 | 21-11-2011 Parag Jain Arteria Technologies CTO
12 | 28-11-2011 Bhaskar Cognizant  Technology Senior Manager,
Venkatsubramanian| Services (CTS) Cognizant Innovation
Group (CIG)
13 | 28-11-2011 Arun Kumar CTS Program Manager, CIG
14 | 30-11-2011 Shourya Roy Xerox India Open Inn@rati
Manager
15 | 06-12-2011 Kapali Viswanathan HP Labs Reseacngst
16 | 16-01-2012 Vinay Deshpande Encore Technologies| EO @nd MD
17 | 07-02-2012 Pierre Combelles Orange, France irec Open
Innovation
18 | 20-02-2012 Glenn Wightwick IBM Australia DirectoResearch and
CTO
19 | 27-02-2012 Roslyn Sayers Siemens Australia Hedd Strategy &
Performance Control
20 | 27-02-2012 Carina Jacob Siemens Australia Progfanager
21 | 02-03-2012 Christopher Gates HP Australia Client Innovation
Executive
22 | 03-03-2012 Sarah Pearson ANU Edge Director
23 | 08-03-2012 Roland Harwood 100% Open, UK Co-Feund
24 | 15-03-2012 Raghuram IBM India Research LabsAssociate Director
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Appendix 2: Interview Protocol

Semi-structured interviews were conducted basedpam ended questions on the following
topics:

1. Reasons for IT firms to adopt open innovation/ Beabof open innovation
2. Process aspects of partnership formation and ad@pten innovation models
3. Technology support for open innovation

4. Openness measures

5. Open innovation project performance measures

6. Details of open innovation projects handled

7. Outcomes of open innovation adoption

8. Barriers to open innovation adoption

9. Future trends in the Information Technology sector

10.How to measure degree of openness at a projedt leve

11.How can we measure open innovation project perfoo@a
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