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Abstract

In this paper we turn to the field of innovation management and the use of metaphors to address the question: what kind of alternative metaphors and narratives have some open-innovation organizations introduced highlighting and fostering knowledge-intensive organizational change?  First we draw a comparative overview of characteristics of knowledge flows in general, that are specific for open innovation strategies, and that organizations want to highlight. Then we describe the use of metaphors by Philips, Pfizer, Chevron and RABO on their way towards open innovation strategies. Methodologically, the interpretation of the described metaphors will be based on a metaphor theory derived from the works of Joseph Campbell, Mircea Eliade, Carl Gustav Jung and Eugen Drewermann. Our analysis concludes by providing guidelines for necessary future research about the aptness of innovation metaphors for idea generation and knowledge creation. 
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Introduction

The incandescent light bulb, an invention that is nearly 130 years old, has been the metaphor for creativity, fresh thinking and innovation for decades.  Despite the longevity of this metaphor, the light bulb is still a vehicle for conveying bright and creative meanings.  Some experts question whether old and traditional metaphors still have potential to foster idea generation, and are looking for new metaphors to highlight and inspire knowledge-intensive organizational changes towards innovation, creativity and knowledge creation (Oech, 2009). Innovation strategists are anyway convinced that metaphors, stories and tangible cultural artefacts are important tools to effect change in the culture and values of an organization (Higgins & McAllaster, 2002).

In management theory and organizational literature, metaphors play an important role in conceptual representations of organizations (Grant & Oswick, 1996; Morgan, 1986; Lakoff & Johnson, 1999). Metaphor analysis of social capital in organizational theory, for example, provides a wide range of models in describing the relationships in organizations: relationships as contacts, as links, as ties and connections, as social paths, as networks, as channels, as resources (Andriessen & Gubbins, 2009). Contextual theories of organizational creativity and innovation reflect a growing awareness that innovation has become less dependent on the creativity of individuals; innovation is a process that is dependent on the basic orientation, motivation and context of the organization. It is dependent on resources that the organization makes available to support work in a domain targeted for innovation, and also dependent on management practices to challenge individuals and teams (Amabile, 1996; Amidon, 1997; Capella & Faggian, 2005; Casper & Van Waarden, 2005; Castells & Himanen, 2005; Ettlie, 2008; Friedman, 2005; Hendry, 2006; Liyanage et al., 2006; Sullivan, 1998; Gordon, 2002). 
Much has been written about creativity and innovation at an individual and team level as well as at a level of corporate culture and structural innovation (Liyanage et al., 2006; Sheridan, 1998; Jamrog et al., 2006; Nonaka et al., 2001; Krogh et al., 2000; Nonaka & Nishiguchi, 2001; Takeuchi, 2001). What is still lacking is research about how enterprises use new metaphors and metaphorical language to enhance innovation and value creation from knowledge and how they present these metaphors to the outside world, to employees, consumers, clients and stakeholders. As this is a vast and immense area of research, we limit our research scope to the use of metaphors by some ent erprises purposively aiming at open innovation strategies.  
Open innovation


There are many models of innovation, whether they be incremental or radical innovations (Stam, 2007; Casper & Van Waarden, 2005).  Annual rankings of the most innovative companies also demonstrate all types of innovation. There are technology innovators like BlackBerry Research In Motion Ltd. There are business model innovators, such as Virgin Group Ltd., which applies its hip lifestyle brand to operations such as airlines, financial services, and even health insurance. There are process innovators like Southwest Airlines Co (Foust, 3009). Many theories define innovation as the development and implementation of new ideas by people who over time engage in transactions within an institutional order. This interpretation of innovation focuses on four basic factors of innovation: a human problem of managing attention, a process problem in translating new ideas into good currency, a structural problem of managing part-whole relationships and a strategic problem of institutional leadership (Ven, 1986). Innovations begin with creative ideas, whether they are the successful development and implementation of new programmes, new products or new services (Amabile, 1996). Developing innovative ideas beyond their initial state depends partly on the characteristics of creative persons, it is also the social environment that influences a culture of innovation and entrepreneurship (Herzog, 2007). The various definitions of innovation, from divergent to open innovation, usually focus on the creativity of one or more individuals in an organization. Innovating is renewing and can take place around a product, a service or the way a company operates. It can be both a product or process improvement. To keep continuously innovating is essential for a market leader to stay competitive in the globalizing market. An innovation can be very simple or obvious and can also be very complex and difficult to realize. All innovation shares a common characteristic; it requires creative effort combined with careful and thorough consideration. 
Open innovation theory is an interesting area in which to explore the role of metaphor in organizational theorizing because the concept of relationships is predominant. Open innovation has been for many organizations a new paradigm since 2003. Key behavioural aspects of open innovation are networking, collaboration and corporate entrepreneurship with purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge (Chesbrough et al., 2006; Chesbrough, 2007; Chesbrough, 2006). Open innovation is primarily a process and part of an enterprise’s corporate culture, and less the creative effort of individuals. Open innovation is the use of purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge to accelerate internal innovation, and to expand the markets for external use of innovation. Open innovation presumes that enterprises can and should use internal and external ideas as well as internal and external paths to markets, to discover and realize innovative paths to markets. The development and marketing of new products and services is no longer constrained to the physical landscape of the enterprise. A comparison of the open-innovation model with the traditional, closed model of innovation highlights the following features: (elaboration based on (De Jong et al., 2008))
	Innovation as an open process
	Innovation as a closed system

	Ongoing involvement of outside world
	Result of complex interactions within the organization

	No longer the domain of internal R&D department
	Linear models of knowledge-related flows and stage-gate models of innovation

	Purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge
	Knowledge spillovers are essential

	Dependency and correlation with external resources (external R&D, IPR)
	Risk of internal institutional failures and framework deficiencies 

	Competent, mobile knowledge workers (besides R&D) and connectivity to external human resources.
	Internal human and social capital is a prerequisite for success. 


Successful closed innovation requires control of idea generation and idea protection. Specific for open innovation is  a strong dependency on the external world: users have become innovators and boundaries porous and permeable {Chesbrough, 2006 268 /id;Chesbrough, 2006 268 /id}. This altered state of affairs results in a new approach of managing knowledge towards generating and sharing knowledge instead of capturing and storing it only. Companies are moving from tightly controlled, proprietary systems to open organizations that need to cooperate with other organizations and customers in developing and refining ideas, services and products. Specific and characteristic for open innovation, as compared also to current styles of knowledge management, is that companies are moving from small scale collaboration, in which many actors can be seen as potential contributors to new knowledge{Hrastinski, 2009 283 /id} .    

Open innovation has so far been mainly discussed researched at a meso-level of organizational change and at a macro-level level of governmental policies (De Jong et al., 2008; Connecting Group, 2009). The transition from closed innovation to open innovation needs to be supported by a change in the innovation culture at a level of shared values, norms, practices and organizational metaphors (Herzog, 2007).  Research about the use of metaphors by open-innovation enterprises and necessary cultural changes, however, is still lagging behind.
Metaphors of open-innovation enterprises

For our analysis we describe the metaphors, used in public statements by four companies implementing open innovation strategies. These companies are: Philips, Pfizer, Chevron and Rabobank. We focused on their innovation strategies, as outlined in annual reports, vision statements and advertising – mainly recent activity from 2008 {2009 284 /id;Alexius Collette, 2008 183 /id;2009 285 /id;2009 286 /id;2009 287 /id}. Common to these companies is their communication as people-focused: organized around employees, customers and clients; aligning with people’s needs;  appealing to the sustainability of nature and earth. For our metaphor analysis we described the metaphors companies use in relation to the underlying depth metaphor. Subsequently we link the companies’ metaphors to the values, ideas and people’s needs that are highlighted in their public statements and reports. Our comparative analysis of metaphors, underlying depth metaphor, implied values and people’s benefits can be summarized as follows:

	
	Philips

	Pfizer
	Chevron
	Rabobank
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	Company’s metaphors (verbal and/or iconic)
	Radiant blue
Blue sky
	Radiant blue
Earth
Society,  People
	Radiant blue
Human energy
	Human individual
Circle

	Underlying depth metaphor
	Sky/Heaven
Light
Sun
	Sky/Heaven
Earth
	Fire
	Earth

	Values linked
	Love, Care, Sustainability and nature 
	Creating connections
	Advance human and economic progress

The power of human energy
	Local knowledge
Empowering people

	Ideas and people’s needs
	Bringing sense and simplicity to people

Light, sun improve  people’s lives
	Working together for a healthier world
	Delivering energy now; developing energy for the future


	Making a difference in improving the lives of people


Depth metaphors and their ability to inspire innovation

Our tool for interpreting depth metaphors is based on the work of Mircea Eliade, Carl Gustav Jung, Joseph Campbell and Eugen Drewerman (Campbell, 2008; Eliade & Apostolos-Cappadona, 1985; Eliade, 1985; Ellwood, 1999; Drewermann, 1993; Allen, 1978; Allen, 2002). These scholars draw heavily on cultural, religious, philosophical and psychological theories, implying the existence of a universal essence, a timeless truth behind all symbolic phenomena. At the core of their metaphor theory is the concept of uniqueness and irreducibility of metaphors. Humans beings, according to their theory, live by exemplary stories and metaphors that allow people to make sense of and deal with their existential questions and stances of life, such as experiences of human crises and limitations as well as human hope for a better world. Metaphors have a generic potential to touch and to appeal to these existential questions.   In studying the symbolic realm they reject at the end a certain reductionist approach of the symbolic to a product of culture and history. Although the world of symbols involves the economic and social realm, nonetheless all these conditioning factors together do not, of themselves, add up to the power of the symbolic. Their scholarly and literary approaches to metaphors are defined by several key assumptions and principles (Eliade & Apostolos-Cappadona, 1985; Ellwood, 1999). These four key assumptions are: the uniqueness and irreducibility of depth metaphors, the universal structure of depth metaphors, the power of depth metaphors to generate existential and global meanings, the appealing call of depth metaphors to return to a creative origin. Applying these key assumptions to the companies’ narratives and metaphors, the following five conclusions can be drawn:  
1. When we examine the variety of metaphors appearing in the companies’ messages, we can detect “invariables” or “structures”, intentional configurations and relations –fire/sun/light, blue/sky, space/earth/time/future/human being-  that companies use to release their messages. The metaphors and interrelated values these companies use, are not just isolated phenomena manifesting concrete content, but are part of symbolic maps or configurations around the depth metaphors of sky, earth, sun, space, time. These symbolic maps or configurations are also clearly perceivable in the associative way metaphors like light and fire are connected with values and people’s needs. In doing so the companies integrate their metaphors into systems of associations, thereby emphasizing not the particular metaphor but the structurally interlocking relationships and the structure of underlying depth metaphor as a whole.  
2. The strong links with the companies’ metaphors to depth metaphors enable the companies to repackage their messages in a plurality of messages without losing continuity and permanence. Depth metaphors participate, after all, in a universal structure in which infinite, non-historical  meanings paradoxically manifest themselves through a plurality of worldly, finite, temporal and historical phenomena. Although participating in a universal structure of the symbolic, each time they can be  packaged in images and events of daily experience and historical events, and can therefore inspire innovation as an open, unending process without a definite and explicit goal. Depth metaphors enable companies to package their innovative vision strategies reiteratively into new and varying concepts and images, shaped by the particular culture, history and economy that produced it. At the same time, the value of this plurality of metaphors –as long as they participate in depth metaphors- will not dry up, as they always point beyond themselves to transcendent meanings.

3. Depth metaphors are able to reconceptualise daily experiences. Although illogical and incomprehensible to the rational, conceptual and scientific mind, depth metaphors can appear in human and worldly forms and also in limited words, in natural images and in historical beings, in dreams and in art. The metaphors present in our companies’ narratives still have in their concrete and worldly packaging a universal meaning and will therefore help stakeholders to re-conceive themselves as existential and innovation-minded beings, not bound to their own cultural or present-day context. Moreover, although the metaphors are wrapped up in historical metaphors and bound to place and time, even then these metaphors are capable to generate meanings at a universal and existential level, understandable for everyone.

4. Companies moving towards open innovation and towards a new horizon or new future (Chevron) need an ultimate, meaningful and integrative structure  to which human beings feel attracted.  Meaningful structures –fire/human energy, circle/human being- amount to an unveiling of ultimate meanings, opposed to the ‘non-reality’ of the surrounding context. The power of depth metaphors can be related to the power of things in their origin. Using radiant colours pointing to the sky or to a primordial nature can help stakeholders to value things at first sight. With these depth metaphors, companies develop strategy stories (Philips’ Vision 2010 and so on) like creation narratives about how it was in the beginning and how it will be beyond our horizon of time and place. These strategy stories by open innovation companies touch a strong nostalgia for origins, for childhood (man in its origin), for paradise, the desire to return to a primordial ideal place or time.
5. Depth metaphors like fire, circle, sun often refer to the centre of the world (metaphors as axis mundi). In world mythology any culture has a cosmic centre as a necessary corollary to the division of reality into what matters and what does not. This centre of the world contains all value, and the world gains purpose and meaning only through manifestations of this centre in space and time. These world centre metaphors connote also to the human individual, which is clearly recognizable in Chevron’s human energy and Rabobank’s circle with a human being in the middle. The invariant core structure of the metaphor of the centre is the importance of man. Rabobank’s centre logo has been designed at the level of a depth metaphor, revealing a new humanism towards human authenticity. The human figure looking for understanding discloses Rabobank’s mission: humans as authentic, as free, of culture, and at the centre. This combination of centre metaphors and human beings emphasizes the purpose of human beings: aspiring and transcending to infinity, consciously and gloriously bringing human existence to a higher state beyond current historical and cultural conditioning, continuously seeking improvement and ascent over superficiality. Centre metaphors are therefore for open innovation companies valuable vehicles to emphasize that although all business is temporarily and transitory, “people’s needs remain at the heart of everything we do” (Philips Vision 2010). 

Conclusion and discussion

The metaphors of the analyzed companies are variables or particulars of depth metaphors like sky, earth, sun/fire, world centre and nature. Whether intentionally chosen by these companies or not, these metaphors have a strong and appealing power. Their power consists of their irreducible and unique character: depth metaphors express inspirational meanings at a symbolic level of reference, irreducible to psychological, social, economic, historical, or other phenomena only.  Because of this irreducible and unique character, depth metaphors are appropriate vehicles to steer developments towards new paradigms and unknown horizons, and to inspire the human side of open innovation (creativity) as well the organizational side of open innovation (complexity). Open innovation processes require a committed and dedicated cooperation between consumers and clients. Companies on the path to comprehensive changes need the receptiveness and cooperation of all stakeholders, employees, consumers and clients. Using depth metaphors, whether it be at a verbal or iconic level, is a powerful and potent way to involve all stakeholders as co-creators towards an uncertain and as yet unknown territory.  
Metaphors as chosen by the analyzed companies participate in essential and coherent transcending structures that provide the framework for interpreting the stakeholders’ quests for new products and services. Human beings are fundamentally symbolic beings, and necessarily use language to express themselves. and it is the capacity of depth metaphors to express things with symbolic language that allows humans to experience deeper meanings and values, and to unify these experiences in terms of a more coherent wholeness. What most allows such an experience of deeper meanings and values, is the depth metaphor’s multivalence, its capacity to express simultaneously a multitude of structurally  coherent meanings.  

It is difficult to predict how the companies’ metaphors will steer creativity and solve complexity problems on their way of open innovation. By correlating the metaphors with values like working together and finding new ways, the companies position their metaphors in the context of: ongoing involvement of the outside world, problem reflection among all stakeholders, breaking away from the confines imposed by environmental and sustainability constraints and exploring unfamiliar innovation alternatives. These are in themselves important reasons for which metaphors are believed to stimulate innovation, creativity and cooperation as prerequisites of a company’s open innovation future. Although not researched and analyzed empirically, the companies’  presumption is that these metaphors apparently affect the way stakeholders perceive the world and categorize values and needs as outlined in our phenomenological interpretation. The companies put their metaphors in a clear flow of images, colours, values and needs, whereby their metaphors have a link to depth metaphors. The metaphors strongly appeal to creative thinking, innovative problem solving and elucidating the unknown future of innovation. Juxtaposing the old and new, the familiar and the atypical, the known and yet unknown, the companies’ metaphors appeal to the boundless discovery of innovative associations and  engaging stakeholders to broaden the human capacity for interpretation, co-creation and cooperation. The companies link their metaphors to connotations of innovation and deeper human existential needs, seeking for understanding, receptiveness and responsiveness by internal and external stakeholders.  
However, a question that has yet to be addressed is how open innovation companies can integrate their metaphors in a holistic way: to support the creativity of employees, to steer the innovation and complexity culture of the company and its external stakeholders, and to appeal to the co-creation of consumers, clients and society. More empirical research is needed in order to gain insight into the affects of metaphors on creativity enhancement and complexity problem solving in open innovation contexts.
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