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SUMMARY

The gap between what consumers want and whatuslpctleveloped has lead to a shift within
parts of the ICT industry towards a co-creativeowation process. In response to this, the Living
Lab emerged as a setting where all relevant stdd¢tetso collaborate together throughout the
whole innovation process to co-create and valitleqgroducts, the user is perceived as one of
the Labs most important assets. However, it it ddibated how to best include the user in the
innovation process. Virtual settings supported Istridbuted tools have been suggested as a
promising option to provide flexibility for both ¢hdevelopers and users.

This study is performed to investigate how a virgetting compares to a traditional setting when
using methods for idea and concept generation do-ereative innovation process. In order to
enable this comparison, observations is carriedabidalmstad Living Lab in both virtual and
traditional settings. A literature study is alsarima out to acquire a deeper understanding
regarding the area of co-creative innovation preegsind user involvement.

This master thesis concludes based on the obsmmgdhat both the traditional and virtual setting
has a lot to offer to a co-creational innovatiomgass. Thus, it is suggested that the virtual
setting should be considered as a complement taraldgional. If utilized in that manner, the
virtual setting has the potential to both empovher wser’s involvement while also strengthening
the Living Labs innovation capabilities.

Keywords: living lab, user involvement, innovation process, virtual setting, co-
creation, distributed tools.
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1. Introduction

The innovation process of Information and Commuioca Technology (ICT) products and
services has traditionally been initiated and etemtin a closed setting with too little or too late
interaction with the actual market and users. Tap getween consumers’ needs and what is
actually developed is believed to be one of thsora why the majority of private and public
investments return little to no value (Corelab)Z4). In an attempt to address this problem part
of the ICT industry are now trying to adapt by opgnup their organizational borders, by
embracing what during recent years has come tonbavk as open innovation (Chesbrough,
2003). This involves moving away from their vertigaoriented thinking, where one
organization can handle all R&D by itself, towamsnore horizontally aligned philosophy. In
this setting, stakeholders, such as suppliers astbimers (von Hippel and Thomke, 2002), are
invited to innovate through collaboration. The oasérs in this scenario can be both partnering
businesses and even end-users. The interest fabomtions of this kind can also be found on
the global level, having been encouraged by iist on the EU level (CorelLabs, 2007a). One
such initiative is the foundation of the Europeaetwbrk of LivingLabs, with the purpose of
strengthening and increasing the innovative cajpiaisilwithin the EU by involving the user
throughout the whole innovation process in a c@ive manner.

The concept of involving the end-user in the depelent of ICT products is however not a new

phenomenon. Within an organizational setting piaiory design (Bagdker, 1996) can be seen
among other efforts as an early attempt to focwgldpment around the actual users. The focus
on the users, as seen in the participatory despproach, has been influential on product

development, although it has been noted that imapbrsocial and political aspects have been
watered down due to the change from an organizaltisatting towards a consumer market

(Grudin and Pruitt, 2002). The long-term engagenterihe users is also said to have been lost
along the way by the designers adopting the pp&iory design practice.

The co-creative innovation process differs from treditional innovation process and other
cooperative design approaches in terms of how He is perceived. Instead of moving the
development to the user, as seen in for exampleantcipatory design practice, the user is
instead moved into the innovation process. Withis tnnovation process, the user is also often
seen as more than a traditional user with need$hthe to be catered to; instead the user is seen
as a source of innovation (von Hippel and Thomk#22. It is from within this setting that a
growing interest for the Living Lab emerged, willetmission to further increase the role of the
user in the innovation process. The user in thigeod is not only seen as a user in the traditional
sense, but also as a consumer, citizen and warkeax, close collaboration with market and
technology (Eriksson, Niitamo & Kulkki, 2005). Withthis collaboration, the users are able to
co-create and help validate products and servitcesdl life settings; this means that they are
involved in the innovation process from the vemristo the market launch. The Living Lab as a
concept is still maturing, which can be illustrateg the wide range of definitions available
(Falstad, 2008), but they all share one charatterise focus on the user as an important asset.

Even though a lot of work has been done so farimitie Living Lab field (Fglstad, 2008), there
is still a lack of understanding regarding how twalve the user throughout the co-creative
processes and how it affects the innovation pro¢€sselLabs, 2007a; Stahlbrost, 2008). To
further increase this comprehension and to betigpat the co-creative process, there is a need
to research distributed tools and methods (Schuenaahd Feuerstein, 2007). There is also a
need to research ways to support users’ involvernantheir own terms in virtual settings
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(Stahlbrost, 2008). The reason for this is to enmgrouwsers while simultaneously reaching out to
a bigger community. The lack of understanding ofvhio utilize distributed tools for user
involvement can also be seen within the area obwuation fostering techniques such as
distributed mass-collaborations and crowd-sourciitgese areas can still be considered to be
unexplored, even though numerous successful exaregist ranging from Dell and LEGO who
efficiently use digital media to harness consunteativity, to open source projects such as
Apache and Linux (Bughiet al, 2008).

The study presented in this thesis takes placatmhs$iad Living Lab [1], where methods for idea
and concept generation, such as scenario buildidgparsonas, have been tested in traditional
settings. During the course of the study, methadt sas these are used both in a traditional
setting supported by face to face focus groupsyelksas in a virtual setting utilizing an open
source platform for content management tailoresutgport focus groups online.

The problem statement of the study is definedHasv do virtual settings compare to traditional
settings when using methods for idea and conceaprgéon in a Living Lab?

The purpose of this study is to deepen the undetstg towards the use of distributed tools by
investigating what is gained and what is lost whsimg methods for idea and concept generation
in a virtual setting compared to a traditionalisgtin a Living Lab.

The thesis is organized as follows: the first ceaptovides a brief introduction and background
to the problem area. This is followed by a revidwedated research and the construction of a
theoretical framework in chapter two and three. fidafour describes the method used during
the study, while chapter five is dedicated to thalgsis and presentation of the findings from the
study. Finally, a discussion is carried out in dkagix which is followed by the conclusion of the
study presented in chapter seven.



2. Related Literature

In order to address the problem statement a regiditerature related to co-creative innovation

processes, Living Labs, user involvement, tradiicand virtual settings and two methods used
in ICT development for idea and concept generatiere carried out. The literature was used to
get an understanding of the area and to createoaetical framework to be used during planning
of the study, observations of traditional and \attsettings and data analysis.

2.1 The Co-Creative Innovation Process

Involving users in the development of ICT produatsl services is not a new concept within the
field of Human-Computer Interaction and Informati@ystems. There is a wide range of
methodologies featuring user involvement, differimg which users are brought into the
development, to what extent they are a part ofdésgn process, and when they are brought in
(Bekker and Long, 2000). Participatory design (Bad 1996) and cooperative design
(Greenbaum and Kyng, 1991) are two examples amaomgr of what can be referred to as
highly user centered design methodologies featusggtematic use of methods such as
prototyping, observations and scenario buildingame a few (Bagdker and Iversen, 2002). The
co-creative innovation process in a Living Lab (@olacher and Feurstein, 2007) is very similar
to user centered design approaches like partigipatesign in terms of methods used for user
involvement (Bekker and Long, 2000), but not inrigrof who the actual user is. The objective
of a cooperative design approach, as seen in thg g to create “quality of life” and
sociopolitical values within an organizational sgtfor and with the actual end-user of the
product or service (Grudin and Pruitt, 2002). Tinghly contrasts to the Living Lab setting, in
which the user instead represents a possible fishe @roduct or service. In this setting one of
the objectives is to create monetary value thrainghcreation of ICT products or services in a
co-creative innovation process. Within the innosmatprocess, the user is also often seen as more
than a traditional user with needs that have todtered to; instead the user is seen as a source of
innovation (von Hippel and Thomke, 2002).

The innovation process in a co-creational settirfferd from the model commonly used to
describe a classic innovation process. There emisteerous models that describe the traditional
innovation process, most of them being in a lifaahion consisting of the four building blocks;
research, development, productiandmarketing(Kline and Rosenberg, 1986). This model has
been highly criticized since it assumes that the®of innovation is research as well as for its
lack of feedback paths from users based on th@emdkiat user feedback and evaluations are
important parts of innovating (Kline and Rosenbe§86). In contrast to this, the innovation
process in a co-creative setting focus on contiauoteraction with the customer throughout the
whole model utilizing different methods for usernatvement. This co-creative innovation
process can be illustrated by the four stagadesd, concept, developmesmidmarket launchas
suggested by Reichert (2002). The model is alsnafsed to describe the co-creative innovation
process in a Living Lab (Kusiak, 2007; Schumachsad BReuerstein, 2007; CoreLabs, 2007a),
although Kusiak (2007) argues that it can be deeslofurther to better describe the product
launch and post implementation activities.



2.2 The Living Lab

An early concept of the Living Lab started to eneedyring the late nineties at the Georgia
Institute of Technology through the use of roomsagrted with technology that could be used to
gather data about users and interactions withaattif(Abowd, 2000). Today, the term is used to
describe a wide array of different kinds of praesicwithin the ICT field and there exists
numerous definitions by different authors and oizmtions. Fglstad (2008) identifies three
different kinds of Living Labs through a literatustidy:environments where you can experience
and experiment with ubiquitous computirgtestbedenabling developers to test software and
services outside a production environment and lfinah open innovation platformOther
authors, such as Erikssen al. (2005) describe the Living Lab as a research anveldpment
methodology that represents a user-centric apprtmadevelop and evaluate complex solutions
within a real life context. The European Networkla¥ing Labs [2] defines a Living Lab as
“both a methodology for User Driven Innovation (J@ind the organizations that primarily use
it” while CoreLabs [3] defines Living Labs as “astgm enabling people, users/consumers of
services and products, to take active roles asribatdrs and co-creators in the research,
development, and innovation process”. The concépiving Labs can, based on these various
definitions, be seen as a methodology, an orgaaizand/or a system. The definition used
throughout this paper is an inclusive perspectivaking at Living Labs as a milieu where
different methods are used to involve all relevstakeholders in an open process to co-create
and validate IT-products and services in a realdveetting.

To support the establishment of co-creative Liviiadps in Europe the coordination action project
CoreLabs was established in 2006. The project wagefd by the European Commission’s Sixth
Framework Program (FP6) in an attempt to strengthemnnovation capabilities in the European
Union. During the project CoreLabs carried out salvstudies to investigate the practice of the
Living Labs patrticipating in the project. Althoughere are many definitions of what a Living

Lab is, the following five key principles were iddied as the core of all operating Living Labs

within the study (CoreLabs, 2007b):

e Continuity: Creativity is strengthened by experience and colations over
organizational borders. Experience and collabanatiare in turn strengthened
over time. Users and partners within the Lab btridt together and accumulate
knowledge together, over time.

* Openness. Openness is crucial for the innovation process Lnivang Lab. It is
essential to gather a multitude of perspectivesnatter whomever or wherever
they are. These perspectives might lead to fasteeldpment, new ideas and
unexpected business openings in the market.

* Realism: Realistic expectations and behavior by users amthgra is key to
achieve results that are valid for the market. tA# stakeholders must see the
Living Lab as a natural and realistic environmértte focus of a Living Lab
should be on real users in a real-life contextesitiis is what distinguishes the
Living Lab from other co-creative environments.

 Empowerment of users: The innovation process is highly user centeredthad
user is a fundamental asset for the Living Labislttherefore important to
stimulate users to keep them motivated and invasttte innovation process.



* Spontaneity: In order to develop successful products and sesvitds not
enough to explore needs and requirements in thentieg of the innovation
process. The Living Lab must have the ability ttedeuser’s reactions and allow
for input through the whole innovation process. Nioty from the users, but also
from all the stakeholders.

One of the most important elements of a Living lagproach is the interaction between all the
stakeholders along the value-chain (CoreLabs, 200is interaction can be described as a
merger between market, technology and societydallaborative fashion (figure 1) (Erikssen

al., 2005). Being that two parties wouldn’t be enotiglgenerate an innovation with sufficient

impact on the target audience, all three partiesraguired to participate in the co-creative
innovation process.

>
Oldfashioned

Market Society

Low acceptance Uneconomical

Technology

Figure 1: Stakeholders in the co-creative innovatiwocess (Eriksson et al., 2005).

Collaborations that only include society and maxki#itend up in old fashioned solutions, while
excluding the market might end up in solutions the¢n't economically justified. Finally,
collaborations exclusively between technology aratket without a focus on the consumers
point of view has a tendency to result in produtist the consumers aren’t likely to buy
(Erikssonet al, 2005). One of the core advantages of the Liviag Bpproach that differentiates
it from traditional user centered methodologiesthis ability for users to be a part of the
development from start to end through a co-creatimevation process and the testing in real life
context (CoreLabs, 2007b). The users’ ability totdbute to this collaboration is highly
dependent on their background and knowledge bdsmsA all users are able to bring something
to the table but it is important to take into caesation what kind of users they are and what
kind of knowledge they bestow. The users’ charettes and their ability to contribute within a
development or innovation process can be classifigtifferent ways depending on what kinds
of characteristics that are focused on. One exapfgiew the users can be classified is in groups
based on their application and object knowledgectRealdet al, 2004). Application knowledge
refers to their experience with a product or sertfcough use, while object knowledge refers to
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knowledge about the actual underlying technologymachanic of a product. The users can,
based on this, be divided into the categoriestoitiue, pro, freshman and nerd (figure 2).

Low Object High Object
Knowledge Knowledge
4 N
High Application .
Knowledge Intuitive Pro
Low Application
Knowledge Freshman Nerd
- J

Figure 2: Types of users in an innovation procé&si¢hwald et al., 2004).

Another way of classifying users is illustratedEgson (1987) who divides them into the groups
of primary, secondary, and tertiary users. Frequeets of a product or service belong to the
group of primary users, occasional users are ifiethtas secondary users, and finally, tertiary
users are those users who are affected by thadimtion of the product or might influence a
potential purchase. Another classification of usgthin an innovation process can be seen in the
shape of the term “lead user” who was introduceddry Hippel (1986) to describe users with a
strong present need, whose contributions can ke tospredict needs that will become common
in the future, in order to enable businesses t@ldpvproducts better suited for future markets.
As an addition to the classification of users Reialdl et al. (2004) also identifies three different
kinds of contributions in shape dkcision, informatiorand creation activities in a co-creative
innovation process:

e Decison: During decision activities users are able to decid evaluate given
facts, this can be done by, for example, surveyting systems.

* Information: Information activities enable the user to expressds, preferences
or solutions to problems. A common way of doingstts by the use of focus
groups and idea competitions.

e Creation: During a creation activity the user is able tacbeative and is allowed
to come up with their own solutions and designscieative ways, common
methods used for creation activities are mock-uygspaototypes.

The toolbox of methods used to support involve tisers and support the three levels of
contribution is very extensive featuring anythimgnfi brainstorming sessions, scenario building
and persona creation to field testing in realdimtexts (Kusiak, 2007). The setting where the
methods can be incorporated range from traditifeae to face activities such as focus groups
and workshops to collaborations in virtual settisgpported by distributed tools (Schumacher
and Feuerstein, 2007).



2.3 Traditional and Virtual Settings

The Living Lab approach enables the user to berta gfathe whole innovation process by
incorporating a wide range of methods for user lvenment (Schumacher and Feuerstein, 2007).
These take place both in traditional face to fatrgys such as focus groups and workshops and
in virtual settings supported by distributed todlke virtual settings also enable the Living Lab
to reach a bigger community (Schumacher and Feziiers2007). There is however a lack of
understanding regarding how to best involve ther wiseughout the co-creative innovation
process both in the traditional and virtual settengd how it affects the innovation process
(CorelLabs, 2007a; Stahlbrost, 2008). To suppontsuse their own terms and to promote their
involvement it is also important to develop andawet research regarding tools that can be used
by users on their own premises (Stahlbrost, 2008)order to illustrate the differences in
flexibility in terms of interaction available todtusers, the use of a focus group will now be used
to illustrate what a traditional setting for usevoelvement might look like. Followed by a brief
introduction to what a virtual setting supporteddistributed tools might offer to a Living Lab.

2.3.1 The Focus Group as a Traditional Setting

The traditional use of a focus group requires fa participants to be at the same place at the
same time to interact together and offers littexithility in terms of ways to interact apart from
the face to face interactions that occur during rtireetings. The focus group requires a lot of
planning ahead and resources to be successfuhalutiés room-hire, travel costs, refreshments
and the ability to schedule participants to meeautne same time (Bloat al.,2001). The use

of focus groups are a popular way of assessingitgtiaé data from group discussions in
different context ranging from marketing to polticcampaigning (Preece, Rogers and Sharp,
2007). Although not widely adopted, they have disen used in software development (Kontio,
Lehtola and Bragge, 2004; Nielsen, 1997).The nurobearticipants normally vary between six
and eight, although some prefer both smaller agelagroups, dependent on logistics or the
purpose of the activity (Bloagt al, 2001). During the session participants intedietctly with

one another to discuss and come up with new idegtsniight not have been discovered in a
different setting (Blooet al, 2001; Preecet al, 2007).

Group dynamics and composition is vital when selgcparticipants for a focus group since
there has to be sufficient diversity to encourageussion. Bringing together an overly diverse
set of individuals might result in a focus grouprgbility to provide sufficient depth of
information due to too diverse experiences, views meanings between the individuals. It is
preferred to form groups without conflicting vievgnce groups featuring participants with too
diverse opinions might lead to conflicts that umdiewe fruitful discussions (Blooet al, 2001).
The ability to put together a balanced group ofgbedhat results in good group dynamic is a
very important part of facilitating a successfutidis group.

Focus groups should appear to be unstructured edaded for the focus group members, even
though the facilitator should follow a plan of adties and goals for information gathering while
governing the group (Preea al, 2007; Nielsen, 1997). The focus group facilitasbould
always seek to guide the group, never to contr@atively lead the discussion. This does not
mean that the group doesn’'t need to be governeel.fddilitator must make sure to avoid that
individuals dominates the group discussions, whileouraging the more timid participants to
contribute (Blooret al., 2001). This is to ensure that dominant participatd not overly
influence group interactions and consensus. Acogrdo Massey and Wallace (1991) focus
groups can perform better than individual intengew generating original responses, and is at
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least as good as individual interviews in termsjadlity. It's not uncommon to include polling
techniques, brainstorming or other methods for mlehconcept generation through the course of
a focus group.

2.3.2 Virtual Settings Supported by Distributed Tools

The virtual setting is quite different comparedhe traditional setting of a focus group in terms
of flexibility when it comes to possible ways ofteraction. This can be illustrated by the
extensive research conducted within the Computpp&ted Co-operative Work (CSCW) field
regarding groupware. The term groupware has beeth fies a long time to describe applications
that support shared collaborations between indalidgers of a system (Dix, Finlay, Abowd and
Beale, 1998). The term can be used to describeda vdnge of systems from email, video
conferencing and forums, to shared editors and taey be classified in several ways, most
commonly by the use of a time/space matrix. Theiméigure 3) makes it possible to visualize
how, where and when a specific type of groupwarerates depending on the context of a
system’s use (Baecker, Grudin, Buxton and Greenld®@5). The time/space matrix is however
not limited to computerized forms of cooperationcan also be used to illustrate how non-
computer communication technologies like letterd #ce to face conversations fit into the
time/space matrix (Diet al.,1998).

same place different place
co-located remote
- ™
wy

E 3 Face to Face Interactions Remote Interactions

= Decisions rooms, single display Video conferencing, instant

g 5 groupware, roomware etc. messaging, chats, shared editors,

© C shared desktops etc.

“ Z

Ongoing Tasks Communication & Coordination
Team rooms, group diaplys, E-mail, bullentin boards, version
shift work groupware, etc. control, blogs, group schedules

asynchronous conferencing etc.

different time
asynchronous

. S

Figure 3: The CSCW Matrix, based on Baecker ef18I95).

The virtual setting in a Living Lab enables therusebe a part of the co-creative innovation
process by tools distributed though the Interneh(@acher and Feuerstein, 2007). The term
“distributed tools” is very wide and is used witlarLiving Lab to describe tools that can be used
over the Internet to integrate the user into thuation process. A few novel examples can be
seen in the shape of toolkits that allows the tseatevelop and customize their own products
(von Hippel and Katz, 2002) or the use of massabaitation tools like Wikipedia or other
community platforms (Bughiet al.,2008). An example of a type of community platfagrihe
web content management systems (WCMS). These ptafoffer both flexible solutions to
manage and share data through digital media (Mokee2003) and a varying range of
groupware support. There is a wide range of WCMSilalvle with Drupal, Wordpress and
Joomla dominating the present market of open sOMC#MS (Shreves, 2008). The three market
leaders all feature different kinds of groupwar@mart, enabling the logged in users to both
interact in a synchronous and asynchronous mafigarg€ 3) in shape of blogs, e-mail, forums,
chats, messaging and shared editors to name &f filmy possible options.
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2.4 Methods for ldea and Concept Generation

The methods of scenario building and use of pesdrave been chosen during this study to
illustrate two methods that can be incorporated itite development of ICT products and

services in a Living Lab. This is by no means timy dwo possible methods to incorporate

during the innovation process in a Living Lab (Kaksi2007; Schumacher and Feuerstein, 2007)
but serves the purpose well of illustrating two coom practices in ICT development.

2.4.1 Scenario Building

Scenario building is a method used to tell stogilesut users and their activities, the scenarios is
told in an informal and narrative fashion to hdip user describe a context of use. The scenario
also acts as a mediator for communication withdbsigner in an early stage of a development
process (Carroll, 2000). Like a good story, a saena more than a sequence of events; it also
has an interesting plot and a goal, which in tumkes the scenario depict the interactions
between the user’'s goal and actions (Potts, 198b)scenarios consist of a couple of key
elements (Carroll, 2000), first and foremost it hasetting where the story is being told, and the
setting includes actors with a goal or objective.allvance the story and to uncover the above
mentioned plot a series of the user or systemsrac@nd events that occur is described. This
practice lets the user create with a purpose, laaidpurpose helps them to be selective, detailed,
and focused while maintaining focus on their takkreating a scenario (Bgdker, 2000). As with
interviews the outcome of scenario sessions vadpen-ended scenarios tend to results in a
wider variation of stories while closed scenarios ore detailed by nature. Critics argue that
even though scenarios constructed by potentiakusfathe new product might seem reliable, the
stories can be based on misconceptions and cantagalistic assumptions about the context and
performed tasks if not empirically grounded withtfier data (Grudin and Pruitt, 2002).

The scenarios are often generated through the fufecas groups, workshops, interviews or
brainstorming sessions and they can be used duonivgt of the design process. The use of
scenarios is often a first step to procure requir@s from stakeholders (Preeekal., 2007).
Usability testing of prototypes, plus and minusreg®s to enable discussion or potential pros
and cons of a future product or as an early deadivity to find potential solutions is three
activities where scenarios might be a fruitful @tyi (Badker, 2000).

2.4.2 Personas

Personas are archetypes of potential users andicomry specific and detailed descriptions of

hypothetical users, this is a way of tackling thelylem of designers designing for themselves or
based on assumption, the persona gives the desigmeathing concrete to relate to and can be
seen as a mediator for communication (Cooper, 1998 description of the persona should be
detailed, very specific and not idealized, to kéepealistic. In most cases one persona isn't

enough, although it might be beneficial to choorse primary persona that represents a larger
part of the target group (Preesteal, 2007).

Although the use of personas is intended to giv@gders something very concrete to relate to
during the design process, Blomquist and Arvola0@thighlights the danger of separating the
creation of personas from the rest of the desigregss, this might lead to designers not fully
embracing the use of personas and neglecting tthaggersonas for what they were intended. At
the other end of the continuum is the designer ¢hatraces the use of personas to the extreme
by replacing other user centered methods and arpioduct evaluations needed to empirically
ground data (Grudin and Pruitt, 2002).
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3. Theoretical framework

In order to help plan the study and act as guiddhosugh observations and data analysis a
theoretical framework was created based on thealitee findings related to traditional and
virtual settings for user involvement in a Livinglh setting.

3.1 User Involvement in Living Lab

The ability to involve users and partners over tisman important part of all Living Lab settings.
This also requires a setting that enables the toske spontaneous (CoreLab, 2007a), and to let
the users take part of the innovation process ein twn terms (Stahlbrost, 2008). This clearly
relates to what kinds dfexibility in interactionthat is available to the user taking part in the c
creative innovation process and how well thesesyenteraction enable the user to be a part of
the process on their own terms. This theme is éspemteresting when comparing a virtual
setting to a traditional setting, since a tradiibsetting might offer spontaneity and realism in
shape of face to face meetings at specific timdsjewa virtual setting; dependent on its
composition of groupware (Baecket al. (1995) might offerflexibility in interaction and
spontaneity.

The ability to involve the users over time and logiit own terms is also associated with resources
and planning. Activities in a traditional settirgguire quite a lot of planning in shape of getting
in touch with all participants and scheduling thiemspecific events, and resources in terms of
room-hire, refreshments, and travel costs (Blebal, 2001). This puts pressure on both the
facilitator of the activities and the user. Thetwdl setting offers completely different types of
interaction based on how it is planned and caroigt] which makeglanning and executioof

the activity an important aspect of user involvetiera Living Lab.

To successfully include users in a co-creative vation process a setting that stimulates
discussion and creativity is required. In a focusug this is achieved by goagtoup dynamic
andgovernancef the group (Blooet al, 2001). The group dynamics is highly dependerthen
group’s composition, it is important that the papgants are diverse enough to stimulate
discussion and creativity while avoiding too caetfhig views (Blooret al, 2001). The governing
or guiding the participants is an important tashk ifocus group, done in an effort to both keep the
participants on track (Preeet al, 2007; Nielsen, 1997) while trying to avoid thiaé group is
being dominated by overly influential participaBoor et al, 2001). It is not uncommon that
methods for idea and concept generation are incatgub in the focus group to further enhance or
tap into the participants’ creativity; examples thfs can be seen in terms of methods like
brainstorming and scenario building.

Reichwaldet al. (2004) define the three different levels of cdnition from users in a co-
creative innovation process as decision, inforrmasiod creation activities. They further identify
four different kinds of users: intuitive, pro, freean and nerd (figure 2), based on their
familiarity with application and object knowledg®ther authors defines users by otlser
characteristics such as Von Hippel (1986) who introduce the tdgad user”, and Eason (1987)
who base his definitions of primary, secondary gmtiary users on how close relation the users
have to a system. Regardless of what definitiah@sen, the choice of users and type of activity
will reflect on what kind of contributions that ieing made. This makes it important to reflect
over the purpose of the activity, what kinds ofrage involve and what the desired result of the
activity is. Therefore it is important to keeger characteristicand types of activities in mind
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while selecting which participants and methods diger involvement to incorporate in the
innovation process.

The desired result of an activity also reflectskoec what the actual activities are supposed to
deliver. The aim of a focus group is to create tirgethat stimulates discussion (Bloer al.,
2001). While methods such as scenario building r@lar2000) and personas (Cooper, 1999)
both aim to produce concrete scenarios that sh@wvtdas use of a product or service and
archetypes of potential users, both have very miistcharacteristics. Since scenarios and
personas are dependent on the details of thesaot@astics (Carroll, 2000; Cooper, 1999), the
quality of contributionmight prove to be an important factor to take intmsideration when
comparing the use of methods in different settings.

s ™

Theme: Indicated by: Source:

Flexibility in Interaction | Interactions available to participants. Corelab, 2007a; Stahlbrost, 2008;
Baecker et al., 1995; Bloor et al., 2001

Planning and Execution | Ease of planning and executing the activity. Bloor etal., 2001
Group Dynamic Group composition and flow of discussion. Bloor etal., 2001
Governance Ease of governing or guiding activities. Preece et al., 2007; Nielsen, 1997;

Bloor etal., 2001

User Characteristics The characteristics of participating users. Von Hippel, 1986; Eason, 1987,
Reichwald et al., 2004;

Quality of Contribution | Level of detail of what is being contributed. Carroll, 2000; Cooper, 1999

Figure 4: Theoretical framework over user involvern@ a Living Lab.
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4. Research Approach

Qualitative methods are common within the socigremes to aid researchers in studying social
and cultural phenomena in contrast to quantitativethods that enable studies of natural
phenomena (Myers, 1997). Qualitative research nasthelp the researcher to understand social
and cultural contexts, an understanding that Igrgelost when textual data is quantified. The
comparison between two different settings, as bdomge in this study, could possibly have been
done by an attempt to compare quantified data. fEsearcher however chose to carry out a
qualitative study, based on the assumption thati#tte required to address the problem statement
mainly is generated through observations of santakactions, and that a qualitative analysis of
the data would be more insightful than an analgsiquantified data, since the object of study
were how activities in two different settings occdmother way to address the problem statement
would have been an interview study with Living Laactitioners and users with experience of
virtual settings in the early stages of the innmratprocess, but since there is not much
experience within the Living Lab field related tiotual settings this was not an option.

Research is always based on an underlying assumakiout what can be considered as valid
research, to be able to fully adapt a research adetht is important to know what these
assumptions are (Myers, 1997). Chua (1986) idestithree different paradigms of qualitative
research based on the underlying philosophy: pasitiinterpretive and critical. Myers (1997)
argue that the interpretative researcher in thermétion system field typically tries to
understand the context of the information systexh faow it effects and is affected by process
and context. The interpretative paradigm therefoovides a good foundation for observing and
understanding the processes such as idea and ¢@ecegation in different context.

The selected research method for the study presénthis paper can therefore best be described
as a qualitative interpretive study investigatinge tuse of methods for idea and concept
generation in a traditional and a virtual settib¢dalmstad Living Lab [1].

In order to build an understanding regarding Livlraps, user involvement and traditional and
virtual settings for user involvement a study ofared literature was carried out. The study
resulted in a theoretical framework (figure 4) ciavg themes related to user involvement in
traditional and virtual settings in a Living Labh& framework was used as a guide for planning,
observations when collecting data and during dagdyais. The data collection took place during
four focus groups; three of them took place inaditional setting with face to face meetings and
one of them took place online in a virtual settisgpported by the use of a web content
management system (WCMS). The purposes of the fogousps for the study were to utilize
methods were users could be involved. The focuspgrdn a traditional setting were carried out
first, to provide guidance for how to incorporate tmethods and how to facilitate them in the
virtual setting.

4.1 Research Setting

The study was planned and executed at Halmstadd vab. As follows Halmstad Living Lab is
introduced and the two different settings usedrdutihe study are described.

Halmstad Living Lab [1] is a co-operation betweemnaltidisciplinary team of researchers,

partners from the industry and non-profit organara and is hosted by Halmstad University.
The focus of the Lab is to enhance the innovatimtgss for companies while providing value
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adding IT-innovations to the consumer. The Labuisantly operating within the healthcare and
media industry with several funded research prsjéldte models, methods and tools used in the
Lab covers user involvement in every step of theiation process and therefore concern both
the creation and validation of new innovations.

The first step of creating the two different segirused during the course of the study was to
decide what methods for idea and concept generaiocompare. The area of methods that
support idea and concept generation in a Living isalide, ranging from simple brainstorming
sessions, scenarios and personas to the use ofupec{Schumacher and Feuerstein, 2007).
Since the aim of the study was to compare the tisgethods in a traditional and virtual setting,
the methods of scenario building and personas sadeeted. This is due to the fact that they both
require interaction by the participants of the\atés to be constructed while also resulting in
something concrete that can be compared (i.e.direasio or persona being created by utilizing
the methods). It would also have been interestingptnpare methods such as brainstorming and
other idea generation activities. The comparisawéen the two settings would however have
involved estimations of how innovative or groundikieg the ideas were, something that would
have needed extensive research and experienca&ekhstep was to create the actual settings to
compare.

4.2.1 The Traditional Setting

A common way of involving users in a collaboratfashion in development is by the use of face
to face activities such as workshops or focus gso(ipreece, Rogers and Sharp, 2007).
Traditional focus groups, where the participanteimg at the same place and at the same time
were therefore selected to represent a traditiseiting. The face to face focus groups where the
scenarios and personas were created was carrigdd autonference area setting, supported by
whiteboards and secluded areas where participasutd dorm smaller groups and discuss
without interfering the other participants.

Since focus groups were selected as the settimgstimportant that the composition of the focus
group could be said to represent a valid focus grdeocus group participants are often
purposively picked to match a predefined backgrocimaracteristic, this is also often the most
important characteristic (Bloaet al., 2001). To form representative focus groups withrst
backgrounds, users from Halmstad Living Labs netvafrend-users were contacted and used to
form two groups. Since the shared backgrounds redtthe purpose of the specific focus
groups, they could be seen as valid representatitiogus groups.

4.2.2 The Virtual Setting

The most important requirement kept in mind whigeiding how to set up the virtual setting was
that it had to be able to support both the abititythe Living Lab to involve users over time to

support continuity while also offering a lot of Xibility and freedom to individual users. This

made online conferencing or other types of groupvtaat only support real time communication
and collaborations insufficient. Instead the chdaleupon a community platform in shape of a
WCMS. To provide cost efficient alternatives foeating the virtual setting and to promote
openness, the three market leaders in open-sou@d3IVShreves, 2008), Drupal, Joomla and
Wordpress were examined further. All three provedbe valid options for the purpose of
involving users in a co-creational innovation psxeaince they all provided flexible tools for
interaction and content creation in shape of supfwoordifferent kinds of groupware. Finally
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Drupal [4] was selected due to the ease of admiatigh and customization through its modular
structure.

Drupal modules [5] that supported synchronous ayth@ronous remote communication were
then used to create an environment that enabled trs¢ake part in the focus groups on their
own terms. Most of the modules used were core nesduhese modules allowed for basic
content creation, content management and interagtishape of forums, comments, messaging
and polls and is part of the basic Drupal inst@tatTo further customize the platform a couple
of external modules were added and modified to len@al time chat between participants and
submission forms to support the creation of perso@mad scenarios. Drupals administration
panels allowed for basic customization and admatistn of themes, modules, languages, and
users but also an overview of user activity onplagform.

At first it seemed like a good idea to use the séonas group participants in both the traditional
and virtual setting. Since this would have made shat the participants all had the same user
characteristics. However this would have meant étlathe participants would have had prior
experience of creating scenarios and personashwinabably would have ended up skewing the
result of the study. Therefore a new set of pardiots were selected. While selecting the
participants for the virtual setting an additioshbracteristic came into play, computer literacy.
This since computer literacy might end up affectiognme participants’ ability to participate in
activities carried out online (Bloaet al, 2001; Nielsen, 1997). The participants for thénen
focus group were then purposively selected basedbamkground experience and computer
literacy to create a well rounded group with corgpliteracy ranging from high to low.

4.2 Data Collection

To provide sufficient data for analysis four foay®ups were carried out, three in a traditional
setting and one in a virtual setting. Data was gya&th during the focus groups in the traditional
setting by use of video, photos, audio recordings @otes taken during the focus group. All of
the activities also resulted in deliverables inpghaf sheets of papers with the generated personas
and scenarios, which was photographed or digitieedtorage. This provided a comprehensive
collection of data that could be used in a latagstfor further analysis.

Traditional setting Virtual setting

Focus group for scenario building Online focus group for scenario building
Three hour long evening activity. | and persona creation
Online activity running for five days.

Focus group for persona creaton 1 |
Three hour long evening activity.

Focus group for persona creaton 2 I
Three hour long evening activity.

Figure 5: Focus groups carried out in a traditiorahd virtual setting.
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The focus group for scenario building in a traditib setting took place within the Secure at
Home — Living Lab project, a VINNOVA funded researoject carried out by Halmstad Living
Lab. The focus group was organized as a three loogr activity on the 1% of October 2008
where a business representative from Free2Move B §Mcialized on wireless communication
met seven primary users between the ages of 2 tgedrs old representing five different
sporting communities. The focus group was organiaed executed by three representatives
from Halmstad University. The researchers role rduthis activity was to help organizing and
moderating the scenario building activities whildlecting data. The practical purpose of the
activity was to generate ideas about how the basiman develop and tailor an ICT product
using Bluetooth technology to enable wireless comigation for sporting practitioners.

The two focus groups for persona creation in aiticachl setting took place within the Secure at
Home — Smart Locks project carried out at Halmdfizthg Lab. The Secure at Home — Smart
Locks project was also a VINNOVA funded project lwitne of the objectives to support and
empower elderly people by the creation of ICT sEsiand products. Seven primary users
between the ages of 50 to 60 years old were, dih@docus groups tasked to create personas
representing primary and secondary users. Botheofdcus groups were organized and executed
by the researcher. The first focus group took ptatéhe 18 of November 2008, and the second
focus group took place two weeks later, on tH& @4November.

The focus group for scenario building and persaeaton in a virtual setting took place using a
customized WCMS. The purpose of the focus group twagenerate scenarios and personas
related to the use of e-newspapers, an area relatéde Media IT [6] group at Halmstad
University and the UbiMedia project [7]. During thecus groups the nine participants between
the ages of 20 and 35 were asked to create andsdigmersonas for e-newspaper users and
possible scenarios describing the use of e-newspde focus groups were organized as
ongoing activities spanning from May' 60 May 10", during this period of time all participants
were free to log in and take part of the focus groaterial whenever they wanted to.

‘Guide till webbplatsen

Halmstad Living Lab

Hem

Esbjérn E-papper och e-papperstidningar
Information: Elektroniskt papper, eller e-papper ar en teknik som ar tankt att harma hur vanligt black pS papper fungerar.
valkommen! 1 kontrast till en vanlig bildskarm som anvander en bakomliggande ljuskalla for att Sterge text och bilder s3
fungerar ett elektroniskt papper ungefar som ett vanligt papper och kan visa text och bilder under I3nga

Vad ar e-papper ach A
tidsperioder utan att pappret drar nagon elektricitet.

e-papperstidningar?

Personas & scenarios
Diskutera:
E-pappersforum
Scenarioforum
Skapa:
Persona
Scenario
Chatta
Mitt kanto
Nya inldgg

Logga ut

E-papper anses vara lattare och mer avslappnande for 6gonen att lasa pd an en vanlig bildskarm, detta beror
bland annat p3 den statiska bilden och texten som inte behaver uppdateras hela tiden som p3 en vanlig
bildskarm. Tekniken &r fortfarande under utveckling, den &r b3de I5tt och stryktdlig i dagsliget men saknar
bra fargatergivning. Nar det galler papprets kontrast s3 kan det liknas vid en smutsig dagstidning i nuldget
(2008), men detta ar ndgot som standig farbattras och de e-papper som tas fram idag har redan battre
kontrast.

Figure 6: Screenshot showing the platform usedrduthe online focus group.
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All data generated through the use of the web CM#hd the focus groups in the virtual setting
was saved in a database with timestamps. Delivesdhl shape of personas and scenarios were
saved in the database as well to provide easy sidtesg analysis. During the focus groups the
researcher also took notes continuously.

4.3 Data Analysis

When dealing with qualitative analysis of datastimportant to reach a balance between a
systematic approach to analyze the data and mu{€ornford and Smitherson, 2006). This can
be seen to represent the two different sides obrtirmuum while dealing with analysis of
qualitative data, where a middle ground is prefkiiremost cases. There is also a danger that
techniques used for content analysis leads to amlyowsystematic process with a focus on
specific words or wordings which might produce atalition of the data dependent on how
respondents utilize their vocabularies. To minimikze risk of this kind of data distortion the
researcher made memos during the activities tottedprocess of analysis in a later stage.
Memos can be a good way of summarizing what you atid how you did it, while also
containing hunches and ideas of the meaning odatee you collect (Myers, 2009).

There are many different ways of analyzing andrpreging qualitative data, each and all of them

with different prerequisites and uses, themes @wméxe and analyze can either be uncovered
through examining the data or by theoretical swidiyers, 2009). To aid the process of

analyzing the data from the traditional and virteattings the researcher therefore decided to
adapt parts of the theoretical framework uncovelgihg the literature study (figure 4).

For the purpose of analysis during the study a &ep coding model inspired by Myers (2009)
six step coding model were created. Myers modekists1 of sampling, identifying themes,
building codebooks, marking texts, constructing e®endtesting modelsThe model seemed
very rigorous and robust and is meant as a framefeorhow to analyze qualitative data. In this
case however, the gathered data isn't limited terurew material and large portion of it is based
upon observations, which made some of the stepdygrs model not fit for the purpose of the
analysis carried out during this study. As follothe four steps inspired by Myers model that
were carried out during the analysis in this stwill/be described in detail.

Theme: Indicated by:

Flexibility in Interaction | Interactions available to participants.

Planning and Execution | Ease of planning and executing the activity.

Group Dynamic Group composition and flow of discussion.

Governance Ease of governing or guiding activities.

Quality of Contribution | Level of detail of what is being contributed.

Figure 7: Themes used during analysis.

Identification of themes: During the first step of the analysis the thertiet were of interest
during observation and data analysis were idedtifldhis was made during the literature review
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in the beginning of the study that resulted in theoretical framework (figure 4). All of the
themes in framework seemed to apply for both oladeEms and analysis except user
characteristics. The user characteristics thenhe smemed to apply for when actually planning
the activities. This phase resulted in a framewaskd for analysis (figure 7). The use of the
theoretical framework could be seen both as a gisidéne researcher during observations, but
also as a way to strengthen the reliability ofghedy. If someone were to replicate or carry out a
similar study, the theoretical framework would deaihe researcher to both know what to focus
on during observations and also while analyzingdifta.

Sampling: After carrying out the observations during theu®groups in the traditional and
virtual setting the data that had been collectedevpgepared during the sampling phase. This
included gathering and organizing notes of obs@mat video and audio recordings and the
received scenarios and personas.

Marking texts: To enable the marking of relevant findings, thenthe from the framework used
for analysis were used to identify relevant obsiowna from the activities. During this phase the
audio and video material were compared to the notade during the focus groups while
complementary notes were being made based on neimdis. The notes were then color coded
based on their corresponding theme to enable aereasnparison. Findings from the audio and
video recordings were then transcribed. Some ofitliings were also hard to categorize since
they bordered between several different themeghase cases the findings were allowed to
belong to several different themes.

Comparison of themes. The marked up material made a comparison betwkdheathemes
possible, this enabled the researcher to discamglagties and differences regarding what are
gained and what are lost between the two settilgsome cases it was very easy to spot
similarities and differences between themes, ssctiha@ case diexibility in interactionwere it
was easy to judge how the participants interacten| how they chose to interact by just
observing. While other themes, suchgasup dynamicgproved to be harder, in these cases the
researcher had to rely on “gut feeling”. This mdkle researchers ability to judge and draw
conclusion a critical part of both observation amalysis. After the comparison key quotes from
the collected data were then used to illustrateifsogint findings in the different settings.

All in all, some significant changes were made tgeké six step model to better reflect this
study, the stepsuilding codebooksand identify themeswere merged and replaced by
identification of themeg:urther modifications to the model were made Imamingconstructing
modelsto theme comparisorMyers (2009) describes tlenstruction of modelas “involves
identifying how the themes, concepts, beliefs agltblviors are linked to each other”. This is also
what is being done during theeme comparisqgrthe reason of the change of name was just to
better reflect this study.
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5. Findings

The analysis will illustrate a comparison betweaa traditional and virtual setting based on the
theoretical framework used during the data colbectind the analysis.

5.1 Planning and Execution

The number of participants in a focus group norynadiries between six and eight (Blagtral,
2001). The amount of participants sometimes makesrplicated to set dates for the focus
group in the traditional setting and a lot of tiileespent just trying to find the same opening in
everyone’s schedules. This was also the reasonalttye activities in the traditional setting
were held in the evenings. In comparison, it washmeasier to schedule participants for the
focus group in a virtual setting, since they capilah their own involvement during the five day
long activity.

Focus groups in virtual settings tend to be cheapdrmore resource efficient than focus groups
in a traditional setting since equipment, refreshtsieroom hire and travel costs that are vital for
a traditional setting can be replaced by a muclapéevirtual setting (Blocet al, 2001). This is
also true to some extent in the comparison of thaal and traditional setting during this study.
Both the traditional and virtual setting requiredo& of planning. In the traditional setting,
presentations and activities had to be prepareodrddgind and the conference rooms had to be
scheduled. Due to the activities being held dutiregevenings, making it so that participants had
to skip dinner in order to make it on time to tloghaties, light refreshments and coffee had to be
provided. The virtual setting also demanded a fgbreparations, most in terms of configuring
and customizing software and setting up the platfovhich in some cases were very time
consuming because of necessary coordination wiHTtstaff that ran the servers utilizing the
WCMS platform.
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5.2 Flexibility in Interaction

The two different settings offered very diverse si@y communicating and interacting between
the participants; in the traditional setting thetiggpants were limited to synchronous co-located
interaction, also referred to as face-to-face adton. While the virtual setting enabled the
participants to interact with each other using gweare, supporting both synchronous and
asynchronous remote interaction (table 1).

Table 1: Types of interaction in the virtual anaditional setting

Traditional setting Virtual setting
Synchronous Face to face interaction Real-time chat
Asynchronous Forums, Comments, E-mail, Site-wide
messaging, Submission forms.

The interaction between the participants in alth&f focus groups in the traditional setting took
place in two forms, large group discussions whérpaaticipants were present, and teamwork in
smaller groups. All of the focus groups in the ftiadal setting started out with a group
discussion around a conference table, where theireye agenda was presented and discussed.
The idea and concept generation took place intibpes of teamwork with two to four members,
each group relocated into more secluded areas wheyecreated personas and built scenarios.
The work was then presented by the participangshbig group discussion towards the end of the
evening where everything was summarized.

Figure 9: Persona creation in traditional setting.

In the virtual setting, all material regarding tfeeus groups agenda and how to communicate
with other participants was presented on the freege the first time they logged in. The
presentational material contained informationaltgeinspirational videos and links to other
online sources with more information. The partiagzawere then able to interact with other
participants. They could use private messages artirae chat to talk to one another and the
focus group leader. The forums provided a spacdlifgussions, and to supply the ability to
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comment on previous posts or personas and scenaiidsh were submitted by a form. Even
though they were given all these options, the @gents seemed to favor asynchronous forms of
communication and used this to comment and discu®e forums. Very few of them used the
real time chat or private messaging. On the racagions where someone did use the chat, it was
to ask the facilitator for guidance:

Joakim: “l would like to see more examples of sciEsi

Facilitator: “Oh okay, I'm on it”

Facilitator: “There you go, there is a couple ofaamples in the scenario forum”
Joakim: “Oh, taking a look at them”

Joakim: “Okay, so the purpose is to use persondkérscenario? :)"

Facilitator: “You can use personas, yourself or foyamuch any fictional character; do
what serves the purpose best”

The participants were very straight to the poird atways kept to the topic of the focus group in
the chat. In contrast to this the participantshe traditional setting were very conversational
during the breaks between the activities where thene also served coffee and refreshments.

Towards the end of the first focus group for peesoreation in the traditional setting some of the
participants mentioned that they felt a bit presduand stressed during the focus group. They
also clarified that this wasn’t caused by the latkime since they felt that they wouldn’t have
been able to improve their personas even if theyewgés/en more time. Instead they explained
that their stress was caused due to a lack of tinmeflect, because they didn’'t want to rush the
work with the personas. None of these issues wergioned during the activities in the virtual
setting. In relation to this, Bloat al, (2001) argues that focus groups in virtual sgftinften
encourage reflection, since participants are abldet opinions and information from other
participants sink in before contributing. This cperhaps be illustrated by some of the very
detailed contributions and commentary made by gipdits in the virtual setting.

The flexibility in interaction possibilities in theirtual setting also made it possible for the
participants to plan their own schedule of when lao@ to contribute. The virtual setting gives
time for reflection, since the participants werdeato log on and share their thoughts without
being bound to a specific time. This contrastshi traditional setting where the activities are
organized into a specific order on the agendasgikaific time and date, restricting any flexibility
of schedule or reflection. The participants of Wiréual setting didn’'t seem to favor any specific
time of day to log on; there was activity from gariorning until late night.

Focus groups in a virtual setting have been ciididue to requirements of computer literacy
and familiarity with the virtual setting used asredium (Blooret al, 2001). The computer
literacy requirement might end up in a skewed dismn due to an over representation of
contributions by those with high computer litergBjoor et al, 2001; Nielsen, 1997). The notion
that computer literacy affects contribution in @agve way was not supported by this study. On
the contrary, participants with low computer lieyaontributed a lot, and in some cases more so
than participants with high computer literacy.
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5.3 Group Dynamic

A strong reason for organizing a focus group igéoerate discussions and ideas that might not
have been uncovered in a different setting (Bletoal, 2001; Preecet al, 2007). Many of the
group discussions in both the traditional and watsettings proved to illustrate how ideas were
generated in this fashion, and how participantevedrle to discuss each other’s misconceptions.
This was exemplified in the traditional setting bye discussion that arouse regarding the
misconception of how female immigrants live. Theitowas brought up during a discussion
about the lack of ethnical diversity in the persoti@at were created during the first focus group.
The facilitator introduced the idea of creating tmew personas, and possibly giving them a non-
native Swedish background. This stirred up a dsoasabout immigrants and almost all of the
focus group members participated. It was obviouat tthe members had very different
experiences of immigrants:

The men have had better opportunities than the wonhe women have often stayed at
home while the men went to work.

Some of the participants in the background noddetagreed while a few others continued to
discuss the situation, and how favorable it woukdtb create the two new personas to add
diversity. Suddenly one of the women objected wery loud manner, it was clear that she didn't
agree with what everyone had to say:

No, it's not like that at all, the new immigrantgho came here after the war in the former
Yugoslavia, it wasnt the same situation at allnna@d women, everyone was working, it’s
a big difference...

Most parts of the group agreed and made smalliadditvhile the woman continued her story
about the life of an immigrant in Sweden. At thel ef the discussion all of the focus group
members agreed on the importance of including passaith an immigrant background, and the
importance of not turning them into stereotypes.

Similar discussions were seen in the virtual sgftiflustrated by the scenario where one
participant suggested the use of e-paper devicanddical care (table 2). The scenario lacked a
lot of depth in terms of detail, but proved to be excellent catalyst for discussion about the
applicability of e-paper devices in a medical seiti

Table 2: Scenario from the virtual setting.

Scenario name Getting diagnosed by the doctor.

User and context Who: Géran, 73 years old.
Where: At the retirement home.
When: Afternoon.

Description He uses his device to send pictures of his badoégs doctor. The
doctor diagnoses him and sends a recipe for mediorGorans e
paper device.

The scenario was submitted by an anonymous patitipnd posted on the forum by the
facilitator to promote further discussion. The tfijomment received was very detailed and
claimed that it was impossible for a doctor to diege something just by looking at a picture.
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This was soon met by another comment with suggestim how the scenario in question could
be improved to be more realistic:

It would be possible to discuss potential medicittehtment and side effects with the
doctor though? Like, describing symptoms that aeafter taking medicine?

In the end they agreed that it would be more pldedio use the device just for the purpose of
receiving prescriptions for medicine, the actualgtiosis was something that no e-paper device,
no matter how good, could help out with:

This is a good idea, but sadly it's not somethingt tyou would be able to carry out by
using an e-paper device. To diagnose someone thraugamera has a lot of flaws. The
doctor basically has to touch the patient to beeatadl diagnose him [...] It is however a
neat idea to use the device to ask other doctarshfgir opinion or to send and receive
electrical recipes.

This also relates to group composition, since aigogroup has to have sufficient diversity to
encourage discussion (Bloet al, 2001). The above-mentioned discussions cledrbyvshow
the participants were able to discuss and sharegttte based on their diverse background
experiences and knowledge.

The level of commitment was in general very hightlwe traditional setting, which can be
illustrated by how excited many of the participamtere when it came to presenting their
personas and scenarios, in some cases they algersed to fight over who was to present a
scenario or persona and often ended up taking:turns

Eva: “We were talking about a small diode.”

John: “Number three was..”

Eva: “When, But that doesn' really matter.”

John: “That’s pretty irrelevant.”

Eva: “It's more or less around the clock, given deant climb that much during the night,
not that often at least.”

John: “We were talking about a small diode.”

Eva: “We saw the benefits of using a small diods fftou can turn on while using it during
the night.”

John: “You communicate continuously, and then yanurn into problems ... open
communication is important in a situation like tfiat

Eva: “In a situation like that you want full duplé

This was also exemplified in the persona creatau$ group in a traditional setting where the

participants ended up collaborating to create pasavith shared backgrounds, something that
they weren't supposed to do. One participant, whaiausly was very excited over the idea of

merging the personas backgrounds, asked the folpwguestion to make sure that this

collaboration wouldn't ruin the applicability ofdélpersonas created by the group:

Can Abir be related to Ali? Is that possible? Beszau have been talking to Anna [a

participant from the other group], and | think wearc work this out [merging the
background of the personas], wouldnt that be fun?
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It was interesting to see that all the participamése interested in putting down extra work to
make this collaboration work.

The nature of the virtual setting makes it impogsito judge how emotionally invested
participants are when commenting, discussing omgiting personas and scenarios, but the level
of detail put into many of the comments and contiins indicated that the participants in
general were very committed to the activity. Thecdssions on the forums were often very
relaxed and the participants were often sharing tven experiences in a casual manner:

| subscribe to Sydsvenskan (damn good paper) dike fthat it often comes in at least
three parts. During the weekends it is often faufite parts with different content. My
family subscribed to it while | grew up and peopé&ver fought about the different parts.
Apart from that it is excellent to use when firiqg the stove!!!

The dynamic between the participants in both sgdtBeemed to be good; the part where the two
settings really differed were in terms of how muthe the participants spent discussing and
interacting together. It is hard to put a numbehow many discussions there were or how deep
they were, since the two settings presented védigrent ways to interact. However, it is obvious
that the participants in the traditional settingerspmore time discussing together while also
covering more topics.

5.4 Governance

During a focus group it can often be a hard taskte facilitator to keep the discussion on track
(Nielsen, 1997). Planning the introduction in theual setting was very efficient in this sense,
and it also made it impossible for other particigato interfere or influence when information
was to be presented to the group. Due to the asynmots nature, the information was presented
to the participants in the shape of text and vidaaing the traditional settings participants often
asked questions, which in some cases brought thieipant or facilitator to stray off topic. An
example of how hard it can be for the facilitatoisteer a traditionally set discussion is illustdat
by the rather dominant business representativengluhie scenario building focus group, which
focused too much on limitations, thus possibly iy the later discussions. To steer away from
this focus the facilitator repeatedly tried askiegding questions without being too blunt:

But you [the business representative] will be ablsort this out, right?

This didn’t really help, and the focus on limitat®continued. Despite the unwanted focus, the
presentation resulted in a very fruitful discussregarding possible uses of wireless devices.
This discussion, often filled with technical termiogy was also very detailed:

You would want full duplex between the two of U [to-climber] while having a

connection at hold between the rest [of the climbgr.] He will be able to see that we
have radio contact, digital radio contact [...] lso want to see who I'm able to get in
touch with and if they are outside my reach oradio shadow, or if | can get in touch with
someone else within my reach [...] the diodes shthén clearly illustrate who I'm able to

get in touch with or not. It might be differentséds or colors with different meanings, |
also want GPS localization.

To support discussion in the traditional setting thcilitator made summaries on the whiteboard
to help the participants get perspective on what teging discussed, in a similar manner the
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facilitator in the virtual setting posted summaridgliscussions and contributions being made by
participants on a daily basis on the virtual platfs login page (figure 10). The virtual platform
also enabled the facilitator to send out summahbgse-mail to encourage participants to
contribute to the focus group.

Foérsta dagen avklarad Redigera  Spdra

9 - 10:17 — Esbjérn
Nu ar forsta dagen avklarad av v3r natbaserade fokusgrupp, tycker vi f3tt till lite spannande diskussioner an
58 lange i e-pappersforumet vilket jag tycker verkar lovande. Dessutom har ni redan skapat ett par valdigt

vilgjorda personas som gr att kika p3 i scenarioforumet. Skulle vara kul om ni nu provade pd att skapa ett
par scenarios ocks3 @)

P . 2 . =
Angaende e-bokslasare sa l3ste jag om amazons nya version av sin e-bokslasare | en recension pa wired.
Tycker den verkar valdigt lovande Sven om den hade lite sm3 brister, dessutom var den valdigt tunn och fin!

Hade lite diskussioner kring scenarios och personas igar och kom p3 ett ypperligt exempel som kan visa b3de
hur man kan anvanda personas, samtidigt som det kan ge lite inspiration till scenarioskapandet. Fdljande tre
olika personas skapades fir ett projekt kallat ubimedia som &r tankt att beskriva tankbara framtida
mediatjdnster: Albin, Diana, Maria. I dessa fall ar det samma typ av produkt som designats fdr tre olika
personas, alla dessa tre personas skapades ursprungligen som en ganska tunn beskrivning p3 runt ett A4
papper och anvdndes sedan som potentiella anvandare fér produkten.

Lagg till ny kommentar

Figure 10: Example of a daily summary in the viftsetting.

The persona creation in a traditional setting wasied out by two small groups consisting of
three to four participants, the teamwork in smadiups seemed to be a good way to get people to
work together, but it also demanded governing tkersure that the groups were balanced out in
terms of creative participants. After the first decgroup for persona creation in the traditional
setting, the facilitator noticed that one of th@ups seemed to pay greater respect to details
based on the personas that were handed in:

While Lars stayed home with the kids he thoughttaabout the future and how new
technology can be utilized within homecare. Lars Alvays had a fear of getting blamed
for things that might happen when he’s workingrinetderly client's home. He has brought
up this anxiety to his superior but not gotten &gdback. He also feels that he is met by
suspicion by women towards him [as a man] and tuskw(Excerpt from the miscellanea
part about the persona Lars).

While the other group’s personas were a lot morelensed when it came to detail:

She has seen that webcams are used in Denmarknitompeople, and is interested to use
this technology to help her take care of her dégxcerpt from the miscellanea part about
the persona Greta).

To balance out this creativity, the facilitatorisplp the group of creative participants and made
them form groups with their less creative countdgpthe next time they worked together. This
seemed to be a good initiative since it appeatez bioth of the groups were able to generate
personas with a high level of detail. In comparjghere was no easy way to organize teamwork
like that in the virtual setting. The virtual satfi however, enabled the facilitator to keep traick
the last login of the participants, statistics tbatild be used to send out e-mail to motivate less
active users to be more active.
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5.5 Quality of Contribution

In the traditional setting every single participgeemed to contribute to a high degree when it
came to creating personas and scenarios. The loatidris were often made in shape of

collaborations between two to four participantsisTib no surprise since they more or less were
forced to work together in the face to face contbgttraditional setting provided. In contrast to

this, most of the contributions in the virtual segtcame from individuals, and even when they
did collaborate, it was always clear who the idad briginated from.

The quality in terms of detail varied a lot betwettre traditional and the virtual setting.
According to Carrol (2000) a scenario has five kbyaracteristics. During the course of this
study these characteristics were expressedhas where when what andhow The scenarios
that were received during the study usually hadied of these, although in some cases they
weren't all that detailed or were merged into eather. The participants in the traditional
submitted nine scenarios, all of them very detgjtatile 3).

Table 3: Example of a detailed scenario submitteitié traditional setting.

Scenario name Riding instructor out in the forest with pupils

User and context Who: Riding instructor.
Where: Out in the forest with young pupils.
When: During the daytime.

Description A riding instructor is out in the forest with a d@r group of younge
students training their horse riding skills duritige daytime. The
instructor is fairly young and is a bit nervous &ese she is
responsible for all the children’s well being. Themmunication
device helps the riding instructor to keep in toushh all the
children, having the ability to inform them abouytpaoaching cars
etc. It also makes it possible for the instructrhfive a dialogue
between her and the children. She also gets infgadback if one of
the students falls off a horse.

=

The participants in the virtual setting submittéx scenarios. The scenarios differed a lot in
terms of detail compared to the traditional settiiogir of them were very detailed and in some
cases even more detailed than the scenarios fretnatiitional setting, while two of them lacked

a lot of detail (table 2). These differences wdse aeen in the case of the personas generated in
the two settings.

Table 4: Example of a detailed Persona submittaad the traditional setting.

Per sona name Ali

Age 45 years old.
Occupation Previously worked as a bookstore manager in Iragy, &s a cabdriver.
Lifesituation Married to Fattma with three children. He livesttz¢ same street as Alils

mum. Ali has three siblings in the US and two ine8en. He works as ja
cabdriver with an irregular work schedule. Theiotwoungest children
were born in Sweden; the oldest sister was bofnaisp and has problen]
adjusting to the Swedish culture. She goes to Bigiool and wants t
integrate herself with the Swedish society. Ali wgaher to take care ¢

= U n
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grandma, something that she doesn't really warmtotoFattma works as
janitor at a school.

Interests

Both Fattma and Ali enjoys reading books both ire@sh and their nativ
tounge, although Fatmma has problem grasping trediStv language. Al
has less problem with this and enjoys reading Sstediooks and t
improve his Swedish. In his spare time he oftemdwihis two sons t
soccer practice. He's very active in his sons club

Life experience

The family escaped from Iraq and finally ended misiveden where the
eventually got a permit to stay, they are now Seleditizens.

Q

O Y =1

Miscellaneous

In his spare time he often socializes with his raotlwhile his daughter an
wife tend to her. Ali has often thought about opgnia bookstore i
Sweden to sell Arabic literature. Ali and Fattmesmmon interest is the
newly acquired colony lot where they grow vegetalaled flowers.

o

N

A persona is supposed to have enough detail to riredma pass as a “real” user; they are also
supposed to have “quirks” to make them seem lessdtlypical and more alive (Cooper, 1998).
The seven personas that were generated in thédredisetting were both very detailed and had
a lot of characteristics that made them seem lessaypical, this can be illustrated by when the
participants teamed up to create personas witledhzackgrounds (table 4).

Table 5: Example of a detailed Persona receiveigltine persona focus group.

Per sona name Pierre
Age 17 years old.
Occupation High school student.

Life situation

Pierre is studying natural science at high schidels single and live with
his mom and dad. It's a working class family living a small suburk
outside an average sized Swedish city. He doesimvetthool but isn't tha
popular. The school is starting to bore him andhas planned to take
break from the studies after he graduates.

D

a

Interests

Pierre’s favorite hobbies are his computer andnmged. He’s using th
computer to chat, play games and school work. @@se his moped to g
to school, in the future he wants to get a motdecyut he doesn’t mak|
any money and he’s not really interested in getangart time job or g
summer job. Pierre plays badminton and floor baltheweekend with
couple of friends from the neighborhood.

D
—

1SR ¢))

Life experience

Pierre only experience is from school, the compuated repairing hig
computer so far.

D

Miscellaneous

Pierre’s family isn’t religious and Pierre doesrgally see himself as
religious kind of guy, but when he’s facing a caatie he often prays t
some kind of undefined “higher being”.

The six personas generated in the virtual settiffgrdd a lot in terms of quality; some of the
personas were highly detailed (table 5), even rdetailed than the personas from the traditional
setting, while one them lacked sufficient detadlde used as a persona.
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6. Discussion

The problem statement of the study is definedHasv do virtual settings compare to traditional
settings when using methods for idea and conceprgéon in Living LabAlongside with the
purpose of investigating what is gained and whiigswhen using methods for idea and concept
generation in a virtual setting compared to a trawal setting in an effort to increase the
understanding of distributed tools in a Living L&is. follows the findings are now discussed in a
Living Lab perspective.

The ability to involve users throughout the innamatprocess is one of the most important
aspects of a Living Lab approach (CoreLabs, 200Bb)h of the settings examined during the
course of the study enable the participants taactewhile being creative and generating ideas
and concepts. These abilities are seen as two temgoiorms of contribution in a co-creative
innovation process (Reichwakt al, 2004). However, the two settings differed imtg of
flexibility concerning when and how the users wabée to contribute. In the traditional setting,
the participants of the focus group were limitedyochronous interaction in the same place. In
the virtual setting, however, the participants wieee to use both synchronous communication in
shape of real time chat and messaging, as weblyagxhronous forms of communication such as
forums and external messaging systems. The diffeseim terms of interaction abilities between
the two settings resulted in benefits and shortogsyithe rest of the discussion will therefore be
dedicated to address these differences and thécatiphs they might have for a Living Lab.

The strength of a focus group in a traditionalisgtis that it enables quick and efficient face to
face interactions between the users and is anlertelay of sparking creativity (Bloaat al,
2001). The participants in both settings seemebetaedicated and committed to the activities
they took part in. There were, however, fewer dbaotions of personas and scenarios in the
virtual setting and the participants also seemedddk more individually, although this is no
surprise. The nature of the traditional setting endichard to work alone; participants were more
or less forced to collaborate. The lack of teamwer& shortcoming of the virtual setting, since,
according to Blooet al. (2001) and Preecst al (2007), one of the reasons to organize a focus
group is because the interaction between the paatits might end up generating new ideas.
Based on this notion, less interaction could meas treative ideas, which is important from a
Living Lab perspective since it might have negdjiveffected the capability to innovate. As a
way to counter the lower amount of contributionsl &urther stimulate creativity in the virtual
setting, a plausible solution is to increase thewrhof users involved. Due to the scalability of
virtual settings, this would not affect the costgptanning. It does, on the other hand, mean that
more users have to be recruited. Another solutigghtrbe to add even more flexibility in terms
of how the users can interact in the virtual sgttin

The ability to steer or govern the group differedween the two settings. This is an important
part of organizing a focus group since a lack aflgnce, according to Nielsen (1997) and Bloor
et al. (2001) might ultimately skew the result of an atyi Both settings enabled the facilitator
to keep the group on track by summarizing actigitind promoting collaborations and
contribution. However, the traditional setting &k the facilitator to monitor the participants
work and directly answer questions before makiegraribution, which might prove to be useful
in terms of steering participants in the right diren. In contrast to this, the participants in the
virtual setting favored asynchronous interactionlevivorking; real time chat was rarely used.
The lack of direct feedback paths and ability tonitar the participants’ work in progress means
less control over the group for the facilitatortémms of governing abilities. The virtual setting,
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however, enables the facilitator to keep betterktran individuals, meaning that the facilitator
can spend more time on individuals that need melp than others, without addressing the
whole group.

In terms of planning and involving the user, thgnatironous nature of the virtual setting makes
it a lot more efficient in terms of involving theser throughout a whole innovation process; an
aspect highlighted by many authors as key for angivLab approach (CoreLabs, 2007b;
Schumacher and Feuerstein, 2007; Eriksstaal, 2005). The virtual setting made it very easy to
keep in touch with the participants over the doratf time. The users were also able to plan
their own involvement and participate on their arms; important aspects to fulfill in order to
further empower the users in a Living Lab settiBtahlbrost, 2008). The ability for the users to
plan their own time in the virtual setting also matleasier to plan and execute the activities for
the facilitator since the only prerequisite was #todlity to allocate enough time for the focus
group during the five day period the virtual seajtwas operating. Less time had to be spent
coordinating the participants’ schedules. In tl@as®, the virtual setting proved to add more in
terms of continuity, spontaneity and ability to diwe the users over time than in a traditional
setting.

As illustrated the virtual and traditional settibgth offer benefits to idea and concept generation
in a Living Lab. Does this necessarily mean tha bas to sacrifice the benefits that one setting
offer by strictly utilizing the other? No, certaynhot. The traditional setting of a focus group
offers a tried and tested milieu for gathering sderdiscuss and create together. While there is a
downside and inconvenience of availability and seaey proximity to the meeting, the ability to
carry out an activity like that can prove to beempimportant asset in terms of user involvement
in a Living Lab. In comparison to this the virtusatting offers a way to involve users over time,
without having to put a lot of strain on them inrrfoof travel times and ability to show up at
specific times. It enables a way of distributinfprmation to them and ways to contribute and
take part of the activities on their own terms,matter where they live. This enables the Living
Lab to reach out to a bigger community. By using setting to complement the other one can
reap the benefits of both. The virtual setting isffiime for reflection and an ability to involve a
wider spectrum of users in a flexible manner, $ioaknables the Living Lab to reach users that
might not have the resources or ability to devatetto activities in a traditional context. By
utilizing the virtual setting as a complement otegsion to the traditional setting the Living Lab
is also able to address and strengthen some afotieeprinciples (CoreLabs, 2007a) of a Living
Lab. It offerscontinuity by enabling user involvement over time while patdly empowering
the usersby involving them on their own terms, while thegdpér community offers a wider
diversity of users. The bigger community means dewiperspective in terms of users from
different cultures and contexts which improves thpability of creating realistic products for
realistic markets, strengthening both the pringopennessndrealism Finally, it also offers
spontaneityfor both all stakeholders in terms of the abitiytake part and be involved over time
in different activities through the innovation pess.

Looking back at the study, it is also importanhtghlight some of the improvements that could
be made to the method used to gather and analyaeldaas sometimes very hard to back up
findings with sufficient data from the observatiptize theme of group dynamics can be used to
illustrate the problem. For the observer it is ol if the dynamic in a group is good or bad, but
this is very hard to illustrate by just a few quoote a short description. In a scenario like that i
might be fruitful for a future researcher carryingt a similar study to use complementary
interviews with the users to gather more data wharmbe used to paint a richer picture.
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7. Conclusion

Compared to a traditional setting, virtual settindfer a lot of flexibility in terms of interaction
for both the Living Lab practitioners as well agiswho are involved in methods for idea and
concept generation. The price for this flexibility a lack of the fruitful discussions and
collaborations that might occur in a traditionatdao face setting. In turn, this could affect idea
and concept generation in a negative way. It is higder to govern the participants’ work in the
virtual setting due to the lack of real time intgran. Despite these drawbacks, a virtual setting
adds a lot of benefits for both the Living Lab piti@ner and participating users. The users gain a
lot of freedom, and are able to plan their ownipguation on their own terms. This also means
that the Living Lab is able to involve users frorbigger community, not bound to geographical
areas.

Therefore, this study concludes that both settatgs potential benefits to the practice and almost
seem inseparable at times. Thus, it is sugges&dtté virtual setting should be considered as an
extension or complement to the traditional settsgopposed to replacing it. If utilized in this
manner, the virtual setting has the potential tqo@wer both the users’ involvement in the
innovation process while also increasing the intisgacapabilities of the Living Lab in terms of
generating creative ideas and concepts from asbveser base.

This study also contributes to the ongoing reseerghrding how to best involve the user during
a co-creative innovation process and the useilsignte on this process. This by addressing how
virtual settings supported by distributed tools] #me flexibility that these tools offer to the yse
affect their ability to be a part of the innovatiprocess.

The contribution from this thesis should not bekkab upon as a definite truth for how virtual
settings compare to traditional settings in a Lgvirab, the scope of the study is too narrow for
this. It can, however, act as a valuable tool &flection upon potential benefits and drawbacks
regarding the use of virtual settings in co-craalonnovation processes.

To further extend this study and to deepen the nstaleding regarding the use of virtual settings
in innovation processes and Living Labs, the follaywresearch areas seem interesting based on
the findings during this study: The diversity obgpware and distributed tools available offers a
lot of flexibility in terms of customization andeation of virtual settings. How do different
virtual settings compare to each other when invgviisers in a co-creative innovation process?
It might also be fruitful to evaluate how virtuat8ngs compare to traditional settings during the
full lifecycle of a co-creative innovation process.
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