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Introduction
Rapid globalization and technological innovation have triggered a new era of challenges and opportunities, compelling actors across various domains to engage in increasingly complex innovation processes. Traditional closed innovation models have become insufficient as no single actor can hold all relevant knowledge or anticipate every technological advancement to meet future demands (De Silva & Wright, 2019; Ambos & Tatarinov, 2022; Dieste et al., 2022; Sarangee et al., 2022). In response, the paradigm has shifted towards Open Innovation (OI), emphasizing co-creation of technological tools, routines, products, and even business models (Chesbrough, 2003; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Agogué, et al., 2013; Dougherty, 2017; Osorno-Hinojosa et al., 2022). 
Despite OI's growing traction, existing research, largely from an organizational-centric lens, overlooks the emergent and relational process of co-creation. This perspective misses the essence of co-creation, where actors—ranging from academia and corporates to public institutions and citizens—venture beyond conventional boundaries to innovate jointly. The literature signals a gap in understanding who engages in OI and the entrepreneurialsm driving their co-creation efforts (West et al., 2014; De Silva & Wright, 2019). Addressing this gap, our research delves into actors entrepreneuring efforts within OI, exploring how they challenge the status quo and creatively reassemble practices to co-create novel solutions (Hjorth, 2014; Garcia-Lorenzo et al., 2018). Our study explores the various challenges actors encounter,  mapping actor dynamics in OI co-creation processes.
To investigate these dynamics, this paper presents a two-year qualitative case study at ekipa, a start-up managing open innovation projects for organizations. Hereby, actors from different contexts such as political, academic, and organizational, are engaged in developing innovations together. ekipa facilitates this process by offering project management and consulting services. Through field notes, diary entries, interviews, and various artifacts, this longitudinal study visibilizes the unfolding entrepreneuring process in OI, offering insights into organizing such emergent and dynamic co-creation efforts.
Literature Review
The what and who of OI
The 21st century marks a pivotal shift in the knowledge landscape across fields, characterized by an explosion of information availability and the democratization of knowledge through the internet. This transformation has dismantled the knowledge monopolies of the past, positioning knowledge-intensive activities at the core of competitive advantage in the burgeoning knowledge economy (Chesbrough, 2003; Powell & Snellman, 2004; Godin, 2004). The acceleration of technological advancements alongside pressing global challenges has necessitated the embrace of open innovation (OI), a model fostering external collaboration and knowledge sharing across organizational boundaries (Chesbrough, 2003, 2006; Hussinki et al., 2017; Koria et al., 2022; Fuzi et al., 2022). 
Despite its widespread adoption, OI presents inherent challenges, including managing increased actor dynamics and navigating the complexities of cross-boundary collaboration (Ollila & Yström, 2016; Pedersen et al., 2022). These challenges underscore the distributed nature of innovation and the necessity for systems facilitating knowledge flow among a diverse group of actors, highlighting the need for models that capture the dynamic, relational processes of innovation networks (Brown & Hagel, 2006; Carayannis & Campbell, 2009; Suhada et al., 2021). The evolution from triple to quintuple helix models attempts to encapsulate the multifaceted interactions within national and trans-national innovation ecosystems, yet struggles to account for the co-evolutionary dynamics and informal relationships critical to OI (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1995; Carayannis et al., 2012). Moreover, the influence of cultural and environmental factors on collaborative processes further complicates the OI landscape, prompting a pivot towards exploring the micro-foundations of OI to understand individual roles, attitudes, and motivations within the innovation process, emphasizing individual and collective behaviors that drive successful innovation outcomes (Salter et al., 2015; Zhu et al., 2017; Badir et al., 2020; Aleksic et al., 2021).
A notable gap persists in bridging the various levels of analysis within OI research, from individual motivations and barriers to organizational strategies and beyond. The literature calls for a comprehensive understanding that transcends firm-centric perspectives, emphasizing the co-creational essence of OI where diverse actors collaborate to generate novelty (Bogers et al., 2017; De Silva & Wright, 2019). Emerging research highlights the importance of engaging diverse actors in OI co-creation, moving beyond consumer or organizational-centric views to include a wider array of participants, from students and researchers to political and public entities (Usman & Vanhaverbeke, 2017; Osorno-Hinojosa et al., 2022; Pikkarainen et al., 2020). This inclusive approach suggests that OI thrives on the engagement of different actors, extending to the realm of academia, startups, and intermediaries, each playing distinct roles within the OI ecosystem yet often overlooked in favor of organizational interests. 
Academic institutions are transitioning from isolated entities to active participants in innovation ecosystems, fostering university-industry collaborations (UICs) that leverage academic knowledge for practical applications. However, these collaborations face cultural and operational challenges, including divergent timelines and intellectual property concerns, which can stymie joint innovation efforts (Rybnicek & Königsgruber, 2019; Lima et al., 2021). Startups, known for their agility and innovativeness, engage in OI to overcome resource constraints and achieve growth, yet encounter challenges related to intellectual property and maintaining core competencies (Usman & Vanhaverbeke, 2017; Grimaldi, Greco, & Cricelli, 2021). Meanwhile, innovation intermediaries facilitate knowledge exchange and co-creation among actors but grapple with organizing complex, emergent innovation activities effectively (Wong et al., 2016; Pikkarainen et al., 2020).
Thus, there is a need for a paradigm shift in OI research to fully comprehend the emergent, co-creational processes that characterize open innovation. By broadening the scope of inquiry to include a diverse array of actors and examining OI through a processual lens, we can better understand how various actors engage in and contribute to the co-creation of newness.
OI as an entrepreneurial process
Understanding the "what" and "who" of OI sets the stage for a deeper dive into the "how" of the process. The above lays the groundwork by highlighting OI's essence as a collaborative effort that transcends traditional boundaries, engaging a multitude of actors in the co-creation of newness. In the following, we will integrate entrepreneuring into the OI narrative to develop a new perspective on this dynamic and relational process.
Empirical research into OI practices has begun to shed light on the "doings" of actors in co-creation arenas, identifying key practices such as authoring, orchestrating, and narrating that facilitate collaborative innovation (Ollila & Yström, 2015; Yström & Aspenberg, 2017). Thus, empirical research sheds light on the entrepreneurial activities within OI, revealing that co-creation is deeply entrepreneurial (De Silva & Wright, 2019). Moreover, the spatial perspective on OI underscores the global and virtual dimensions of innovation, where collaborative efforts transpire in an "in-between" space characterized by multiplexity and transcendence (Agogué et al., 2017; Ollila & Yström, 2020). Such findings move away from traditional views of managerial control towards a recognition of OI as a bottom-up, emergent process fueled by entrepreneurial actions. This underscores the necessity of adopting a processual perspective to fully grasp the complex, ongoing nature of OI as it unfolds in real-time.
The concept of entrepreneuring, when cross-fertilized with OI, introduces processuality and richness and acknowledges the process of moving from the virtual to the actual (Hjorth, 2005). It suggests that innovation is not just about collaboration but also about the entrepreneurialism driving actors to navigate through and beyond the constraints of existing frameworks (De Silva & Wright, 2019; Sletterød et al., 2021). This entrepreneurialism encapsulates the ability to recognize and seize opportunities, to take risks, and to venture into the creation of something new (Hjorth & Reay, 2022). It acknowledges that the essence of OI lies not only in the collaborative development of ideas and resources but also in the entrepreneurial actions that propel these ideas into tangible outcomes. It accentuates the importance of performativity and processuality in innovation, as highlighted by Agogué et al. (2017), De Silva & Wright (2019), and Sletterød et al. (2021), who underscore the significance of entrepreneurial actions in the OI process.
To develop a richer and more nuanced understanding of OI, we use a processual entrepreneuring lens to develop a contextually situated understanding of actor dynamics and their entrepreneurialism. In order to do so, we aim to answer the following research questions:
1. How does the entrepreneuring of open innovation unfold in practice?
a. Who are the actors involved and what are the main challenges, resistances, and tensions that actors face?
b. What are the everyday activities that actors perform and how do they navigate challenges, resistances, and tensions?
Methods
Our research delves into the real-time emergence of entrepreneuring open innovation (OI), focusing on diverse actors co-creation efforts. We adopted a two-year longitudinal ethnography within the startup ekipa, transcending traditional ethnographic approaches by incorporating enactive research. Hereby, one of the researchers actively participated in and influenced the unfolding OI process, thereby gaining insights from both observation and engagement (Johanisson, 2011, 2015; Whitelaw, 2020). Unlike the theoretical and detached stance of much existing OI research, this approach aims for a close-up examination of lived experiences, recognizing OI as an entrepreneurial, bottom-up process that demands continuous organizing and adaptability to external changes (Yström and Aspenberg, 2017; De Silva & Wright, 2019).
The ekipa process unfolds in 6 phases that stretch across a time period of at least 8.5 months (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. ekipa process map

The first phase includes the initiation of relations, the finding of innovation problems and there development for OI. Thereafter, the challenges in form of briefings, launch on the ekipa platform, marking the start of phase 2 “Qualification”. After the deadline for submitting initial solution proposals, phase 3 “selection” commences, where teams are selected for further co-creation of solutions. Once the final teams have been selected, the phase 4 “collaboration” is initiated with an event that brings together organizations and their solution providers for further co-creation. After approximately 2 months of joint solution development, solution providers get to pitch their solutions at the final event. An optional phase 6 “acceleration” exists, consisting of different modules and sprints that can be individually selected to continue maturing solutions or collaborations.
Ekipa serves as a fertile ground for this inquiry, managing innovation programs that bring together different groups —students, startups, researchers, and professionals—with large organizations and political institutions. One of the researchers involvement as Head of Innovation offers an unparalleled vantage point to explore the intricacies of OI co-creation processes from within. The research is grounded in practice theory, leveraging ethnography's strength in capturing the nuances of organizational life and the complex interplay of actions, contexts, and conflicts as they unfold (Yanow et al., 2012). Through this lens, the study aims to illuminate the "how" of entrepreneuring OI, scrutinizing the everyday activities, negotiations, and material engagements that drive the OI process. Data collection took place from 2021-2023. The resulting data corpus includes 368 ethnographic field notes, 17 participant observation recordings, 25 semi-structured interviews, and relevant supporting documents and communications. This comprehensive approach aims to provide a deep understanding of the lived experiences of those involved in OI. The data corpus was then transferred into and coded with NVivo 12 and a thematic analysis was performed following Gioia et al. (2013).  
Findings
In the following, we present the preliminary findings of actor dynamics and the challenges they face as they engage in the ekipa OI process as outlined above. We further present the emergent entrepreneurial strategies employed to navigate the OI process over time. 
Actor dynamics
Our thematic analysis of the data corpus mapped out different groups of actors – ekipa, academia, organization, politics/public institutions, and solution provider – engaging in the ekipa process. Their involvement also varies as they take on different responsibilities throughout an OI process (Table 1). 

	Actor Dynamics

	Group Actors

	People involved (individual level)
	Roles they take on as part of the ekipa space/actor dynamics 

	ekipa
	Business Development Manager, Project Manager, University Relations Manager, Innovation Scout, Innovation Consultant, Marketing Manager 
	The Connector, The Initiator, The vehicle, The Consultant, The Enabler, Agent of Change

	Academia
	Professor
	The Enabler, The Connector

	Organization
	Innovation Manager, Content-matter expert, Marketing Manager, Legal expert, Management/Decision-maker

	The Commissioner, The Legitimizer, The Enabler, The Creator, Agent of Change


	Politics/public institutions
	Politician, Political representative/spokesperson

	The Legitimizer, The Enabler


	Solution provider
	Startup, Student, Researcher, (Young) professional
	The Creator, The Consultant, Agent of Change



Table 1. Actor Dynamics

 Our thematic analysis reveals the involved actors as shown in Table 1. While they all can be clustered on an overarching level, the analysis also revealed the individuals that are representative for those groups as well as their main activities as part of the OI process, which has been clustered in roles. In the following, we show the different interactions that emerged between actors in our thematic analysis. It becomes apparent that while ekipa builds relatively stable and sustainable relations with the different actors as the one initiating the process, actors other than ekipa rarely connect, with the exception of professors with their students as part of their course work and organizations with the various solution providers in later stages of the process. Moreover, both power relations and material mediation become visible. Each of the interactions is described below, including the power each actor holds and the space they occupy in terms of material artifacts and processes. 

ekipa x Academia
In the collaboration between academia and ekipa, professors play a pivotal role in integrating open innovation challenges into their curriculum. Through initial online meetings, a mutual exchange of PowerPoint presentations, and tailored challenge briefings, ekipa establishes material mediation as a bridge to embed real-world problems into academic contexts. This interaction, enriched by workshops like Design Thinking, leverages tools like Mural for engaging students. However, the relationship is underscored by a delicate power dynamic; universities' control over student access compels ekipa to adapt to academic schedules and requirements, reflecting a nuanced balance of influence and mutual dependency.

ekipa x organization
In the engagement between organizations and ekipa, the dynamic unfolds through structured phases, beginning with ekipa reaching out to organizations to align their innovation needs with open innovation (OI) programs. This relationship is scaffolded by a series of material mediations, including PowerPoint documents and challenge briefings, which facilitate the identification and articulation of an innovation problem in form of a briefing. Throughout the process, ekipa maintains an enabling and consulting role, especially evident during the set-up and collaboration phases. The underlying power dynamic leans towards the organizations, whose financial and brand contributions are crucial for the viability and credibility of ekipa's programs, placing ekipa in a position of dependency. This interdependence showcases a complex web of influence, where material documents not only mediate interactions but also embody the negotiation of power and dependency between ekipa and the participating organizations.

ekipa x politics/public institution
	In the collaboration between political institutions and ekipa, the interaction is initiated by ekipa, aligning their open innovation programs with the political focus of these institutions. Material mediations such as PowerPoint presentations and event briefings outline the structure and goals of these collaborations. However, the engagement of political institutions primarily manifests through their presence and speeches at key events, with minimal direct interaction with participants or organizations. This dynamic underscores ekipa's reliance on political institutions for legitimization, despite facing challenges of commitment and participation from these actors. The power balance is delicate, as political institutions hold the unilateral capability to retract support, potentially impacting the continuity and perceived credibility of ekipa's initiatives.

ekipa x solution provider
	Ekipa engages solution providers, including researchers, startups, and (young) professionals, primarily during the "Qualification" phase, utilizing universities, social media, and online tools to match profiles with challenges. Material mediations like challenge briefings, MURAL boards, and workshop documents facilitate these interactions. Throughout the "Selection" and "Collaboration" phases, ekipa provides feedback, briefings, and preparatory workshops, guiding teams towards the "Final Event" and potentially into an "Accelerator" phase with further targeted sprints and workshops. This dynamic reveals ekipa's challenge in balancing organizational dependencies against empowering solution providers, underscoring the need to advocate for the benefits of participation to ensure engagement and innovation.

Academia x solution provider
	During the ekipa process, professors play a pivotal role in guiding students through phase 2 "Qualification," integrating ekipa challenges into their curriculum to foster solution development. They also serve as academic advisors for startups and researchers, aiding in the commercialization of academic research into industry innovations. This interaction is facilitated through various materials such as challenge briefings, submission templates, and workshop documents, all aimed at enhancing solution development. While professors' direct interaction with students may subside post-qualification, their role as advisors often continues, supporting solution providers throughout the program. This dynamic underscores the influence of academia in steering student engagement and the commercialization efforts of academic startups and researchers.Top of FormBottom of Form

Organization x solution provider
	During the ekipa process, organizations engage with solution providers through various phases, beginning with Q&A sessions or answering queries in a compiled document during Phase 2 "Qualification." This marks the initial interaction between organizations and potential solution providers. The selection phase allows organizations to review solutions via submission templates, followed by interviews with preferred teams. In the collaboration phase, regular online meetings are held for co-creating solutions. The final event phase involves organizations listening to team pitches and choosing winners. In some cases, the acceleration phase follows, where continued support and further sprints or workshops may be decided upon. This interaction dynamic reflects a power imbalance, with organizations setting high expectations and solution providers navigating their "small fish" status amidst "big fish" corporates.

For example, ekipa employees, such as Business Development Managers University Relations Managers, and Innovation Scouts are responsible for initiating contact with potential clients, universities, political institutions, and solution providers, build relations, and connect them in order to develop and conduct OI processes:

“How much effort is still behind it, organizationally, so that from you have to talk to the companies for months and prepare them through we have the companies involved, now the challenges have to be developed so that the participants can be found and then to bring the whole thing online and then also the difficulty of winning people for it, through various measures, so just the complexity behind it.”(Interview, Marketing Manager ekipa, Nov 2022)

Professors as part of the academic space take on a connecting and most importantly enabling role to support solution provider through their solution development:

“Students can't do it on their own, they need someone on-site to help them and who is also responsible for questions and answers and assistance within the university, organizing a room or somehow procuring material.” (Interview, Public Institution, Mar 2023)

Meanwhile, political institutions serve a mainly legitimizing function that they share with organizations:

“It helps in terms of communication if these challenges have a certain validity and if there is a political institution behind them…” (Interview, Marketing Manager ekipa, Nov 2022)

In terms of topic focusses, qualitative data pointed towards digitalization and sustainability as well as AI as main topics of interested for OI challenges. After data analysis of 108 challenges running from 2018-2023, sustainability couples with technology as well as digitalization are the main focus of innovation, closely followed by AI-related topics (Fig.1).
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Solution provider, which are Startups, Students, Researchers, and (Young) professionals, together with ekipa, act as agents of change, questioning the status quo and initiating and advocating for new things, ideas and opportunities:

“And during this challenge we basically it was a digitalization type of challenge but we applied as a non-digital type of company […] And at the end we actually are still working together with [company] and we are having a long term collaboration.” (Interview, Solution Provider, Nov 2023)

(Academic) pre-entrepreneurs is a role solution providers take on as they are or are becoming entrepreneurial through engaging in OI, including those who may or may not yet be in the initial stages of founding, many of them from an academic context:

	“We were beginning to be a startup during that process actually.” (Interview, Solution Provider, Nov 2023)

Organizations on the other hand are in charge of the OI project to some extent and are carrying out functions in relation to the outcome and initiation of an OI project:

“The companies provide real-world topics and challenges with a serious need for new solutions. And they should provide the expertise around the topic and money. So budget.” (Interview, ekipa C-Level, Nov 2022)

The interviews provided initial insights into the types of industries from which organizations usually engage in OI, pointing towards pharma and insurance sectors being at the forefront. A more in-depth analysis of the 103 organizations that engaged in OI with ekipa from 2018-2023 showed that the finance and pharma & MedTech sectors are most involved, closely followed by the energy and consulting sectors (Fig.2).
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Challenges throughout ekipa process
In the following, we describe the challenges as experienced by actors involved in OI (Fig. 3). The challenges and tensions predominantly become visible at different points in time when contextualized within the ekipa process.
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Figure 3. Challenges as experienced by actors, contextualized in the ekipa process.

The different actors experience tensions around breaking away from the status quo, embracing agility, increasing awareness of OI and overcoming the liability associated with the newness of Open Innovation. For example, when setting up a collaboration, organizations are experiencing difficulties to embrace vs resist change, thus, between breaking free from what they know and what they do on a daily basis and just explore something they have not done before:

“So find ekipa by chance, talk to ekipa, like the whole thing and then say, OK, we'll be brave, let’s go for it, we'll see how far we get.” (Interview, Organization, Dec 2022)

Moreover, OI still carries an element of liability as it has not yet been adopted as a routine procedure in most organizations:

(Interview, Organization, Mar 2023) “and it's good if a company already has processes for such things and knows how to deal with them, it doesn't have to be a standard process in the sense that everyone in the company is allowed to do it, but there are possibilities, and they were there through our neighboring department, and then you can build on that. I believe that if we hadn't had that, then it would have failed miserably, because there would have been the constant question of, yes, who is allowed to agree whether we are now working around these processes?”

Thus, when bringing OI into action, a constant push and pull between progress and inertia becomes visible, reflecting the transformative nature of the journey towards a more free and collaborative approach to creating new ideas and solutions.
	A challenge arises that makes visible the two dimensions inherent to OI processes around structural- and content-level dynamics that are often in tension. For example, on the structural level, a lack of time and on the content level IP right issues are stalling the OI process. A critical tension between the structural and content-level becomes visible in the beginning stages of the ekipa process that then runs through the entirety of the process, whereby innovation-related activities become structurally distributed across different organizational departments, leading to a disconnect that often impedes the development of innovation.Thus, the innovation process often becomes siloed, with the innovation team working in isolation from the departments that face the relevant problems and have the potential to implement innovative solutions.

“What is important to know, however as with comparable companies, we are a unit full of methodological know-how, but the specialist know-how is in the specialist departments, which means that we are always dependent on cooperation. […]I wouldn't have been able to bring in specialist knowledge as selectively, because of course the colleague from trading wouldn't have come along for an hour, so to speak. (Interview, Organization, Nov, 2022)

Hence, when bringing OI into action, structure vs content-level dynamics emphasize the critical interplay between structural frameworks and the essence of innovation itself.
	Diverging expectations within OI create tensions that become visible after the initial submission process, when the anticipations and aspirations of involved actors do not align. This discord manifests in various facets of the OI journey, from the initial submission of solutions to the depth of engagement and the perceived maturity of proposed innovations. A prominent challenge surfaces with the lack of feedback provided to solution providers after they submit their innovations. This gap often leaves creators in limbo, unsure of the value and relevance of their contributions and how they might be improved. This lack of communicative feedback undermines the collaborative spirit of OI, fostering a sense of disconnection and undervaluation among those who contribute ideas:

“Especially when I was a participant, of course, it was a bit more of a black box because you didn't know why you didn't make it to the next round. In our case, one team out of four made it through, so we didn't know anything, what happens behind the scenes.” (Interview, Marketing Manager ekipa, Nov 2022)

Moreover, the utilization of OI as a sales platform by some solution providers introduces skepticism into the process. Startups and other innovators may approach OI opportunities not as genuine collaborative endeavors but as channels to promote products that are already market-ready or close to launch:

“Well, I also noticed that in many open innovation formats that are designed as a competition that people come to sell their idea, but it's already finished, and it's then somehow squeezed into a challenge where it doesn't quite fit.” (Interview, Organization, Nov, 2022)

These misaligned expectations challenge the integrity and efficacy of the OI process that necessitates a shared understanding and respect for the diverse motivations and constraints that each participant brings to the table.
	During the transition phase into more intensive co-creation, challenges become visible that relate to relational engagement dynamics. It is difficult to cultivate meaningful interaction, collaboration, and connection among the diverse actors involved in the OI process. Different layers of this tension such as the prevalence of dyadic relationships, primarily between ekipa and other actors and the lack of an early interaction between organizations and solution providers underscore the complexity of building constructive relations to foster a conducive environment for co-creation. A critical layer of this tension presents itself in commissioning or co-creating. Organizations often remain disengaged from the co-creative process, anticipating solutions to be delivered in a ready-made format, rather than actively participating in their development. This mindset undermines the ethos of OI, which thrives on shared ownership of the innovation journey:

“I mean, it's so tempting to perhaps outsource this and understand open innovation in this way, but I mean. If I send someone here in the corridor to buy me a sweater, then the chance that I won't like the sweater is considerably high and usually people don't just send them to buy a sweater, but simply an item of clothing. And if I would like a sweater, but the person gets me socks. Well, then of course the disappointment is huge in the end.” (Interview, Organization, Nov, 2022)

Hence, fostering an engaged and co-creative environment depends on building constructive relations and navigating relational dynamics earlier than phase 4 “collaboration” as tensions arise during phase 2 “Qualification” and derail the process over time. 
	The need to balance both control and emergence in OI captures the tension between the structured oversight of innovation processes and the organic, often unpredictable, emergence of creative ideas and solutions. This dynamic tension underscores the fundamental dichotomy faced by actors striving to innovate—how to harness the creative chaos of emergent innovation while maintaining a semblance of control and direction. Innovation, thrives on exploration, experimentation, and the acceptance of uncertainty. However, the organizational desire for predictability, risk mitigation, and outcome certainty introduces a fundamental conflict:

“And find a compromise and a balance between having their creative work and keeping the track, let's say.” (Interview, Academia, Nov, 2022)

The introduction of flexibility and structure by ekipa is challenging as innovation demands a level of freedom and adaptability that allows for spontaneous idea generation and exploration, yet without some form of structure and limitations, the innovation process can become directionless and unconstructive:

“Look what we really liked of the work with ekipa is that the projects are not super structured. So yes, they have a goal, but they're also broad in the sense that they can be tailored and adjusted.” (Interview, Academia, Nov, 2022)

The tension between developing blueprints for innovation and living through its emergence visibilizes when transitioning into co-creation. Allowing for the emergence of ideas and solutions suggests a more fluid approach, where the innovation process can adapt and evolve in response to new insights and discoveries. This approach, however, demands a level of comfort with ambiguity and a willingness to pivot that can be challenging as structure often resembles security:

“So our biggest challenge was to outline this process and make it as concrete as possible, maybe that's not what you want to hear. […] And everything has to be very specific and you have to know exactly how things are to be done.” (Interview, Public Institution, Mar 2023)

Essentially, the different actors constantly struggle to harness the creative potential of OI while creating some sort of “standard” procedure that can be repeatedly applied to give the necessary structure and feeling of control over direction and outcome.
	Actors have to engage in ongoing boundary work, managing, navigating, and transcending boundaries in the context of OI processes, which becomes particularly visible when the first direct interfaces emerge, reflecting an ongoing struggle between defining clear demarcations and embracing the fluidity essential for creative collaboration:

“Where does one entity ends and the other one begins. Which is a balance that's hard to keep, but it's something to consider. Because this is purely formal, goes beyond the projects and the substance.” (Interview, Academia, Nov, 2022)

Similarly, the process of translating across boundaries underscores the complexity of ensuring effective communication and collaboration among diverse groups. Actors often speak different languages:
	
“Lastly, maybe they need to have some sort of awareness or willingness to share their results in a business type of way.” (Interview, Organization, Oct 2022)

Thus, a tension exists, which reflects the balance required in OI processes between maintaining necessary organizational and disciplinary boundaries and fostering the permeability required for innovation.
	Towards the end of the OI process, actors struggle significantly to sustain the space that has been created throughout the ekipa OI process beyond the initial stages of ideation. While organizations do not seem to possess the necessary innovation readiness, lacking the necessary readiness at both content and structural levels to fully embrace and implement innovative solutions, ekipa seems to excel in facilitating the early stages of innovation, offering platforms for ideation, collaboration, and initial development, but there is a noticeable shortfall in supporting the latter stages of the innovation journey. This imbalance leads to conflicts with challenge providers, as the momentum generated during the OI process encounters obstacles in transitioning to solution maturation and implementation phases:

“[…] and I had this discussion with them already, especially in terms of the next steps of the ideation. Ideation is great, so that's good. That's a great thing. We need ideas and this is why we went for ekipa, because we needed fresh ideas from fresh young people, universities. But then we need the next step. And that's what perhaps is lacking.” (Interview, Organization, Mar 2023)

Contributing to this is the phenomenon of ekipa "disappearing" after the climax of the innovation program. This withdrawal of support and structure at a crucial juncture leaves actors, especially organizations and solution providers, without the necessary guidance and resources to continue their innovation efforts:
	
“I felt like after the final, we were left completely on our own. And I think, OK, yeah, we can do it. But there was so much effort spent into producing this whole project. So I think it would be nice to follow up.” (Interview, Solution Provider, Nov 2023)

This underscores the need of extending the innovation support system beyond the initial stages of creativity and ideation to include the crucial phases of solution maturation and implementation.
Entrepreneuring Strategies
This section presents the very preliminary findings on the entrepreneurial strategies adopted by the actors, when engaging in OI and navigating the numerous challenges they face (Table 2). 

	Materiality ekipa process
	Ekipa is more than a platform
	Describes the material processes that are core of the ekipa process.

	
	Digital tools/working
	

	
	Organizing via documents
	

	Participative change consulting
	Creating new structures for knowledge transfer
	A central theme emerging around how ekipa and the actors are “doing” open innovation.

	
	ekipa as a structured process - Bringing transformation/change into action
	

	
	Managing Content vs Structure of innovation
	

	
	Spacing co-creation
	

	Creating a solution space
	Challenge Development
	A central theme that encompasses the ways in which ekipa is developing a solution space together with organizations and solution providers. 

	
	Problem-based innovation
	

	
	Set-up process sets ekipa apart
	

	Methodological Toolbox
	Story-telling
	A structured approach to innovation visibilizes methodological tools that are created and engaged to develop new ideas, innovations and skills.

	
	Design thinking 
	

	
	Future skills
	

	
	Transformational Learning Experiences
	

	Spacing of Newness
	Creating the desire of creating something new
	A central theme emerges that focuses on how the different actors create “something new”.

	
	Creation of newness
	

	
	Desire to create
	

	
	Having fun (for once)
	

	
	Pre-entrepreneurship
	

	
	Spaces for play
	


 Table 2. Emegering entrepreneuring strategies 
Materiality ekipa process
This dimension captures the extensive use of material artifacts and digital tools that are pivotal in facilitating open innovation co-creation within the ekipa framework. Beyond serving as a mere platform, ekipa integrates a wide array of digital tools and organized documents to manage and streamline the innovation process. This encompasses everything from digital workspaces and collaborative online tools to a variety of documents designed to organize, guide, and support the diverse activities and actors involved. This material foundation is essential for the successful operationalization of open innovation from conception to realization.

“We organized around the Guidance and documents and milestones that you guys provided. So there was the first phase and there was that highlight or there was a workshop and there was the challenge briefing document and some examples. So we did sort of organize around that, fill out this document a couple of times, bring it together, bring it to the workshop. So that was sort of the yeah The orientation that we had there.” (Interview, Organization, Oct 2022)

Participative change consulting
This dimension emphasizes the dynamic process of the ekipa process as a participatory change mechanism. It highlights how ekipa structures the open innovation journey, creating new frameworks for knowledge transfer and facilitating the transformation of ideas into actionable change. This process balances the content and structure of innovation, ensuring a cohesive approach to managing the complexities of co-creation. Through this collaborative and structured process, ekipa and its actors effectively create a space for co-creation, enabling diverse groups to jointly bring about meaningful change and drive innovative solutions. This participatory approach is key to the unique way ekipa "does" open innovation.

“Yes, ekipa is no longer a platform for me, but a sparring partner to initiate innovation activities, but also to jointly work on them.” (Interview, Academia/Organization, Nov 2022)

Creating a solution space
	This dimension encapsulates ekipa's distinctive approach to forging spaces for innovation through real-world challenges. This involves a dedicated setup process that distinguishes ekipa, focusing on problem-based innovation to identify and refine the challenges at hand. Throughout this challenge development process, including workshops, topic assessments, and interviews, ekipa collaborates closely with organizations. This not only visibilizes the material aspects of OI but also nurtures the relational dynamics essential for co-creation. 

“We give them a template, the so-called challenge template, that they need to fill, where we not only ask what's your challenge or what's your question, where you seek for new ideas, but instead we ask around their structures, their requirements, their specifications, why the challenge is relevant for them, what they plan to do with the potential outcome. So we really want to get an overall idea or picture on how to, you know, frame and set up this project for them.” (Interview, ekipa C-Level, Oct 2022) Top of Form
Bottom of Form
Methodological toolbox
The "Methodological Toolbox" dimension highlights a content-focused and material approach to innovation, emphasizing the use of diverse methodological tools to foster new ideas, innovations, and skills that are applied in workshops and challenge development. It includes storytelling to connect and inspire, design thinking for creative problem-solving, future skills development such as entrepreneurialism and technological skills, and through this, transformational learning experiences that facilitate personal and professional growth. 

“this methodological competence, yes, to be able to support all these processes, challenges, innovation activities in terms of content, yes, not in terms of content in the form of responsibility, but in the form of sparring, so that the teams bring the topics to the finish line.” (Interview, Academia/Organization, Nov 2022)

Spacing of newness 
This dimension captures the essence of ekipa fosters innovation through the cultivation of a desire to create among the different actors. It emphasizes the creation of spaces where participants can engage in pre-entrepreneurial activities, exploring ideas in a playful and enjoyable environment. This approach not only nurtures the ambition to innovate but also makes the process of creating newness an enjoyable journey. By valuing the fun in experimentation and the freedom to explore, ekipa creates a space where innovation flourishes in the spaces between structured requirements and flexibility to create.

“have worked in the field of known indications and have now been released for the first time into areas that do not yet exist at [company] - a huge field, from a small squash court to a huge soccer pitch, so to speak.” (Interview, Organization, Dec 2022)
Concluding remarks
Firstly, our preliminary analysis  underscores the critical role of engaging constraints and flexibility within the Open Innovation (OI) process, pivotal for fostering a structured yet adaptive environment conducive to the creation of newness. This balance is essential (Acar, Tarakci, and van Knippenberg, 2018) demonstrating that constraints can spur creative solutions by providing a focused framework. Similarly, it is important to maintaining flexibility and freedom within a structured process to enhance collaborative OI in virtual manufacturing enterprises (Knoke, Missikoff, and Thoben, 2017). The ekipa OI process exemplifies this balance through its phased approach, from initiation to potential acceleration programs. For instance, both the challenge development element as well as the timed phases introduce constraints that direct innovation efforts, while still leaving room for flexibly exploring and experimenting with newness, especially during the qualification and collaboration, allowing solutions to evolve and adapt. This structured yet fluid framework ensures careful management of each innovation phase, while allowing for creativity and innovation within OI processes.
Secondly, we show, how OI emerges as an entrepreneuring process, which encompasses change-inducing activities that are entrepreneurial in essence more broadly (Thorgren & Williams, 2023). Moreover, in line with Sletterød et. al (2021), we show how intermediation gives rise to entrepreneuring OI or in other words “assembles” it. The emergent entrepreneuring strategies, can be seen as emergent activities actors engage in to create temporary imaginative-poetic extensions to break free from their already organized contexts, showing how they are embedded within the current and the past (Hjorth & Reay, 2022, p. 160). Further, the dynamics between the various actors reflects co-dependent and co-emergent relational dynamics that are enacted by people, who are embedded within different contexts and different forms of relationality, highlighting the significance of embeddedness and contextual factors in every process of becoming and in the creation of newness (Sletterød et. al, 2021). By offering a conceptual and operational realm where actors can experiment, iterate, and refine ideas outside the rigid constraints typically imposed by organizational structures, the strategies leverage  "other spaces" (Hjorth, 2005),  where the unpredictable and emergent nature of innovation is not only allowed but encouraged. Such spaces become arenas for spontaneous discoveries and unconventional problem-solving, essential for driving forward the most challenging and transformative innovation efforts . 
Thirdly, the findings underscore the pivotal role of material artifacts, digital tools, and materially mediated processes in facilitating OI. Favoring practices re-appropriates visibility to materiality, “the pattern of social and material practices of organizing ordered across space and time” (Giddens, 1984, p.2; Schatzki, 2001). The process of material mediation, by use of nonhuman agents such as tools like PowerPoint presentations, MURAL boards, and challenge briefings, serves as a bridge between various actors, creating and distributing interactions (Nicolini, 2011, 2016). These interactions enable the embedding of real-world problems into academic contexts, the articulation of innovation challenges, and the facilitation of solution development, contributing to creating a participative solution space. Thus, documents, digital platforms, and collaborative methodologies and tools are crucial to operationalize OI processes, as they enable and assemble OI across boundaries (Carlile, 2002; Bjørkeng et al.,2009). Material mediations further play a crucial role in shaping the power dynamics among actors by providing platforms not only for participation and collaboration, but also negotiation and conflict. Mount, Clegg and Pitsis (2020) find that in the process of crowdsourced strategy-making, such tools democratize the strategy-making process by enabling broader participation and reducing the dominance of traditional power holders. Within the process of entrepreneuring OI, material mediation is creating both participation and power dynamics.
Thus, our  research complements current OI literature with an entrepreneuring perspective. In doing so we ,   highlight the significance of balancing constraints and flexibility, emergent entrepreneuring strategies, and the role of material mediation in OI processes. Our preliminary findings indicate that structured flexibility and temporary extensions beyond existing structures foster a conducive environment for actors to engage in OI more effectively. 
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