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ABSTRACT

The doctoral dissertation proposes a model operationalised by guiding
principles for enhancing interorganisational activities between cultural and
creative industries (CCls) and other sectors (nonCCls) on a managerial level
to promote cross-sectoral collaboration between CCls and other sectors of
the economy for growth and innovation as requested by the OECD (2022)
and the European Commission (2019).

The OECD (2022) suggests that to boost the performance of CCls firms at
national and regional levels, the policies should promote cross-sectoral
collaboration between CCls and nonCCls for growth and innovation. Thus,
interorganisational activities like cooperation, collaboration, and co-
creation between CCls and other sectors (nonCCls) are necessary for (1)
tapping into the potential of the CCls and fostering purposeful growth in
society and economy stemming from that and (2) continuous development
within the CCls (Sacco, 2011; Fleming, 2015; Hill et al., 2022).

There is no universal definition of cultural and creative industries; thus,
each country has its definition (OECD, 2022; United Nations, 2022).
However, many countries use similar definitions to the UK Government’s
definition that defines the cultural and creative industries (CCIs) as those
originating in individual creativity, skill, and talent and which have a
potential for wealth and job creation through the generation and exploitation
of intellectual property (DCMS, 2001).

The main aim of the dissertation is to create a more profound knowledge of
how interorganisational activities between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators could be optimised on a managerial level to promote a cross-
sectoral approach. In the scope of the dissertation, the interorganisational
activities are limited and refer to cooperation, collaboration, and co-creation
processes between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. In the context
of the dissertation, the cooperation aims to carry out a joint business project
between two or more companies, and at least one of these companies
represents a CCls company and one a nonCCls company (Pefia et al., 2002;
Snow, 2015). Collaboration refers to any situation where two or more
parties work across organisational boundaries towards some positive end
(Huxham & Vangen, 2013; Cuérel et al., 2019). Cooperation is about ‘why
to work together’, and collaboration is about ‘how to work together’. Co-
creation is the joint, collaborative, concurrent, peer-like process of
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producing new value materially and symbolically (Galvagno & Dalli,
2014).

In the context of interorganisational activities between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators, in addition to rational choice and economic behaviour,
the operators and their behaviour are also influenced by cognitive structures
(Hall & Taylor, 1996). Therefore, stemming from the literature, the focus is
on Dbetter understanding the cognitive structures related to
interorganisational activities. Within the dissertation, the selected cognitive
structures are (1) perception of entrepreneurial motivation, (2) value co-
creation and shared mental models, and (3) underlying cognitive mental
models.

The dissertation is inductive, meaning the author found motivation for
research from her personal experience and observation of cultural and
creative industries. The doctoral dissertation has a qualitative research
design and comprises four peer-reviewed and published studies with their
research designs. The dissertation uses constructivism as the underlying
philosophy. The governing understanding of the dissertation is that the
organisational world is socially constructed and that the people constructing
their organisational realities are ‘knowledgeable agents’ (see, e.g. Gioia,
2013).

To optimise interorganisational activities between CCls and nonCCls,
based on the research findings, the dissertation proposes the Three Cs model
with its guiding principles. The model analyses the dynamics between
cooperation, co-creation and collaboration and sees cooperation as a
‘catalyst’, value co-creation as a 'practice’, and collaboration as an ‘apparatus’
that keeps them going. According to the developed Three Cs model, the
potential guidelines for optimising interorganisational activities between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators are the following:

(1) at the inception, it is beneficial to understand the CCls-operator's
entrepreneurial motivation - the appreciation of the creative process
(Urb, 2019);

(2) during interorganisational activities we need competent
collaborative value co-creation processes between CCls-operators
and nonCCls-operators based on building blocks and enablers
proposed by the doctoral dissertation (Urb, 2022);
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(3) when collaborating, it is beneficial for nonCCls-operators to
consider personal internal representations of external reality that
CCls-operators may use to interact with nonCCls-operators: higher
order concepts of potential themes of underlying cognitive mental
models of CCls-operators related to collaboration with nonCCls-
operators are 1) focus on the intangible, 2) focus on business
processes, 3) focus on organisation, and 4) focus on self (Urb, 2024).

The dissertation contributes to the management literature about the cultural
and creative industries. In addition, it offers contributions to the practice
theory of entrepreneuring, collaboration theory, the theory of value co-
creation, sociological institutionalism, and communities of practice. The
dissertation takes part in the empirical discussion about cultural and creative
industries as it strives to (1) understand CCls-operators' entrepreneurial
motivation and (2) provide new insight into the gap in the value co-creation
literature with a particular focus on interactions and horizontal co-creation
between other stakeholders, and (3) understand and exhibit potential themes
of underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-operators concerning
collaboration processes with nonCCls-operators.

Keywords: creative industries, cooperation, co-creation, collaboration,

cognitive structures, interorganisational activities
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BACKGROUND

The author found motivation for research from her personal experience and
observation of cultural and creative industries (CCIs). The dissertation
builds upon the author’s observations of the CCls, as she has been active in
the field for over fifteen years in different managerial, consulting, and
expert roles. It has given her unique insight and the possibility to observe
the phenomenon first-hand. As a result, observations and anecdotal
evidence referred to the inferior quality of interorganisational activities
between CCIs and other sectors (nonCCls), thus prompting in-depth
research and a doctoral dissertation.

The dissertation distinguishes between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators, i.e. the term ‘CCls-operators’ stands for representatives of
companies within cultural and creative industries (CCls), and ‘nonCCls-
operators’ stands for representatives of companies within other industries
outside of CCls.

The author’s observations as a practitioner within cultural and creative
industries showed her that cooperation, co-creation, and collaboration
processes between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators are often
challenging. At the same time, the author’s practical experience also
confirmed that CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators need to cooperate,
co-create and collaborate because it benefits both parties. This motivated
the author to design empirical research and study these phenomena more in-
depth.

The doctoral dissertation has a qualitative research design and comprises
four studies with their research designs. The governing understanding of the
dissertation is that the organisational world is socially constructed and that
the people constructing their organisational realities are ‘knowledgeable
agents’ (see, e.g. Gioia, 2013).

The dissertation is a review article that presents the scholarly work with all
its parts in a condensed form; the original articles appear in appendices. The
main aim of the dissertation is to create a more profound knowledge of how
cooperation, co-creation, and collaboration processes between CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators could be optimised. Therefore, the author
designed and conducted four original studies and published their findings
in peer-reviewed publications (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Original studies overview with aims and main takeaways related to the
dissertation. Source: composed by the author.

Avrticle Aim and Key Contribution

1 | Sassi, Marge; Urb, Kristiina; Pihlak, Ulle
(2020). The Evaluation of Organisational
Performance: Estonian Cultural and
Creative Industries Organisations. In:
Martin Piber (Ed.). Management,
Participation and Entrepreneurship in the
Cultural and Creative Sector (189-218). -
Springer, Cham.

Exploring and mapping the challenges
affecting CCls organisations and the
skills gaps in CCls organisations that
might limit an organisation’s ability to
develop and expand.

Provides context for the
topic as it shows the
challenges the CCls are
facing.

2 | Urb, Kristiina (2019). Creative
entrepreneurs’ perception of
entrepreneurial motivation: a valuable
insight for creative business incubators
when supporting creative entrepreneurs’
cooperation with other industries.
European Journal of Cultural
Management and Policy, 9 (2), 17-30.

When creative entrepreneurs
cooperate with other industries, it is
essential to know that entrepreneurs
operating within CCls may have
different motivations for becoming
entrepreneurs than entrepreneurs
operating within nonCCls sectors,
which may cause a communication
gap and affect their cooperation.

= Understanding CCls-
operators’ perception of
entrepreneurial motivation
enables more effective
cooperation between CCls
and nonCCls.

3 | Urb, K., Jyrdama, A. (2022) Bridging The study offers two new insights that

Creatives and Tech: Co-creation Enablers
in Dyadic Problem-solving Processes
During Software Development Projects.
In Jyrdméd, A. (ed.) Managing the Arts
IV. Estonian Academy of Music and

may improve value co-creation

between CCls-operators and honCCls-

operators. Research provides a
framework that may serve as a
managerial tool.

Theatre Press. Tallinn.

- The framework serves as a
managerial tool for cultural
and other managers, helping
them facilitate the value co-
creation process with
designers (CCIs) and
software developers
(nonCCls).
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Urb, K. (2024). Essential puzzle piece for
CCl entrepreneurship: CCI managers'
mental models concerning collaborative
processes with nonCCI. In: Inge Hill
(Ed.). Creative (and cultural)
entrepreneurship in the 21st century.
Emerald Publishing.

The publication strives to understand
and exhibit potential themes of
underlying cognitive mental models of
CCls managers concerning
collaboration processes with nonCCls.
It proposes a concept map that may
enable more effective collaboration
processes between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators. It may serve
nonCCls managers as a guiding tool
when collaborating with CCls
managers.

- Proposes a concept map
illustrating potential themes
of CCIs managers' mental
models concerning
collaboration with nonCCls.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The world is facing unprecedented global challenges (e.g. health, climate
change, biodiversity loss, technological challenges, democratic, economic
and social inequalities), and to meet these challenges, there is a call for
better recognition of cultural and creative industries (CCIs) to support
innovation and respect sustainability goals (Kern, 2022; Council of Europe,
2022; Betzler et al., 2023). This approach requires building and maintaining
interorganisational relationships between CCls and other sectors (nonCCls)
and relies on dynamic interorganisational activities (Sacco, 2011; Fleming,
2015; Hill et al., 2022). Therefore, the OECD (2022) suggests that the
policies should promote cross-sectoral collaboration between CCls and
other sectors of the economy for growth and innovation.

Cross-sectoral collaboration is already on the agenda of the OECD (2022)
for a few reasons:

A. CCls are a significant economic driver with solid growth potential,
and they contribute to innovation across the economy (e.g. in 2018,
businesses from CCls directly contributed an average of 2.2% of the
total business economy gross value added in OECD countries);

B. Cultural participation is linked to several areas of social and
economic impact (e.g. social inclusion, civic engagement and
health);

C. CCls contribute to place-making by making cities and regions more
attractive places to work, live and visit, encouraging investment and
talent attraction.

Based on the literature, the CCls influence nonCCls in the following ways
(see, e.g. Potts & Cunningham, 2008; Bakhshi et al., 2008; Caves, 2000;
Sacco, 2011; Fleming, 2015; Spiel et al., 2016):

- creates social, cultural, and sustainable development value in
addition to the economic value;

- impacts places, society and the economy through the overflow of
concepts, ideas, skills, knowledge and different types of capital;

- introduces disruptive technologies and business models;

- early adopters of new technologies.

The cross-sectoral approach and, more importantly, interorganisational
activities are relevant on a managerial level as they need to achieve high
performance according to the organisation’s desired outcomes and
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accomplish the organisation’s mission, strategies, goals, and objectives
effectively and efficiently (Miles, 2012). On the one hand, CCls need a mix
of a highly skilled workforce, new ideas, and technological and creative
innovation to thrive, and on the other hand, firms that combine arts and
science skills outperform those that utilise only either art or science skills,
and the broader the set of skills a firm uses, the higher its level of innovative
performance and future growth (Caves, 2000; Spiel et al., 2016; European
Commission, 2019).

The doctoral dissertation has an inductive approach beginning with
empirical observations and anecdotal evidence collected by the author over
more than fifteen years (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008), which suggests
patterns in interorganisational activities between CCls and other sectors,
revealing their inferior quality. This finding allowed the author to generate
the following more general set of propositions about those experiences that
guide the dissertation (DeCarlo, 2018):

P1: The cross-sectoral efforts of the CCls may be challenging.

P2: On a managerial level, CCIs’ interorganisational activities may
be of poor quality.

P3: Some of the most common interorganisational activities
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators are cooperation,
value co-creation and collaboration.

P4: Some cognitive aspects of managers may affect the inferior
quality of the interorganisational activities and, thus, cross-sectoral
effort.

Based on the propositions and in the scope of the dissertation, the
interorganisational activities are limited and refer to cooperation,
collaboration, and co-creation processes between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators. In the context of the dissertation, the cooperation aims
to carry out a joint business project between two or more companies, and at
least one of these companies represents a CCls company and one a nonCCls
company (Pefia et al., 2002; Snow, 2015). Collaboration refers to any
situation where two or more parties work across organisational boundaries
towards some positive end (Huxham & Vangen, 2013; Cuérel et al., 2019).
Cooperation is about ‘why to work together’, and collaboration is about
‘how to work together’. Co-creation is the joint, collaborative, concurrent,
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peer-like process of producing new value materially and symbolically
(Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).

The dissertation aims to optimise interorganisational relationships between
CCls and nonCCls. Therefore, an important aspect is to understand their
interorganisational activities (IOAs) potential connections to social
constructs as the latter may influence CCls and nonCCls decisions and
behaviour when it comes to interorganisational relationships and activities
(see, e.g., Jones et al., 2011; Gray et al., 2014). To limit the scope of the
dissertation and set a specific focus within the dissertation, the selected
cognitive structures are:

1. perception of entrepreneurial motivation,
2. value co-creation and shared mental models, and
3. underlying cognitive mental models.

While the literature supports the author’s empirical observations and
anecdotal evidence, they also acknowledge and address limitations within
the literature. CCls are a relatively young field, the term ‘creative industries’
has been used since the 1990s when the United Kingdom government
attempted to define and analyse the direct impact of creative industries on
the British economy and the concept of ‘creative economy’ was later
developed in 2001 by John Howkins, in fact, to this day, there is no
universal definition for CCls (OECD, 2022; United Nations, 2022). The
working definition within the dissertation on CCls is that cultural and
creative industries are the ones that originate in individual creativity, skill,
and talent and have a potential for wealth and job creation through the
generation and exploitation of intellectual property. There is empirical and
statistical literature about cultural and creative industries, often related to
policy work (see, e.g. KEA); however, more peer-reviewed theory-based
research and studies can benefit the developing field (Loots et al., 2018;
Voss et al., 2000; Hill et al., 2022).

Even though the dissertation is embedded in an inductive approach to
understanding a saturation of research regarding interorganisational
activities between CCls and nonCCls better, the author also conducted a
scoping review. Scoping reviews can be performed to identify any gaps in
the literature in question (Boland, Cherry, & Dickson, 2017, p.40). The
author conducted a scoping search of peer-reviewed articles in the
multidisciplinary bibliographic database JSTOR from its inception until
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May 2023 and found two quasi-relevant references (a journal article and a
book), meaning they aligned with the inclusion criteria only partially. The
scoping research used the keywords ‘cultural and creative industries’ or
‘creative industries’ in combination with ‘cooperation’, ‘collaboration’,
‘co-creation’, and ‘cross-sectoral’ (using boolean operators AND and OR;
exact syntaxes can be seen in Table 2). The scoping research was limited to
the relevant management and organisational behaviour discipline and
refined to show results only in English. The lack of relevant studies
identifies essential gaps in the literature where further research is required
(Boland, Cherry, & Dickson, 2017, p.119). The results of the scoping search
can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2. A scoping search in JSTOR shows the need for further research. Source:
composed by the author.

Syntax Results Inclusion criteria

1676 results Sector: cultural and

creative industries (Y/N)
Level of analysis:
entrepreneur or manager
(YIN)

Focus: relevant relation to
either cooperation, co-
creation, or collaboration
(preferably other industries
than CCIs) (Y/N)

((cultural and creative
industries) OR (creative
industries)) AND
(cooperation)

((cultural and creative 1635 results
industries) OR (creative
industries)) AND (co-

creation)

((cultural and creative 1494 results
industries) OR (creative
industries)) AND

(collaboration)

((cultural and creative 134 results
industries) OR (creative
industries)) AND (cross-

sectoral)

Quasi-relevant references after titles/abstract screening:

creative entrepreneurs' self-

perceived creative and

Reference General study focus Inclusion criteria

(Loots, Cnossen & van This exploratory study Sector: Y

Witteloostuijn, 2018) examines the relationship Level of analysis: Y
between cultural and Focus: Y (N)
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entrepreneurial
competencies and their
competitive and
cooperative behaviour.

(Graham & Gandini, 2017)

Collaborative Production
in the Creative Industries

Sector: Y
Level of analysis: N
Focus: Y (N)

Therefore, the doctoral dissertation focuses on analysing and optimising
interorganisational activities between companies from cultural and creative
industries (CCIs) and other sectors (nonCCls) on a managerial level (the
level of analysis is the individual).

The dissertation investigates a two-part main research question (RQ) of

RQ/A: How are interorganisational activities between CCls and
other sectors managed?

RQ/B: How can these interorganisational activities be optimised in
order to build interorganisational relationships?

To better understand the complex and interdisciplinary topic, the two-part
main RQ research question is divided into subquestions (SQ) that, together
as a whole, provide answers to the main research question:

SQ1: How do cognitive structures relate to interorganisational
activities between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators on a
managerial level?

SQ2: How does the CCls-operators’ entrepreneurial motivation
affect cooperation between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators?

SQ3: How can value co-creation between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators be improved?

SQ4: How do CCls-operators’ underlying mental models
concerning collaboration processes with nonCCls relate to
interorganisational relationships?

Grounded in original research, the dissertation uncovers cognitive
structures essential for optimising interorganisational activities between
CCls and nonCCls. The dissertation has a qualitative research design and
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comprises four peer-reviewed and published studies focusing on different
aspects of the phenomenon and providing answers to subquestions.

The novel knowledge that the dissertation creates contributes to the
management literature as well as to the practice theory of entrepreneuring,
collaboration theory, the theory of value co-creation, sociological
institutionalism, and communities of practice. By assimilating doctoral
dissertation findings, the author proposes the Three Cs model and its
guiding principles that may serve as a managerial tool for CCls-operators
and nonCCls-operators when engaging in necessary interorganisational
activities.

The doctoral dissertation at hand is divided into six sections. After the
introduction, the second section creates context and theoretical framing for
the research. The third section explains the methodology, followed by the
fourth section, which presents the key findings, supported by the fifth
section, which discusses the research findings. The last section provides
concluding remarks related to the research question. All four conducted
studies that are part of the doctoral dissertation can be found in Annexes.
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMING

2.1. The Cultural and Creative Industries (CCIs)

There is no universal definition of cultural and creative industries; thus,
each country has its own definition, but many countries use similar
definitions to the UK Government’s (OECD, 2022; United Nations, 2022).
The UK Government defines CCls as those industries originating in
individual creativity, skill, and talent and which have a potential for wealth
and job creation through the generation and exploitation of intellectual
property (DCMS, 2001). For example, the Estonian Ministry of Culture
defines that the creative industries comprise an economic sector based on
individual and collective creativity, skills and talent, which can create
prosperity and jobs through the creation of intellectual property and its use
as the main selling point, and in which creative thinking and creative people
are central to the processes (Ministry of Culture, 2020).

Defining CCls properly to reflect on all their nuances and complexities has
been challenging. For example, Chaston and Sadler-Smith (2012) have
proposed a more concise definition of creative industries being firms mainly
characterised by creative individuals' labour inputs. However, CCls have
more nuances that this definition overlooks. Therefore, the United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) has created an Informal
Working Group on Creative Economy that aims to review and potentially
create a new working definition of the creative economy and creative
industries for UNCTAD (United Nations, 2022).

Commonly, the abbreviation CCls stands for cultural and creative industries
and CCS for cultural and creative sector. In the context of Estonia, the
Estonian Ministry of Culture, the cultural industries are the branch of the
economy that produces and distributes goods and services, which are
considered to have a specific characteristic, use or purpose that
encompasses or conveys cultural value, regardless of their potential
commercial value. In addition to the cultural economy, creative industries
include those that use culture as an input and have a cultural dimension but
with a mainly functional output (architecture, design, fashion, advertising).
In Estonia, the term ‘creative economy’ is used as ‘cultural and creative
economy’ or ‘cultural and creative industry’, used in the European Union.

(ibid.)
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David Throsby (2008) developed a traditional concentric circle model of
the CCls to describe their ecosystem. His model has four layers of core
creative arts (literature, music, performing arts, and visual arts), other core
cultural industries (film, museums and libraries), wider cultural industries
(heritage services, publishing, sound recording, television and radio, video
and computer games), and related industries (advertising, architecture,
design, fashion). This model has inspired others that try to show CCls
relations to art and other sectors. To some extent, Throsby’s model was
reproduced in a 2006 European Commission report (KEA, 2006), but the
new model has three layers: core arts, cultural industries and creative
industries (Figure 1). Each layer has its sectors and subsectors.

Figure 1. CCIs’ relation to the art and other sectors. Source: KEA “Economy of Culture
in Europe”, 2006.
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Design

Richard Caves (2000) has analysed the microeconomics of CCls based on
transaction costs and explored the industrial organization of the CCls by
combining tools provided by contemporary theories of contracts and
distinctive aspects of the CCls. His method resulted in seven economic
properties characterising the CCls:
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Nobody knows: Consumer response to new cultural work is highly
unpredictable, creating uncertainty in demand.

Aurt for art's sake: Creators passionately prioritize the quality and integrity
of their work, even if it goes unnoticed by most consumers and may entail
income sacrifices.

Motley Crew: A wide array of skilled practitioners is required for many
creative products, each needing to meet a minimum competence level for
a valuable outcome.

Infinite variety: The creative landscape offers endless possibilities for
artists to express themselves, resulting in a diverse range of distinct
products.

A list/B list: Creative inputs are vertically differentiated, with artists being
assessed based on their skills, originality, and proficiency in creative
processes and products. Minor differences in these attributes can lead to
significant disparities in financial success.

Time flies: The timely coordination of production and distribution is often
crucial in managing complex creative projects with diverse skilled inputs.
Ars longa: Some creative products have qualities that grant them copyright
protection, enabling creators or performers to earn royalties over time.

It is essential to understand that the definition of the creative industries
sector may change over time and vary somewhat from country to country
or region to region. The most common sub-sectors of the CCls are the
following:

Visual arts: Creators of visual arts, such as photography, design, art and
crafts and museums, etc.

Performing arts: Performing arts, supporting activities, venues, etc.
Books and publishing: Authors, specialised bookstores, public and
academic libraries, book publishing, etc.

Press: The newspaper industry, journals and periodical publishing
industry, news agencies, etc.

Music: Sound recording and music publishing activities, music composers
and lyricists, music radio stations, TV music channels, etc.

Broadcasting: Television programming, production, post-production, and
distribution creators working in the TV industry, etc.

Film: Motion picture production, postproduction and distribution; creators
working in the movie industry, etc.

Radio: Radio broadcasting activities, etc.

Video games: Developers, publishers, retailers, distributors, etc.
Architecture: Architectural firms, etc.

Advertising: Advertising agencies, etc.
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The working definition within the dissertation on CCIs is that cultural and
creative industries are the ones that originate in individual creativity, skill,
and talent and have a potential for wealth and job creation through the
generation and exploitation of intellectual property. Thus, the important
concepts are (1) using individual creativity, skill, and talent when
developing value propositions, (2) the companies within the industry also
contribute to the economy and are not merely ‘hobbies’, and (3) the creation
and exploitation of intellectual property.

CCls are a significant economic driver and important in their own right in
terms of their economic footprint and employment; for example, in 2018,
they accounted for an average of 7% of all enterprises and 2.2% of the total
business economy gross value added (GVA) across the OECD countries
(OECD, 2022). The industry innovates and supports innovation in other
sectors in many different ways — through new products, services and
content, new business models and ways of co-production, and skills
mobility (ibid). At the same time, a large bulk of companies within CCls
are micro organisations and freelancers that, for example, are more
vulnerable to crisis and may need stronger social security.

According to the European Commission, the CCls are essential for ensuring
the continued development of societies. Because the CCls are knowledge-
intensive and based on individual creativity and talent, they generate
considerable economic wealth. The CCls represent a key market for the EU
in terms of size, employment, value-added, and turnover. Its contribution to
gross domestic product (GDP) is similar to the sectors of ICT and
accommodation and food services; for example, it generates a higher level
of value-added than the accommodation and food services sector, plus the
number of companies in CCls exceeds those in ICT and accommodation
and food services. (EIF, 2019)

There has been tension between culture and economics (see, e.g., Adorno,
1991; Caves, 2000; O’Connor, 2010), which lies at the heart of CClIs
terminology. In the last century, the development of reproduction
technologies (e.g. digitalisation) has accelerated the production of cultural
commodities, which has become increasingly capitalised (O’Connor, 2010).
Historically, ‘art’ or ‘culture’ has protested against capitalism; thus, one of
the characteristics of the CCls is finding the balance between the creator's
freedoms and the CCIs’ market forces (Caves, 2000).
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2.2. CCls-operator and nonCCls-operator

The dissertation distinguishes between CCls-operator and nonCCls-
operator, i.e. the term CCls-operators stands for operators within creative
industries, and nonCCls-operators stands for operators within other
industries outside the CCls. The operators within CCls are considered the
ones who use the scarce resources of individual creativity, skills, and talent
to develop and produce goods and services (Urb, 2019). Depending on the
level of the study, the term CCls-operator can represent either CClIs
entrepreneurs (perception of entrepreneurial motivation) or CCls managers
(value co-creation processes; underlying cognitive mental models), but the
level of analysis is always on the managerial level.

The managers of CCls companies and their relationships and strategic
collaboration are critical to the creative industries' entrepreneurship
(Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). The CCls organisations produce complex
offers, e.g. symbolic content; thus, the strategic management process may
be more challenging in CCls organisations than in traditional industries
(Caves, 2000; Bilton & Leary, 2002; Berzins, 2012). CCIs goods value is
contained in physical properties, intangible qualities and also in symbolic
meanings: ideas, images, emotions, and experiences related to the products
(Caves, 2000; Bilton, 2007, p.138). The interpretation of symbolic
meanings shapes individual consumers' value of CCIls products and
services; thus, consumers are active participants, not passive recipients
(Bilton, 2007, p.138). As a result, managing this volatile and, in part, the
uncertain creative value chain can pose extra challenges to CCls managers.
Therefore, interorganisational relationships (IORs) with nonCCls may help
mitigate some of these challenges and related risks (see, e.g., Salvato et al.,
2017; Castafier & Oliveira, 2020).

Firms are simultaneously involved in several different horizontal and
vertical relationships to defend their position in the business network and
collaborate to utilise the company’s limited resources most efficiently
(Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). Only if social relations are managed carefully
can the benefits of collaborative working (e.g. cost savings and efficiency)
happen (Hill, 2020).

For forging interorganisational relationships (e.g., buyer-supplier
relationships, cross-sector partnerships), CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators need to engage in interorganisational activities (IOAs) (Castafier
& Oliveira, 2020). Thus, creating new knowledge about interorganisational
activities between the cultural and creative industry (CCls) and other sectors
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(nonCCls) on a managerial level is necessary to be able to optimise IOAs
between them.

2.3. Interorganisational activities (IOAs): cooperation, collaboration,
co-creation

In the scope of the dissertation, the interorganisational activities are limited
and refer to cooperation, collaboration, and co-creation processes between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators.

Cooperation occurs between legally independent companies and involves a
stable, long-term bond to exploit a specific market opportunity -
cooperation involves a commitment between two or more companies to
improve their respective performances and acquire a competitive advantage
in the market (Pefia et al., 2002; Zeng and Chen, 2003:588). Cooperation is
mostly about behaviour compared to attitude or outcome, i.e. each company
is responsible for individual duties and reaching the joint objective
(Castarier & Oliveira, 2020). The desired outcome arising from cooperation
is effectiveness, and cooperation may have a precise objective in mind and
with a predetermined validity or be prolonged with no foreseeable
cancellation (Pefia et al., 2002; Castafier & Oliveira, 2020).

There are various theoretical approaches to cooperation (Table 3).
According to the characteristics of cooperation, the most relevant in the
scope of the interorganisational activities is following game theory (see, e.g.
Moulin, 1995; Axelrod, 1984). In this case, cooperation relationships are
based on the existence of an incentive for two or more organisations to act
jointly (e.g. for necessary complementariness, reducing the risk or
generating economies of scale), and a mutual agreement can produce better
outcomes for both of them (Pefia et al., 2002, p.6; Snow, 2015). Cooperation
as a social dynamic may have its origins in the sharing of information and
ideas and in the alignment of values and objectives (Cuérel et al., 2019).
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Table 3. Theoretical approaches to cooperation. Source: author’s contribution based on
Pefia et al., 2002.

Theory Characteristics Reference

Following the game Cooperation relationships are based on | See, e.g. Moulin,

theory the existence of an incentive for two or | 1995; Axelrod,
more organisations to act jointly (e.g. 1984

for necessary complementariness,
reducing the risk or generating
economies of scale).

Transaction costs point | Cooperation as a contractual or See, e.g. Imai &
of view (TCE) organisational form intermediate Itami, 1984;
between the market and the company. Powell, 1987

The theory of relational | Cooperation as a form of relationship See, e.g. McNeil,
contracting that lies in the continuum between 1980

discreet transactions and relational
exchange.

Concisely, the cooperation aims to carry out a joint business project between
two or more companies, and in the context of the doctoral dissertation, at
least one of these companies represents a CCls company and one a nonCCls
company.

Research of interorganisational collaboration has various disciplines,
research paradigms, theoretical perspectives and sectoral focuses (Huxham,
2003; Castafler & Oliveira, 2020). Contributions have come from a large
number of disciplinary perspectives (e.g. sociology, business policy,
economics, economic geography, public policy, politics, management) and
derive from a large number of theoretical bases (e.g. institutional theory,
social network analysis, evolutionary theory, resource-dependence theory,
transaction cost economics, critical management studies) (Huxham &
Vangen, 2013; Castafier & Oliveira, 2020). Nevertheless, only a minimal
amount of this research explicitly addresses the practice of collaborating
(Huxham & Vangen, 2013), which is a focus of this doctoral dissertation.

Collaboration typically implies a higher level of interaction among different
parties compared to cooperation; it means tapping into the resources and
expertise of others (Huxham & Vangen, 2013; Cuérel et al., 2019). Thus, in
principle, achieving any vision through collaboration may be possible
because one is not limited by one's own resources and expertise (Huxham &
Vangen, 2013). On the other hand, it is important to realise that such
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relationships depend on immense trust between the parties involved and a
great level of intrinsic motivation concerning their goals (Cuérel et al.,
2019). In the context of the dissertation, collaboration refers to any situation
where two or more parties work across organisational boundaries towards
some positive end.

To make a clear distinction between selected interorganisational activities
and based on the literature, in the framework of the doctoral dissertation,
‘cooperation’ deals with the motives and expectations of the people working
together, and ‘collaboration’ is about relationships that enable groups to
work together and/or create something new together. Cooperation is about
‘why to work together’, and collaboration is about ‘how to work together’.

Co-creation has been the subject of extensive scholarly investigation from
various angles (Urb & Jyrama, 2022). Galvagno and Dalli (2014) have
identified three principal theoretical viewpoints: (1) service science, (2)
innovation and technology management, and (3) marketing and consumer
research. The interpretation and role of co-creation within these perspectives
differ somewhat. In service science, its emergence is deeply intertwined with
interdisciplinarity, emphasising the necessity of co-creation to innovate new
services that simultaneously merge client needs, technology, and business
and social demands (e.g., Spohrer & Maglio, 2008).

In discussions about innovation and technology management, the
groundwork laid by von Hippel (e.g., 1986, 2009) on innovation and co-
creation plays a central role. This perspective accentuates the user's
involvement in innovation processes, examining individuals and
organizations as users and their contributions to innovation. Additionally,
practical toolkits for facilitating co-creation with users are highlighted (von
Hippel, 2009).

Within marketing and customer research, co-creation is explored from
various angles, including the network approach in marketing (e.g., Méller et
al., 2007) and the consumer's role as a co-creator (Caru & Cova, 2007). The
discussion extends to encompass customer communities (e.g., Cova & Pace,
2006) and the growing impact of their involvement through online toolkits
(von Hippel, 2009), even involving the co-creation of collective identities
(e.g., Cherrer, 2007). The concept of the customer as a co-creator of value
was early on central in marketing (e.g., Vargo & Lusch, 2008, 2014). The
perspective on (value) co-creation subsequently broadened to encompass
various stakeholders, drawing insights from network approaches (e.g.,
Moller & Halinen, 2017) and an institutional perspective (e.g., Vargo &
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Lusch, 2014), while also connecting with service marketing foundations
(Gronroos, 2011).

In the context of the dissertation, co-creation is the joint, collaborative,
concurrent, peer-like process of producing new value materially and
symbolically (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).

An overview of interorganisational activities characteristics relevant to the
dissertation can be seen in Table 4. Based on the literature, it reflects on their
motives or origins, process features, and outcomes.

Table 4. Interorganisational activities characteristics. Source: author’s contribution based

on literature.

Interorganis | Motives or Process features Outcomes Reference
ational origins (expected or
activities intended)
Cooperation | To improve Occurs between Effectiveness | Pefiaetal.,
performances; | legally independent 2002;
to acquire a companies and Castafier &
competitive involves a stable, Oliveira, 2020
advantage in long-term bond to
the market exploit a specific
(market)
opportunity
Co-creation Potential Joint, collaborative, | New value Galvagno &
source of concurrent, peer- materially Dalli, 2014;
competitive like process of and Prahalad &
advantage for | producing new symbolically | Ramaswamy,
businesses value 2004
Collaboration | To tap into the | Two or more parties | In principle, Huxham &
resources and | work across achieving any | Vangen,
expertise of organisational vision 2013; Cuérel
others boundaries through etal., 2019
collaboration
may be
possible

2.4. Interorganisational activities (IOAs) potential benefits for CCls and
nonCCls

In general, interorganisational activities like cooperation, collaboration and
co-creation between CCls and nonCCls are necessary for (1) tapping into
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the potential of the CCls and fostering purposeful growth in society and
economy stemming from that and for (2) continuous development within the
CCls (Sacco, 2011; Fleming, 2015; Inge Hill et al., 2022). The latter is
directly influenced by the fact that 99% of businesses in the CCls are small-
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), and 96% are micro-enterprises
(employing fewer than ten employees) - this is a higher proportion than most
other sectors of the economy, with micro-enterprises comprising 88.9% of
the total business economy (OECD, 2022). The high proportion of micro-
enterprises in the CCls, coupled with the tendency for activities in the sector
to be project-based, means that CCls businesses frequently need to work
collaboratively with other businesses to ensure the required diverse skill set
in temporary arrangements (Caves, 2000; OECD, 2022). Interorganisational
activities help CCls-operators to overcome skills gaps (Caves, 2000; Jeffcutt
& Pratt, 2002).

At the same time, the CCls stimulate a combination of different resources
(i.e. technology, arts, business, culture) - it has many dimensions and creates
social, cultural, and sustainable development value in addition to the
economic value (UNCTAD, 2010; Masalin, 2012). A characteristic that
further implies a need for strong interorganisational activities.

When it comes to IOA's potential benefits to nonCCls, the studies show that
the CCls have a substantial impact beyond their sector and contribute to
numerous nonCCls sectors with its impact on places, society and the
economy through the overflow of concepts, ideas, skills, knowledge and
different types of capital (Potts & Cunningham, 2008; Bakhshi et al., 2008;
Fleming, 2015; OECD, 2022). As digitalisation increases the opportunity for
cross-overs between CCls and other parts of the economy, interindustry
collaborations can spur innovation and growth for both (OECD, 2022).

Furthermore, according to the Culture 3.0 model (see Table 5), structural
interdependencies exist between the CCls and the other sectors of the
economy, brought about by a new wave of technological innovation that
blurs the distinction between cultural producers and users (see, e.g. Sacco,
2011). The table shows a development of the model and the relationship
between cultural activity and the generation of economic (and social) value
added to all, including nonCCls.
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Table 5. Conceptual models of the relationship between cultural activity and the
eneration of economic (and social) value added. Based on Sacco, 2011.

The Culture 1.0 model The Culture 2.0 model The Culture 3.0 model
- revolves around the = cultural mass markets | = open communities of
concept of patronage = new cultural products practice
- typical of a pre- available to much = due to technical
industrial economy wider audiences at innovations almost
= culture is neither a increasingly everyone has access
proper economic affordable prices to production
sector of the economy | = cultural production is technology
nor is it accessible to still severely = explosion of the pool
the majority of controlled by entrance of producers:
potential audiences barriers as the access difficult to distinguish
= cultural production to productive between cultural
lives entirely on technologies is producers and users
subsidies difficult and = the transformation of
financially expensive audiences into
= cultural and creative practitioners
activities produce - active, engaging
economic value and reception patterns
are profitable instead of passive
= specific sector of the reception patterns
whole economy = culture is an essential
ingredient of the
texture of everyday
life

According to the definition, the CCls rely on developing and exploiting new
ideas and intellectual property (IP) (DCMS, 2001; Caves, 2000). Thus, CCls
are one of the original knowledge-based industries that continue introducing
disruptive technologies and business models in fast-moving, complex and
highly competitive markets - something that nonCCls can also benefit from.
The research shows that firms combining arts and science skills outperform
those that utilise only art or science skills - the broader the set of skills a firm
uses, the higher its level of innovative performance and future growth (Spiel
et al., 2016). Interorganisational relationships and activities may contribute
to those processes.

Creative risk-taking and innovation are at the heart of the CCls, which need
a mix of a highly skilled workforce, new ideas, and technological and
creative innovation to thrive (Caves, 2000; European Commission, 2019).
Therefore, when some CCls-operators struggle with new technologies, some
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CCls-operators may be early adopters of new technologies, particularly
digital natives, using digital platforms (e.g. social media, search engines, and
online marketplaces) to connect, distribute cultural and creative content,
generate new products and services, and transform their creative processes
(European Commission, 2019). Interorganisational relationships with those
types of CCls-operators may prove to be beneficial for nonCCls-operators
as well for increasing effectiveness, achieving their visions, and creating
new value.

Due to the potentially mutually beneficial relationship between CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators, it is essential that for building
interorganisational relationships, they engage in interorganisational
activities such as cooperation, co-creation, and collaboration. Based on the
literature and to reflect named potentially mutually beneficial relationship, a
structured overview of (1) how CCls influence nonCCls, (2) why CCls need
to cooperate, co-create, and collaborate with nonCCls, and the other way
around, (3) why nonCCls need to cooperate, co-create, and collaborate with
CCls can be seen in Table 6.

Based on empirical observations and anecdotal evidence collected by the
author, in practice, these processes may face challenges and lack necessary
optimisation, therefore, merit further research.

Table 6. A potentially mutually beneficial relationship between CCls and nonCCls.
Source: author’s contribution based on literature.

How CClIs influence nonCCls:

- creates social, cultural, and sustainable development value in addition to the
economic value;

- impacts places, society and the economy through the overflow of concepts,
ideas, skills, knowledge and different types of capital;

- introduces disruptive technologies and business models;

- early adopters of new technologies.

Why do CCls need to cooperate, co- Why do nonCCls need to cooperate, co-
create, and collaborate with nonCCls? create, and collaborate with CCls?
CCls need a mix of a highly skilled Firms that combine arts and science skills
workforce, new ideas, and technological outperform those that utilise only either art
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and creative innovation to thrive. or science skills, and the broader the set of
skills a firm uses, the higher its level of
innovative performance and future growth.

References:

See, e.g. Potts & Cunningham, 2008; Bakhshi et al., 2008; Caves, 2000; Sacco, 2011;
Fleming, 2015; Spiel et al., 2016

2.5. Cognitive structures: entrepreneurial motivation, value co-creation
and shared mental models, and underlying cognitive mental models

The dissertation aims to optimise interorganisational relationships between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators and an important aspect here is to
understand their interorganisational activities (IOAs) potential connections
to social constructs as they may influence CCls-operators’ and nonCCls-
operators’ decisions and behaviour when it comes to interorganisational
relationships and activities (see, e.g., Jones et al., 2011; Gray et al., 2014).

Based on Seel (2011), within the context of the dissertation, a cognitive
structure is a psychological construct that accounts for a form of human
knowledge. They give significance and structure to our experiences and
guide the way we handle new information and access stored knowledge.
Examples of cognitive structures include schemas and mental models, i.e.
elements of memory used to represent, store, structure, and retrieve
information (Jones et al., 2011; Seel 2011).

To limit the scope of the dissertation and set a specific focus within the
dissertation, the selected cognitive structures are (1) perception of
entrepreneurial motivation, (2) value co-creation and shared mental models,
and (3) underlying cognitive mental models. Due to the inductive nature of
the doctoral dissertation, this selection is based on empirical observations
and anecdotal evidence collected by the author.

More specifically, in the framework of this dissertation, the ‘perception of
entrepreneurial motivation’ is related to the CCls-operators’ perception of
entrepreneurial motivation. ‘Value co-creation and shared mental models’
deals with the value co-creation enablers contributing to the dyadic problem-
solving process between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators.
‘Underlying cognitive mental models’ correspond to the potential themes of
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underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-operators concerning
collaboration processes with nonCCls.

Within the context of I0As of CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators, the
cooperations may have a connection to the perception of entrepreneurial
motivation through understanding CCls-operators’ perception of
entrepreneurial motivation and its potential impact on cooperation with
nonCCls-operators. In the same way, the co-creation may have a connection
to the value co-creation and shared mental models through developing value
co-creation enablers contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. Lastly, the collaboration
may have a connection to underlying cognitive mental models through
developing potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-
operators concerning collaboration processes with nonCCls. The overview
of the connections between selected interorganisational activities and
cognitive structures can be seen in Table 7.

Table 7. Connections between selected interorganisational activities and cognitive
structures. Source: author’s contribution, based on empirical observations and anecdotal
evidence collected by the author.

Selected Selected cognitive Connections
interorganisational structures
activities
Cooperation Perception of Understanding CCls-operators’
entrepreneurial perception of entrepreneurial
motivation motivation’s potential impact
on cooperation with nonCCls-
operators
Co-creation Value co-creation and Developing value co-creation

shared mental models enablers contributing to the
dyadic problem-solving process
between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators

Collaboration Underlying cognitive Developing potential themes of
mental models underlying cognitive mental
models of CCls-operators
concerning collaboration
processes with nonCCls

For optimising 10As of CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators, in the
following sub-chapters the dissertation aims to explore these potential
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connections between IOAs and cognitive structures in more depth through
literature.

2.6. Exploring cognitive structures in interorganisational activities
through institutional theory

The doctoral dissertation focuses on managerial research; therefore, the level
of analysis is the individual. Thus, the individual (i.e. manager) becomes the
interest of the research whom we need to understand better in the framework
of interorganisational activities. Understanding the structures governing
managers' actions during cooperation, collaboration, and co-creation
situations is essential. The informal institutions' framework is a good lens
for doing that, as it allows one to observe and analyse the phenomenon
comprehensively and in a contemporary setting.

According to North (1991a), institutions are the humanly devised constraints
that structure both political, economic as well as social interaction and
consist of both informal constraints (e.g. sanctions, taboos, customs,
traditions, and codes of conduct) as well as formal rules (e.g. constitutions,
laws, property rights). Institutions also structure incentives in human
exchange, whether political, social, or economic (North, 1990). Thus,
institutions are “the rules of the game of a society”, i.e. “humanly devised
constraints that shape human interactions” (North, 1991b).

In addition to regulative and normative elements, institutions have cultural-
cognitive elements that provide a solid foundation for normative
prescriptions and regulative controls but can also provide a framework for
order by themselves (Scott, 2010). Cultural-cognitive elements are cultural
because they are socially constructed symbolic representations and cognitive
because they provide vital templates for framing individual perceptions and
decisions (ibid.).

During the past forty years, the concepts of ‘institutional’ and
‘institutionalism’ have “spread like wildfires across most social science
disciplines”, and during that time, the conventional and dominant
perspectives in those disciplines have been questioned, criticising key
defining features of these conventional perspectives (e.g. rationality and
rational choice hypotheses) (Djelic, 2010:15,16). They are too simplistic in
contrast to neo-institutional perspectives that are able to integrate
complexity, such as taking into account the contextual embeddedness of
economic rules, actors, organisations, or behaviours (ibid.p.16). There is a
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fair amount of diversity and resilient differences under the broad label of
‘institutionalism’ (Morgan et al., 2010).

Sociological institutionalists tend to define institutions more broadly than
political scientists because they include “the symbol systems, cognitive
scripts and moral templates” that provide the “frames of meaning”
modelling human action in addition to formal rules, procedures, or norms.
Institutions influence behaviour by providing the cognitive scripts,
categories, and models indispensable for action; without them, the world and
the behaviour of others cannot be interpreted. Thus, when faced with a
situation, the individual must find a way of recognising and responding to it.
In those processes, the scripts or templates from informal institutions play a
crucial role because they provide the means for accomplishing both tasks.
Therefore, what may seem like a rational action to an individual is, in fact,
socially constituted. (Hall & Taylor, 1996)

Thus, in the context of interorganisational activities (e.g. cooperation, co-
creation, collaboration processes) between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators, in addition to rational choice and economic behaviour, the
operators and their behaviour are also influenced by cognitive structures.

The following sub-chapters will examine the cognitive structures relevant to
the doctoral dissertation. As previously analysed, within the dissertation, the
selected cognitive structures are (1) perception of entrepreneurial
motivation, (2) value co-creation and shared mental models, and (3)
underlying cognitive mental models.

2.7. CCls-operators’ entrepreneurial motivation

When it comes to CCls-operators, the question of what motivates a person
to engage in entrepreneurial activity and exploit entrepreneurial
opportunities is intrinsically related to and intertwined with the question of
what motivates a person's creativity because, without the last one, the first
one cannot exist (Urb, 2019).

Psychological factors that influence the decision to exploit entrepreneurial
opportunities include personality and motives (Shane 2003: 97), meaning
that people with certain aspects of personality and motivation tend to act
differently from others who find themselves in the same situation. They may
have the same skills, information, and opportunity cost, but people with
particular motivations will exploit entrepreneurial opportunities that others
will not. This puts great emphasis on the relevance of motivation.
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Furthermore, intrinsic motivation is also closely linked to one’s perceived
self-efficacy, influencing the decision-making of whether to engage in
entrepreneurship (Wadeson, 2006).

The distinctive characteristic of CCls-operators, which separates them from
nonCCls-operators, is that the scarce resources used to develop and produce
goods and services are individual creativity, skills, and talent (Urb, 2019).
Furthermore, as most CCls firms are micro-enterprises (OECD, 2022), the
person possessing and executing these scarce resources is the entrepreneur
or is a relevant part of the leading managing force of the company.
Therefore, creativity and creative activity are some of the most crucial
factors for a creative business to operate successfully. Thus, the motivation
for exploiting the entrepreneurial opportunity and the motivation for
creativity are crucial interchangeable factors for the creative business to be
successful (Carsrud & Brannback, 2011; Kiittim et al., 2011; Hernandez-
Acosta, 2012:32; Urb, 2019).

According to Collins and Amabile (1999), there is vast empirical evidence
that creative production requires a high level of motivation because the
process is rather demanding and, therefore, needs good stamina. However,
the critical question regarding this doctoral dissertation is what kind of
motivation drives creativity. Through different research periods in time,
scholars have suggested various answers to this question (see, e.g. Fairbain,
1938; Sharpe, 1950; Stokes, 1963; Gedo, 1983; Crutchfield, 1962; Cangelosi
& Schaefer, 1992).

In 1983, Collins and Amabile proposed definitions for intrinsic and extrinsic
motivations and defined intrinsic motivation as the “motivation to engage in
an activity primarily for its own sake, because the individual perceives the
activity as interesting, involving, satisfying or personally challenging; it is
marked by a focus on the challenge and the enjoyment of the work itself”
(Collins & Amabile, 1999: 299). In contrast, the extrinsic motivation is the
one “to engage in an activity primarily in order to meet some goal external
to the work itself, such as attaining an expected reward, winning a
competition or meeting some requirement; it is marked by a focus on an
external reward, external recognition and external direction of one’s work”
(ibid., p. 299-300).

Therefore, intrinsic motivation is the motivation to do something for its own
sake, to engage in an activity purely for the activity itself because it is
exciting and enjoyable (Wadeson, 2006; Abuhamdeh & Csikszentmihalyi,
2009). On the other hand, extrinsic motivation represents a motivation to
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engage in an activity in pursuit of the desired reward (Abuhamdeh &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2009).

Based on the literature, it can be assumed that CCls-operators are more
motivated by intrinsic motives when engaging in entrepreneurial activities
because it enables them to enjoy the process of producing new creative
solutions instead of doing something merely to gain an external reward
(Eikhof & Haunschild, 2006). They are motivated by the satisfaction of their
pursuits (Collins & Amabile, 1999; Florida, 2011), and creative persons are
more motivated by the creation process itself than engaging in it merely due
to monetary rewards (HKU, 2010; Carsrud & Brénnback, 2011; Kiittim et
al., 2011). According to Hernandez-Acosta (2012: 32), “creating and sharing
arts is the artist’s main factor motivating their ventures”.

It is also suggested that nonCCls-operators may be motivated by external
motives when creating a company because their engagement may be
motivated by external rewards, such as profit (Abuhamdeh &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2009; Carsrud & Brannback, 2011). This difference may
lead to a communication gap between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators (Figure 2).

Figure 2. A model for a potential communication gap between CCl-operators and
nonCCl-operators. Source: Urb, 2019.
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Creative people may see the contradiction between what motivates them and
what they believe should motivate them as CCls-operators because the
traditional reason for starting a company — the entrepreneurial goal — is
considered an economic gain (Carsrud & Brannback, 2011). If CCls-
operators are often intrinsically motivated, they may not praise the monetary
extrinsic rewards as highly as nonCCls-operators but rather focus on the
challenge and the enjoyment of their work (Collins & Amabile, 1999;
Florida, 2011; Caves, 2000; VVoss et al., 2000). The art for art sake principle
by Caves (2000; 2003) reflects on this phenomenon through CCls-operators’
attitude towards their work by willingness to sacrifice economic gains in
favour of the integrity of their work.

It may be argued that it does not matter whether the difference between the
motivation of CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators is genuinely in
existence or is merely perceived by the involved parties. Nevertheless, both
cases still influence the perception of them not being part of the same
entrepreneurial domain. It affects building relationships between CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators, and to some extent, it prevents them from
networking with each other, which can harm their cooperation.

2.8. Value co-creation processes between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators

In the context of the dissertation, co-creation is the joint, collaborative,
concurrent, peer-like process of producing new value materially and
symbolically (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).

Co-creation has received extensive scholarly attention from various
perspectives, but the three primary theoretical perspectives can be
considered to be: (1) service science, (2) innovation and technology
management, and (3) marketing and consumer research (Galvagno & Dalli,
2014; Urb & Jyrdma, 2022). To further clarify and structure the
understanding of the phenomenon, Galvagno and Dalli (2014) propose Six
common themes in the co-creation literature: (1) co-creating value through
customer experience and competence, (2) Service-Dominant Logic, (3)
service innovation, (4) the development of service science, (5) online and
digital customer involvement, as well as (6) individual consumers and
communities collaborating with companies. The author’s research is
positioned in quadrant I (QI), which focuses on collaborative innovation in
new product development and service innovation (see Figure 3). Literature
in this quadrant is oriented towards (1) the analysis of customer-company
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interaction through technology, and their implications are geared towards
managerial relevance, and (2) service innovation and its management
(Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).

Business-to-business co-creation is usually represented vertically between
providers and customers, but there is a gap in the literature when it comes to
considering horizontal co-creation between customers and other
stakeholders and how this should also be taken into account (Galvagno &
Dalli, 2014). Therefore, the author’s research contributes to the gap in the
value co-creation literature, focusing on interactions and horizontal co-
creation between other stakeholders.

In the scope of the dissertation, the research contributing to the determined
gap is done context of interactions within the network of actors in the value
co-creation processes during software development (SD) projects, namely
interactions between the project manager, designers (CCls-operator), and
software developers (nonCCls-operator) in the value co-creation process
that then further engage customers. The research focuses on the dyad of
CCls-operators (designers) and nonCCls-operators (software developers)
co-creating value during SD projects. Kowalsky (2015) emphasises the
significance of SD projects, highlighting the necessity of integrating both
digitalisation competencies and co-creation processes for delivering
contemporary value propositions, as illustrated by notable examples such as
Airbnb in accommodation and tourism and Uber in transportation.
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Figure 3. Theoretical perspectives, research streams, and common themes in the value co-
creation field. Source: based on Galvagno & Dalli, 2014.
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In the value co-creation process, on the one hand, the network of actors
functioning as suppliers (CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators) need to
apply their specialist professional skills, methods, and judgement, while on
the other hand, the customers must contribute their resources (e.g.,
knowledge about the market and project objectives) to create an optimal
product (Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012). The author believes it is
important to emphasise that besides supplier and customer collaborative
interaction, we also need to focus on the collaborative interaction of actors
in the supplier network (CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators) during the
value co-creation process (Figure 4). Namely, SD project managers must
facilitate the collaborative interaction of CCls-operators (designers) and
nonCCls-operators (software developers) during the SD project value co-
creation process to create optimal value-in-use.
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Figure 4. Framework for value co-creation as a collaborative problem-solving process.

Source: Based on Urb and Jyrdm4, 2022.
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The author proposes a model (Figure 5) based on the building blocks of
interactions for the co-creation of value (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004)
and value co-creation as a joint problem-solving process framework
(Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012). Furthermore, the author believes that
developing the framework — value co-creation enablers contributing to the
dyadic problem-solving process when the network of suppliers engages in
SD projects —should stem from this same model. Finally, the author suggests
that these enablers could be related to Design Thinking and Scrum because
these are two methods often employed by CCls-operators (designers) and

Q
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nonCCls-operators (software developers) daily.

Figure 5. A model for the supplier network of actors’ collaborative interaction during the
value co-creation process in projects. Source: Urb and Jyrdmé, 2022.
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2.9. CCls-operators’ underlying mental models concerning
collaboration processes with nonCCls

The dissertation contributes to the collaboration of creative industry
entrepreneurs' literature as it strives to understand and exhibit potential
themes of underlying cognitive mental models CCls managers may have
concerning collaboration processes with nonCCls. Mental models are
personal, internal representations of external reality that people use to
interact with the world around them (Jones et al., 2011). The notion of a
mental model was initially introduced by psychologist Kenneth Craik
(1943). Nowadays, it is a widely accepted construct in the social science
literature that mental models are used to reason and make decisions and can
be the basis of individual behaviours (Jones et al., 2011).

In decision-making contexts, the perceived usefulness of internal mental
models lies in their simplicity and parsimony, which allows complex
phenomena (e.g. collaboration) to be ‘interrogated’ and select ‘salient
components’ to form judgments (Gray et al., 2014). The generation of
workable explanations of the collaboration processes is facilitated by
inferring causal relationships between various factors based on available
evidence or beliefs (ibid.).

Mental models may influence CCls-operators’ and nonCCls-operators’
decisions and behaviour when it comes to collaboration with each other.
Thus, it is fundamental to understand more about the potential themes of
underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-operators concerning
collaboration processes with nonCCls-operators. Understanding themes of
CCls-operators’ cognitive mental models may serve as enablers for
smoother and more effective collaboration processes.

2.10. Optimising interorganisational activities between cultural and
creative industries and other sectors on a managerial level

After analysing through theory the interorganisational activities between
CCls and nonCCls and their potential connections to social constructs in
previous sections of the dissertation, for optimising those interorganisational
activities, the author proposes a theoretical framework for the dissertation
(Figure 6). The theoretical framework of the dissertation, to optimise
interorganisational activities between CCls and nonCCls on a managerial
level, reflects on the main constructs of the dissertation, their associations
and also the research questions.
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Figure 6. The theoretical framework of the dissertation to optimise interorganisational
activities between CCls and nonCCls on a managerial level. Source: created by the
author.
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Firstly, using key constructs of CCls-operator and nonCCls-operator,
defined in Chapter 2.2., ensures the dissertation keeps its research focus on
the managerial level. Secondly, to optimise interorganisational activities
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators, following the analysis of
literature, we need to understand better what kind of impact social constructs
may have on them.

Based on the literature, the dissertation proposes further research on the
following gaps for optimising IOAs for forging interorganisational
relationships between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators relevant on a
managerial level:

(1) how cognitive structures relate to interorganisational activities
between CCl-operators and nonCCl-operators on a managerial level
(based on ch. 2.3- 2.6; relates to SQ1),
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(2) how the CCl-operators’ entrepreneurial motivation may affect
cooperation between CCl-operators and nonCCl-operators (based on
ch. 2.7; relates to SQ2),

(3) how value co-creation between CCl-operators and nonCCl-
operators may be improved by developing value co-creation enablers
contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process (based on ch. 2.8;
relates to SQ3), and finally

(4) how do CCl-operators’ underlying mental models concerning
collaboration processes with nonCCI relate to interorganisational
relationships (based on ch. 2.9; relates to SQ4).

In the following Methods section of the dissertation, the author discusses in
detail the research design and reasoning behind it for creating novel
knowledge and finding answers to the gaps discussed.
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3. METHODS
3.1. Research design and strategy

To answer the research questions and analyse relevant nuances in regards to
interorganisational activities between CCls and nonCCls, the dissertation
uses qualitative research because (1) it has multiple methodologies and
research practices, (2) it is pluralistic with respect to paradigms (the
paradigm relevant to the dissertation is constructivism), and (3) it is
generally non-interventionist (the author did not want to intervene in or
manipulate the research situation but to research the phenomenon as it is)
(Punch, 2014; Flick 2014). Qualitative research is appropriate for empirical
studies of social relations like interorganisational activities (Flick, 2014).

The doctoral dissertation has an inductive strategy, meaning it begins with
empirical observations and anecdotal evidence collected by the author
(Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008; Flick, 2014). While the literature supports
the author’s empirical observations and anecdotal evidence, they also
acknowledge and address limitations within the literature, where the
dissertation contributes to bridging these gaps. Namely, the author’s
experience provided unique insight and the possibility to observe the CCls
and phenomenon of interorganisational activities and potential relations to
cognitive structures between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators first-
hand for years.

Data from the observations suggested patterns in interorganisational
activities between CCls and other sectors, revealing its inferior quality. This
finding allowed the author to generate a more general set of propositions
about those experiences (DeCarlo, 2018). The set of propositions by the
author is the following:

P1: The cross-sectoral efforts of the CCls may be challenging.

P2: On a managerial level, CCIs’ interorganisational activities may
be of poor quality.

P3: Some of the most common interorganisational activities
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators are cooperation,
value co-creation and collaboration.

P4: Some cognitive aspects of managers may affect the inferior
quality of the interorganisational activities and, thus, cross-sectoral
effort.
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After developing the propositions, the author moved to literature and
previous research that offered initial support for the propositions of
challenging cross-sectoral efforts between CCls and nonCCls, also on a
managerial level (interorganisational activities). Please refer to the ‘2.
Theoretical Framing” chapter for a more comprehensive overview. Previous
research also suggested a gap in the literature and a need for further research
regarding managerial performance in CClIs enterprises that takes into
account CCls characteristics and dynamics (Voss & Voss, 2000; Hadida,
2015). These findings allowed the author to develop a two-part main
research question:

RQ/A: How are interorganisational activities between CCls and
other sectors managed?

RQ/B: How can these interorganisational activities be optimised in
order to build interorganisational relationships?

The literature also provided support to the third assumption of the inferior
quality of the cross-sectoral effort being affected by managers' cognitive
structures. This finding allowed the author to make an educated selection of
relevant cognitive structures to research further as part of the doctoral
dissertation about common interorganisational activities between CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators based on anecdotal evidence. Therefore,
to set a scope for the doctoral dissertation, the author limited her research
only to the perception of entrepreneurial motivation in a scope of the
cooperation process, value co-creation and shared mental models in a scope
of the co-creation process, underlying cognitive mental models in a scope of
the collaboration process. Based on this decision, the author developed sub-
questions for the doctoral dissertation:

SQ1: How do cognitive structures relate to interorganisational
activities between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators on a
managerial level?

SQ2: How does the CCls-operators’ entrepreneurial motivation
affect cooperation between CCls-operators and nonCCl-operators?

SQ3: How can value co-creation between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators be improved?

SQ4: How do CCls-operators’ underlying mental models
concerning collaboration processes with nonCCls relate to
interorganisational relationships?
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Next, the author developed research strategies and designs for three studies
to answer the research questions. In addition, one additional study explores
and maps the challenges affecting CCls organisations and the skills gaps in
CCls organisations that might limit an organisation’s ability to develop and
expand to provide context for the topic as it shows the challenges the CCls
are facing (Appendix 3). Research strategies and designs were developed,
considering the availability of resources and opportunities to gain reliable
and valid research results to answer research questions but also relying on
the author and, where relevant, co-authors' experience and judgement. Each
study investigates different aspects of the phenomenon and therefore has
different research strategies and designs - an overview of the doctoral

dissertation research and design can be seen in Table 8.

Table 8. Doctoral dissertation research strategy and design overview. Source: created by

the author.
RQ | Research Method: Data: Aim: Outcome:
design and
strategy:
No. | Literature Desk Previous Describe how Chapter
1 review research literature | selected cognitive 2.6.
structures may
relate to
interorganisational
activities
No. | Qualitative Interviews CCls- Learn about CCls- | 4th
2 deductive (purposive operators | operators' original
research (more | sampling; and experience with publication
information: analysis incubators | cooperation with (Appendix
chapter 3.1.1. through nonCCls-operators | 4)
and Appendix 4) | categories) (motives and
expectations)
No. | Qualitative desk | Multiple- Secondary | Learn about 2nd
3 research (more | source desk | data about | methods CCls- original
information: research Design operators and publication
chapter 3.1.2. (purposive Thinking | nonCCls-operators | (Appendix
and Appendix 2) | sampling; and Scrum | use (a process of 2)
analysis producing new
through value)
categories)
No. | Qualitative Interviews CCls- Learn about CCls- | 1st original
4 explorative (theoretical operators | operators mental publication
abductive sampling; and models (Appendix
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research (more | interpretative | experts (relationships and 1)
information: phenomenolo how to work
chapter 3.1.3. gical together)

and Appendix 1) | analysis)

As discussed in chapter 2.1., the CCls has many sub-sectors. Through the
four separate peer-reviewed studies published by the author, the doctoral
dissertation covers most of the sub-sectors (Table 9). On a conceptual level,
they are all firms characterised mainly by the labour inputs of creative
individuals (Chaston & Sadler-Smith, 2012) and use individual creativity,
skill, and talent to generate and exploit intellectual property (DCMS, 2001,
Urb, 2019). Therefore, findings from different CCls sub-sectors may largely
be expanded to the whole CCls.

Table 9. An overview of CCls sub-sectors covered by the doctoral dissertation (original
studies by the author connected to the sub-sector). Source: created by the author.

Visual arts (studies 1, 4) Books and publishing (studies 1, 4)
Performing arts (studies 1, 4) Music (studies 1, 4)
Advertising (studies 1, 2, 4) Broadcasting (studies 1)

Acrchitecture (studies 1, 4) Video games (studies 1, 4)

Design (studies 1, 2, 3, 4) Film (study 1)

After designing, conducting and publishing the peer-reviewed studies, the
author built a doctoral dissertation at hand on the topic of how to optimise
interorganisational activities between CCIs and other industries on a
managerial level. It interprets findings from separate studies into
comprehensive research with an overarching theoretical framework and
answers all four proposed research questions under one umbrella.
Eventually, assimilating the findings from separate studies, the author
proposes the Three Cs model that may serve as a managerial tool for CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators during cross-sectoral work to increase its
quality. It may guide managers in navigating various interorganisational
activities (see Chapter 5.4.). The order and overview of the doctoral
dissertation's different research stages can be seen in Table 10.
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Table 10. An overview and order of doctoral dissertation research stages. Source: created
by the author.

Research stage Result

1 | Empirical observation and Noted patterns in interorganisational activities

anecdotal evidence about between CCls and other sectors reveal the inferior
the CCls quality of it.

2 | A more general set of P1: The cross-sectoral efforts of the CCls may be
propositions about those challenging.
experiences P2: On a managerial level, CCIs’ interorganisational

activities may be of poor quality.

P3: Some of the most common interorganisational
activities between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators are cooperation, value co-creation and
collaboration.

P4: Some cognitive aspects of managers may affect
the inferior quality of the interorganisational
activities and, thus, cross-sectoral effort.

3 | Review of literature and Initial support for the propositions (see chapter 2):

previous research - challenging cross-sectoral effort between
CCls and nonCCls, also on a managerial
level (interorganisational activities);

- the inferior quality of interorganisational
activities can be affected by managers'
cognitive structures.

4 | Developing research Main research question with four supporting sub-
questions questions
5 | Developing research Studies designed to answer the research questions

designs and strategies for
four separate peer-reviewed
studies

6 | Conducting and publishing | Four peer-reviewed publications
research

7 | Constructing answers to The Three Cs model based on assimilated findings
research questions based on
results from studies

To conclude, it is important to underline that the doctoral dissertation has its
methodology. In addition, each study carried out as part of the dissertation
has its own methodology and research design. Thus, the doctoral dissertation
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has a separate methodology, research design and strategy from the four
studies carried out by the author. What is common to both (the doctoral
dissertation and separate studies) is that they fall under qualitative research.
The following sub-sections describe data collection and analysis methods
for peer-reviewed studies carried out by the author in more detail.

3.1.1. Data collection and analysis for building a background
framework

To provide a broader context for CCls-operators in the dissertation, a study
was carried out to examine the challenges that may impact CCls
organisations and identify skill gaps that could hinder an organisation's
growth. This limitation may affect the organisation's involvement in
interorganisational activities such as cooperation, collaboration, and co-
creation with nonCCls-operators.

The most relevant part of the study concerning the current dissertation used
a qualitative research methodology and analysed previous literature and
studies published between 2002 and 2014 as data (n=7) about the challenges
CCls-operators may face (see Table 11). A more detailed account of data
collection and analysis for this study can be found in Appendix 3.

Table 11. Analysed literature and studies. Source: based on Sassi et al. 2020.

1. Jeffcutt, P., & Pratt, A. C. (2002). Managing creativity in the cultural industries.
Creativity and Innovation Management, 11(4), 225-233.

2. Tscherning, R. W., & Boxenbaum, E. (2011). What do the Creative Industries
need? — Barriers and possibilities for growth in the creative industries in
Denmark, pp. 1-15.

3. Berzins, G. (2012). Strategic management in creative industry organisations:
Specifics in strategic decision making. Management of Organisations: Systematic
Research, 62.

4, Kiittim, M., Arvola, K., & Venesaar, U. (2011). Development of creative
entrepreneurship: Opinion

of managers from Estonia, Latvia, Finland and Sweden. Business: Theory and
Practice, 12(4),

369-378.

5. Jones, P., Comfort, D., Eastwood, 1., & Hillier, D. (2004). Creative industries:
Economic contributions, management challenges and support initiatives.
Management Research News.

6. Noyes, E., Allen, I. E., & Parise, S. (2012). Innovation and entrepreneurial
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behaviour in the Popular Music Industry. Creative Industries Journal, 5(1), 139—
150.

7. Benghozi, P.-J., & Lyubareva, I. (2014). When organisations in cultural industries
seek new business models: A case study of the French online press. International
Journal of Arts Management, 16(3), 6-20.

3.1.2. Data collection and analysis for understanding the
entrepreneurial motivation in the scope of the cooperation process

The study uses a qualitative research methodology to research and analyse
the topic. Data were collected about two different research objects, (1)
creative entrepreneurs and (2) creative business incubators, to provide a
deeper understanding of the communication gap between CCls-operators
and nonCCls-operators, as well as to understand how creative business
incubators can support CCls-operators better. Creative business incubators
frequently assist CCls-operators by facilitating connections with partners,
customers, and investors, often extending beyond the creative sector. As a
result, creative business incubators have the means to observe as well as
foster and strengthen the cooperation between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators.

The study aimed not to make any statistical conclusions but to create a new
understanding of the phenomenon. Therefore, the purposive sampling
technique was chosen to select creative entrepreneurs and creative business
incubators to conduct in-depth semi-structured interviews with them (see,
e.g., Flick, 2014; Punch, 2014).

The sample of creative entrepreneurs consists of six creative entrepreneurs
in Estonia and four creative business incubators in Estonia, Finland, and
Sweden. Altogether, ten separate interviews were conducted with four
creative business incubators (2 interviews in Finland, 2 in Sweden, and 6 in
Estonia) and six interviews with creative entrepreneurs from different CCls
sub-sectors, as seen in Table 12.

Table 12. The CCls-operators included in the study according to their field. Source: based
on Urb, 2019.

Handmade and designed wooden spectacles

Handmade and designed leather bags and accessories

Event marketing
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Fashion design brand

Design agency

Graphic design

The collected data was organised and then categorised, the categories for
analysing the data derived from the theoretical framework. After labelling
the categories and organising and analysing the data, the author arrived at
meaningful units of data, which consist of coherent phrases and sentences
from interviews delivering understanding and explanations about the
research topic. These meaningful data units were distributed under five
categories (see Table 13). A more detailed account of data collection and
analysis for this study can be found in Appendix 4 under the Methods

chapter.

Table 13. Categories and the number of meaningful units of data. Source: based on Urb,

2019.
Category Explanation No of meaningful units
of data
(1) Motivation The motivation for entrepreneurs to 46
execute entrepreneurial opportunities
(to become and be an entrepreneur).
(2) Communication | Creative entrepreneurs’ perception of | 12
gap the communication between creative
and other entrepreneurs.
(3) Creative How evident is the communication gap | 22
business incubators' | when supporting creative
perception of the entrepreneurs?
communication gap
(4) Challenges for | The challenges creative entrepreneurs | 17
creative face.
entrepreneurs
(5) Creative The challenges they face when 15

business incubators'
support for creative
entrepreneurs

working with creative
entrepreneurs.
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3.1.3. Data collection and analysis for understanding the value co-
creation and shared mental models in the scope of the co-creation
process

To understand if the framework of value co-creation enablers that contribute
to the dyadic problem-solving process when the network of suppliers engage
in SD projects could be related to Design Thinking and Scrum, the study
used a qualitative research methodology and analysed multiple-source
secondary data about Design Thinking and Scrum. The aim was to
understand whether, even though Design Thinking was not initially
developed as an SD project management strategy, it has iterative SD project
management characteristics like Scrum and, therefore, can be regarded as a
co-creation enabler in SD project management.

The study used purposive sampling to choose the most typical cases
introducing Scrum and Design Thinking methods (see, e.g., Flick, 2014).
The multiple-source secondary data analysed in the study included available
studies, guides, handbooks, and toolkits about Scrum and Design Thinking
(n=13) published between 2006 and 2019. They provided an overview and
understanding of Scrum and Design Thinking as methods. This selection
helped to analyse in-depth how Design Thinking and Scrum may serve as
enablers in the value co-creation process during SD projects.

The first step was to analyse Design Thinking and Scrum according to the
following categories: definition (what is it), aim (why is it used), teams (who
uses it), process (how is it used), usage (when is it used) and values (what
values are upheld). It resulted in meaningful data units from the sample (total
n=40) to maximise information about each category. Next, the study
analysed each category to determine how similar or different Scrum and
Design Thinking are on the conceptual level. It involved composing a
conceptual model based on the analysis that shows the similarities between
Scrum and Design Thinking. By linking the findings to the previous
literature, the study developed a framework of value co-creation enablers
contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process when the network of
suppliers (CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators) engage in SD projects.

The quality of the study was enhanced by data triangulation using various
types of data on the analysed models (Patton, 2020). Linking the analysis to
previous studies and the theoretical frame improved the reliability and
validity of the study (Wallendorf & Belk, 1989) as well as the external
validity. A more detailed account of data collection and analysis for this
study can be found in Appendix 2 under the Methodology chapter.
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3.1.4. Data collection and analysis for understanding underlying
cognitive mental models in the scope of the collaboration process

The unit of analysis is the collaboration behaviours of individuals.
Therefore, data samples for this study are CCls experts in Europe (UK,
Brussels, Estonia; n=6) and the CCls companies managers first in the UK
(n=5) and then in the USA (n=6) for triangulation (see Table 14). The UK
was chosen because of its well-developed cultural and creative industries
sector.

Table 14. Data sources. Source: based on Urb. 2019.

Data Sources CCls managers CCls experts

Interviews 11 semi-structured 6 interviews
interviews

Europe

e 2 leading cultural and
creative economy think-
tank and consultancy
partners

e 1 international policy
design research centre
specialised in the CCls
founder and managing
director

e 1 CClscluster and
development centre CEO

e 1 specialist CCls business
coach, adviser and
consultant with
international experience

e 1 creative and digital
industries programme
manager at a governmental
business development
agency

Liverpool, UK 5 interviews

New York, USA 3 interviews

San Francisco, USA |3 interviews

63



The study uses theoretical sampling developed by Glaser and Strauss (Flick,
2014), whereby the author jointly collects and analyses the data and decides
what data to collect next and where to find it (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p.45).
The first interviews with CCls managers were held in Liverpool, UK, and
following their recommendations, the author decided to conduct the next
round of interviews in the USA (New York and San Francisco). In both
locations, the author used purposive sampling and aimed to select
particularly typical cases. Guiding interview questions for in-depth semi-
structured interviews with managers from CCls companies were designed to
elicit mental models about collaboration with nonCCls (Figure 7).

Figure 7. Topics covered during the semi-structured in-depth interviews with managers
from CCls companies (illustrated by two interviews from the UK and USA). Source:
created by the author in Atlas.ti.

Benefits for GCI
Benefits for nonCCl SR
Quality " Level
[ collaboration |
Obstacles' origins s Reasons
Solutions Keywords

Mental models exist within the minds of CCls managers and are therefore
unavailable for direct inspection or measurement (Jones et al., 2011). The
study uses an interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA) to get a deeper
insight into how CCIls managers make sense of their collaboration
experiences with nonCCls. The IPA was chosen because it allows focusing
on people’s experiences and understandings of particular phenomena as well
as the perceptions and views of participants (Smith et al., 2012). Studies
using the IPA approach regularly have a small number of participants, and
the aim is to reveal something about the experience of each of those
individuals (ibid.).

To understand potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models CCls
managers may have concerning collaboration processes with nonCCls, the
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author considered various passages when analysing interviews with CCls
managers that can be seen in Figure 8.

Figure 8. Concept map showing the passages considered in analysing CCls managers'
interviews. Source: based on Urb, 2022.
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Following the analytic process of IPA with the CCIls managers interviews,
the author (1) created exploratory comments for the interviews with CCls
managers in the UK, (2) developed emergent themes and, based on them,
super-ordinate themes, and (3) looked for patterns and created higher order
concepts. For triangulation, the author then analysed interviews with CCls
managers from the USA to understand and compare the level of developed
higher order concepts. A more detailed account of data collection and
analysis for this study can be found in Appendix 1 under the Methods
chapter.
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4. KEY FINDINGS

The chapter introduces the key findings of the dissertation and is divided
into four sections. The first section builds the background framework for the
topic and focuses on the challenges the CCls-operators may face. The
following sections follow the logic of the research questions, providing key
findings for each question in a separate section. The second section focuses
on introducing findings relevant to understanding the perception of
entrepreneurial motivation in the scope of the cooperation process. The third
section focuses on findings pertinent to understanding the co-creation of
value and shared mental models in the scope of the co-creation process.
Finally, the fourth section focuses on key findings relevant to understanding
underlying cognitive mental models in the scope of the collaboration
process.

4.1. Building the background framework: the challenges CCls-
operators face

The study's aim in the current dissertation framework was to explore and
map the challenges affecting CCls organisations and the skills gaps in CCls
organisations that might limit an organisation’s ability to develop and
expand, thus reach interorganisational activities like cooperation,
collaboration, and co-creation with nonCCls-operators. The findings from
the study highlight the challenges CCls-operators face, which can be seen in
Table 15.

Table 15. Overview of the main challenges and skills gaps in CCls organisations. Source:
based on Sassi et al., 2020.

Challenges and skills | Typical cases (sources):
gaps in CCls:

Lack of competencies | Strategic management; long-term commercial planning;
among CCls managers | management education (Jeffcutt & Pratt, 2002; Tscherning &
Boxenbaum, 2011; Berzins, 2012)

Management-related Complicated strategic management process; lack of business
issues competencies; the need for support services with a focus on
strategy and business development (Kiittim et al., 2011;
Tscherning & Boxenbaum, 2011; Berzins, 2012)

Financial aspects Lack of financial resources; financial illiteracy; financial
management (Jones et al., 2004; Kiittim et al., 2011;
Tscherning & Boxenbaum, 2011; Noyes et al., 2012)

Changing competitive | Fierce competition—competitive pressures; competitive
environment instability; specialised and high-skilled industrial sector
(Jeffcutt & Pratt, 2002; Benghozi & Lyubareva, 2014)

66



The findings suggest that the CCls-operators need support services with a
focus on strategy and business development, including knowledge on how to
develop interorganisational relationships with nonCCls-operatoros and
optimise interorganisational activities between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators. Thus, it is necessary to create new knowledge about potential
enablers for cooperation, co-creation, and collaboration processes that
support CCls-operators in managing their organisations.

4.2. Understanding the entrepreneurial motivation in the scope of the
cooperation process

The data suggests that CCls-operators are driven by intrinsic motives when
it comes to motivation to execute entrepreneurial opportunities. They have
a passion for the creative field they are operating in and wish to execute their
creative drive to produce what they adore and, at the same time, earn money
with it. Some respondents also stressed that CCls-operators are not eager to
sell their companies and keep going despite involving a slower growth pace
and smaller numbers in turnover.

CCls-operators’ perception of the communication between CCls-operators
and nonCCls-operators is dependent on the CCls-operator’s experience.
Nevertheless, almost every CCls-operator mentioned that even if they had
not experienced communication gaps, they had heard of it from others’
experience or perceived a particular prejudice against CCls-operators. Some
perceived prejudice about nonCCls-operators was also mentioned, mainly
connected to their perhaps disproportional wish to earn money and profits.

One respondent (CCls-operator) argued that nonCCls-operators respect
CCls-operators when they are successful — well-established CCls-operators
are seen as equal partners. However, when the creative company is not
particularly successful, nonCCls-operators may perceive themselves as
superior and be critically minded regarding CCls-operators. It seems that
when the cooperation between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators
increases, both parties also start to see one another as equal partners.

The critical aspects highlighted by the data are that CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators see themselves as different and that the communication
between the two could be better. According to data, the reasons for this are
differences in motivation and perception of the other party.
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Hence, findings show that motivational divergence is a strong barrier to
cooperation between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. Specifically,
motivational divergence manifests itself in a) reasons to execute
entrepreneurial opportunities (intrinsic vs extrinsic), b) expectations for
monetary profits and c) prejudice. As examples, a few excerpts from
interviews with CCls-operators are the following:

“Creative entrepreneurs see themselves a bit different from other
entrepreneurs.  Creative entrepreneurs see themselves as
entrepreneurs, but other entrepreneurs have prejudice about them.”
CCls-operator 5 and 6

“Many other entrepreneurs are much more motivated by the money,
turnovers and the beauty of the deal than creative entrepreneurs are.
For a creative entrepreneur, the idea and the company are much
more important — when the idea and the company are not suitable,
then there is no real passion for doing things only for the money, or
it has to be a huge amount of money.” CCls-operator 1

“I believe that they see each other as different. The reason is a
different purpose for engaging in entrepreneurship.”” CCls-operator
4

“Other entrepreneurs [nonCCls-operators] may see creative
entrepreneurs [CCls-operators] as a bit bohemian, perhaps not
sticking to the schedule or not so serious entrepreneurs. And, the
other way around, creative entrepreneurs may see other
entrepreneurs rather as people who only do it for the money.” CCls-
operator 2

4.3. Understanding the value co-creation and shared mental models in
the scope of the co-creation process

Regarding value co-creation, one of the most exciting findings to emerge
from the analysis is that despite Design Thinking not being initially
developed as an SD project management strategy, Scrum and Design
Thinking have similarities regarding the processes both methods implement.

The study defines Design Thinking as a human-centred approach designer
typically uses for problem-solving (Brown, 2008; Holloway, 2009) and an
abstraction of the mental process designers employ to create new ideas
(Lucena et al., 2016). Scrum is a framework that allows complex product
development, delivery, and sustaining (Schwaber & Sutherland, 2017).
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Scrum is an iterative SD project management strategy (Figure 9) that also
might border on being an Adaptive SD project management strategy and
consists of several phases repeated in groups with a feedback loop after each
group is completed (Wysocki, 2010).

Figure 9. The Iterative SD project management strategy. Source: based on Wysocki, 2010.
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Even though Design Thinking is primarily used by designers and was not
initially developed as an SD project management strategy, the findings
support the authors’ proposal that, in fact, Design Thinking has iterative SD
project management characteristics. Building on this similarity, Scrum and
Design Thinking can be regarded as value co-creation enablers for CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators in SD project management.

N

The findings demonstrate that Scrum and Design Thinking (employed by
nonCCls-operators and CCls-operators) have similarities regarding the
processes these methods implement: on a conceptual level, they both consist
of three overarching phases of (1) input from the customer, (2) creating and
building, and (3) try-out and learn. A more detailed overview of the
conceptual model and which part of the analysed processes fall under which
overarching phase can be seen in Figure 10.
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Figure 10. The conceptual model shows similarities between Scrum and Design Thinking
via three overarching phases. Source: Based on Urb & Jyrdmé, 2022.
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4.4. Understanding underlying cognitive mental models in the scope of
the collaboration process

Findings from structured interviews with CCIls experts show there are
benefits for CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators to collaborate. CCls
experts pointed out that the potential benefits for CCls companies from
collaboration with nonCCls companies could be related to growth,
innovation, sustainability, visibility and reach, and acquisition of skills and
knowledge. At the same time, experts agree that on a day-to-day basis, the
collaboration quality between the CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators is
not at the level it could be.

Findings from interviews with CCls managers reveal four primary focuses
that cluster potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-
operators related to collaboration with nonCCls-operators (see Table 16).
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Table 16. Master table of potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models of
CCls-operators related to collaboration with nonCCls-operators. Source: based on Urb,
2024.

Focus on the intangible - The aspect of higher purpose
- Actualising elevated values

Focus on business - Symbiotic and efficient communication and
processes management

- Defined roles and agile partnership

- Possibility for fluctuations and misalignment

Focus on organisation - Anarray of organisation cultures
- Variations in operational speed and flexibility
- Possibility of institutional obstacles

Focus on self? - Cross-sectoral capacity building and growth
- Getting a broader reach in society

Following the analytic process of IPA with the CCls managers interviews,
the author (1) created exploratory comments for the interviews with CCls
managers in the UK, (2) developed emergent themes and, based on them,
super-ordinate themes, and (3) looked for patterns and created higher order
concepts (Table 17).

Table 17. Examples of exploratory comments, relevant emergent themes, super-ordinate
themes, and higher order concepts from interviews with CCls managers. Source: based on
Urb, 2024.

Higher Super- Relevant emergent Examples of exploratory
order ordinate themes comments by the author
concepts themes
Focus on the | The aspect of |- CCls as a problem CCls call themselves
intangible higher purpose | solver problem solvers.

- embracing learning Embracing mistakes and

from mistakes learning from them is

- CCls helping to crucial.

validate nonCCls They feel like they are doing

the right thing.

% In the business context and from the viewpoint of the CCls-operator, the term ‘self’
represents both the CCls-operator and, by extension, the firm they are responsible for.
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Actualising
elevated values

- liberating nonCCls
- enabling nonCCls
- actualisation of real
values

- actualisation of
positive values

Giving seemingly
independent voice to
nonCCls.

It feels like doing something
positive.

More about the actual values
and culture than what is
written on the paper.
Creating the best possible
future.

Focus on
process

Symbiotic and
efficient
communication
and
management

- symbiotic
collaboration

- effective
communication tools
- communication
management + Pareto
principle

- alignment between
CCls and nonCCls
project management
important

Ideal collaboration is
symbiotic.

The need for effective
communication with the right
tools.

Deconstructing and
analysing what is said.
Good management of
communication is essential.
New project management
methods (lean, scrum) -
easier and better to
collaborate for CCls.

CCls must fit into the
nonCCls project
management style: choosing
whom they work with.

Defined roles
and agile
partnership

- a clear division of
roles

- defined boundaries for
collaboration

- agile partnership

Differentiated: critical that
everyone has clear roles.
Needs to be clear-cut and
defined: clear boundaries.
CCls saw collaboration
much more as a partnership
than nonCCls.

Taking more significant
projects into smaller pieces is
suitable for CCls SMEs
(agile approach).
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Possibility for
fluctuations
and

- variations in
relationships
- differences in

Different capabilities.
At times, excellent
relationship, but it varies

misalignment | capabilities greatly.
- differences in Appreciating the sense of
expectations community and celebrating
diversity versus being only
about getting the best results.
Are nonCCls actually ready
for what they are asking for?
Focus on An array of - misunderstandings in | Possible differences in
organisation | organisational | business culture business culture,
cultures - differences in understanding it is essential.
organisational culture Different cultures in
companies.
Variations in - slow versus fast NonCCls is more about
operational organisations “ticking the boxes”.
speed and - the level of NonCCls envy CCls
flexibility organisational operational speed (SME).
flexibility
Possibility of [ - institutional NonCCls organisations can
institutional restrictions have difficult gatekeepers.
obstacles - overcoming the NonCCls can have

gatekeeper

institutional restrictions that
halt the collaboration.

All about people, and people
vary.

Focus on self

Cross-sectorial
capacity
building and
growth

- opportunities for
learning from nonCCls
- networking

- the organisational
growth

- knowledge sharing

People working in nonCCls
from whom CCls can learn.
Passing on knowledge to
relevant parties.

The sense of achievement.
NonCCls are keen to
embrace the project.
Important to disseminate the
lessons learned/information
gained by older companies to
startups.
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Getting a - community building Place marketing, the sense of
broader reach | - reaching a diverse place.

in society audience Reaching a wider audience.
Collaborations are diverse.

For a systematic approach, the author also used triangulation and studied
phenomena on different dates and places and from different persons. The
findings are in Table 18 and show how dominant super-ordinate themes in
different sources were. Some variations in findings depending on the data
sources can be noticed that may be expected due to contextual differences.
For example, when it comes to CCls experts, it is essential to realise that
they are rather secondhand observers of CCls-operators and, therefore, may
not perceive the role and weight of defined roles and agile partnerships, an
array of organisation cultures as well as variations in operational speed and
flexibility that are all focus on either CCIls business processes or
organisation. Also, regarding CCls-operators, it is reasonable to expect
variations within the frequencies of super-ordinate themes as they are not a
homogenous group - not all super-ordinate themes may or need to be
represented in all CCls-operators. This contextual difference is reflected in
findings from triangulation.
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Table 18. Findings from triangulation®. Source: based on Urb, 2024.

Data sources
Interviews
CCls managers
CCls experts
Liverpool, New York, San
UK USA Francisco,
Super-ordinate themes USA
The aspect of higher Strong Strong Strong Moderate
purpose evidence evidence evidence evidence
Actualising elevated Strong Sporadic Moderate Moderate
values evidence evidence evidence evidence
Symbiotic and efficient | Strong Strong Strong Strong
communication and evidence evidence evidence evidence
management
Defined roles and agile | Strong Moderate Strong Sporadic
partnership evidence evidence evidence evidence
Possibility for Strong Moderate Strong Strong
fluctuations and evidence evidence evidence evidence
misalignment
An array of Strong Moderate Moderate Sporadic
organisation cultures evidence evidence evidence evidence
Variations in Strong Sporadic Moderate Sporadic
operational speed and evidence evidence evidence evidence
flexibility
Possibility of Strong Strong Strong Moderate
institutional obstacles evidence evidence evidence evidence

4 strong evidence=dominant theme in the source; Moderate evidence=frequent but the not
constant theme in the source; Sporadic evidence=theme appearing occasionally in the
source.
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Cross-sectoral capacity | Strong Moderate Moderate Strong

building and growth evidence evidence evidence evidence
Getting a broader reach | Strong Moderate Moderate Moderate
in society evidence evidence evidence evidence

76




5. DISCUSSION

5.1. How to optimise interorganisational activities between creative
industries and other sectors on a managerial level?

The main aim of the dissertation is to analyse and optimise
interorganisational relationships between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators. Therefore, the doctoral dissertation aims to answer a two-part
main research question of

RQ/A: How are interorganisational activities between CCls and
other sectors managed?

RQ/B: How can these interorganisational activities be optimised in
order to build interorganisational relationships?

As discussed in depth in the Chapter “Theoretical framing”, the literature
shows that CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators should engage in
interorganisational activities like cooperation, collaboration, and co-creation
processes because it benefits them through various aspects (see, e.g. the table
about the potentially mutually beneficial relationship between CCls and
nonCCls in Chapter 2.4.). Unfortunately, anecdotal evidence refers to the
inferior quality of interorganisational activities between CCls and nonCCls,
thus prompting in-depth research and a doctoral dissertation.

The two-part main research question requires a complex and
interdisciplinary approach to offer a valid answer. Therefore, the author
divided the main research question into sub-questions that each focus on and
analyse various aspects of the topic within the scope of the doctoral
dissertation. Answers to the sub-questions are discussed further in the
following sections, and together, they form an answer to the main research
question.

5.2. How do cognitive structures relate to interorganisational activities
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators on a managerial level?

Ignited by personal observations and further inspired by the academic
literature, the author decided to answer the first sub-research question of
‘how do cognitive structures relate to interorganisational activities between
CCl-operators and nonCCl-operators on a managerial level’ through
desktop research on informal institutions, which is elaborated in more detail
in Chapter 2.6.
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Based on the research and in the context of the dissertation’s focus, the key
takeaways are the following:

A. During interorganisational activities between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators, humanly devised constraints, i.e. institutions,
structure social interactions (North, 1991a). For example, institutions
structure incentives in human exchange (North, 1990; 1991b).

B. Institutions embody cultural-cognitive elements and provide vital
templates for framing individual perceptions and decisions - both
vital parts of interorganisational activities (Scott, 2010).

C. Inaddition to rational choice and economic behaviour, the operators
and their behaviour are also influenced by cognitive structures (Hall
& Taylor, 1996).

Therefore, cognitive structures relate to interorganisational activities
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators on a managerial level by (1)
structuring social interactions, (2) providing templates that frame individual
perceptions and decisions, and (3) influencing behaviour.

Cognitive structures' relations to interorganisational activities are further
discussed in the following sub-chapters through examples of cooperation
and perception of entrepreneurial motivation, value co-creation and shared
mental models, and collaboration and underlying cognitive mental models.

5.3. How does the CCls-operators’ entrepreneurial motivation affect
cooperation between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators?

When it comes to CCls-operators, it is beneficial to understand that the
question of what motivates a person to engage in entrepreneurial activity and
exploit entrepreneurial opportunities is intrinsically related to and
intertwined with the question of what motivates a person's creativity
because, without the last one, the first one cannot exist (Urb, 2019).
Therefore, to create a deeper understanding of a CCls-operator, it is essential
to focus on what motivates a person's creativity.

Empirical research findings show motivation differences between CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators to exploit entrepreneurial opportunities are
perceived. It is evident that CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators may see
each other differently, which may lead to a communication gap that may
hinder their cooperation. The findings allow us to assume that CCls-
operators are more often motivated by intrinsic motives, like passion for the
creative field and employment of one's creative skills. Also, it was often
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argued that nonCCls-operators are somewhat motivated by extrinsic motives
(e.g. profits and turnover).

Thus, when CCls-operators cooperate with other industries, it is essential to
know that CCls-operators may have different motivations for becoming
entrepreneurs than nonCCls-operators, which may cause a communication
gap between them and affect their cooperation. It was discussed that the
cooperation between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators could be better.
The lack of cooperation may be due to not seeing each other as fully part of
the same entrepreneurial domain because of differences in entrepreneurial
motivations.

The findings from the research conducted by the author show that
motivational divergence is a strong barrier to cooperation between CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators. Specifically, motivational divergence
may manifest itself in

a) reasons to execute entrepreneurial opportunities (intrinsic vs
extrinsic),

b) expectations for monetary profits, and
C) prejudice.

It complements the existing literature, which argues that creative persons are
more motivated by the creation process itself than engaging in it merely due
to monetary rewards and that other entrepreneurs are instead motivated by
external motives when creating a company because their engagement is
motivated by external rewards (Caves, 2000; Abuhamdeh &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2009; HKU, 2010; Carsrud & Brannback, 2011; Kiittim
etal., 2011).

Even if the difference in motivation for exploiting entrepreneurial
opportunities is not the only factor affecting the cooperation between CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators, it still affects it. It is, therefore, essential
to be acknowledged. The links and alignment between the differences in
motivations and reasons affecting the other party's perceptions were often
argued (see Figure 11).
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Figure 11. An alignment between the difference in motivation for exploiting the
entrepreneurial opportunity and the reason for perceiving not fully belonging in the same
entrepreneurial domain. Source: based on Urb, 2019.
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Based on the findings, it is not possible to determine to what extent the
mentioned differences (motivation and perception of belonging to the same
entrepreneurial domain) are really present in everyday life or only perceived
to be present by the involved parties. Nevertheless, in both cases (present or
perceived), these differences may affect the communication processes
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators because the perception of
them not being part of the one and same entrepreneurial domain is present
and, therefore, affects communication and cooperation between them.
Understanding CCls-operators’ motivation better is also important for
creative business incubators in order to be able to support them when it
comes to cooperation with other industries.

5.4. How can value co-creation between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators be improved?

The study offers two new insights that may improve value co-creation
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. Firstly, two inherent
methods used by CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators (respectively,
Design Thinking and Scrum) have similarities regarding the processes both
methods implement. On a conceptual level, they both consist of three
overarching phases: (1) input from the customer, (2) creating and building,
and (3) try-out and learn (see Figure 9). In particular, this finding, while
preliminary, suggests that similarities between the methods that many CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators use enable collaborative interaction during
the value co-creation process to have: (1) initial common ground at the start
of the process, which leads to (2) greater common understanding between
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the operators that initiates, (3) the common language, and eventually (4)
shared mental models for CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators; in other
words, team mental models (see, e.g. Miles, 2012; Mohammed et al., 2010).

Team mental models are defined as “cognitive representations of key aspects
of a team’s environment that are shared among team members,” and well-
developed team mental models enable team members to have a common
view of (1) what is happening — interpreting information in the same way,
(2) what is likely to happen next — sharing expectations about upcoming
events, and (3) why it is happening - sharing causal accounts for events
(Miles, 2012; Mohammed et al., 2010). Numerous previous studies show
positive support for the influence of shared mental models on team
performance variables (e.g., Mathieu, 2008). Hence, this combination of
findings provides some support for the conceptual premise that developing
shared mental models for CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators can
contribute to a better value co-creation process.

Secondly, building on this, a study developed the framework depicting value
co-creation enablers contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process that
can be used during value co-creation processes between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators (Figure 12).
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Figure 12. The framework depicts value co-creation enablers contributing to the dyadic

problem-solving process between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. Source: based

on Urb & Jyrdmd, 2022.
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In the value co-creation process, the network of actors functioning as
suppliers and customers must contribute their resources (Aarikka-Stenroos
& Jaakkola, 2012). To understand how the developed framework fits into
the full value co-creation process, including the customer, please look at
Figure 13.

The right side of the developed framework (Figure 13) focuses on the
collaborative value co-creation process. It is important to emphasise that
besides supplier and customer collaborative interaction, we must also focus
on the entire network of actors on the supply side (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).
Based on the literature (Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012; Prahalad &
Ramaswamy, 2004), the author elaborated a model emphasising the need to
focus on the collaborative interaction in the network of suppliers (CCls-
operators and nonCCls operators) during the value co-creation process. The
building blocks for the conceptualised value co-creation model are (1)
dialogue between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators as equals, (2)
access to information, and (3) transparency of information to avoid
information asymmetry between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators,
which should all lead to (4) the ability of CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators to assess the risk-benefits. This value co-creation model is part of
the developed framework on the right side.

Secondly, the model's left side focuses on the enablers for the collaborative
value co-creation process. It stems from the previously discussed new
insight by the author that two inherent methods used by CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators have similarities regarding the processes both methods
implement: (1) input from the customer, (2) creating and building, and (3)
try-out and learn. Acknowledging the similarities may enable previously
discussed collaborative interaction during the value co-creation process
from the initial common ground at the start of the process to finally forming
shared mental models for CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators, i.e. team
mental models. Together they form the framework of enablers with its inner
relations mapped out and located on the left side of the main framework.
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Figure 13. The developed framework within the full value co-creation process. Source:

based on Urb & Jyrdm4, 2022.
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Thus, the developed framework depicting value co-creation enablers
contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process between CCls-operators
and nonCCls-operators consists of two sides: the collaborative process of
value co-creation on the right and the framework of enablers for it on the
left. The framework may serve as a managerial tool for managers to
determine critical roles, facilitate joint activities, and optimise resource
utilisation during collaborative value co-creation.

5.5. How do CCls-operators’ underlying mental models concerning
collaboration processes with nonCCls relate to interorganisational
relationships?

A crucial part of the CCls entrepreneurship are managers of CCls enterprises
who help turn entrepreneurs' visions into realities (Bilton, 2007). Also, to
overcome challenges and skills gaps in CCls enterprises, it is beneficial for
CCls managers to collaborate with nonCCls. Enterprises that combine arts
and science skills outperform those that utilise only one or the other (Spiel
et al., 2016). Thus, it is essential for CCls entrepreneurship that CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators collaborate (Huxham & Vangen, 2013).

According to the literature, mental models are personal internal
representations of external reality that people use to interact with the world
around them, and nowadays, it is a widely accepted construct in the social
science literature that mental models are used to reason, make decisions, and
can be the basis of individual behaviours (Jones et al., 2011). Thus, it is vital
for the management literature to understand more about the potential themes
of underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-operators concerning
collaboration processes with nonCCls-operators.

Novel knowledge about CCls managers' potential mental models that may
guide their actions gives way to understanding how they work and their
decisions during collaborations (ibid.). In this way, understanding CCls-
operators’ underlying mental models concerning collaboration processes
with nonCCls supports managers and enables better collaboration. Thus, the
concept map mapping out potential themes of underlying cognitive mental
models of CCls-operators concerning collaboration with nonCCls (see
Figure 14) may enable more effective collaboration processes between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. It may serve as a managerial
guiding tool. Still, it is essential to note that concept maps are often used as
external representations of internal mental models; these graphical
representations and mental models are different (Gary et al., 2012).
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According to findings, based on their focus, the potential themes of
underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-operators concerning
collaboration with nonCCls can be clustered into (1) focus on the intangible,
(2) focus on business processes, (3) focus on an organisation, and (4) focus
on self. Firstly, the focus on the intangible has super-ordinate themes of ‘the
aspect of higher purpose’ and ‘actualising elevated values’ with relevant
emergent themes of CCls as problem solvers, embracing learning from
mistakes, CCIs helping to validate nonCCls and liberating nonCCls,
enabling nonCCls, the actualisation of real values, the actualisation of
positive values. Secondly, the focus on business processes has super-
ordinate themes of ‘symbiotic and efficient communication and
management’, ‘defined roles and agile partnership’ and ‘possibility for
fluctuations and misalignment’. Its relevant emergent themes are symbiotic
collaboration, effective communication tools, communication management
(Pareto principle), alignment between CCls and nonCCls project
management important, a clear division of roles, defined boundaries for
collaboration, agile partnership, variations in relationships, differences in
capabilities and differences in expectations.

Thirdly, the focus on an organisation has super-ordinate themes of ‘an array
of organisational cultures’, ‘variations in operational speed and flexibility’,
and ‘possibility of institutional obstacles’. Its relevant emergent themes are
misunderstandings in business culture, differences in organisational culture,
slow versus fast organisations, the level of organisational flexibility,
institutional restrictions, and overcoming the gatekeeper. Finally, the focus
on self has super-ordinate themes of ‘cross-sectorial capacity building and
growth’ and ‘getting a broader reach in society’ with relevant emergent
themes of opportunities for learning from nonCCls, networking, the
organisational growth, knowledge sharing, community building, and
reaching a diverse audience.

The listed focuses with super-ordinate themes and relevant emergent themes
may be part of the CCls-operators’ mental models. Thus, when
collaborating, it is beneficial for nonCCls-operators to consider these
personal internal representations of external reality that CCls-operators may
use to interact with the world around them (Jones et al., 2011).
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Figure 14. The concept map for potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models of
CCls-operators concerning collaboration with nonCCls. Source: based on Urb, 2024.
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The concept map of underlying cognitive mental models may serve nonCCls
managers as a guiding tool when collaborating with CCls managers. During
interorganisational activities, the map may help nonCCls managers to
visualise and understand what is important to CCls managers and what can
influence their collaboration with them. This kind of knowledge empowers
managers to optimise collaboration. Based on the concept map, the author
has developed an example of a canvas that may serve as a practical tool for
nonCCls managers, and it can be seen in Figure 15. This type of canvas
allows managers to physically map out observations and aspects of potential
themes of underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-operators concerning
collaboration with nonCCls.

Figure 15. A proposal for a practical managerial tool for mapping potential themes of
underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-operators concerning collaboration with
nonCCls. Source: created by the author.
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5.6. The Three Cs model

The main aim of the dissertation is to create new knowledge on how
interorganisational activities (e.g. cooperation, co-creation, collaboration
processes) between operators from creative industries and other sectors
could be optimised on a managerial level. The results from the desk research
propose that in the context of interorganisational relationships, in addition
to rational choice and economic behaviour, the operators and their behaviour
are also influenced by cognitive structures (Scott, 2010). Thus, the doctoral
dissertation aims to create novel insights into selected cognitive structures
as understanding them better may enable more effective interorganisational
activities between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. Within the
dissertation, the selected cognitive structures are (1) perception of
entrepreneurial motivation, (2) value co-creation and shared mental models,
and (3) underlying cognitive mental models. In the scope of the dissertation,
the interorganisational activities are limited and refer to cooperation,
collaboration, and co-creation processes between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators.

The doctoral dissertation has created the aimed novel knowledge through
four separate but interlinked, peer-reviewed and published studies.
However, for the enhanced contribution to the field, in this chapter, the
author analyses further the potential dynamics between these
interorganisational activities and proposes the Three Cs model as a potential
managerial tool (Figure 16).
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Figure 16. The Three Cs model helps to optimise interorganisational activities between
CCls and other sectors on a managerial level. Source: created by the author.

Interorganisational
activities

CCls The Three nonCCls

When analysing the potential dynamics between the interorganisational
activities, the author suggests that a wish to cooperate may serve as a
catalyst, for example, when managers seek new ways to utilise their
resources with new partners. As a next step, this catalyst may lead to
practice, i.e. the collaborative process of value co-creating. For example,
when CCls-operator and nonCCls-operator utilise their resources to co-
create a new offer. For these two possibly interlinked processes -
cooperation and co-creation - to operate better, we need a tool to gear them,
i.e. an apparatus. In the proposed model, the apparatus is collaboration.
Thus, the initial Three Cs model (Figure 17) consists of the following

elements and principles:

1) cooperation as a ‘catalyst’,
2) value co-creation as a ‘practice’, and
3) collaboration as an ‘apparatus’ that keeps them going.

90



Figure 17. The initial Three Cs model is based on the potential dynamics between
interorganisational activities. Source: created by the author.
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COLLABORATION CO-CREATION
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To develop the model further, we add a layer of novel knowledge about
selected cognitive constructs related to these interorganisational activities
studied and analysed in the doctoral dissertation. The selected cognitive
structures are (1) perception of entrepreneurial motivation, (2) value co-
creation and shared mental models, and (3) underlying cognitive mental
models.

Thus, firstly, when discussing cooperation as a ‘catalyst’, it is vital to add a
layer of “managers understanding CCls-operators’ entrepreneurial
motivation” because it may affect cooperation, and its comprehension may
lead to more effective cooperation. Regarding CCls-operators, the question
of what motivates a person to engage in entrepreneurial activity is
intrinsically related to and intertwined with the question of what motivates
a person's creativity because, without the last one, the first one cannot exist
(Urb, 2019). Previous studies argue that CCls-operators are more motivated
by the creation process itself than engaging in it merely due to monetary
rewards and that nonCCls-operators may be motivated by external rewards
(Caves, 2000; Abuhamdeh & Csikszentmihalyi, 2009; HKU, 2010; Carsrud
& Brannback, 2011; Kiittim et al., 2011). Whether it is true or not, it is
beneficial to recognise that CCls-operators may perceive it to be the case
(Urb, 2019).
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Secondly, when we move on to the ‘practice’, i.e. value co-creation, it could
further benefit from implementing the insights from the study, namely,
implementing the value co-creation enablers framework that contributes to
the dyadic problem-solving process between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators (see Figure 12). The developed framework focuses on the
collaborative value co-creation process and its enablers based on the finding
that two inherent methods used by CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators
have similarities regarding the processes and how this similarity can be used
as a ground for building shared team mental models (Urb & Jyrdma, 2022).
The framework may serve as a managerial tool when determining critical
roles, facilitating joint activities, and optimising resource utilisation during
the ‘practice’, i.e. value co-creation.

Thirdly, based on the findings and discussions, the ‘apparatus’, i.e.
collaboration, may benefit from recognising potential themes of underlying
cognitive mental models of CCls-operators concerning collaboration
processes with nonCCls (see Figure 14). According to the literature, mental
models are personal internal representations of external reality that people
use to interact with the world around them, and they are used to reason, make
decisions, and can be the basis of individual behaviours (Jones et al., 2011).
Therefore, it may be beneficial to recognise potential themes of underlying
cognitive mental models of CCls-operators during the collaboration, as it
may also serve as an apparatus to gear cooperation and co-creation.

Based on this discussion of results from the doctoral dissertation, we have
established an aimed layer of novel knowledge about selected cognitive
constructs related to the interorganisational activities to be added to the
initial Three Cs model. Therefore, the updated and final Three Cs model can
be seen in Figure 18. It incorporates the dynamics between
interorganisational activities and guiding principles regarding cognitive
structures.
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Figure 18. The final Three Cs model has an added layer of novel knowledge on selected
cognitive constructs. Source: created by the author.
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For operationalising the Three Cs model, the author has laid out guiding
principles that may make implementing the model more convenient. The
guiding principles for enhancing interorganisational activities between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators that complement the Three Cs model
can be found in Table 19.
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Table 19. Guiding principles for the Three Cs model to optimise interorganisational
activities between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. Source: created by the author.

Element from the
model and their
function

Guiding principles

Supportive tools

Cooperation:
a catalyst

At the inception of interorganisational
activities, it is beneficial to understand the
CCls-operator's entrepreneurial motivation
- the appreciation of the creative process.

Value co-creation:
a practice

1.

During interorganisational activities, the
building blocks for a meaningful value co-
creation process are: (1) dialogue between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators as
equals, (2) access to information, and (3)
transparency of information to avoid
information asymmetry between CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators, which
should lead to (4) the ability of CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators to assess
the risk-benefits.

2.

Two inherent methods used by CCls-
operators and nonCCls-operators have
similarities regarding the processes.
Acknowledging this enables collaborative
interaction during the value co-creation
process to have: (1) initial common ground
at the start of the process, which leads to (2)
greater common understanding that
initiates, (3) the common language, and
eventually (4) shared mental models for
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators, i.e.
team mental models.

The framework
depicting value co-
creation enablers
(Figure 12)

Collaboration:
an apparatus

When collaborating, it is beneficial for
nonCCls-operators to consider personal
internal representations of external reality
that CCls-operators may use to interact with
nonCCls-operators: higher order concepts
of potential themes of underlying cognitive
mental models of CCls-operators related to
collaboration with nonCCls-operators are
(1) focus on the intangible, (2) focus on
business processes, (3) focus on
organisation, and (4) focus on self.

The concept map of
mental models
(Figure 14).
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As established previously, networking and collaboration are particularly
important for CCls. The interorganisational activities like cooperation,
collaboration and co-creation between CCls and nonCCls are necessary for
(1) tapping into the potential of the CCls and fostering purposeful growth in
society and economy stemming from that and (2) continuous development
within the CCls (Sacco, 2011; Fleming, 2015; Hill et al., 2022; OECD,
2022). To optimise these processes in the future, the proposed Three Cs
model may serve as a managerial tool for CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators. It may guide managers in navigating various interactions related
to the abovementioned situations (also discussed further in the next chapter)
to ensure better cooperation, value co-creation, and collaboration between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. Thus, an answer to the main
research question of how interorganisational activities can be optimised in
order to build interorganisational relationships between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators may be through using the Three Cs model with its
guiding principles that comprise topics each sub-research question studies
together with answers and novel knowledge.

Even though the Three Cs model is a novel contribution by the doctoral
dissertation, to some extent, the author has tested parts of it in a real-life
situation with positive feedback. Namely, on a daily basis, the author works
with and consults various companies and organisations within the CCls and,
where relevant, employs the principles of the Three Cs model. Parts of the
Three Cs model were also exploited during the cooperation project between
the Bl Norwegian Business School and the University of Iceland,
coordinated and led by the Estonian Business School (funded by the
EEA/Norway Cooperation Programme in Higher Education). The project
focused on young and future CCls-operators who discussed parts of the
Three Cs model with acknowledgement. The initial positive feedback to the
Three Cs model prompts future testing and studies with CCls-operators.

5.7. Contribution

The dissertation also takes part in the empirical discussion about cultural and
creative industries as it strives to (1) understand CCls-operators' perception
of entrepreneurial motivation and (2) provide new insight into the gap in the
value co-creation literature with a particular focus on interactions and
horizontal co-creation between other stakeholders, and (3) understand and
exhibit potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-
operators concerning collaboration processes with nonCCls-operators.
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The novel findings and results of the dissertation contribute to theory
building in several ways (Figure 19). Some examples are discussed further
in the following:

A. Inrelation to the practice theory of entrepreneuring: The Three Cs
model, developed by the author, contributes to the practice theory of
entrepreneuring by providing novel knowledge from analysing the
dynamics between cooperation, co-creation and collaboration plus
their relation to cognitive structures in the context of
interorganisational relationships of CCls and nonCCls (Johannisson,
2011; Thompson et al.,, 2020). The practice theory views
entrepreneurship as an unfolding process that emerges in and through
the nexus of practices, i.e. entrepreneuring (Thompson et al., 2020).
Entrepreneuring is an enactment and entanglement of multiple
practices, which in the context of interorganisational relationships
may include interorganisational activities (Johannisson, 2011,
Thompson et al., 2020). Thus, the dissertation also contributes to the
practice theory of entrepreneuring by the guiding principles for the
Three Cs model that help optimise interorganisational activities
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators (please see Table
19).

B. Inrelation to collaboration theory: When utilising the collaboration
theory, it is essential to realise that in an era of scarce resources,
competition, and complex community issues, interorganisational
collaboration is indispensable (Gajda, 2004). Collaboration theory
looks into the aspects of (1) preconditions, (2) the process, and (3)
outcomes of collaborative alliances (Wood & Gray, 1991). The
results of the dissertation contribute to the part of the collaboration
theory that deals with the themes related to the process and, more
specifically, the process from the micro-sociological perspective of
individual stakeholder interactions. l.e. when collaborating, it is
beneficial for nonCCls-operators to consider personal internal
representations of external reality that CCls-operators may use to
interact with nonCCls-operators - the potential themes of underlying
cognitive mental models of CCls-operators concerning collaboration
with nonCCls.

C. In relation to the theory of value co-creation: The dissertation
contributes to the business-to-business value co-creation literature
by addressing a gap in the literature when it comes to considering

96



horizontal value co-creation between other stakeholders (Galvagno
& Dalli, 2014). Unlike the rather usual vertical focus between
providers and customers, doctoral research emphasises the
importance of considering interactions and horizontal value co-
creation between other stakeholders. The dissertation introduces a
framework illustrating value co-creation enablers (please see Figures
12 and 13).

. In relation to sociological institutionalism: As an explanatory
framework, according to Casper (2010:342), sociological
institutionalism does not have an adequate theory of how micro-level
actors (i.e. firms, their managers, and their employees) engage
institutions. At the same time, common institutional practices may
emerge from a more interactive process of discussion among the
actors in a given network (e.g. about shared problems, how to
interpret them, and how to solve them) taking place in a variety of
forums (Taylor & Hall, 1996). Interorganisational activities between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators can be a forum where
common institutional practices may emerge. Therefore, novel
knowledge stemming from the dissertation about connections
between interorganisational activities and cognitive structures
contributes to sociological institutionalism.

In relation to communities of practice: Communities of practice
refer to collectives of individuals united by a common interest, a
shared set of challenges, or a passion for a particular subject (Wenger
et al., 2002a). These groups enhance their understanding and
proficiency in the respective domain through continuous interaction
and collaboration (ibid.). While communities of practice are
voluntary and naturally formed, effective community design can
welcome and evoke a sense of vibrancy and vitality (Wenger et al.,
2002b). Knowledge about the Three Cs model and its guiding
principles developed in the dissertation may contribute to designing
communities of practice and continuous interaction and
collaboration involving CCls and nonCCls.
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Figure 19. The dissertation’s contributions to the theory building. Source: created by the
author.
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In addition to contributions to theory building, the doctoral dissertation
offers several practical implications: in addition to novel knowledge, it
provides managerial and guiding tools. They may prove to be influential for
managers in everyday practicalities as well as in policy developments when
promoting the cross-sectoral approach suggested by the OCED (2022). The
practical contributions of the doctoral dissertation are listed and discussed
further in Table 20.

Table 20. Doctoral dissertation’s practical contribution. Source: created by the author.

Potential guidelines for optimising | Practical implication
interorganisational activities

(1) Understanding CCls-operators’ To support CCls-operators, it is important to
perception of entrepreneurial understand their entrepreneurial motivation, as
motivation. this may differ from what motivates nonCCls-
operators to execute the entrepreneurial
opportunity. CCls-operators may be more
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motivated by intrinsic motivation, while
nonCCls-operators by extrinsic motivation.
This may lead to a communication gap,
affecting their cooperation. This knowledge is
also important for creative business incubators
in order to be able to support CCls-operators
when it comes to cooperation with other
industries.

(2) Competent value co-creation
processes between CCls-operators
and nonCCls-operators based on a
framework of value co-creation
enablers contributing to the dyadic
problem-solving process between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators.

The developed framework (see Figure 12)
depicts value co-creation enablers contributing
to the dyadic problem-solving process between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. It may
serve as a managerial tool for managers to
determine critical roles, facilitate joint activities
and optimise resource utilisation.

(3) Realising potential themes of
underlying cognitive mental models
of CCls-operators concerning
collaboration processes with
nonCCls.

The proposed concept map (see Figure 14) may
enable more effective collaboration processes
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators
and enhance creative entrepreneurship. It may
serve nonCClIs managers as a guiding tool
when collaborating with CCls managers. Novel
knowledge about CCls managers' potential
mental models that may guide their actions
gives way to understanding how they work and
their decisions during collaborations.

(4) The Three Cs model and its
guiding principles

The model (see Figure 18), together with its
guiding principles (Table 19), may be used to
optimise interorganisational activities between
creative industries and other sectors on a
managerial level. It may serve as a managerial
tool for CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators
and guide them in navigating various
interorganisational activities to ensure better
cooperation, value co-creation, and
collaboration.

Based on the research results, the author developed examples of canvases
that managers can use as practical tools. These types of canvases allow

managers to physically map out

relevant aspects in terms of

interorganisational activities deriving from doctoral research. The canvas
dealing with the collaboration and potential themes of underlying cognitive
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mental models part of the Three Cs model is introduced at the end of chapter
5.5. (please see Figure 18). The proposal for the canvas covering the
cooperation and entrepreneurial motivation part of the model can be seen in
Figure 20. Finally, the canvas developed for the value co-creation enablers
part of the Three Cs model is in Figure 21.

Figure 20. A proposal for a practical managerial tool for mapping aspects related to
entrepreneurial motivation based on doctoral research. Source: created by the author.
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Figure 21. A proposal for a practical managerial tool for mapping aspects related to value
co-creation enablers based on doctoral research. Source: created by the author.
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5.8. Limitation

The topic of interorganisational activities between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators is complex, nuanced, and impacted by many factors. Due
to time and resource constraints and narrowing the research scope, the
doctoral dissertation limited interorganisational activities to cooperation,
value co-creation and collaboration as they are common in the field.
Nevertheless, other interorganisational activities may play a role in cross-
sectoral work between CClIs and other sectors and merit independent
research (e.g. coordination).

Furthermore, the cognitive structures related to the selected
interorganisational activities are also limited in the doctoral dissertation. In
addition to the researched perception of entrepreneurial motivation, shared
mental models, and underlying cognitive mental models, other cognitive
structures may affect various interorganisational activities (e.g. values,
beliefs).

Due to the qualitative nature of the research strategy and design, the samples
are small. Therefore, future research could focus on testing the results from
the dissertation with a larger sample size and, for example, using probability
sampling. This methodology would allow the generalisation of results to a
larger population. Also, the findings do not distinguish much between the
geographical context and sub-sectors of the CCls. Greater focus on
geographical context and specific sub-sectors of the CCls could be valuable
avenues for future research regarding I0OA between CCls and nonCCls.

Regarding the theoretical framework of the dissertation, relying on the
economic theories that initially emerged might have caused an overlook of
more generic theories (e.g. practice theory, collaboration theory) that could
have also been helpful when analysing the phenomenon. The contributions
to some of those theories are discussed in Chapter 5.7.

When researching the phenomenon, the studies conducted as part of the
doctoral dissertation focus on collecting data from CCls-operators. Thus,
subsequent studies could set their focus on gathering data from nonCCls-
operators to elaborate further on their perspective.

5.9. Future research

The world is facing unprecedented global challenges (health, climate
change, biodiversity loss, technological challenges, democratic, economic
and social inequalities), and there is a need to accelerate change in our
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developmental and societal models towards sustainability (Council of
Europe, 2022). To face these challenges, there is a call for the recognition of
artistic and creative skills to support innovation respecting sustainability
goals.

It recalls that the cultural and creative sector is an essential driver of the
digital and creative economy as well as a motor of social, political and
technological changes because of the transformative power of art, stories
and aesthetics as well as the demand from people for a new ethic to respect
the environment and sustainable development. (Kern, 2022)

The dissertation aims to analyse and optimise interorganisational activities
between CCls and nonCCls by proposing the Three Cs model with its
guiding principles that will also be relevant when facing new challenges and
recognising the CCIs' role and support for needed changes.

Even though in the EU, some national decision-makers still appear to
underestimate the potential of CCls, despite their capacity to reshape
narratives, challenge stereotypes, and amplify the voices of marginalised
groups (Betzler et al., 2023), other policymakers have realised that culture
has intrinsic value through the G20 Rome Leaders’ Declaration (2021). They
underline the role of cultural and creative professionals and businesses as
drivers for sustainable development and in fostering the resilience and
regeneration of our economies and societies. For example, CCls are crucial
in delivering the European Green Deal. A tangible example is the New
European Bauhaus initiative that the President of the European Commission
has called the “soul” of the European Green Deal, which has led to an
“explosion of creativity across our Union”.

The New European Bauhaus aims to build a sustainable future through
creativity, innovation and imagination. It is a creative and interdisciplinary
movement, convening a space of encounter to recuperate and revisit
sustainable practices, empower the most inspiring practices of today, and
design future ways of living at the crossroads between art, culture and
science (European Union, 2021).

By its nature, the New European Bauhaus is a crossroads project that wants
to connect innovation and creativity to design citizens’ quality of life in
towns and localities; thus, it bridges, connects and blends the green and
digital transformations (European Union, 2021). Therefore, we can envision
multiple ways managers can benefit from applying the Three Cs model when
navigating various interorganisational activities within the project to ensure
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better cooperation, value co-creation, and collaboration. It would be fruitful
for future research to design studies to understand the practical implications
of the Three Cs model in the context of the New European Bauhaus through
its various phases.

In addition to aspects related to contributing to the reach of sustainability
goals, another relevant domain regarding CCls and future research is digital
transformation, including digitalisation as well as new technological
developments such as artificial intelligence. For example, recommendations
for future politics state that technological progress should not be conceived
without considering the cultural dimension (Kern, 2022). We need to
understand better how the developments in artificial intelligence may
provide opportunities but also threats to the CCls; for example, predictive
algorithms may risk reducing cultural diversity in the digital environment
(Council of Europe, 2022). More profound knowledge on how the CCls can
benefit from technological developments and how, due to their nature, they
help define the new reality is needed (ibid). Diverse interorganisational
activities characterise the intersection between cultural and creative
industries and technological advancements. This intersection provides a
promising foundation for future research, particularly in exploring the
proposed Three Cs model's manifold implications and guiding principles.
The dynamic interaction between CCIls and technology presents rich
opportunities for further investigation and scholarly exploration.

Social inclusion is one of the goals of the European Commission’s Creative
Europe Programme, which brings together actions supporting the European
cultural and creative sectors, for example, supporting cooperation projects
that promote societal resilience and enhance social inclusion in and through
culture (EACEA, 2022). It focuses mainly on people with disabilities, people
belonging to minorities and socially marginalised groups, and intercultural
dialogue (ibid.). Projects aiming at this or other priorities set by the
Commission in the Creative Europe Programme (e.g. audience,
sustainability, digital, international dimension) rely heavlily on
interorganisational activities between partners and stakeholders from
different sectors (ibid.). Therefore, this particular setting might be valuable
for future research designs aiming to test and analyse proposed Three Cs
model (catalyst-aparatus-practice) and its guiding principles in various
settings.

Subsequent research endeavours may seek to empirically validate and
scrutinise the efficacy of the Three Cs model, its guiding principles, and the
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canvases developed and proposed based on doctoral research by actively
involving managers within the respective industries (see Figures 15, 20 and
21). This collaborative engagement with managerial stakeholders promises
to provide valuable insights into the practical applicability and relevance of
the conceptual frameworks within the dynamic operational landscapes of
these sectors.
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6. CONCLUSION

The cultural and creative sector plays a pivotal role in driving the digital and
creative economy and fostering societal, political, and technological
changes, fueled by the transformative power of art, narratives, and aesthetics
and responding to a growing demand for a new ethical framework focused
on environmental sustainability (Kern, 2022; Council of Europe, 2022). The
OCED (2022) suggests that the policies should promote cross-sectoral
collaboration between CCls and other sectors of the economy for growth
and innovation to boost the performance of CCls firms at national and
regional levels. This approach relies on dynamic interorganisational
activities, such as cooperation, co-creation, and collaboration between CCls
and other sectors. These are not just formalities - they are essential for
unlocking the full potential of CCls and driving purposeful growth in society
and the economy (Sacco, 2011; Fleming, 2015; Hill et al., 2022). However,
the author's fifteen years of observation of cultural and creative industries
shows that the interorganisational activities between cultural and creative
industries and other sectors are often challenging and of inferior quality.

Therefore, the doctoral dissertation focuses on analysing and optimising
interorganisational activities between companies from cultural and creative
industries and other sectors on a managerial level. The dissertation has a
qualitative research design and comprises four studies focusing on different
aspects of the phenomenon. The doctoral dissertation investigates the two-
fold main research question of 'how are interorganisational activities
between CCls and other sectors managed' (RQ/A) and 'how can these
interorganisational activities be optimised in order to build
interorganisational relationships' (RQ/B) that are further divided into sub-
questions.

Grounded in original research, the dissertation uncovers cognitive structures
essential for optimising interorganisational activities between CCls and
nonCCls. From understanding entrepreneurial motivation to fostering
collaborative value co-creation processes and unravelling the mental models
of CCls-operators, the research delves into the complexities surrounding
these critical interactions.

By assimilating doctoral dissertation findings, the author proposes the Three
Cs model and its guiding principles that may serve as a managerial tool for
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators when engaging in necessary
interorganisational activities. During interorganisational activities, the Three
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Cs model sees cooperation as a 'catalyst', value co-creation as a 'practice’,
and collaboration as an ‘apparatus' that keeps them going. According to the
developed Three Cs model, the potential guidelines for optimising
interorganisational activities between CCls-operators and nonCCls-
operators are the following:

(1) at the inception, it is beneficial to understand the CCls-operator's
entrepreneurial motivation - the appreciation of the creative process
(Urb, 2019);

(2) during interorganisational activities we need competent
collaborative value co-creation processes between CCls-operators
and nonCCls-operators based on building blocks and enablers
proposed by the doctoral dissertation (Urb, 2022);

(3) when collaborating, it is beneficial for nonCCls-operators to
consider personal internal representations of external reality that
CCls-operators may use to interact with nonCCls-operators: higher
order concepts of potential themes of underlying cognitive mental
models of CCls-operators related to collaboration with nonCCls-
operators are 1) focus on the intangible, 2) focus on business
processes, 3) focus on organisation, and 4) focus on self (Urb, 2024).

The dissertation contributes to the management literature about the cultural
and creative industries. In addition, it offers contributions to the practice
theory of entrepreneuring, collaboration theory, the theory of value co-
creation, sociological institutionalism, and communities of practice.

The dissertation takes part in the empirical discussion about cultural and
creative industries as it strives to (1) understand CCls-operators'
entrepreneurial motivation and (2) provide new insight into the gap in the
value co-creation literature with a particular focus on interactions and
horizontal co-creation between other stakeholders, and (3) understand and
exhibit potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models of CCls-
operators concerning collaboration processes with nonCCls-operators.
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ABSTRACT

Creative industry entrepreneurs successfully exploiting the identified new
business opportunities depend on creative and cultural industry (CCI)
managers and their collaboration with other sectors (nonCCl). The chapter
offers a contribution to the creative industry entrepreneurs’ collaboration
literature. It strives to understand and exhibit potential themes underlying
cognitive mental models of CCl managers concerning collaboration
processes with nonCCI. This novel knowledge may be an enabler for
smoother and more effective collaboration processes between CCI and
nonCCl. The chapter employs an explorative abductive approach with
interviews as the primary research method and uses an interpretative
phenomenological analysis (IPA). Based on the findings, the chapter
proposes a concept map illustrating potential themes of CCI managers'
mental models for collaborations.

Keywords: collaboration, cognitive enablers, mental models, interpretative
phenomenological analysis

1. INTRODUCTION

Cultural and creative industry (CCI) entrepreneurs depend upon managers
who help turn entrepreneurs' visions into realities and successfully exploit
the identified new business opportunities (Bilton, 2007). However, the
literature shows that some of the main challenges and skills gaps in CCI
enterprises are related to strategic management (Sassi, Urb & Pihlak, 2020).
Furthermore, there is a gap in the literature regarding managerial
performance in CCI enterprises (Hadida, 2015).

The chapter distinguishes between CCIl managers and nonCCI managers, i.e.
the term ‘CCI managers’ stands for managers of companies within cultural
and creative industries and ‘nonCCI managers’ stands for managers of
companies within other industries outside of CCI.

Collaborating with other sectors (nonCCI) is beneficial to overcome
challenges and skills gaps in CCl enterprises, as CCI needs a mix of a highly
skilled workforce, new ideas, and technological and creative innovation to
thrive (Spiel et al., 2016). Creative enterprises that combine arts and science
skills outperform those that utilise only art skills or science skills; the
broader the set of skills a creative enterprise uses, the higher its level of
innovative performance and future growth (ibid.). The author of the chapter
has been active in the cultural and creative industries field for over fourteen
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years in different entrepreneurial, managerial, consulting, and expert roles.
However, her experience shows that the collaboration between cultural and
creative industries (CCI) and other sectors (nonCCl) is often not as fluent as
it could be.

Therefore, the author focuses on researching the phenomenon of
collaboration between CCI and nonCCl and aims to find potential enablers
for smoother and more effective collaboration processes that enhance
creative entrepreneurship. The chapter strives to understand and exhibit
potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models CCI managers may
have concerning collaboration processes with nonCCI. Thus, the chapter
contributes to creative industry entrepreneurs' collaboration literature and
participates in the empirical discussion about CCI. The research question
that guides the study of the phenomenon is ‘how do CCl managers make
sense of their collaboration experiences with nonCCI?¢

The chapter uses an explorative abductive approach to answer the research
question. It takes the reader through the journey of studying this important
but poorly understood phenomenon, cycling between the empirical findings
and literature.

The chapter is positioned in cognitive science and uses constructivism as the
underlying philosophy. The governing understanding of the chapter is that
the organisational world is socially constructed and that the people
constructing their organisational realities are ‘knowledgeable agents’ (see,
e.g. Gioia, 2013).

The chapter is divided into six parts. After the introduction, the second part
creates context and theoretical framing for the research topic. The third part
explains the research methods. The fourth part presents the findings of the
empirical analysis, followed by the fifth part, which discusses the research
findings and the chapter’s contribution. The last part discusses concluding
remarks related to the research question.

2. CONTEXT AND THEORETICAL FRAMING

Entrepreneurs can identify new business opportunities but are not always
excellent at developing and exploiting them; thus, they depend upon
networks, relationships, and supporting teams who help turn entrepreneur
visions into realities (Bilton, 2007). Therefore, a crucial part of the creative
industries' entrepreneurship is the managers of CCl companies, plus
relationships and strategic collaborations (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). Firms
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are simultaneously involved in several different relationships, horizontal and
vertical, to defend their position in the business network and collaborate to
utilise the company’s limited resources in the most efficient way (ibid). Only
if social relations are managed carefully can the benefits of collaborative
working (e.g. cost savings and efficiency) happen (Hill, 2021).

One of the distinctive characteristics of creative industries entrepreneurship
is that the creative industries sector comprises a large number of small
enterprises and a small number of large enterprises (Kuttim et al., 2011).
According to the “Market analysis of the cultural and creative sectors in
Europe” by the EIF (2019), there are 2.7 employees per company in the CCI.
Thus, in a CCl enterprise, the entrepreneur who uses the scarce resources of
individual creativity, skills, and talent to develop and produce goods and
services is also in the manager’s role.

The chapter contributes to the collaboration of creative industry
entrepreneurs' literature as it strives to understand and exhibit potential
themes of underlying cognitive mental models CCl managers may have
concerning collaboration processes with nonCCI.

According to EIF (2019), most companies within the CCI are SMEs and, on
average, employ 2.7 employees per company in Europe. CCI managers often
come from art colleges; therefore, the managers within CCI are considered
the ones who use the scarce resources of individual creativity, skills, and
talent to develop and produce goods and services (Chaston & Sadler-Smith,
2012; Urb, 2019).

2.1. CCI collaboration with nonCClI

The CCI enterprise stimulates to combine different resources of technology,
arts, business, and culture but is not as monolithic as capacity-oriented
industries (e.g. manufacturing) and has a multitude of dimensions as it
creates social, cultural, and sustainable development value in addition to
economic value (UNCTAD, 2010; Masalin, 2012). Studies show that the
CCI has a substantial impact beyond its sector and contributes to numerous
nonCCl sectors with its impact on places, society and the economy through
the overflow of concepts, ideas, skills, knowledge and different types of
capital (Potts & Cunningham, 2008; Bakhshi et al. 2008; Fleming, 2015).

It is essential that CCI managers collaborate with other industries outside of
the creative domain, i.e. nonCCl, and overcome the possible communication
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gap between the CCI and nonCCI companies (Urb, 2019). The collaboration
between CCI and nonCCl is necessary for (1) tapping into the potential of
the CCI and fostering purposeful growth in society and economy stemming
from that, and (2) continuous development within the CCI (Fleming, 2015;
Hill et al., 2021).

2.2. The role of mental models

Mental models are personal, internal representations of external reality that
people use to interact with the world around them (Jones et al., 2011). These
mental templates consist of organised knowledge about an information
environment that enables interpretation and action in that environment
(Huff, 2005; Walsh, 1995). The psychologist Kenneth Craik (1943)
originally introduced the notion of a mental model. Nowadays, it is a widely
accepted construct in the social science literature that mental models are
used to reason and make decisions and can be the basis of individual
behaviours (Jones et al., 2011). In order to successfully achieve objectives,
managers must possess sufficient knowledge of their immediate
environment in order to compose suitable and fitting responses to a given
decision context and in such situations, mental models provide the structures
that form the basis of reasoning and decision-making (Moore & Golledge,
1976; Jones et al., 2011; Gray et al., 2014).

In decision-making contexts, the perceived usefulness of internal mental
models lies in their simplicity as well as parsimony that allows complex
phenomena (e.g. collaboration) to be “interrogated” and select “salient
components” to form judgments (Gray et al., 2014). The generation of
workable explanations of the collaboration processes is facilitated by
inferring causal relationships between various factors based on available
evidence or beliefs (ibid.).

CClI and nonCCI managers employ mental models to mitigate the challenges
of an information-rich world to reason and make decisions and can be the
basis of individual behaviours (Jones et al., 2011). They are constructed by
managers themselves based on their unique life experiences, perceptions,
and understandings of the world (ibid.). Therefore, mental models may
influence CCI and nonCCl managers' decisions and behaviour when it
comes to collaboration with each other. Thus, it is fundamental to understand
more about the potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models of
CCl managers concerning collaboration processes with nonCCI.
Understanding themes of CCI managers' cognitive mental models may serve
as enablers for smoother and more effective collaboration processes.
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3. METHODS
3.1. Research design and strategy

To answer the research question of ‘how do CCI managers make sense of
their collaboration experiences with nonCCI‘, the chapter employs an
explorative abductive approach as the research question emerges from the
author’s real-life observation of empirical phenomena. The abductive
approach studies this essential but poorly understood phenomenon by
cycling between the empirical findings and literature (Timmermans &
Tavory, 2012).

The author has been involved within the CCI for over fifteen years in
different managerial, consulting, and expert roles that provided unique
insight and the possibility to observe the phenomenon first-hand. Anecdotal
evidence referred to the inferior quality of collaboration between CCI and
nonCCl and the potential role of underlying cognitive mental models. The
author’s observations from the field led to researching literature about
mental models and preparing and conducting semi-structured interviews
with CCI managers to elicit mental models related to collaboration with
nonCCl. In addition, the author conducted structured interviews with CCI
experts to understand more about the collaboration between CCI and
nonCCl. The final step was conducting an interpretative phenomenological
analysis of interviews (Smith et al., 2012).

3.2. Data collection

The unit of analysis is the collaboration behaviours of individuals.
Therefore, data samples for this chapter are from established CCI experts
known to the author in Europe (UK, Brussels, Estonia; n=6) and the CCI
companies managers suggested by the experts: first in the UK (n=5) and then
in the USA (n=6) for triangulation. The author made contact originally via
email, and later met in person. The UK was chosen because of its well-
developed cultural and creative industries sector. Many countries (e.g.
Estonia) base their definition of CCI on the one proposed by the UK.

The chapter uses theoretical sampling developed by Glaser and Strauss
(Flick, 2014), whereby the author jointly collects and analyses the data and
decides what data to collect next and where to find it (Glaser & Strauss,
1967:45). The first interviews with CCIl managers were held in Liverpool,
UK and following their recommendations the author decided to conduct the
next round of interviews in the USA (New York and San Francisco). In both
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cases, the author used purposive sampling and aimed to select particularly
typical cases.

Guiding interview questions for in-depth semi-structured interviews with
managers from CCI companies were designed to elicit mental models about
collaboration with nonCCI (Figure 1). Structured interviews with CCI
experts aimed to generate more profound knowledge regarding collaboration
between CCI and nonCCI.

Figure 1. Topics covered during the semi-structured in-depth interviews (illustrated by
two interviews from the UK and USA). Source: created by the author in Atlas.ti.

2.2 Montal 3.2 Mental
models: nonCCl
1.2 Company: company values models: nonCCl
values {pmw;n} manager
- {perception)
Is part of 3 _Is associated With associted with
I 1.1 Company: '
A I et o _UK_":I_lntar\.r.l.l.aw N mu:;-l:ls I\:‘Ianw
[+ usA 5_interview |~ | collaboration
et - 21 is associated with
2.2 " Collaboration:
. s of ~ 5
Collaboration: Spart o experience 4.1 Mental
usefulness ’ ,\ models: nonGCl
is cauSe of is part of m
i \ (perception)
51 2.3
Collaboration: Collaboration:
future difficulties

3.3. Data analysis

Mental models exist within the mind of CCI managers and are, therefore,
not available for direct inspection or measurement (Jones et al., 2011). The
chapter uses an interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA) to get a
deeper insight into how CCI managers make sense of their collaboration
experiences with nonCCI. IPA allows to open up the phenomena more in-
depth and assures rigour in qualitative research by applying an inductive
concept development methodology (see Smith et al., 2012 and Gioia et al.,
2013). The author used Atlas.ti programme for data analysis as it is based
on the approach of grounded theory and coding and can process not only
texts but also images, graphics, and sounds (Smith et al., 2012).
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The interpretative phenomenological analysis was chosen because it allows
focusing on people’s experiences and understandings of particular
phenomena as well as the perceptions and views of participants (Smith et
al., 2012). Studies using the IPA approach regularly have a small number of
participants, and the aim is to reveal something about the experience of each
of those individuals (ibid.).

To understand potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models CCI
managers may have concerning collaboration processes with nonCCl, the
author considered various passages when analysing interviews with CCI
managers that can be seen in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Concept map showing the passages considered in analysing CCI
managers' interviews. Source: created by the author in Atlas.ti program.
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When going through the IPA data analysis process, the following steps were
taken: (1) author immersing herself in the original data and (2) creating
notes, i.e. exploratory comments, (3) analysing exploratory comments to
identify emergent themes, and finally, (4) searching for connections across
emergent themes and creating super-ordinate themes, and (6) looking for
patterns across cases, i.e. higher order concepts (Smith et al., 2012).

Following the analytic process of IPA with the CCI managers interviews,
the author (1) created exploratory comments for the interviews with CCI
managers in the UK, (2) developed emergent themes and, based on them,
super-ordinate themes, and (3) looked for patterns and created higher order
concepts (Table 1). For triangulation, the author then analysed interviews
with CCI managers from the USA to understand and compare the level of
developed higher order concepts.
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TABLE 1. Examples of exploratory comments, relevant emergent themes, super-ordinate
themes, and higher order concepts from interviews with CCl managers. Source: created by

the author.

Examples of exploratory Relevant emergent Super- Higher order

comments by the author themes ordinate concepts
themes

CCI calls themselves - CCl as a problem The aspect of Focus on

problem solvers. solver higher purpose | intangible

Embracing mistakes and
learning from them is
crucial.

They feel like they are doing
the right thing.

- embracing learning
from mistakes

- CCl helping to
validate nonCClI

Giving seemingly
independent voice to
nonCCl.

It feels like doing something
positive.

More about the actual values
and culture than what is
written on the paper.
Creating the best possible
future.

- liberating nonCClI
- enabling nonCClI

- actualisation of real
values

- actualisation of
positive values

Actualising
elevated values
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Ideal collaboration is
symbiotic.

The need for effective
communication with the
right tools.

Deconstructing and
analysing what is said.
Good management of
communication is essential.
New project management
methods (lean, scrum) -
easier and better to
collaborate for CCI.

CCI must fit into the nonCCI
project management style:
choosing whom they work
with.

- symbiotic
collaboration

- effective
communication tools
- communication
management + Pareto
principle

- alignment between
CCl and nonCCl
project management
important

Symbiotic and
efficient
communication
and
management

Differentiated: critical that
everyone has clear roles.
Needs to be clear-cut and
defined: clear boundaries.
CCI saw collaboration much
more as a partnership than
nonCCl.

Taking more significant
projects into smaller pieces
is suitable for CCl SMEs
(agile approach).

- a clear division of
roles

- defined boundaries
for collaboration

- agile partnership

Defined roles
and agile
partnership

Different capabilities.

At times, excellent
relationship, but it varies
greatly.

Appreciating the sense of
community, celebrating the
diversity versus being only
about getting the best
results.

Is nonCCl actually ready for
what they are asking for?

- variations in
relationships

- differences in
capabilities

- differences in
expectations

Possibility for
fluctuations
and
misalignment

Focus on
process
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Possible differences in - misunderstandings in | An array of

business culture, business culture organisational

understanding it is essential. | - differences in cultures

Different cultures in organisational culture

companies.

NonCCl is more about - slow versus fast Variations in

“ticking the boxes” . organisations operational

NonCCl envy CCI - the level of speed and

operational speed (SME). organisational flexibility
flexibility

NonCCl organisations can | - institutional Possibility of

have difficult gatekeepers. restrictions institutional

NonCCl can have - overcoming the obstacles

institutional restrictions that
halt the collaboration.

All about people, and people
vary.

gatekeeper

Focus on
organisation

People working in nonCCl

- opportunities for

Cross-sectorial

from whom CCI can learn. learning from nonCCl | capacity
Passing on knowledge to - networking building and
relevant parties. - the organisational growth

The sense of achievement. growth

NonCCl is keen to embrace | - knowledge sharing

the project.

Important to disseminate the

lessons learned/information

gained by older companies

to startups.

Place marketing, the sense | - community building | Getting a

of place. - reaching a diverse broader reach
Reaching a wider audience. | audience in society

Collaborations are diverse.

Focus on self
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4. FINDINGS
4.1. Collaboration between CCI and nonCClI

Findings from structured interviews with CCI experts show there are
benefits for CCl and nonCCl to collaborate. CCI experts pointed out that the
potential benefits for CCI companies from collaboration with nonCCI
companies could be related to growth, innovation, sustainability, visibility
and reach, and acquisition of skills and knowledge.

One important aspect of involving new and vivid ideas is to avoid
patterns that are based on routine or long-term habits. CCI business
models demand constant discussions about various possibilities
followed by design-thinking-based action plans. That kind of
experience assists companies to raise questions from a new angle
and keep the discussions open for new ideas and possible
innovations. - Expert 3

Nevertheless, these findings from interviews with CCI experts also show
that on a day-to-day basis, the collaboration quality between the CCI and
nonCCl is not at the level it could be. When describing the quality of
collaboration between CCI and nonCCl companies (1=a collaboration
between the two is very challenging, 10=collaboration is very smooth), the
average was 4.17. The obstacles to a smoother collaboration between CCI
and nonCCI were, for example, the “capacity to understand each other
vocabulary and objectives”; “lack of preparation for and experience in this
kind of collaboration”; “CCIs are sometimes less structured, and their
working methods might not match the internal procedures of other
companies”; “different sectors have a different vocabulary, etiquette,
communication styles and assumptions about the meaning of 'success”.
When asked what may cause these obstacles, the experts largely agreed it
might be due to the following.

The lack of collaborative cross-disciplinary programs in
universities. Lack of general awareness about the working methods
of different sectors. Stereotypes about creative people and creative
processes. Lack of trust between creative sectors and other sectors.
- Expert 7

CCI experts proposed the following possible solutions to overcome
obstacles in collaboration between CCI and nonCCI.
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More collaborative cross-disciplinary programs in universities.
Teaching creative more entrepreneurial and project management
skills and teaching other sectors how to work with creative teams.
Using mediators (consultants, coaching, mentors, development
centres) to bring together creatives and other sectors. ... Working in
cross-disciplinary hubs and clusters would bring together CCls and
companies from other sectors. - Expert 7

Findings from CCI expert interviews show that CCl and nonCCI managers
are perceived to be associates of two distinct groups who could benefit from
collaboration. Nevertheless, the quality of their collaboration should be
better. Thus, we need to understand better CCl managers' potential themes
of underlying cognitive mental models as this knowledge may serve as an
enabler contributing to their collaboration processes.

4.2. Potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models

Findings from interviews with CCI managers reveal four primary focuses
that cluster potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models of CCI
managers related to collaboration with nonCCI. They can be seen in Table
2 together with related super-ordinate themes.

TABLE 2. Master table of themes for the CCIl managers. Source: created by the author.

Focus on the intangible - The aspect of higher purpose
- Actualising elevated values

Focus on business - Symbiotic and efficient communication and
processes management

- Defined roles and agile partnership

- Possibility for fluctuations and misalignment

Focus on an organisation - Anarray of organisation cultures
- Variations in operational speed and flexibility
- Possibility of institutional obstacles

Focus on self - Cross-sectorial capacity building and growth
- Getting a broader reach in society
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Based on the findings from the interpretative phenomenological analysis of
CCI managers interviews, the author created a concept map of potential
themes of underlying cognitive mental models of CCI managers related to
collaboration with nonCCI consisting of higher order concepts, super-
ordinate themes, and relevant emergent themes (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Concept map for potential themes of underlying cognitive mental models of CCl
managers concerning collaboration with nonCCl. Source: created by the author in Miro.

<reaching a diverse audience

community building

Getting a wider
reach in society

Focus on self

knowledge sharing
the organizational growth

networking

Cross-sectorial
capacity building
and growth

opportunities for learning from nonCCl

<overcoming the gatekeeper
institutional restrictions

n
-
o
2
I
-}
©

Possibility of

speed

<the level of organizational flexibility
slow versus fast organizations

Focus on organization
Variations in

)

AN TN N

<differences in organizational culture
misunderstandings in business culture

differences in expectations
{diﬁerences in capabilities
variations in relationships

agile partnership

An array of
cultures

Possibility for

fluctuations and

Potential themes of cognitive mental
models and patterns of CCl managers
misalignment

(

Focus on business processes

defined boundaries for collaboration

a clear division of roles

Defined roles and
agile partnership

S B alignment between CCl and nonCCl
% 2 g project management important

2 "% E communication management

5 § ’éﬁ (Pareto principle)

g E E effective communication tools

v% S symbiotic collaboration

helping to validate nonCCl
embracing learning from mistakes

CCl as a problem solver

actualisation of real values

Focus on the intangible

actualisation of positive values

The aspect of
higher purpose

Actualising
elevated values

liberating and enabling nonCC|

135



A systematic approach to triangulation in social research recommends
studying phenomena on different dates and places and from different
persons (Flick, 2014). Therefore, the author relied on a triangulation of data
from multiple sources and analysed findings accordingly. The findings are
in Table 3 and show how dominant super-ordinate themes in different
sources were®.

TABLE 3. Findings from triangulation. Source: created by the author.

Data sources
Interviews
Observation
CCI managers CCl
experts
Liverpool, | New York, | San
UK USA Francisco
Super-ordinate USA
themes
The aspect of higher | Strong Strong Strong Moderate | Moderate
purpose evidence |evidence |[evidence |evidence evidence
Actualising elevated | Strong Sporadic | Moderate | Moderate | Moderate
values evidence |evidence |evidence |[evidence evidence
Symbiotic and Strong Strong Strong Strong
efficient evidence |evidence |[evidence |evidence
communication and
management
Defined roles and Strong Moderate | Strong Sporadic Moderate
agile partnership evidence |evidence |[evidence |evidence evidence

® Strong evidence=dominant theme in the source; Moderate evidence=frequent but the not
constant theme in the source; Sporadic evidence=theme appearing occasionally in the
source. The empty cell indicates no evidence for theme in the source.
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Possibility for Strong Moderate | Strong Strong

fluctuations and evidence |evidence |[evidence |evidence
misalignment
An array of Strong Moderate | Moderate | Sporadic Strong

organisation cultures | evidence |evidence |evidence |[evidence evidence

Variations in Strong Sporadic | Moderate | Sporadic
operational speed and | evidence |evidence |evidence |[evidence
flexibility

Possibility of Strong Strong Strong Moderate
institutional obstacles | evidence [ evidence |evidence |evidence

Cross-sectorial Strong Moderate | Moderate | Strong Strong
capacity building and | evidence |evidence [evidence |[evidence evidence
growth

Getting a broader Strong Moderate | Moderate | Moderate
reach in society evidence |evidence |evidence |[evidence

5. DISCUSSION AND CONTRIBUTION

As discussed in the theoretical framing, a crucial part of the creative
industries are managers of CCI enterprises who help turn entrepreneurs'
visions into realities (Bilton, 2007). Also, to overcome challenges and skills
gaps in CCl enterprises, it is beneficial for CCl managers to collaborate with
nonCCl, as CCI enterprises that combine arts and science skills outperform
those that utilise only art or science skills (Spiel et al., 2016). Thus, it is
essential for creative industries entrepreneurship that CCI and nonCClI
managers collaborate and fundamental for the entrepreneurship literature to
understand more about the potential themes of underlying cognitive mental
models of CCI managers concerning collaboration processes with nonCCI.

The concept map proposed by the chapter may enable more effective
collaboration processes between CCI and nonCCl and enhance creative
entrepreneurship - it may serve nonCCIl managers as a guiding tool when
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collaborating with CCI managers. Novel knowledge about CCl managers'
potential mental models that may guide their actions gives way to
understanding how they work and their decisions during collaborations.

Thus, the chapter contributes to the creative industry entrepreneurs'
collaboration literature by detecting potential themes of underlying
cognitive mental models of CCl managers concerning collaboration
processes between CCI and nonCCl. Based on their focus, the potential
themes of the named underlying mental models can be clustered into (1)
focus on the intangible, (2) focus on business processes, (3) focus on an
organisation, and (4) focus on self. However, it is essential to note that
concept maps are often used as external representations of internal mental
models; these graphical representations and mental models are not the same
(Gary et al., 2012).

6. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, for successfully exploiting the identified new business
opportunities, creative industries entrepreneurs depend upon CCI managers
and their collaboration with nonCCl; thus, the chapter draws attention to the
role of cognitive mental models CCI managers have concerning
collaboration with nonCClI and proposes a concept map illustrating potential
themes of CCI managers' mental models in this context. The chapter's
findings also provide valuable insight for creative business incubators and
other CCI business support organisations supporting creative entrepreneurs
collaborating with other industries (nonCCl).

However, caution must be applied with a small sample size pertinent to the
interpretative phenomenological analysis. The findings cannot describe
underlying cognitive mental models for all CCl managers nor depict them
exhaustively.

This research has thrown up many interesting questions in need of further
investigation. For example, how the use of new knowledge on CCI
managers’ mental models ensures more successful collaborative ventures
between the two groups in practice. A natural progression of this work is to
analyse research findings in more depth in different settings and further
elaborate on CCI managers’ mental models.
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Abstract

The chapter contributes to filling the gap in value co-creation literature with
its focus on interactions and horizontal co-creation between stakeholders. It
provides a framework depicting value co-creation enablers (based on Scrum
and Design Thinking) contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process
when the network of actors among suppliers (designers and software
developers) engage in software development (SD) projects. These problem-
solving processes are occurring regularly also in arts and cultural sectors,
where these competencies are needed for cultural managers. The framework
serves as a managerial tool for cultural and other managers working with SD
projects helping them facilitate the co-creation process with designers and
software developers that then further facilitates co-creational processes with
customers, enabling joint ways of working for customer co-creation.

Keywords: Co-creation, Design Thinking, Scrum, Software Development,
Project Management

Introduction

There is a current need that has been identified for multidisciplinary and
interdisciplinary development and innovation. These new approaches are
required to solve wicked global challenges, such as climate change or
poverty (Weber & Khademian, 2008) in addition to everyday challenges and
problems faced, for example, by cultural managers. Multidisciplinarity and
interdisciplinarity need new ways of working, where co-creational practices
can play a role (see e.g., Ayvari, Jyraméa, and Hirvikoski, 2018), and where
networked means of fulfilling needs are sought (see e.g., Mdéller et al., 2007).
Co-creation allows companies and customers to create value through
interaction (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014),. However, there are several challenges
inherent in interdisciplinarity and employing co-creation, such as the
inclusion of multiple stakeholders (e.g., Kushida & Zysman, 2009), differing
cultures and organisational structures (e.g., Lee et al., 2009), including the
various interests of multiple stakeholders (see e.g., Buchanan, 1992;
Mattelméki, 2006; Jyramé et al., 2011) or enabling co-creation in terms of
facilitating or mediation (Ayvari et al., 2018). Co-creation in services and
innovation has been discussed widely (see e.g., Calvagno and Dalli 2014 for
an overview; see also section 2.2 in this chapter), but the above-mentioned
challenges have hardly been solved. Yet Luonila and Jyrama (2020)
emphasize that co-creation and co-production as a phenomenon in the
cultural sector are less examined. Hence, these phenomena merit more study.
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A co-creation process is a potential source of competitive advantage for
businesses (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Eldor, 2020). Moreover, the
recent increasing emergence of the digitalisation of services and new
business models (Industry 4.0) enhances the need for co-creation.
Digitalisation can be seen as a platform for customer co-creation. Hence,
digitalisation capabilities have been identified as a requisite for customer co-
creation (Lenka et al., 2017). In addition, the use of service design as an
approach to capturing customers as co-creators is widely acknowledged
(Sanders & Stappers 2007; Wetter-Edman et al., 2014). Kowalsky (2015)
further elaborates on the importance of software development projects where
combining both digitalisation competencies and co-creational processes are
often required in order to deliver contemporary value propositions, like well-
known examples of Airbnb in accommodation and tourism and Uber in
transportation point out. Therefore, co-creation processes demand
collaborative relationships between designers and engineers, as well as with
customers (Lucena et al., 2016). Whereas the customer as co-creator has
gained much attention, the collaborative process between technological
teams and designers has received less attention. We thus contribute to the
gap in the value co-creation literature with our focus on this particular
relationship, namely design and technological teams. Understanding the
challenges within this relationship and providing tools to overcome them
further contributes to enhancing co-creation with customers. When
designers and technological teams achieve mutual understanding and ways
of co-working, it facilitates co-creation with customers providing a common
language and message for them. These facilitation skills and understanding
are needed in today's work for cultural managers as well.

In practice, there are models and approaches for facilitating these
interactions; for example, Design Thinking is usually used by design teams,
and Scrum is used primarily by technological teams. Design Thinking is a
term used to describe how designers typically approach problem-solving
(Holloway, 2009), and it includes inspiration, ideation, and implementation
phases. Software developing teams often use agile approaches like Scrum.
Scrum is a framework used for developing, delivering, and sustaining
complex software products (Schwaber & Sutherland, 2017). These models
reflect the language and mindset of their primary users and thus create an
excellent context for analysing and focusing on the underpinnings of the
interaction between design and technological teams. The current chapter
investigates the following research questions: How can Scrum and Design
Thinking facilitate value co-creation processes during the software
development (SD) project?
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Our chapter aims to identify and analyse some of the key enablers related to
Scrum and Design Thinking by focusing on the dyadic value co-creation
process in the supplier’s network of actors (designers and software
developers) in the co-creation process of complex offerings (SD projects).
The chapter provides a framework depicting value co-creation enablers
related to Scrum and Design Thinking, contributing to the dyadic problem-
solving process when the supplier’s network of actors (designers and
software developers) engage in SD projects. The framework serves as a
managerial tool for SD project managers helping them facilitate co-creation
processes with designers and software developers that then further facilitate
co-creational processes with customers, enabling joint ways of working for
customer co-creation.

The chapter is divided into the following parts. After the introduction, the
second part analyses the literature related to the management of value co-
creation. The following part explains the research design, which is followed
by the part that presents the findings of the empirical analysis, which is
supported by the part that discusses the research findings. The last part
provides concluding remarks related to the research question.

1. Theoretical Framework

Co-creation has received extensive scholarly attention from various
perspectives. Galvagno and Dalli (2014) identified three primary theoretical
perspectives: (1) service science, (2) innovation and technology
management, and (3) marketing and consumer research. The role of co-
creation has been tackled in these perspectives somewhat differently. In
service science, interdisciplinarity is at the core of its emergence, hence
acknowledging the need for co-creation to innovate new services that
combine client needs, technology, as well as business and social demands
simultaneously (e.g., Spohrer & Maglio, 2008). Innovation and technology
management is one of the forerunners in co-creation discussions building
firmly on the work of von Hippel (e.g., 1986, 2009) on innovation and co-
creation. The user’s role in innovation processes is emphasized both by
looking at individuals as well as organisations as users and their role in
innovations. Moreover, practical toolkits to enable co-creation with users are
noted (von Hippel, 2009).

Co-creation in marketing and customer research explores several avenues;

for example, in the context of the network approach in marketing (see e.g.,
Moller et al., 2007) or focusing on the role of the consumer as co-creator
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(Caru & Cove, 2007). The discussion of customers as co-creators brings
forth customer communities (see e.g., Cova & Pace 2006) and the increasing
role of their contribution via online toolkits (von Hippel, 2009), even co-
creating collective identities (see e.g., Cherrer 2007). The role of the
customer as co-creating value entered as a central phenomenon early on in
marketing (see e.g., Vargo & Lusch, 2008, 2014). The perspective on (value)
co-creation soon enlarged to encompass a multitude of stakeholders gaining
insights from the network (e.g., Mdller & Halinen, 2017) and institutional
perspective (see, e.g., Vargo & Lusch, 2014) and on its relationship and
service marketing foundations (Gronroos, 2011).

Galvagno and Dalli (2014) propose six common themes in the co-creation
literature: (1) co-creating value through customer experience and
competence, (2) Service-Dominant Logic, (3) service innovation, (4) the
development of service science, (5) online and digital customer
involvement, as well as (6) individual consumers and communities
collaborating with companies (see Table 1).

Customer experience as a central phenomenon for co-creation is a focus in
cultural consumer literature (see e.g., Akaka et al., 2013), and is clearly
highlighted by, for example, Prahalad and Ramsey (2004). Aarikka-
Stenroos and Jaakkola (2012) focus on supplier and customer roles in the
dyadic value co-creation process and they define value co-creation as joint
problem solving, which involves supplier and customer resources integrated
into a collaborative interaction process, the process of value co-creation
occurs during and after the problem-solving process.

In service-dominant logic, service as a core value in any good or service
becomes the centre of attention (e.g., Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008). The
service becomes the mutual benefit of the co-creation process (Barile &
Polese 2010), hence no value is created on its own: other actors and service
systems are required for value creation (Mele et al., 2010). The significance
of interaction as a foundation of value co-creation (e.g., Vargo & Lusch,
2004) is well established. Interaction has been acknowledged as a critical
premise for value co-creation already in the relationship (Gronroos, 2011)
and network approaches (e.g., Moéller & Halinen, 2017) in marketing.

“Co-creation is the joint, collaborative, concurrent, peer-like process of
producing new value, both materially and symbolically” (Galvagno & Dalli,
2014). Galvagno and Dalli (2014) conclude that the distinction that Vargo
and Lusch (2008) made between co-creation and co-production is “seldom
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acknowledged and many authors actually consider — often implicitly — these
elements as overlapping or coinciding.” Luonila and Jyrdmd (2020)
elaborate on the relationship between co-creation and co-production, and
indeed see them as intertwined elements, not as synonyms but as
interrelated. Therefore, we consider co-creation as a more general concept
encompassing all theoretical and empirical occurrences in which customers
and companies generate value through interaction.

Table I. Theoretical perspectives, research streams, and common themes in the value co-
creation field. Source: based on Galvagno & Dalli, 2014.

Level of analysis: customer-experience centered

Qll

Collaborative innovation in
new product development:

online and digital customer
involvement.

Qlll

Service-Dominant Logic.

Development of service
science.

Co-creating value through

The object | customer experience and The

of competence. object of
analysis: analysis:
product- service-

oriented Ql QIv oriented

Collaborative innovation in
new product development:
individual consumers and
communities collaborating
with companies.

Relationships with service
science theory.

Service innovation.

Level of analysis: company-centered (management)

The current chapter is positioned in quadrant 1 (QI), which focuses on
collaborative innovation in new product development and service innovation
(see Table I). Literature in this quadrant is oriented towards (1) the analysis
of customer-company interaction through technology, and their implications
are geared towards managerial relevance, and (2) service innovation and its
management. Business-to-business co-creation is usually represented
vertically between providers and customers, but there is a gap in the
literature when it comes to considering horizontal co-creation between
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customers and other stakeholders and how this should also be considered
(Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).

The current chapter contributes to the gap in the value co-creation literature
with its focus on interactions and horizontal co-creation between other
stakeholders (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014). Hence, we focus on interactions
within the network of actors in the value co-creation processes during
software development (SD) projects, namely interactions between the
project manager, designers, and software developers in the value co-creation
process that then further engage customers. Yet the focus in this chapter is
on the dyad of designers and IT personnel, as enabling further co-creation
with customers.

Therefore, in this paper, we consider co-creation as a more general concept
encompassing all theoretical and empirical occurrences in which customers
and companies generate value through interaction.

1.1. Value co-creation process during software development projects

When employing SD projects, organisations need to combine the expertise
of an IT specialist with a knowledge of design to ensure that the final product
is functional as well as aesthetic and easy to use for the consumers as end-
users. Therefore, without creative and technological teams co-creating value
during SD projects, organisations hinder the potential uptake of the
consumers seriously. Hence, SD projects demand collaborative relationships
between designers and software developers (Lucena et al., 2016), and SD
project managers need to facilitate this value co-creation process because a
well-managed co-creation process is a potential source of competitive
advantage for the business (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Eldor, 2020).

In the value co-creation process, on the one hand, the network of actors
functioning as suppliers (designers and software developers) need to apply
their specialist professional skills, methods, and judgement, while on the
other hand, the customers must contribute their resources (e.g., knowledge
about the market and project objectives) to create an optimal product
(Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012). In addition, we believe it is important
to emphasize that besides supplier and customer collaborative interaction,
we also need to focus on the collaborative interaction of actors in the supplier
network (designers and software developers) during the value co-creation
process (Figure 1). Namely, SD project managers need to facilitate the
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collaborative interaction of designers and software developers during the SD
project value co-creation process in order to create optimal value-in-use.

Figure 1. Framework for value co-creation as a joint problem-solving process. Source:
authors’ elaboration from Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012.

Supplier network of actors’ resources #—J) Collaborative process #—J) Customer resources

Q

Collaborative process

According to Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004), the building blocks of
interactions for the co-creation of value are (1) dialogue between the
customer and the firm as equals, (2) access to information, and (3)
transparency of information, which should lead to a (4) clear assessment of
the risk-benefit. Therefore, the necessary dialogue embodies interactivity,
deep engagement, and the ability and willingness to act on both sides; the
dialogue must also centre around issues of interest. Furthermore, the
members of the co-creation network of actors need to have the same access
to information and information transparency, which contributes to the
personalised understanding of risk-benefits (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2004).

The above requisites for co-creation focus on supplier-customer interaction
(Prahalad & Ramaways 2004; Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola 2012);
however, we propose that similar enablers are needed in any stakeholder
interaction. Yet, in addition, it is argued that besides supplier and customer
collaborative interaction, we also need to focus on the collaborative
interaction of actors in the supplier network during the value co-creation
process. This is so that enablers are similarly applicable during interactions
between the project manager, designers, and software developers in the
value co-creation process during software development projects. More
specifically, in the framework of this chapter, we believe that the building
blocks of interactions for the co-creation of value can be applied when SD
project managers are facilitating interactions between designers and
software developers in the value co-creation process during software
development projects. Therefore, we propose a model (Figure 2) based on
the building blocks of interactions for the co-creation of value (Prahalad &
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Ramaswamy, 2004) and value co-creation as a joint problem-solving
process framework (Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012). Here, the building
blocks of interactions for the co-creation of value are (1) dialogue between
creative and technological teams as equals, (2) access to information, and
(3) transparency of information to avoid information asymmetry between
creative and technological teams, which all should lead to (4) the ability of
creative and technological teams to assess the risk-benefits clearly. We
believe that developing the framework — of value co-creation enablers
contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process when (the network of)
suppliers engage in SD projects — should stem from this same proposed
model. Furthermore, we suggest that these enablers could be related to
Design Thinking and Scrum.

Figure 2. A model for the supplier network of actors’ collaborative interaction during the
value co-creation process in SD projects. Source: elaborated from Aarikka-Stenroos &
Jaakkola (2012) and Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2004).
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Next, we shall take a closer look at the two models that are used in practice:
Design thinking by the designers and Scrum by IT teams to enable customer
co-creation processes in software development projects.

1.2. Design Thinking and Scrum as potential enablers in the value co-
creation process during SD projects

Research in recent years has discussed the existence of many similarities
between agile development methods like Scrum and iterative user-centred
methods like Design Thinking. For example, they both have an emphasis on
collaboration with customers, and they employ iterative processes (Glen et
al., 2014).
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Carlgren et al. (2016) argue that the term “design thinking” can be quite
ambiguous and hence a source of misunderstandings. Johansson-Skoéldberg
et al. (2013) propose that when discussing the discourse of design thinking,
research on Design Thinking can be separated into two major streams: (1)
“designerly thinking”, which links theory and practice from a design
perspective and is rooted in the academic field of design tracing back to the
1960s, and (2) “design thinking”, which refers to the concept that has
emerged from managerial debates (Johansson-Skoldberg et al., 2013;
Carlgren et al., 2016). These two discourses are disconnected, and there are
almost no cross-references between the two fields (Carlgren et al., 2016).
We conform to this distinction and mean the managerial discourse when
using the term Design Thinking. We see Design Thinking as a human-
centred approach that designers typically use for problem-solving (Brown,
2008; Holloway, 2009), and an abstraction of the mental process designers
employ to create new ideas (Lucena et al., 2016).

According to Doorley et al. (2018), the Design Thinking process is
composed of five different phases: (1) empathise, (2) define, (3) ideate, (4)
prototype, and (5) test (Figure 3). The first phase, “empathise,” means
building empathy for the users by learning their values. The second “define”
phase is based on the findings and outcomes from the first phase, and its
primary goal is to form an actionable problem statement — the problem the
project will strive to address. The purpose of the “ideation” phase is to come
up with and explore a wide array of potential solutions to the problem, which
is followed by the “prototype” phase which aims to build simple mock-ups
of the solution. In the “test” phase, these prototypes are tested with end-users
to understand whether the problem and proposed solution are the right ones.
The outcome from the testing phase will determine the need for a further
iteration — returning to the ideation phase.

Figure 3. The Design Thinking process. Source: based on Doorley et al 2018.

PROTOTYPE

The term Scrum comes from a Harvard Business Review article (Takeuchi
& Nonaka, 1986) in which authors Takeuchi and Nonaka compare high-
performing and cross-functional teams to the scrum formation used by rugby
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teams. According to Scrum co-creators, Ken Schwaber and Jeff Sutherland,
Scrum is a framework that allows developing, delivering, and sustaining of
complex products (Schwaber & Sutherland, 2017). Today, Scrum is among
the most dominant approaches in the field of software development.

According to Schwaber and Sutherland (2017), the Scrum framework
consists of Scrum Teams and their associated roles, events, artefacts, and
rules, and each component within the framework serves a specific purpose
and is essential to Scrum’s success and usage. The rules bind together the
roles, events, and artefacts, governing the relationships and interactions
between them. In addition, the Scrum framework prescribes four formal
events for inspection and adaptation: (1) Sprint Planning, (2) Daily Scrum,
(3) Sprint Review, and (4) Sprint Retrospective. An overview of the Scrum
framework is seen in Figure 4.

Figure 4. The Scrum framework. Source: based on www.scrum.org

Increment

When it comes to SD project management, Wysocki (2010) identifies
project characteristics in quadrants according to how clear or unclear the
project goal and solutions are (Figure 5).
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Figure 5. The software development (SD) project quadrant. Source: Author’s elaboration
based on Wysocki, 2010.
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He also classifies SD project management into five different strategies and
matches them to different project characteristics in a particular quadrant:
Linear — quadrant 1, Incremental — quadrant 1; Iterative — quadrant 1 and 2,
Adaptive — quadrant 2 and 3, and Extreme — quadrant 3. Of these five the
Iterative, Adaptive, and Extreme fall under agile SD project management
strategies; the Linear and Incremental strategies follow the waterfall project
management approach, meaning they employ a traditional strategy that
consists of dependent, sequential phases that are executed with no feedback
loops (Fernandez & Fernandez, 2008).

Scrum is an iterative SD project management strategy (Figure 6) that also
might border on being an Adaptive SD project management strategy, and
consists of several phases that are repeated in groups with a feedback loop
after each group are completed (Wysocki, 2010). Even though Design
Thinking is primarily used by designers and was not initially developed as
an SD project management strategy, we propose that, in fact, Design
Thinking has iterative SD project management characteristics and building
on this similarity Scrum and Design Thinking can be regarded as co-creation
enablers in SD project management.
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Figure 6. The Iterative SD project management strategy. Source: based on Wysocki, 2010.
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An iterative SD project management strategy is used when the goal is clearly
defined, but the solution for how to reach the goal is not (Wysocki, 2010).
According to the State of Scrum 2017-2018 report (2018), the goal for
Scrum projects is to fulfil users’ needs and deliver value to the customer.
According to Brown (2008), Design Thinking similarly aims to match
people’s needs with what is technologically feasible and what a viable
business strategy can convert into customer value and market opportunity.
Therefore, at the beginning of the process, both Scrum and Design Thinking
methods start by collecting information about the needs of the customer and
respectively form either a Product Backlog or a challenge-brief including a
problem statement (IDEO et al., 2017; Schwaber & Sutherland, 2017).

N N

In addition, similar to Design Thinking, the iterative SD project management
strategy includes several types of iterations that can focus on requirements,
functionality, features, design, development, solutions, and others
(Wysocki, 2010). Iterative SD project management strategies use a learn-by-
doing approach, which is similar to Design Thinking and employs a test-
and-learn approach (IDEO et al., 2017; Wysocki, 2010). Design Thinking
and Scrum both focus on increasing the ability to adapt and respond to
emerging user requirements, which means maximizing opportunities for
feedback, which is also one of the characteristics of iterative SD project
management (Glen et al., 2014; Wysocki, 2010).

Furthermore, in recent years, researchers have tried to combine Scrum and
Design Thinking into one process (e.g. see Lean UX (Liikkanen etal., 2014),
Design Sprints (Knapp, 2016), IBM Design Thinking (Lucena et al., 2016),
and DT@Scrum (Vetterli et al.,, 2013)). One of the latest attempts to
combine Scrum and Design Thinking is InnoDev proposed by Dobrigkeit,
de Paula, and Uflacker (2019). The InnoDev approach combines Design
Thinking, Lean Startup, and Scrum with the aim of creating an agile software
development process for delivering innovative customer-oriented products
and services (Dobrigkeit et al., 2019).
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Based on the above, it is viable to propose that the framework depicting
value co-creation enablers contributing to the dyadic problem-solving
process, when (the network of) suppliers engage in SD projects, could be
based on the similarities between Design Thinking and Scrum.

2. Methodology

To understand if the framework depicting value co-creation enablers
contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process when the network of
suppliers (designers and software developers) engage in SD projects could
be related to Design Thinking and Scrum, we use a qualitative research
methodology and analyse multiple-source secondary data about Design
Thinking and Scrum. The aim is to understand whether, even though Design
Thinking was not initially developed as an SD project management strategy,
it has iterative SD project management characteristics like Scrum, and
therefore can be regarded as a co-creation enabler in SD project
management.

The study uses purposive sampling with the aim of selecting specific
instances that will yield the most relevant and plentiful data; that is,
information-rich data (Yin, 2016). The purpose of selecting the sample in
this study was to choose the most typical cases introducing the Scrum and
Design Thinking methods. In addition, there is no formula for defining the
desired sample size in a qualitative study, but the sample should maximize
information (Yin, 2016), and the aim of learning about Scrum and Design
Thinking as methods was used to guide the sample selection process.
Therefore, the multiple-source secondary data analysed in this study include
available studies, guides, handbooks, and toolkits about Scrum and Design
Thinking (n=13) published between 2006 and 2019. These provide an
overview and understanding of Scrum and Design Thinking as methods.
This selection helped us analyse in depth how Design Thinking and Scrum
may serve as enablers in the value co-creation process during SD projects
(see the list in Appendix 1).

To understand the two methods in more depth, the first step in this process
was to analyse them according to the following categories: definition (what
is it), aim (why is it used), teams (who uses it), process (how is it used),
usage (when is it used) and values (what values are upheld). To this end, we
collected meaningful units of data from the sample (total n=40) to maximize
information about each of these categories. Next, we analysed each category
to determine how similar or different Scrum and Design Thinking are on the
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conceptual level; for example, comparing the goals for which Scrum or
Design Thinking are used, and whether there are similarities. The aim is to
determine whether Design Thinking has similarities to the iterative SD
project management characteristics like Scrum, in which case the
development of the framework depicting value co-creation enablers could at
least to some extent be based on Scrum and Design Thinking. Therefore, the
second step used to identify the similarities between Scrum and Design
Thinking involved composing a conceptual model based on the analysis that
shows the similarities between Scrum and Design Thinking. Finally,
building on the conceptual model developed here and linking our findings
from this study to previous literature, we developed a framework depicting
value co-creation enablers contributing to the dyadic problem-solving
process when the network of suppliers (designers and software developers)
engage in SD projects.

The quality of the study was enhanced by data triangulation using various
types of data on the analyzed models (Patton, 2020). Linking the analysis to
previous studies and the theoretical frame improved the reliability and
validity of the study (Wallendorf and Belk, 1989) as well as the external
validity.

3. Findings

3.1. Similarities between Scrum and Design Thinking

The present study was designed to determine what the similarities and
differences are between Scrum and Design Thinking and how they can
facilitate value co-creation processes during software development (SD)
projects.

Interestingly, our findings show that methods used for projects characterised
by software development (SD) project quadrant 2, where the goal is clearly
defined, but the solution for how to reach the goal is not, is similar to Scrum
the Design Thinking. Hence they both use an iterative strategy (Wysocki,
2010). The study shows that Scrum and Design Thinking have similarities
in terms of the processes that both methods implement, and on a conceptual
level, they both consist of three phases: (1) input from the customer, (2)
creating and building, and (3) try-out and learn. These three phases can also
be aligned with the iterative SD project phases. A model of the breakdown
of these phases in Scrum and Design Thinking can be seen in Figure 7, which
also shows how the iterative SD project corresponds to them.
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Figure 7. The conceptual model showing similarities between Scrum and Design Thinking
via three overarching phases. Source: Authors’ contribution.
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The “Input from the Customer” phase includes steps from Design Thinking
and Scrum that deal with acquiring input from the customer for developing
a product that meets customer needs and therefore assures that the final
product is functional as well as aesthetic and easy to use for consumers,
which supports the potential uptake by consumers. The “Input from the
Customer” phase also aligns with the Scope phase in the iterative SD project,
where the manager establishes the parameters for the project and prepares a
high-level plan for how the manager is going to approach the project.

The next phase, “Creating and Building,” includes steps from Scrum and
Design Thinking that deal with creating and building the product. Regarding
Design Thinking, it includes the Ideation and Prototype phases — coming up
with and exploring a wide array of potential solutions to the problem —which
is then followed by the phase aiming to build simple mock-ups for the
solution that can be used to test the product with potential end-users in the
upcoming phase. Regarding Scrum, parts of the Sprint event are used. Sprint
is one of the core elements of Scrum; it is a time-box of one month or less
during which a usable and potentially releasable product (or part of one) is
created. Parts of the Sprint event that fall under this phase are Sprint
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Planning (the plan of the work to be performed in the Sprint), Daily Scrums
(a 15-minute time-boxed event for the development team), and the
development work. The “Creating and Building” phase also aligns with the
Design and Build phases in the iterative SD project.

The last “Try-out and Learn” phase includes steps from Design Thinking
(Test phase) and Scrum (Sprint Review, Sprint Retrospective) that deal with
getting feedback about the developed product from the potential customer,
learning from this feedback, and when necessary returning to previous
phases to improve the product. The “Try-out and Learn” phase also aligns
with the Test phase in the iterative SD project. The outcomes from the “Try-
out and Learn" phase will determine the need for iteration; for example,
returning either to the “Input from the Customer” or “Creating and Building”
phases to make improvements in the product. Hence the different stages in
Design Thinking and Scrum follow a similar mindset and can be seen as
complementary rather than conflicting tools. This strengthens our argument
that they could be used to build shared understanding and joint ways of
working; in other words, enablers for co-creation.

Discussion: A Framework Depicting Value Co-Creation Enablers
Contributing to the Dyadic Problem-Solving Process During SD
Projects

The main contributions of our study build on providing new insight into the
gap in the value co-creation literature with a special focus on interactions
and horizontal co-creation between other stakeholders. It offers a framework
depicting value co-creation enablers, elaborating and critically deepening
our understanding of the previous models of Scrum and Design Thinking.
This study contributes to the dyadic problem-solving process when the
network of suppliers, in this case, designers and software developers, engage
in software development (SD) projects. Although the findings could be
generalised to other contexts, confirming the proposition requires further
research. It is important to emphasize that besides supplier and customer
collaborative interaction, we also need to focus on the full network of actors
on the supply side, not only designers and software developers, as selected
in this study, but the collaborative interaction during the whole value co-
creation process (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).

Based on the literature (Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola 2012; Prahalad &
Ramaswamy, 2004), we elaborated a model emphasizing the need to focus
on the collaborative interaction in the network of suppliers (designers and
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software developers) during the value co-creation process. We
conceptualised the building blocks for the model to be: (1) dialogue between
creative and technological teams as equals, (2) access to information, and
(3) transparency of information to avoid information asymmetry between
creative and technological teams, which should all lead to (4) the ability of
creative and technological teams to assess the risk-benefits clearly. We argue
that the framework depicting value co-creation enablers contributing to the
dyadic problem-solving process during SD projects should stem from this
model and incorporate enablers related to Design Thinking and Scrum (Glen
etal., 2014).

The most interesting finding to emerge from the analysis is that Scrum and
Design Thinking have similarities regarding the processes that both methods
implement. On a conceptual level, they both consist of three overarching
phases: (1) input from the customer, (2) creating and building, and (3) try-
out and learning (Figure 7). This finding has important implications for
developing a framework depicting value co-creation enablers contributing
to the dyadic problem-solving process between creative and technological
teams during SD projects. In particular, this finding, while preliminary,
suggests that similarities between the methods that creative and
technological teams use enable collaborative interaction during the value co-
creation process to have: (1) initial common ground at the start of the
process, which leads to (2) greater common understanding between the
teams that initiates, (3) the common language, and eventually (4) shared
mental models for creative and technological teams; in other words, team
mental models. Team mental models are “cognitive representations of key
aspects of a team’s environment that are shared among team members,” and
well-developed team mental models enable team members to have a
common view of: (1) what is happening — interpreting information in the
same way, (2) what is likely to happen next — sharing expectations about
upcoming events, and (3) why it is happening - sharing causal accounts for
events (Miles, 2012, Mohammed et al., 2010). Furthermore, numerous
previous studies show positive support for the influence of shared mental
models on team performance variables (e.g., Mathieu, 2008).

Hence, this combination of findings provides some support for the
conceptual premise that developing shared mental models for creative and
technological teams can contribute to a better value co-creation process.
First, it helps them interpret information in the same way (Miles, 2012,
Mohammed et al., 2010), which contributes to the dialogue between creative
and technological teams as equals (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Second,
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it contributes to shared expectations about the next steps (Miles, 2012,
Mohammed et al., 2010), which helps better access information and avoid
information asymmetry between creative and technological teams — an
essential building block of interactions for the co-creation of value (Prahalad
& Ramaswamy, 2004). Third, it creates a common understanding of causal
accounts for events (Miles, 2012, Mohammed et al., 2010), which supports
the ability of creative and technological teams to clearly assess the risk-
benefits that support better value co-creation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2004). Building on this, we developed a framework depicting value co-
creation enablers contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process during
SD projects (Figure 8).

Figure 8. A framework depicting value co-creation enablers contributing to the dyadic
problem-solving process between creative and technological teams during SD projects.
Source: Authors’ contribution.
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The findings from this chapter seem to be in agreement with other research.
For example, Aarikka-Stenroos and Jaakkola (2012) organised their findings
into five identified collaborative activities constituting the process of value
co-creation in complex offerings: 1) diagnosing needs, 2) designing and
producing the solution, 3) organising the process and resources, 4) managing
value conflicts, and 5) implementing the solution. These five activities are
somewhat similar to those three overarching phases (input from the
customer; creating and building; try-out and learn) depicted in the
framework of value co-creation enablers during the SD projects.

A framework depicting value co-creation enablers contributing to the dyadic
problem-solving process during SD projects may also support managers
when fostering and supporting collaboration between creative and
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technological teams during SD projects. The framework may serve as a
managerial tool for SD project managers when they need to determine
critical roles for designers and software developers, facilitate joint activities,
and optimise resource utilisation.

Conclusion

Due to Industry 4.0’s immense focus on digitalisation, the need for
successful new business models to employ software development (SD)
projects to deliver contemporary value propositions has increased
(Kowalsky, 2015). Therefore, organisations in almost all industries, cultural
industries included, need to increase their software development
competencies, including the management of co-creation processes during
SD projects.

The current chapter contributes to a gap in the value co-creation literature
with its focus on interactions and horizontal co-creation between
stakeholders (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014). The study was designed to
determine the similarities and differences between Scrum and Design
Thinking and how they can facilitate value co-creation processes during
software development (SD) projects. The chapter provides a framework
depicting value co-creation enablers related to Scrum and Design Thinking,
contributing to the dyadic problem-solving process when the network of
suppliers (designers and software developers) engage in SD projects. These
insights contribute to the competencies needed by today's cultural managers.

Based on the literature, we elaborated a model that emphasizes the need to
focus on collaborative interaction in the network of suppliers during the
value co-creation process and proposed the following building blocks to that
end: (1) dialogue between creative and technological teams as equals, (2)
access to information, and (3) transparency of information to avoid
information asymmetry between creative and technological teams, which
should all lead to (4) the ability of creative and technological teams to assess
the risk-benefits clearly. The identified building blocks provide the means
to cope with previously identified value co-creation challenges (see e.g.
Kushida & Zysman, 2009, Lee et al., 2009, Ayviri et al., 2018).

The findings of this chapter demonstrate that Scrum and Design Thinking
have similarities regarding the processes these methods implement and on a
conceptual level they both consist of three overarching phases: (1) input
from the customer, (2) creating and building, and (3) try-out and learn. The
similarities between the methods that creative and technological teams
employ, enable the collaborative process to have: (1) common ground,
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which leads to (2) greater common understanding between the teams, that
initiates (3) a common language, and (4) shared mental models for creative
and technological teams. Previous discussions had identified the importance
of practical or online tools for co-creation (e.g. von Hippel 2009). In
addition, we argue that providing a tool is not enough. The tools need to
inherently enable co-creation involving people with different mindsets and
knowledge bases. Building on this, we developed a framework depicting
value co-creation enablers contributing to the dyadic problem-solving
process during SD projects.

The study provided interesting avenues for further work, as several questions
remain unanswered. Further research should be undertaken to explore in
more depth and detail how team mental models contribute to value co-
creation during SD projects. A further study could also assess the proposed
models in a cultural industry scenario to understand how the given approach
could be enhanced and developed further. As there is an identified lack of
knowledge on co-creation processes especially within the cultural sector
(Luonila and Jyramé 2020).
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the current study was to find out how the heterogeneous
background of CCI organizations relates to the evaluation of organizational
performance, challenges and skills gap. Quantitative primary data was
collected from 460 respondents by using an online questionnaire. The
current study is one of the first studies on evaluation of organizational
performance in Estonian CCI organizations and it has revealed that
established organizational performance evaluation tools are not widely used
among Estonian CCI organizations. The following skills gaps in: financial
management, strategic planning, compliance with laws, analyses and
reporting; and challenges (no confidence in income; profitability and
protection of copyright) affect the evaluation of organizational performance
in CCI organizations of Estonia the most. Authors suggest a framework of
organizational performance evaluation in CCI organizations to explain the
factors influencing the existing practices and mind-sets of organizational
performance evaluation.

Keywords: cultural and creative industries, evaluation of organizational
performance, strategic management, challenges and skills gap.

Prelude

1 hour after sending out the survey questionnaire (that forms the basis for
the current study) to approximately 2,000 potential respondents, the author
received a phone call from a deeply annoyed manager of a well-known
cultural organization. He had one and only concern — why does the author
waste his and her own time on such nonsense (referring to the evaluation of
organizational performance)? This was not just a call; it was a wake-up call
for the author that something needs to be done to wake up the managers of
Estonian Cultural and Creative Industries (CCI) in order to help them
realize their full potential. Soon, another phone call followed with a calm
voice (from a small CCI organization) specifying one question in the
questionnaire “What is meant by a “Written Mission Statement”? Is it really
expected to write down something that is well recorded in the minds of our
team members? . After an intense, but not very successful effort to explain
the essence of strategic management, the author was convinced the chosen
research direction was the right one and that there was a serious practical
need for the current study.

Introduction

The current chapter aims to find out how the heterogeneous background of
CCI organizations relates to the evaluation of organizational performance,
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challenges and skills gap in CCI Organizations and develop a framework
explaining their relations. Systems management approach is used and CCI
organizations as targeted as systems that exist in a dynamic environment
(Jensen and Sage, 2000). The following factors are expected to shape the
organizational performance and its evaluation of CCI organizations —
challenges and skills gaps (Jensen and Sage, 2000). Both are considered vital
for effective organizational performance (Almatrooshi, Singh and Farouk,
2016).

It is important to highlight that the current study is based on the expectation
that an understanding of what it is that CCl organizations are struggling
with the most (which challenges and skills gaps in particular), helps not only
to understand their (potential) resistance to evaluation, but in addition, it also
contributes to forming some practical recommendations for future research
agenda.

In the current chapter, a wide definition of CCI is used — CCls are those
industries which have their origin in individual creativity, skill and talent
and which have the potential for wealth and job creation through the
generation and exploitation of intellectual property (Department of Culture,
2001, p. 5). CCl is considered to be heterogeneous (Eikhof and Haunschild,
2006), but not cohesive (White, Gunasekaran and Roy, 2014). The current
study analyses the CCI organizations not only from a general perspective,
but also considers the heterogeneity of the respondent organizations — form,
size, sub-sector and age. This is an important consideration as sub-sector and
size, among other variables, have already been proven to affect the
management of organizations (Turbide and Laurin, 2014). However, as
creative enterprises are often seen as hybrid organizations (commercial firms
that further some aspect of the public good) (Rushton, 2014), the border lines
between not-for-profit and for-profit organizations in CCl are not as straight-
forward as in general business environment. Therefore, it is important not
just to focus on the organizational form, but also other factors that
differentiate CCI organizations — size, sub-sector and age.

In the current chapter “organizational performance” is understood as a
mixture of goal attainment, relations between the organization and its
environment, and behavior of organization participants (Ford, Jeffrey D;
Schellenberg, 1982). While “evaluation of organizational performance” and
“performance evaluation” and “performance measurement” are currently
used as synonyms and refer to the ongoing monitoring and reporting of
accomplishments, particularly progress toward preestablished goals
(United States Government Accountability Office, 2005, p. 3). The
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monitoring activities should not be seen just as one of organizational
performance evaluation activities, but this function seeks to ensure that all
the three levels of decision-making - rational, process and transactional - fit
well together (Freeman, 2010).

The evaluation of organizational performance in general is a rather new
research domain in CCI. For instance, in Germany, the Evaluation Society
has already been dealing with the topic of evaluation since 1997; however,
its Working Group for Culture was only created in 2007 (Birnkraut, 2011).
So far, no Working Group for Culture or Creative Industries exists in the
Evaluation Society of Estonia. Hence, the assumption of the current study is
that it is not common for Estonian CCI organizations to evaluate their
performance regularly and systematically.

However, there are countries (Australia, the UK, etc) where on a state level
specific tools for CCI organizations have been developed to measure their
performance (Birnkraut, 2011). The aim of these planning and evaluation
tools is to raise the quality of management and performance in CCI
organizations and to develop the CCI sector, as well as the individual
organizations within it. The current chapter presents examples of planning
and evaluation tools that have been used in CCI organizations and are proven
to be rather successful.

As there is hardly any academic literature available on CCI evaluation
practices in Estonia, the theoretical part can only rely on international
literature on the evaluation of organizational performance and on previously
published general reports by CCls (that might be classified as grey
literature), while only the data for the empirical part was collected from
Estonia. Thus, the central research question of the current chapter is the
following — How does the heterogeneous background of CCI organizations
relate to the evaluation of organizational performance, challenges and skills
gap in CClI organizations? Following sub-questions were formulated in order
to find an answer to the research question:

e How is the data on performance collected and/or analyzed in CCI
organizations in Estonia?

e Is there any significant correlation between the evaluation of
organizational performance and the challenges or skills gaps in CCI
organizations in Estonia?

e How do the challenges related to the evaluation of organizational
performance in CCI organizations differ based on the form, size, sub-
sector and age of the organization?
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e How do the skills gaps related to the evaluation of organizational
performance in CCI organizations differ based on the form, size, sub-
sector and age of the organization?

1. Characteristics of CCI organizations

Management in the CCI organizations is usually considered to be complex
for many reasons. The organizational phenomena in CCls are unique (Pick
et al., 2015), full of controversies (Banks and O’Connor, 2009) and
unpredictability (Faulkner and Anderson, 1987). Thus, CCI organizations
are facing a great number of managerial challenges - complex relationship
between management, art and technology (Hodgson and Briand, 2013).
Based on existing theoretical literature and reports, the current sub-chapter
will attempt to map the challenges and the skills gaps in CCI which have
direct impact on the management of the sector.

Potts and Cunningham (2008a) describe CCI as a dynamic sector with
substantial sub-sectoral variety over time and in terms of their business
models. No doubt the heterogeneity within the CCI subsectors results in each
having its own managerial specifics (Jeffcutt and Pratt, 2002). Therefore, it
is necessary to consider a wide variety of different conditions, and internal
and external challenges (not only managerial challenges), when trying to
understand how CCI organizations work, because they all may influence the
outcome — the organizational performance. Nevertheless, it is important to
keep in mind that what unites these diverse CCI organizations, is the
“creative product” as the outcome (Candace Jones, Mark Lorenzen, 2015)
and the specific “art-commerce relation”, which makes the CCI a “special
case” (Ryan, 1992, p. 44). This is why the current chapter includes the entire
Cultural and Creative Industries looking at the full range of CCI
organizations whose outcomes can all be defined as creative.

1.1 Challenges Affecting CCI Organizations

Perhaps the most widespread challenges concern the general management of
CCI organizations. Berzin$ (2012) found in his study in Latvia, that the
strategic management process is more complicated in CCI than in more
traditional industries, mainly due to additional factors and parallel functions.
The study by Kuttim, Arvola and Venesaar (2011), which compared CCI
organizations in Estonia, Latvia, Finland, and Sweden, revealed that CCI
managers characterize their own management style as lacking a market
orientation, overlooking managerial mistakes, weak in planning time,
organization, and financial matters; which can all be called management
related challenges.
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The resources obtainable in the external environment shape the survival of
players in the CCI (Noyes, Allen and Parise, 2012). However, not just the
limited financial means, but also the lack of understanding of the principles
of financial management, are considered quite common in CCI
organizations (Jones et al., 2004). A study by Tscherning and Boxenbaum
(2011) revealed that organizations in the CCI lack the competencies in areas
of finance, while another comparative Baltic-Nordic study pointed out
entrepreneurial competencies, among others financial planning, as important
challenges in CCl organizations (Kuttim, Arvola and Venesaar, 2011). Thus,
both studies refer to financial challenges in the CCI.

The external environment of CCI organizations is quite challenging due to
its production process that often requires long, high-risk development phases
(European Creative Industries Alliance, 2012, p. 22). This means that CCI
organizations produce symbolic content (Bilton and Leary, 2002) that has a
symbolic value for the end-users, which is more or less intangible in nature
(Towse, 2010). Nevertheless, creative products and services have to
compete in an open market with mass production. Therefore, the constantly
changing competitive environment is challenging for CCI organizations.

TABLE 1. Overview of the main challenges and skills gaps in CCI organizations (compiled
by the authors)

Lack of competences |strategic management; long-term commercial planning;
among CCI managers | management education (Jeffcutt and Pratt, 2002; Tscherning and
Boxenbaum, 2011; Berzins, 2012)

Management-related |complicated strategic management process; lack of business
issues competencies; need for support services with focus on strategy
and business development (Kttim, Arvola and Venesaar, 2011;
Tscherning and Boxenbaum, 2011; Berzins, 2012)

Financial aspects lack of financial resources; financial illiteracy; financial
management (Jones et al., 2004; Kdttim, Arvola and Venesaar,
2011; Tscherning and Boxenbaum, 2011; Noyes, Allen and
Parise, 2012)

Changing competitive | more competitive aspects; specialized and high-skilled industrial
environment sector (Jeffcutt and Pratt, 2002; Benghozi and Lyubareva, 2014)

The challenges described above are expected to limit the ability of CCI
organizations to work as effectively and sustainably as they could. When
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looking at the current challenges as a missed opportunity, the Cultural and
Creative Industries could change the way how challenges are faced.

1.2 Skills Gaps in CCI Organizations

As leadership competencies are considered among the key factors that
contribute to organizational performance (Almatrooshi, Singh and Farouk,
2016), the existing skillset of managerial and entrepreneurial competencies
need to be targeted when describing the essence of CCI organizations. It is
quite typical to small organizations (thus to many CCI organizations) to have
skills gap in management in general (Jeffcutt and Pratt, 2002). Also, the
results of the study by Kittim (2011) showed the lack of a wide range of
competencies: not knowing the business environment, not having financial
and accounting skills, being weak in management in general, but also in
financial management, business law, strategic thinking and planning, etc.
One of the conclusions of the study was that a creative entrepreneur should
understand a little of everything — be a generalist — in order to run a
successful business (Kuttim, Arvola and Venesaar, 2011, p.372).

CCI organizations require more know-how in coaching for business
strategy, finance for project development and strategic planning and
business skills in general (Tscherning and Boxenbaum, 2011). Quite often,
CCI organizations tend not to have a horizon for long-term commercial
planning and face major challenges concerning strategy and business
development (Tscherning and Boxenbaum, 2011). Furthermore, Jeffcutt and
Pratt (2002, p. 10) have highlighted that in practice most managers of CCI
organizations do not have either a core task or a core competency in
management. The empirical part of the current chapter analyses whether
these challenges and skills gaps affect the evaluation of organizational
performance in CCI organizations and how.

2. Evaluation of Organizational Performance as a Solution

Creativity can be neither planned nor controlled when managing creative
workers (Manning and Sydow, 2007). However, the research object for the
current chapter is not creativity as such, but the CCI organizations whose
outcome is usually creative. Therefore, the current chapter is based on the
belief that the organizational performance of CCI organizations should not
only be planned and controlled per se but that a regular evaluation of
organizational performance will contribute to a more effective management
of CCI organizations. First, the essence and benefits of evaluation of
organizational performance will be introduced and then some methods and
tools will be discussed.
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The initiative to practice evaluation of organizational performance may
come from the organization itself or be externally driven. In some countries,
the financing of arts institutions depends on the results of their performance
measurement (Birnkraut, 2011) — thus, existing business plans, marketing
plans, performance contracts, objectives, and key performance indicators are
needed to receive (government) support (Caust, 2003). However, it is not
just financial stability that is a possible positive outcome of the evaluation
of organizational performance. For example, the quality of performance in
general or the ability to avoid risks may improve as a result of performance
evaluation (Radbourne, et al., 2009). Furthermore, Gstraunthaler and Piber
(2007) point out additional benefits of practicing organizational
performance evaluation in CCI organizations: identifying a “wrong”
direction and together with the stakeholders concerned, it is the basis for
sustainable development (Gstraunthaler and Piber, 2007, p. 366). Also
empirical evidence from the performing arts sector shows that arts
organizations can maximize the following quality indicators based on the
feedback of their customers: knowledge-transfer or learning, risk
management, authenticity, and collective engagement (Radbourne, Jennifer;
Johanson, Katya; Glow, Hilary; White, 2009). The key to the success in any
industry is linked to involvement, joint planning and shared responsibilities
in daily evaluation practices — the organizations corresponding to the needs
of their target groups can be competitive in the long-run. Therefore, it is
always important to understand and be aware of the needs of target groups.

Thus, the evaluation of organizational performance provides CCI
organizations the possibility to understand the best developmental direction
or the needs of the organization's target groups. Birnkraut and Heller (2008)
reasoned that evaluation of organizational performance could be a suitable
way to help the organization to ensure the maximum efficiency of their
operations. In case the managers of CCI organizations have acknowledged
the need for additional managerial and entrepreneurial skillset, they could
use the evaluation of organizational performance to support decision-
making and contribute to higher quality organizational performance. Thus,
there is reason to believe that practicing evaluation of organizational
performance in CCI organizations could be a solution to some of the
challenges faced by CCI organizations. This raises the question of how to
do this?

At the beginning of the evaluation process, it is necessary to be decided,
which performance measurement indicators and tools to use. Performance
in museums is often measured on the basis of a set of key indicators which
are derived from accounting systems developed for management purposes
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in enterprises (Gstraunthaler and Piber, 2007, p. 363). It is advised to begin
with some generic measures like quality, customer satisfaction,
product/service cost structure, and some financial criteria (Neely et al.,
2000). However, often organizational efficiency is measured by meeting
budget and time constraints (Miron, Erez and Naveh, 2004) and usually via
the question: how do organizations know if they are successful or at least
efficient? First the goals and indicators need to be set, and the data collected
and analyzed. When those preconditions have been fulfilled, the corrective
measures come into play in order to learn from mistakes and choose the right
path based on identified gaps — this forms the essence of evaluation of
organizational performance.

2.1 Evaluation Tools Used in CCI Organizations

Most scholars seem to agree that a one-model-fits-all organizational
performance evaluation method does not exist (Birnkraut, 2011) and Caust
(2003, p. 60) has emphasized that industry models that have no direct
relevance to the arts should not be used. Based on the literature following
organizational performance evaluation tools are used in CCI organizations:
Balanced Scorecard, Gap-analysis, Benchmarking, Social Return on
Investment (SROI), different Quality Frameworks, Framework Model for
Evaluating the Performance of Arts Organizations, Data-envelopment
analysis (DEA) and Artistic Vibrancy Framework. All the listed tools are
described briefly in Table 2 below.

These models have been used, for instance, in the UK, Japan, and Spain,
mainly in museums and libraries (Vitaliano, 1998; Hammond, 2002; Chen,
Morita and Zhu, 2005; Chou, Jen and Huang, 2012; del Barrio and Herrero,
2014; Ma et al., 2014) and are also considered to be more or less suitable for
the evaluation of CCI organizations.

Most of these evaluation tools take financial aspects into consideration but
do not focus on them and pay more attention to the uniqueness of
organizations (among others that most CCI organizations provide mission-
based performance) through their general performance as such.
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TABLE 2. Selection of evaluation tools used in CCI organizations worldwide (compiled by

the authors)

the (service) quality of
organizations

to reflect on who they
are and who they
would like to be

- determines which
steps to take in order to
move from the current
state to the desired one
- lists the factors
needed to achieve the
set goals

- highlights the gaps
that exist and need to
be filled

- involves customer
perspective

whole organization or
just for parts of the
performance

TOOL AIM BENEFITS USAGE SOURCE
Balanced to improve - encourages managers | - each scorecard is (Woodley, 2007;
Scorecard organizational to have a broader view | unique Birnkraut and Heller,

performance of their organization - there is a special 2008; Boorsma and
and monitor the version for NGOs Chiaravalloti, 2010;
success (in four - it is also possible to | Chiaravalloti and
different ways) use only parts of the | Piber, 2011)
- keeps the tool
organization balanced
Gap Analysis to assess and improve | - forces organizations | Is usable for the (Reeves, 2002; Town,

Neshat and Dehghani,
2013)

Benchmarking

to judge how well the
organization is doing,
and to identify the
potential improvements

- compares the data of
one organization with
metrics from similar
organizations in the
same field of activity

- continuous analyses
of existing strategy,
products and processes
with benchmark cluster

It is possible to build
a benchmark cluster
or use existing
benchmarking tools

(Montalto, Iglesias
and Kern, 2012;
Thelwall, 2012;
White, Gunasekaran
and Roy, 2014)

Data
Envelopment
Analysis (DEA)

to measure
organizational and
individual performance
or efficiency

Provides a large
amount of specific
information that can be
used to establish
guidelines for the
improvement of

- emphasizes that any
differentiating factor
may have an impact
on efficiency
estimations

- used to distinguish

(del Barrio, Herrero
and Sanz, 2009;
Zeng, Hu and Su,
2016)

on Investment
(SROI)

programs and projects
or sub-activities

quantitative summary
of achievements that
are usually based on
cost-benefit analysis

assessment of arts
programs and the
impact of investments
on culture

efficiency efficient and
inefficient elements
Social Return to evaluate mainly - produces a Has been used for the [ (Garcia, 2008;

Matthews, 2015)
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- involves actively
stakeholders in
deciding what and how
to measure

model for the
evaluation of the
performance of
arts
organizations

future through quality
and stakeholder
satisfaction

to product and service
quality

- enables organizations
to consider how
effectively they are
moving towards set
goals

organization should
design its own
measurement system
to measure efficiency
and effectiveness

Quality to improve the Aims at self-evaluation | - helps to develop a (Turnbull, 2011)
Framework organization and since it encourages more consolidated
consider its wider organizations to think | and rounded approach
impact about key aspects of to planning,
their performance monitoring and
review
- provides wide range
of evidence which
characterizes
successful
organizations
Framework to develop plans for the | - links overall quality | To be usable, each (Sorjonen and

Uusitalo, 2005)

Artistic
Vibrancy
Framework

to reflect on, describe
and measure the artistic
performance and
achievement across the
different dimensions of
work

Provides a structure
and resources to help
arts organizations
reflect on, describe and
measure their artistic
performance and
achievement across the
different dimensions of
their work

To enable a company
to see whether it is on
track

(Bailey and
Richardson, 2010)

The tools described in the table above are briefly compared below.

The Balanced Scorecard is based on monitoring indicators to improve
organizational outcomes (Boorsma and Chiaravalloti, 2010). It was
essentially used to align the management and strategy of a business but has
also been successfully implemented in arts organizations in the form of some

modified versions (Birnkraut and Heller, 2008). It mainly targets the internal

aspects of the organization, while the Gap Analysis consists of a listing of
characteristic factors of the present situation, which takes into account the
external and internal aspects. It is all about listing the factors needed to
achieve future objectives and highlighting gaps that exist and need to be

filled. The method has been used in art galleries, museums and when
assessing the quality of festivals or performances (Kilbride and Norris,

2014).
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Data-envelopment analysis (DEA) was initially developed to evaluate non-
profit organizations. Today, this fairly standardized technique has been
widely applied to assess cultural institutions, particularly museums and
libraries (Chen, Morita and Zhu, 2005; del Barrio and Herrero, 2014).

The methods described so far are applicable to single organizations to
measure their organizational performance or some of its aspects. However,
it is only possible to use Benchmarking when there exists another
organization as a benchmark, since this method is about comparing the data
of one organization with metrics from similar organizations in the same field
of activity. It has also often been used in libraries and museums, most
probably because the systems are similar enough to make the comparison
possible (Selwood, 2002; Reichmann and Sommersguter-Reichmann,
2010). There has also been at least one attempt to create a general
benchmarking raster for CCI policies at the local level (Montalto, Iglesias
and Kern, 2012).

Social Return on Investment (SROI) is a method that allows organizations
to generate and measure value of their outcome in monetary terms (Krlev,
G.; Munscher, R.; Mulbert, 2013). In spite of its focus on financial issues, it
has also been effectively used to assess arts programs and the impact of
investments in culture. However, SROI is limited in its capacity to compare
across museums and galleries (Zappala and Lyons, 2009).

There are also a few tools that have been specially designed to suit the needs
of CCI organizations. One of them is the Quality Framework that was
launched by Creative Scotland and is a continuous improvement tool
targeted especially at creative organizations (Scottish Arts Council, 2009)
and gathering outcome-based evidence (Turnbull, 2011). Sorjonen and
Uusitalo (2005) have also suggested a framework model for evaluating the
performance of arts organizations, and this has been successfully used in
Finnish arts organizations. The same authors suggest that each organization
should design its own measurement system of outcome indicators, process
indicators, and structural indicators measuring efficiency and effectiveness
(Sorjonen and Uusitalo, 2005).

In conclusion, even though important, the chosen evaluation tools play
smaller role than the fact that there is an evaluation orientation and
evaluation results are implemented in reality, meaning that evaluation of
organizational performance is used as a learning tool (Russ-Eft, et al., 2009).
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3. Research Methodology

The current chapter's philosophy is based on the assumption by Gioia,
Corley and Hamilton (2012) stating that the organizational world is socially
constructed and that the people constructing their organizational realities are
“knowledgeable agents”. Namely, that CCl managers know what they are
aiming at and are able to express this.

3.1 The Population and Sample

In 2011, there were 7,066 CCI organizations in Estonia (Eesti
Konjunktuuriinstituut, 2013). The sample used for the current analysis dates
from 2016 and includes 460 managers of CCI organizations. Table 3
describes the sample of the participant organizations with a focus on their
organizational performance evaluation practices and mind-set.

TABLE 3. Description of the respondent organizations based on their organizational
performance evaluation practices and mind-set (n=460) (compiled by the authors)

. Achieved
. Planning Results are
Regular Efficient Methodology | Depends on Compared
SUB- Performance | System for for the Analysis | Managers' Against the
CATEGOR | Analysis on Analyzing Analyzing of Previous Positive Set Goals
VARIABLE Y Daily Basis | Performance | Performance Results Attitude
NUMBER | no employees 40.7% 11.1% 14.8% 51.9% 37.0% 33.3%
OF
EMPLO-
YEES |15 54.9% 21.0% 28.9% 65.1% 40.6% 45.1%
employees
6-10 57.5% 30.0% 25.0% 67.5% 32.5% 45.0%
employees
more than 10 70.5% 35.9% 34.6% 87.2% 55.1% 57.7%
employees
ORGANI- | Public sector 54.7% 32.0% 45.3% 77.3% 52.0% 52.0%
ZATIONA
L FORM
NGO 47.5% 15.0% 16.3% 68.8% 35.0% 38.8%
Enterprise 55.6% 21.3% 24.6% 62.3% 42.5% 47.8%
Foundation 63.6% 27.3% 22.7% 77.3% 50.0% 45.5%
Municipal 71.1% 30.3% 38.2% 72.4% 36.8% 46.1%
body
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AGE OF | 0-2 years 55.6% 13.9% 22.2% 63.9% 36.1% 52.8%
THE

ORGANI-

ZATION | 3.5 years 53.0% 16.7% 22.7% 69.7% 42.4% 45 5%
6-10 years 52.1% 19.7% 23.9% 60.6% 29.6% 40.8%
11-25 years 53.7% 21.5% 22.3% 63.6% 47.9% 43.0%
more than 25 63.3% 31.9% 39.2% 75.3% 44.6% 50.6%
years

SUB- Architecture 53.4% 17.2% 32.8% 56.9% 51.7% 44.8%

SECTOR
Design 61.8% 17.6% 20.6% 61.8% 35.3% 44.1%
Performing 50.0% 19.2% 15.4% 61.5% 23.1% 26.9%
Arts
Film and 40.0% 4.0% 8.0% 52.0% 32.0% 36.0%
video
Publishing 69.0% 44.8% 37.9% 75.9% 51.7% 44.8%
Art 30.0% 10.0% 20.0% 70.0% 40.0% 60.0%
Entertain. 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 25.0%
Software
Museums 84.2% 26.3% 21.1% 89.5% 47.4% 57.9%
Music 50.7% 15.9% 17.4% 73.9% 40.6% 52.2%
Libraries 60.5% 29.5% 41.1% 71.3% 40.3% 45.0%
Advertising 63.2% 31.6% 34.2% 63.2% 47.4% 57.9%
Broadcasting 66.7% 66.7% 66.7% 100.0% 100.0% 66.7%
Handicraft 56.3% 31.3% 12.5% 81.3% 56.3% 50.0%
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The table above illustrates the level of agreement with 6 aspects of
evaluation of organizational performance in CCI organizations (regular
performance analysis on a daily basis; efficient system for performance
analyzing; methodology for analyzing performance; planning depends on
the analysis of previous results; managers' positive attitude towards
evaluation; achieved results are compared against the set goals) based on
the number of employees, organizational form, age of the organization and
sub-sector. The table illustrates some contradictions of the evaluation of
organizational performance in respondent organizations. First, in majority
of the CCI organizations planning depends on the analyses of previous
results, but methodology or organizational performance evaluation systems
are not widespread. And there is one more interesting characteristic of
respondents — it is less in common to compare achieved results against set
goals then using analyses of previous results for planning.

3.2 Data Collection

The questionnaire was composed using the core elements of a similar Danish
study (Tscherning and Boxenbaum, 2011) targeting creative enterprises, and
a self-assessment tool introduced in the USA (BTW Consultants, 2010) and
for cultural organizations (Birnkraut, 2011). The online survey environment
in Google Forms was accessible to participants for 2.5 months (from mid-
January until the end of March 2016).

The questions covered, besides the formal characteristics (age, size, type and
sub-sector), also the competences and challenges of CCI organizations. The
respondents had 5 options to choose from (ranging from strongly agree to
strongly disagree), and therefore it should not have been difficult for the
respondents to position themselves using such a set of options. As the
questionnaire was anonymous, there is no reason to believe that CCI
managers would intentionally conceal their challenges or gaps of skills.

3.3 Data Analysis

The current chapter covers the first stage of a longer research project, and
therefore mainly presents descriptive statistics (cross-tables) and
correlations. A Pierson Correlation Analysis was used to identify significant
relationships between evaluation of organizational performance variables
and variables of challenges and skills gaps.

The data analysis consisted of the following steps:

e First, the answers to the open-ended question concerning actual
examples of data collection and analysis tools used in the responding
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organizations were analyzed. In order to describe the reality in the
most naturalistic way, the respondents were asked to name any
existing data collection and/or analysis method or tool used in the
current organization. Coding was used to categories the answers.

e In second stage, a Correlation Analysis was run in order to detect
variables (challenges and skills gaps) that correlate with aspects of
organizational performance evaluation (mind-set and practices).

e Infollowing stage, special attention was paid to those challenges that
were at least weakly correlated with the evaluation of organizational
performance. Cross-tables were subsequently created according to
the number of employees, organizational form, age and the sub-
sector of CCI organizations. Only correlating variables were
included in the cross-table.

e Next, special attention was paid to those skills (gaps) that were at
least weakly correlated with the evaluation of organizational
performance. Cross-tables were then created according to the
number of employees, organizational form, age and sub-sector of the
CCI organizations. Once again, only correlating variables were
included.

4. Results

First, the organizational performance evaluation mind-set and practices of
CCI organizations in this study are briefly described and after that the
research questions answered in more detail.

Majority of the CCI organizations in Estonia tend to not have “methodology
for analyzing performance” and “efficient system for performance analysis”.
In the majority of the CCI organizations in this study, planning depends on
the analysis of previous results regardless of the number of employees,
organizational form, age of the organization or sub-sector. While
“organizational form” seems to cause the biggest difference - in the public
sector “methodology for analyzing performance” is most widespread
compared to other organizational forms and it is in municipal bodies where
“regular performance analysis on a daily basis” is most common. In both the
public sector and municipal bodies an “efficient system for performance
analysis™ is more common than in the remaining organizations.

CCI organizations with more than 10 employees are more active in most of
the aspects of evaluation of organizational performance. The evaluation
practices and mind-set also tend to differ based on the age of organizations
as the organizations that are more than 25 years old are most active in the
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majority of the aspects of evaluation of organizational performance.
Surprisingly, in the youngest organizations, the results achieved are
compared against the set goals the most.

A quick look at the sub-sectors and the following “trends” seem to be most
typical:

e Museums practice regular performance analysis on a daily basis
more, than organizations of other sub-sectors, while regularity does
not seem to be typical in the entertainment software sector.

e The broadcast sector responded exceptionally positively to
“planning depends on the analysis of previous results” and
“managers' positive attitude to evaluation” (most probably due to the
small number of respondents in the sample). Furthermore, “efficient
system for performance analysis” and “methodology for analyzing
performance’ is more in common in the broadcast sector than in other
sub-sectors.

e Surprisingly, it is the broadcast sector and the art field where
achieved results are compared against the set goals the most.

More detailed results based on the research questions are presented below
and briefly commented upon in the discussion below.

4.1 How is the data on performance collected and/or analyzed in CCI
organizations in Estonia?

As the authors expected that evaluation of organizational performance is not
very widespread among CCI organizations in Estonia and managers are not
very familiar with the specific evaluation terminology, the respondents were
asked rather general open-ended question at the end of the structured
questionnaire — “How do you collect or analyze feedback from your
stakeholders (please name the tools and/or methods used)”. Coding the
responses revealed the results presented in the following table (Table 4).

TABLE 4. Most common ways of collecting and analyzing performance data from
stakeholders by CCI organizations in Estonia (compiled by the authors)

Intuiti Googl
ve Traditi Out- e
Face- Appro Social | Indicat [ onal Box- Home- | sourci | Analyt
to-face | Survey | ach Email | Media | ors Media | office | Phone | page ng ics
Architect 16 6 18 3 1 1 1 0 3 0 0 1
ure
Design 8 6 6 5 2 1 3 0 1 1 0 1
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Performi 5 5 5 3 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 1
ng Arts

Film and 6 3 3 2 1 3 1 2 0 0 0 0
Video

Publishin 4 4 2 4 2 0 0 2 1 2 0 0
g

Art 5 4 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Handicraf 6 6 8 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
t

Entertain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
ment

Software

Museums 8 8 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 3 0
Music 20 21 12 5 8 3 4 2 0 0 0 0
Libraries 36 47 1 3 1 7 0 2 0 0 0 0
Advertise 14 10 6 7 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 1
ment

Broadcast 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 0
ing

TOTAL

(0=299) | 128 | 121 | 65 | 33 | 18 | 19 | 14 | 12 8 6 5 5

A total of 299 respondents (65% of sample) decided to answer this question.
The responses reveal more information about how data is collected (mainly
face-to-face, surveys, etc.) and only 2 specific data analysis tools were
mentioned — Google Analytics (3) and Cost-Benefit Analysis (1). However,
they cannot be considered CCI-specific tools.

A few rather passive and/or self-evident approaches were mentioned by the
respondents as ways they collect data; therefore, the understanding that
clients should come and give feedback on their own initiative (for instance,
in social media or in a guest book) seems to prevail, instead of CCI
organizations collecting it intentionally. However, a small number of
respondents also referred to outsourcing data collection and analysis or
contributing to a larger survey. 2.2% of respondents are regularly not
collecting or analyzing any data. One response is worth highlighting in
particular — “Please forgive me, but this question does not make any sense
to many creative units because ‘“business model”, “quality system”, etc.
have nothing to do with creativity, which is driven by internal and idea-
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based needs” — as it contributes to the general picture of how evaluation of
organizational performance is understood among CCI organizations in
Estonia.

4.2 Is there any significant correlation between the evaluation of
organizational performance and the challenges or skills gaps in CCI
organizations in Estonia?

Table 5 below illustrates the correlations between six organizational
performance evaluation variables and 14 challenges and skills gaps of CCI
organizations studies. Significant correlations are highlighted.
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Based on the correlation table, it becomes evident that “no confidence in
income” correlates significantly with all the evaluation variables; however,
all the correlations are negative. Furthermore, more finance-related
challenges correlate with some aspects of the evaluation of organizational
performance — “making a profit” and “financial management”. There are two
more variables — “challenging strategic planning” and “challenging
analyzing and reporting” — that are negatively related to most of the aspects
of organizational performance evaluation. Surprisingly, only “protecting
copyright is challenging” relates weakly, albeit positively, to some aspects
of organizational performance evaluation. On the other hand, “compliance
with laws” only correlates negatively with some aspects of organizational
performance evaluation.

4.3 How do the challenges related to the evaluation of organizational
performance in CCI organizations differ based on the form, size, sub-
sector and age of the organization?

Table 6 below presents the level of agreement with the following 3
challenges — “no confidence in income”, “making a profit” and “protecting
copyright” — in CCI organizations based on the number of employees,

organizational form, age of the organization and sub-sector.

TABLE 6. Agreement with the statements about following challenges: no confidence in
income, making a profit and protecting copyright based on the number of employees,
organizational form, age of the organization and sub-sector (compiled by the authors)

SUB-
CATEGOR i L Making a profit Protecting copyright
VARIABLE Y No confidence in income
Number of CClI (n=460) Contr. CClI (n=460) Contr. CCl (n=460) Contr.
Employees (n=42) (n=42) (n=42) (n=42)
0, 0, 0,
no 81.5% 33,3% 88.90% 66,7% 37.0% 33,3%
employees
- 0, 0, 0,
1-5 44.8% 61,9% 76,20% 52,4% 44.8% 33,3%
employees
- 0, 0, 0,
6-10 40.0% 42,9% 60,00% 71,4% 45.0% 42,9%
employees
more than 10 45,5% 100,0% 36,4%
employees 35.9% 75,60% 35.9%
Public sector 36.0% 83,3% 68,00% 100,0% 50.7% 16,7%
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Organiza-
tional
Form

NGO

73.8%

0,0%

86,30%

59,1%

36.3%

40,9%

Enterprise

44.4%

25,0%

73,90%

62,5%

41.5%

50,0%

Foundation

22.71%

20,0%

68,20%

80,0%

18.2%

20,0%

Municipal
body

31.6%

0,0%

77,60%

100,0%

52.6%

0,0%

Age of the
organizati
on

0-2 years

50.0%

80,0%

69,40%

60,0%

41.7%

20,0%

3-5 years

47.0%

71,4%

75,80%

57,1%

40.9%

0,0%

6-10 years

52.1%

14,3%

80,30%

57,1%

35.2%

28,6%

11-25 years

49.6%

53,3%

76,00%

80,0%

39.7%

60,0%

more than 25
years

36.7%

50,0%

74,10%

75,0%

49.4%

37,5%

Sub-sector

Architecture

50.0%

77,60%

55.2%

Design

41.2%

76,50%

44.1%

Performing
Arts

57.7%

92,30%

26.9%

Film and
Video

48.0%

72,00%

32.0%

Publishing

44.8%

82,80%

41.4%

Art

40.0%

80,00%

20.0%

Entertainme
nt Software

25.0%

75,00%

0.0%

Museums

36.8%

68,40%

36.8%

Music

66.7%

79,70%

34.8%
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Libraries 31.8% 71,30% 53.5%

Broadcasting 66.7% 66,7% 33.3%
Handicraft 56.3% 87,5% 62.5%

As can be seen from Table 6 above, CCI organizations with more employees
seem to face less challenges. “Making a profit” and “no confidence in
income” seem to be issues especially for the smaller organizations.

The biggest struggle for most of the organizational forms tends to be coping
with “making a profit”, while only for NGOs “no confidence in income” is
a mayor issue as well.

Age group tends to make a smaller difference then number of employees or
organizational form in CCI organizations. Surprisingly, organizations that
have existed 6-10 years, experience more financial challenges than younger
or older organizations. One more surprise was detected — it is the oldest age
group, which organizations consider “protecting copyright” more common
challenge than younger organizations.

“Making a profit ” tends to be a dominant challenge in all sub-sectors of CCl
organizations. Music and Broadcasting industries also challenge with “no
confidence in income”, especially compared to Entertainment Software
where this seems to be a minor issue. “Protecting copyright” is especially
relevant for organizations in Handicrafts, Architecture and Libraries, but is
not an issue at all in the Entertainment Software sector.

4.4 How do the skills gaps related to the evaluation of organizational
performance in CCI organizations differ based on the form, size, sub-
sector and age of the organization?

Table 7 below illustrates the level of agreement with the following skills
gaps of “financial management”; “strategic planning”; “being in compliance
with laws” and “analyses and reporting” — in CCI organizations based on the
number of employees, organizational form, age of the organization and sub-

sector.
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TABLE 7. Agreement with statements about the following skills gaps: financial
management, strategic planning, being in compliance with laws, and analyzing and
reporting; based on the number of employees, organizational form, age of the organization
and sub-sector (compiled by the authors)

Being in compliance Analyses and
SUB- Financial ic planni with laws reporting
VARIAB | CATEG management Strategic planning
LE ORY
Numbe CCI Contr. CCI Contr. CCI Contr. CCI Contr.
r of (n=460) (n=42) (n=460) (n=42) (n=460) (n=42) (n=460) (n=42)
Employ (n=42) (n=42) (n=42) ) (n=42) )
ees
no 0,0% 0,0% 33,3% 0,0%
employee 48.1% 48.1% 37.0% 37.0%
S
1-5 28,6% 14,3% 23,8% 19,0%
employee 35.2% 32.4% 21.9% 20.0%
S
6-10 42,9% 14,3% 0,0% 28,6%
employee 30.0% 40.0% 15.0% 22.5%
S
more than 36,4% 0,0% 18,2% 27,3%
10 34.6% 23.1% 17.9% 12.8%
employee
S
ational | sector
Form
NGO 47 5% 31,8% 45.0% 18,2% 21.3% 27,3% 22.50% 22,7%
Enterpris 37.2% 12,5% 30.4% 0,0% 27.1% 12,5% 26.1% 12,5%
e
on
| body
Age of |0-2 years 25.0% 60,0% 22.20% 20,0% 22,204 60,0% 36.1% 60,0%
the
organiz
ation | 3-5 years 34.8% 28,6% 30.3% 0,0% 30.3% 0,0% 24.2% 0,0%
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6-10 47.9% 14,3% 35.204 0,0% 31.0% 28,6% 23.9% 14,3%
years
11-25 40.5% 20,0% 37.204 13,3% 21.5% 20,0% 19.8% 13,3%
years
more than 28.9% 50,0% 30.7% 12,5% 13.9% 0,0% 13.3% 37,5%
25 years
Sub- | Architect 43.1% 36.2% 32.8% 37.9%
sector |ure
Design 41.2% 29.4% 32.4% 26.5%
Performi 53.8% 38.5% 15.4% 26.9%
ng Arts
Film and 28.0% 40.0% 24.0% 20.0%
Video
Publishin 41.4% 34.5% 10.3% 17.2%
g
Art 40.0% 20.0% 30.0% 10.0%
Entertain 25.0% 25.0% 50.0%
ment 50.0%
Software
Museums 26.3% 21.1% 31.6% 10.5%
Music 37.7% 37.7% 24.6% 17.4%
Libraries 27.1% 30.2% 14.0% 12.4%
Advertisi 28.9% 26.3% 18.4% 15.8%
ng
Broadcast 33.3% 33.3%
ing
Handicraf 37.5% 18.8% 31.3%

t

43.8%




All in all, CCI organizations tend to agree less with having skills gaps then
facing challenges discussed in previous sub-chapter.

Looking at Table 7 above, CCI organizations that do not have any paid staff
members, struggle the most with all skills gaps measured, while “strategic
planning” is also quite challenging for organizations with 6-10 employees.
Surprisingly, “analyses and reporting” does not seem to be an issue for
organizations that have more than 10 employees.

Looking at different forms of organization, the largest differences could be
seen between NGOs and foundations. NGOs tend to struggle more with
“financial management” and “strategic planning” then other types of
organizations, while “strategic planning” is of less concern for foundations
than any other organization form.

Older organizations seem to struggle slightly more with “financial
management” and “strategic planning” than younger organizations, while
the youngest organizations seem to primarily lack the competence to
“analyze and report”. Organizations that are older than 25 years, tend not to

struggle with “being in compliance with laws” or “analyses and reporting”
skills.

Compared to the other sectors, the Performing Arts and Entertainment
Software sectors tend to lack “financial management” skills more. While
“strategic planning” tends to be more complicated for the Performing Arts,
Film and Video, Music and Handicrafts sectors. “Being in compliance with
laws” tends to be less challenging for the Publishing sector that other sub-
sectors. A lack of skills for “analyzing and reporting” seems to be the biggest
issue for the Entertainment Software industry compared to other sub-sectors
and is non-existent in the Broadcast industry.

5. Discussion

Resources that are obtainable in the external environment are said to shape
the survival of players in the creative industries (Noyes, Allen and Parise,
2012). Current study found some empirical evidence, that challenges and
skills gaps can be associated with evaluation of organizational performance.
As Clarence W. Barron has said “everything can be improved” and based on
the empirical evidence found, this is also true of the efficiency and efficacy
of strategic management and planning in CCI organizations. This chapter
explored the challenges and skills gaps that might limit an organization’s
ability to develop and expand. The findings do not yet provide a definitive
answer to the question of whether evaluation of organizational performance
is the right solution for improving the performance, competitiveness,
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effectiveness, service quality, resilience or sustainability of CCI
organizations. They nevertheless highlight the need for more research aimed
at improving the knowledge of strategic management in the CCI sector.

The results revealed differences between CCI organizations on the basis of
size, age, legal form and sub-sector, thus, CCI organizations can be
considered heterogeneous. The current study also revealed that CCI
organizations face different kind of challenges that correlate with their
organizational performance evaluation practices. However, the findings did
not indicate any usage of existing organizational performance evaluation
methodologies referred to in the existing literature. This is rather surprising,
as the benefits of evaluation of organizational performance should be known
among the managers of CCI organizations in Estonia.

The study by Turnbull (2011) has shown that the successful evaluation of
performance helps organizations become more conscious of the
competencies they hold and of their artistic quality and as a result, make
more informed decisions about their performance (Epstein and Mcfarlan,
2011). For instance, the quality frameworks and organizational performance
measurement tools make the organization think about where they stand
(Turnbull, 2011) and where they would like to be. This might lead to better
planning and analysis and in longer run to higher quality of organizational
performance.

6. Conclusion

As the study aimed to find out how heterogeneous background of CCI
organizations relates to the evaluation of organizational performance,
challenges and skills gap in CCI organizations, the simple answer would be
— “directly”! Thus, CCI organizations in Estonia are diverse in form, size,
sub-sector and age. However, the results also revealed that there is no one
single dominant variable that affects all aspects of evaluation of
organizational performance. The challenges correlating with organizational
performance evaluation practices and mind-sets differ based on the
organizational form and sub-sectors the most, while the size and age of the
organization seem to play a slightly smaller role. On the other hand, the
results also revealed that the skills gaps correlating with organizational
performance evaluation practices and mind-sets differ the most among
different sub-sectors and number of employees.

To summarize the most important findings, the study also revealed that some
elements of evaluation of organizational performance are more in common
in Estonia than others — for instance, planning in most of the CCI
organizations examined depends on the basis of the analysis of previous
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results. Most of the data on performance in Estonian CCI organizations is
gathered from the stakeholders through face-to-face contact and surveys. A
few rather passive and/or potentially self-evident approaches were also
mentioned by the respondents that might refer to a widespread approach that
stakeholders should come and give feedback on their own initiative, instead
of the CCI organizations collecting it intentionally.
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The results revealed that having “no confidence in income”, “challenging
strategic planning” and ‘“challenging analyzing and reporting” influence
negatively most of the aspects of evaluation of organizational performance.
The biggest challenge for different types of organizations tends to be coping
with “making a profit”. CCI organizations with more employees seem to
face less challenges in general. Organizational performance evaluation
practices seem to be least different based on the age of the organizations.

CCl organizations that do not have any paid staff members, struggle the most
with all skills gaps measured. Also, empirical evidence was found that, older
organizations seem to struggle more with financial management and
strategic planning than younger organizations, while the youngest
organizations mainly lack the competence of analyzing and reporting, but
also financial management.

The following framework of factors related to the evaluation of
organizational performance is suggested by the authors as a result of the
study (Figure 1).

FIGURE 1. Framework for the evaluation of organizational performance in CCI
organizations (compiled by the authors)

CHALLENGES:
- No confidence in income
- Making a profit
- Protecting copyright

Regular performance analysis
Achieved results are compared against set goals

Planning depends on the analysis of previous results

PERFORMANCE
EVALUATION

SPECIFICS
of CCl organizations

Methodology for analyzing and assessing performance
Efficient system for performance analyzing

Managers positive attitude to evaluation

SKILLS GAPS in:
Being in compliance with laws,
- Analyzing and reporting
- Financial management
- Strategic planning
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The contribution of the authors of the current chapter is mainly practical. As
the study mapped the skills gaps of CCI organizations, policymakers and
managers of CCI organizations could use the results as an input to contribute
to skills development of CCI organizations by developing
evaluation/assessment tools and providing trainings to improve the level of
needed competences. Thus, based on current study there are reasons to
believe that raising awareness of the benefits of the evaluation of
organizational performance and about the variety of the evaluation tools
available, could improve the sector in a longer run.

Due to the limitations of the current research design (both, the dataset, the
questions of the questionnaire and the analyses method), we call for more
research on the factors that affect the evaluation of organizational
performance:

e how could the state help improve the competencies for practicing the
evaluation of organizational performance?

e what could be the ultimate benefits for CCIl organizations to
implement the evaluation of organizational performance in Estonia?

e what characterizes the CCI organizations that do or do not practice
the evaluation of organizational performance?

Such a list of questions cannot be answered by a single study, and different
angles and approaches should be addressed to tackle the issues of strategic
management in CCI for the sake of improving the sector.
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Abstract

The paper introduces a valuable insight for creative business incubators
when it comes to supporting creative entrepreneurs’ cooperation with other
industries and investigates the research question: What role does the creative
entrepreneur’s perception of entrepreneurial motivation play in creative
entrepreneurs’ cooperation with other industries?” The paper finds that
creative entrepreneurs may be more motivated by intrinsic motivation and
entrepreneurs in other industries by extrinsic motivation and this may lead
to a communication gap between creative and other entrepreneurs, which
affects their cooperation.

Keywords: Creative Entrepreneur, Entrepreneurial motivation,
Communication gap, Creative Industries

Introduction

The creative industries sector is a dynamic and influential field that has a
substantial impact across its own sector. The previous research suggests that
creative industries hold the key to economic evolution and stimulate
innovation in the economy in general (Potts & Cunningham, 2008; Bakhshi
et al, 2008). Florida (2014) goes one step further and suggests that economy
nowadays is fundamentally a creative economy, which has been resonated
by the idea of creative industries being a new source of Schumpeterian
creative destruction, which in essence means destroying old economic
structures and creating new ones (Potts & Cunningham 2008; Shane 2003).

Also, creativity itself has gained more and more attention and is being
increasingly valued in the economic environment. Florida (2008 & 2014)
sees human creativity as the main resource of the new creative economy,
which, among other things, also impacts personal decision-making when
people choose where to work and live in. Hence, it can be said that creativity
influences the development of the cities. Similar findings have been
provided by Audretsch and Belitski (2013), who emphasize the value of
creativity through positively testing their hypothesis that creativity is a
source for entrepreneurial opportunities and also agree that the diverse
cultural and creative environment it creates in cities impacts their
development and growth in a positive manner. Therefore, creativity and
creative industries influence and impact our lives in various ways.

However, since the field is relatively young important contributions are
needed in order to help the field to develop. According to the UNCTAD
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Creative Economy Report (2010), the creative economy is not precisely the
same as the rest of the economy, and according to the Mapping of Nordic
Creative and Cultural Industries: Financial Environment report (2015),
creative industries are not as monolithic as capacity oriented industries, but
have a multitude of dimensions because they also create social, cultural and
sustainable development value in addition to economic value. Also, the field
stimulates to combine different resources of technology, arts, business, and
culture (ibid.) and therefore, it is crucial that creative companies are able to
communicate with other industries outside of the creative domain as well.

Hence, the paper introduces an important insight for creative business
incubators when it comes to supporting creative entrepreneurs’ cooperation
with other industries and investigates the following research question: What
role does creative entreprencurs’ perception of the entrepreneurial
motivation play when it comes to their cooperation with businesses
operating outside the creative industries?

In order to answer this research question, (1) the relevant literature to look
deeper into the motivation of the creative entrepreneur will be analyzed,
aiming at determining if and how it differs from entrepreneurs operating
outside the creative industries field, (2) the conditions that have to be met
for a creative person to be motivated in order to carry out entrepreneurial
activities will be researched, and (3) the questions of how entrepreneurial
motivation may be contributing to the communication gap between creative
and other entrepreneurs, and how this may hinder creative entrepreneurs
cooperation with entrepreneurs from other industries, will be further
discussed.

The paper is divided into five sections. After the introduction, the first
section analyses the literature related to the research topic. The second
section explains the research designThe third section presents the results of
the empirical analysis divided into five subsections: (1) motivation to
execute entrepreneurial opportunity; (2) communication between creative
entrepreneurs and entrepreneurs from other industries — the communication
gap; (3) creative business incubators perception of the communication gap;
(4) challenges for creative entrepreneurs, and (5) creative business
incubators support for creative entrepreneurs. The fourth section discusses
the research findings and the last one provides concluding remarks related
to the research question and the potential implications of the findings for
academic debate as well as for creative business incubators.
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Theoretical perspective: creatives entrepreneurial motivation and
communication gap

UK Government's Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS)
defines creative industries as “those industries which have their origin in
individual creativity, skill, and talent and which have a potential for wealth
and job creation through the generation and exploitation of intellectual
property”. An entrepreneur is an alert individual who discovers an
opportunity in which resources can be recombined with the aim of gaining
potential profit. After discovering such opportunity entrepreneur starts to
develop ideas on how to pursue it, which includes product or service
development for offering it to customers (Shane, 2003: 10). In this paper,
the creative entrepreneur is considered an entrepreneur who uses the scarce
resources of individual creativity, skills, and talent to develop and produce
goods and services (Chaston and Sadler-Smith, 2012).

The paper aims to contribute to enhancing the field of creative
entrepreneurship by creating a deeper understanding of creative
entrepreneurs and research deeper into the communication gap between
creative and other entrepreneurs. Therefore, the paper analyzes possible
motivational differences for becoming an entrepreneur between creative and
other entrepreneurs through intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Collins and
Amabile, 1999) and shows how these two topics — entrepreneurship and
motivation — are connected with the gap between “art and business” (Eikhof
and Haunschild, 2006) and how it may contribute to the communication gap
between creative and other entrepreneurs.

Psychological factors that influence the decision to exploit entrepreneurial
opportunity include personality and motives (Shane 2003: 97), meaning that
people with certain aspects of personality and motivation tend to act
differently from others who find themselves to be in the exact same situation.
They may have exactly the same skills, information, and opportunity cost
but people with certain motivations will exploit entrepreneurial
opportunities that others will not. This puts great emphasis on the relevance
of motivation. Furthermore, intrinsic motivation is also closely linked to
one’s perceived self-efficacy, which also plays a role in making the decision
of whether to engage in entrepreneurship or not (Wadeson, 2006).

As defined earlier the distinctive character for the creative entrepreneur,
which separates her from other entrepreneurs, is that the scarce resources
used to develop and produce goods and services are individual creativity,
skills, and talent (Chaston and Sadler-Smith, 2012). Furthermore, the person
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possessing and executing these scarce resources is the entrepreneur herself
or is a relevant part of the main managing force of the enterprise. Therefore
creativity and creative activity are some of the most crucial factors for the
creative business to operate successfully. This allows concluding that the
motivation for exploiting the entrepreneurial opportunity as well as the
motivation for creativity are interchangeable crucial factors for the creative
business to be successful.

Therefore, a distinction between creative entrepreneur and other businesses
emerges. When it comes to creative entrepreneurs the question of what
motivates a person to engage in entrepreneurial activity and exploit the
entrepreneurial opportunities is intrinsically related to and intertwined with
the question of what motivates person’s creativity because without the last
one also the first one cannot exist. Therefore to create a deeper
understanding of a creative entrepreneur it is important to also focus on the
question of what motivates person’s creativity and review the literature
about motivation and creativity, especially about intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation.

According to Collins and Amabile (1999), there is a vast amount of
empirical evidence that creative production requires a high level of
motivation because the process is rather demanding and therefore needs
good stamina. But the important question regarding this paper is what kind
of motivation drives creativity? Through different research periods in time
scholars have suggested various answers to this question.

First theories about the nature of the motivation that enhances creativity
derived from psychodynamic tradition and suggested for example that
creative behavior is a way to reduce tension created by other unacceptable
desires (Collins and Amabile, 1999). Here Freud (1908, 1915 through
Collins and Amabile 1999) suggested that creative activity allows a person
to work through some conflict, which was echoed by some other researchers
(Fairbain, 1938; Sharpe 1930, 1950; Stokes 1963 through Collins and
Amabile 1999) suggesting that creativity may be motivated by the needs to
channel and resolve aggressive and destructive impulses.

In contrast, other researchers have suggested that creativity gives means to
fulfill more positive needs. For example, it may be driven by the healthy
desire to master various aspects in a person’s life. According to Gedo (1983
through Collins and Amabile 1999), the aspect that a person desires to
master in her life might be the environment she finds herself to be in.
Furthermore, according to Cangelosi and Schaefer (1992), creativity may be
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driven by the need to master one’s own self-understanding, personal control
and emotional regulation, meaning working with oneself.

In 1962 Crutchfield drew a greater distinction between ego-involved and
task-involved motives (Collins and Amabile, 1999) and researched them
further. His theory suggests that ego-involved or extrinsic motivation is
rather driven by the wish to achieve the end result for receiving the possible
reward for it. In contrary, task-involved or intrinsic motivation is about
engaging in the process of creativity and enjoying it without thinking about
the possible rewards waiting when she finds a creative solution for the task.

In 1983 Amabile proposed definitions for intrinsic and extrinsic motivations,
also building on Crutchfield's findings. She defined intrinsic motivation as
the “motivation to engage in an activity primarily for its own sake, because
the individual perceives the activity as interesting, involving, satisfying or
personally challenging; it is marked by a focus on the challenge and the
enjoyment of the work itself” (Collins and Amabile, 1999). In contrast, the
extrinsic motivation is “the motivation to engage in activity primarily in
order to meet some goal external to the work itself, such as attaining an
expected reward, winning a competition or meeting some requirement; it is
marked by a focus on external reward, external recognition and external
direction of one’s work” (Collins and Amabile, 1999).

Therefore intrinsic motivation is the motivation to do something for its own
sake, to engage in an activity purely for the activity itself because it is
interesting and enjoyable (Wadeson, 2006; Abuhamdeh and
Csikszentmihalyi, 2009). Extrinsic motivation, on the other hand, represents
a motivation to engage in an activity in pursuit of a reward one desires
(Abuhamdeh and Csikszentmihalyi, 2009) (Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1. Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Source: Author’s own elaboration based on
Collins and Amabile, 1999.

Intrinsic motivation ) To do something for its own sake.

Interesting, involving, satisfying or
personally challenging activity

Challenge and the enjoyment of the
work itself

Extrinsic motivation ) To do something for gaining some external reward.

Winning a competition
Meeting some requirement
External recognition

Based on literature the author assumes that creative entrepreneurs are more
motivated by intrinsic motives when engaging in entrepreneurial activities
because it enables them to enjoy the process of producing new creative
solutions instead of doing something merely to gain an external reward.
They are motivated by the satisfaction of their pursuits (Collins and
Amabile, 1999; Florida, 2012) and creative persons are more motivated by
the creation process itself than engaging in it merely due to monetary
rewards (HKU, 2010; Carsrud and Brannback, 2011; Kuttim et al, 2011).
According to Hernandez-Acosta (2012) “creating and sharing arts is the
artist’s main factor motivating their ventures”.

The author also suggests that other entrepreneurs are rather motivated by
external motives when creating a company because their engagement is
rather motivated by external rewards, for example earning the profit
(Abuhamdeh and Csikszentmihalyi, 2009; Carsrud and Brannback, 2011).

Based on these assumptions the author proposes a model that because
creative entrepreneurs tend to be more motivated by intrinsic motives and
other entrepreneurs by external motives this may lead to the communication
gap between creative and other entrepreneurs (Figure 2).
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FIGURE 2. A model for communication gap between creative entrepreneurs and other
entrepreneurs. Source: Author’s own elaboration.
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Based on this proposed model the author assumes that creative people see
the contradiction between what motivates them and what they believe should
motivate them as entrepreneurs and they believe this makes them not as good
entrepreneurs (Kdttim et al, 2011). According to Schumpeter (1934 through
Shane, 2003) the traditional reason for starting a company — the
entrepreneurial goal — is considered to be economic and entrepreneur does
things for economic gain (Carsrud and Brénnback, 2011). But in case
creative entrepreneurs are intrinsically motivated they do not praise the
extrinsic reward — the economic gain — but rather focus on the challenge and
the enjoyment of the work itself (Collins and Amabile 1999; Florida, 2012).

This contradiction may lead creative entrepreneurs to believe that they are
not fully part of the entrepreneurial domain, which often tends to value
extrinsic rewards. This contributes to generating communication gaps with
other businesses and entrepreneurs (Figure 3). Hernandez- Acosta (2012)
also adds that some creative entrepreneurs may even feel dissatisfaction
towards other industries caused by the bad previous experience.
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FIGURE 3. Entrepreneurs’ possible perception about belonging to the same entrepreneurial
domain. Source: Author’s own elaboration.
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The issue of potential difference in motivation (intrinsic and extrinsic) also
may influence other entrepreneurs to also believe that they and creative
entrepreneurs are not part of the same entrepreneurial domain. This may
happen due to the fact that to other entrepreneurs creative entrepreneurs may
seem to be ignited by other drivers than obtaining the economic gain and it
creates confusion, which feeds to disturbing the fluent communication
process between the two.

The author also argues that it does not really matter if the difference between
the motivation of creative and other entrepreneurs is really in existence or is
only perceived by the involved parties to be in existence. In both cases,
nevertheless, it still influences the perception of them not being part of the
one and the same entrepreneurial domain and therefore affects their
communication.

The author believes that creative and other entrepreneurs are both parts of
the same entrepreneurial domain and should communicate and cooperate.
For example, enhanced cooperation between the two would give creative
enterprises an opportunity to raise their capital through investments from
other sectors or exploit competences in technology or manufacturing for
developing their products and services. On the other hand, other enterprises
will get a chance to enrich their competitive advantages through creative
solutions provided by creative entrepreneurs. There are gains for both parties
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when they engage in frequent cooperation (Tscherning and Boxenbaum,
2011).

Therefore externally the communication gap affects building relationships
between creative and other entrepreneurs and to some extent prevents them
from networking with each other, which can be harmful to both sides.

The role of creative business incubators

The perception of belonging to the same entrepreneurial domain can be
influenced by creative business incubators because their aim is to support
creative entrepreneurs and one way of contributing to achieving this goal is
to facilitate the communication and cooperation between creative and other
entrepreneurs. They can help creatives to build bridges that lead to beneficial
cooperations with other sectors.

Firstly, creative business incubators can operate as a mentor or a coach for
creative entrepreneurs and help them see that other entrepreneurs belong to
the same entrepreneurial domain with them. Secondly, they can provide
common ground for creative and other entrepreneurs to meet and exchange
experience and knowledge to learn more about the other party.

To be successful in this facilitator role, it is crucial that the creative business
incubators understand both parties really well and provide the most effective
solutions for creative entrepreneurs. Therefore understanding the possible
difference in the motivation is very important to avoid unnecessary conflicts
in the process.

In the following sections, the paper presents the findings of how creative
entrepreneurs perceive the issue of the communication gap and its relation
to the difference in motivation. The paper also presents findings of how
creative business incubators perceive the same topic and what are their
suggestions regarding the communication gap.

Research design and methodology

The paper uses a qualitative research methodology to research and analyze
the topic. Data were collected about two different research objects (1)
creative entrepreneurs and (2) creative business incubators to provide a
deeper understanding about the communication gap between creative and
other entrepreneurs and to understand how creative business incubators can
support creative entrepreneurs better. Creative business incubators often
supporting creative entrepreneurs in finding partners, customers, and
investors who may often be from other entrepreneurial domains. This means
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that creative business incubators have the means to observe and furthermore
enhance the communication between creative and other entrepreneurs.

The aim of this paper is not to make any statistical conclusions and instead
focus on creating a new understanding of the phenomenon. Therefore, the
purposive sampling technique was chosen to select creative entrepreneurs
and creative business incubators to perform in-depth semi-structured
interviews with them.

The sample of creative entrepreneurs consists of six creative entrepreneurs
located in Estonia and of four creative business incubators located in
Estonia, Finland, and Sweden. Altogether, ten separate interviews were
conducted with four different creative business incubators (2x Finland, 2x
Sweden, 6x Estonia) and six interviews with creative entrepreneurs from
different fields (Table 1).

TABLE 1. Creative entrepreneurs included in the study according to their field. Source:
Author’s own elaboration.

Creative entrepreneurs

Handmade and designed wooden spectacles

Handmade and designed leather bags and accessories

Event marketing

Fashion design brand

Design agency

Graphic design

The topics with creative entrepreneurs included (1) the similarities and
differences between creative and other entrepreneurs according to the
respondent's own experience; (2) what motivated the respondent to become
a creative entrepreneur and according to respondent’s experience what are
the differences in motivation between creative and other entrepreneurs to
become and operate as entrepreneurs; (3) addressing the issue of
communication gap from various angles — through communication between
creative and other entrepreneurs and also through how creative and other
entrepreneurs perceive each other (are they part of the same entrepreneurial
domain) — based on respondent’s experience; (4) challenges when it comes
to being a creative entrepreneur.
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The topics with creative business incubators included (1) general differences
between creative and other entrepreneurs; (2) what motivates creative
entrepreneurs to become and operate as an entrepreneurs as well as what are
the differences in motivation between creative and other entrepreneurs to
become and operate as entrepreneurs — and respondents perception of it; (3)
addressing the issue of communication gap from various angles — through
communication between creative and other entrepreneurs and also through
how creative and other entrepreneurs perceive each other (are they part of
the same entrepreneurial domain); (4) challenges when it comes to working
and supporting creative entrepreneurs.

There were differences in the quality of answers received through interviews
but still, all of them had valuable information and give tools to analyze the
phenomenon. The data collected was organized and then categorized. The
paper uses a deductive approach and therefore the categories for analyzing
the data derived from the theoretical framework. Exact categories with labels
and explanations can be found in table 2.

TABLE 2. Categories for analyzing collected data. Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Category Explanation

(1) Motivation The motivation for entrepreneurs to execute
entrepreneurial opportunity (to become and be an
entrepreneur).

(2) Communication gap Creative entrepreneur’s perception of the
communication between creative and other
entrepreneurs.

(3) Creative business incubators How evident is the communication gap when
perception of the communication | supporting creative entrepreneurs.

gap

(4) Challenges for creative The challenges creative entrepreneurs face.
entrepreneurs

(5) Creative business incubators The challenges they face when working with
support for creative entrepreneurs | creative entrepreneurs.

After labeling the categories the author worked through the organized data
and grouped relevant information according to the categories into
meaningful units of data. These units consist of coherent phrases and
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sentences from interviews that deliver understanding and explanations about
the research topic. For example:

“Of course it’s also about doing your own thing independently. You can
have your own view and create and live your dream. That’s the thing that
motivates.” (“Creative business incubator 1, Finland”™)

Finally, these meaningful units of data were distributed under five formed
categories. Some categories received more units of data and some less.
Because the focus was mainly on communication gap and motivation for
executing the entrepreneurial opportunity, categories dealing with these
topics got the biggest number of units of data (Table 3).

TABLE 3. Categories and the number of meaningful units of data. Source: Author’s own
elaboration.

Category Number of meaningful units of data under the
category

(1) Motivation 46

(2) Communication gap 12

(3) Creative business incubators 22

perception of the communication

gap

(4) Challenges for creative 17

entrepreneurs

(5) Creative business incubators 15

support for creative

entrepreneurs

Empirical analysis
Motivation to execute entrepreneurial opportunity

When it comes to motivation to execute entrepreneurial opportunity
respondents overwhelmingly reported that creative entrepreneurs are driven
by intrinsic motives — passion for the creative field they are operating in and

222



wish to execute their creative drive to produce what they adore and at the
same time earn money with it.

“Trying to do what they (creative entrepreneurs - author) love and
earn some money with that” (“Creative business incubator 1,
Finland”)

“For creative entrepreneurs, the charm of entrepreneurship lies in the
fact that they can do what they love and do it the way they like it and
if this also brings profits and etc. then it is merely an added bonus.”
(“Entrepreneur 6, Estonia™)

“The thing that motivated the most was to be able to do something that
is directly connected to my specialty.” (“Entrepreneur 4, Estonia”)

It was also discussed by most respondents that often the motivation for other
entrepreneurs is external meaning the profits and other monetary rewards.
Other entrepreneurs often want to be certain before executing
entrepreneurial opportunity how fast they will earn a profit or can sell their
company for a big amount of money. It was also stressed by some
respondents that creative entrepreneurs are not eager to sell their companies
and do not give up despite slower growth pace and smaller numbers in
turnover.

“Creative entrepreneur is often focused on her creation, other
entrepreneurs on profit.” (“Creative business incubator 2, Estonia”)

“Other entrepreneurs aim towards economic success and profit more
than creative entrepreneurs.” (“Entrepreneur 6, Estonia”)

“Self-fulfillment in cherished but the field is more important (to
creative entrepreneurs - author).” (“Entrepreneur 5, Estonia™)

Communication Between Creative and Other Entrepreneurs - the
Communication Gap

When it comes to creative entrepreneurs’ perception of the communication
and cooperation between creative and other entrepreneurs the discussion is
dependent on given creative entrepreneurs experience, which always varies.

Nevertheless, almost every creative entrepreneur mentioned that even if they
had not experienced communication gap themselves they had heard of it
from others’ experience or perceived that there is a certain prejudice about
creative entrepreneurs.
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“Creative entrepreneurs may feel the same way that they don’t have
much common with other entrepreneurs.” (“Entrepreneur 6, Estonia™)

“It’s possible that creative entrepreneurs are not always taken seriously
— the attitude “what this artistic soul knows about doing business”, “let

him potter around alone there, we here are doing business”.
(“Entrepreneur 6, Estonia™)

“The main difference is that some do something real and others are
selling so to say air.” (“Entrepreneur 3, Estonia”)

Some perceived prejudice about other entrepreneurs was also mentioned,
mainly connected to their perhaps disproportional wish to earn money and
profits. Also when describing other entrepreneurs there were indications
from respondents that they are not as creative and it was seen rather as
something negative.

“Creative entrepreneurs are more hippie-like and other entrepreneurs
do whatever it takes to earn the profit.” (“Entrepreneur 2, Estonia”)

One entrepreneur argued that other entrepreneurs respect creative
entrepreneurs when the latter ones are successful — well established creative
entrepreneurs are seen as equal partners but when the creative company is
not particularly successful then other entrepreneurs may perceive
themselves as more superior and be critically minded when it comes to
creative entrepreneurs.

It was also discussed a few times that the quality of every communication
situation depends on the people engaged in it and whether they manage to
find a common language, meaning it is subjective. In addition, it seems that
when the cooperation between creative and other entrepreneurs increases
then also both parties start to see the one another as an equal partner.

“The more other entrepreneurs have cooperated with creative
entrepreneurs, the more they take each other as equal partners.”
(“Entrepreneur 3, Estonia”)

“I don’t believe that whether the communication works or not is
dependent on the field. | believe that everything comes down to how
well people click with each other.” (“Entrepreneur 5, Estonia™)

Creative Business Incubators Perception Of The Communication Gap

Respondents argued that creative and other entrepreneurs see themselves as
different and that the communication between the two could be better.
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“It depends on the person but usually they speak a bit different

language.

Cooperation usually is possible.” (“Creative business

incubator 1, Estonia”)

“Creative entrepreneurs see themselves a bit different from other
entrepreneurs. Creative entrepreneurs see themselves as entrepreneurs
but other entrepreneurs have prejudice about them.” (“Creative
business incubator 5 and 6, Estonia™)

The reasons for it according to respondents experience are:

Difference in motivation

(0)

“Many other entrepreneurs are much more motivated by
the money, turnovers and the beauty of the deal than
creative entrepreneurs are. For a creative entrepreneur, the
idea and the company are much more important —when the
idea and the company are not suitable then there is no real
passion to do things only for the money. Or it has to be a
huge amount of money.” (“Creative business incubator 1,
Estonia”)

“I believe that they (creative and other entrepreneurs -
author) see each other as different. The reason is a different
purpose for engaging in entrepreneurship.” (“Creative
business incubator 4, Estonia”)

Perception of the other party

(o)

“Other entrepreneurs may see creative entrepreneurs a bit
as bohemians, perhaps not sticking to the schedule, not so
serious entrepreneurs. And the other way around creative
entrepreneurs may see other entrepreneurs as rather people
who only do it for the money. “ (“Creative business
incubator 2, Estonia”)

“Other entrepreneurs often think that the cooperation with
creative entrepreneurs is very time consuming (“creative
entrepreneurs can’t follow the schedule) and costs a lot
(but creative entrepreneurs’ work shouldn’t cost very
little).” (“Creative business incubator 2, Estonia”)
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Two respondents also argued that sometimes creative entrepreneurs see or
want to see themselves different from other entrepreneurs, even when in
reality it is not really the case.

“Many times creative entrepreneurs would like to see themselves
different (not that business-oriented, more about passion, personal
view, etc.) but for me, as a coach/trainer there are not so many
differences.” (“Creative business incubator 1, Finland”)

“My feeling is that that the creative people want to see more
differences between mentioned groups than what there really are in the
practice.” (“Creative business incubator 2, Finland”)

It was also mentioned a few times that the cooperation between creative and
other entrepreneurs is getting better and that the entrepreneurs themselves
are finding ways for communication. Though the prejudices among creative
and other entrepreneurs about each other may be present there are also signs
that other entrepreneurs start to appreciate creative entrepreneurs.

“It’s getting better (communication and cooperation between creative
and other entrepreneurs - author).” (“Creative business incubator 4,
Estonia”)

“It depends on the particular entrepreneur. If an entrepreneur can
establish good contact with another entrepreneur (creative or other), is
trustworthy, provides high-quality work and keeps his promises then
usually the cooperation should get on well.” (“Creative business
incubator 3, Estonia”)

“Cooperation is rather intensifying, it’s the time of transformation.”
(“Creative business incubator 5 and 6, Estonia™)

Challenges for Creative Entrepreneurs

The main challenges for creative entrepreneurs discussed by respondents
include worries about acquiring and managing finances, finding the right
employees, company’s growth, risk management, self-discipline and
delegating tasks to other team members.

It was also argued a few times how important it is to find good ideas and
later to execute them because without the latter one also the good idea loses
value. Here the importance of education and training was mentioned to
always keep developing creativity and skills. In addition, the need for
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business education was mentioned for being able to face and overcome
challenges related to finances and numbers.

“Numbers can be challenging for creative people.” (“Entrepreneur 1,
Estonia”)

Creative Business Incubators Support For Creative Entrepreneurs

Many respondents mentioned that creative entrepreneurs might often be very
resolute and decisive when it comes to their business idea. They are not very
eager to compromise and also to create a business-oriented point of view.
Therefore the need for understanding what motivates them was mentioned.

“Creative entrepreneurs might feel strongly that they know nothing
about business, they are not doing their work for money or they are not
willing to compromise” (“Creative business incubator 1, Finland”)

“How to get a creative entrepreneur to act more like a businessperson,
where you have to document your business models and calculate the
profitability of different strategies” (“Creative business incubator 2,
Finland”)

“Empathy, understanding their motivation.” (“Creative business
incubator 1, Sweden”)

It was also mentioned that creative entrepreneurs may be more sensitive and
therefore creative business incubators need to pay more attention when
being critical or when encouraging creative entrepreneurs to proceed.

In addition, the financing, company’s growth and understanding the
competition situation on the market were mentioned as issues that creative
entrepreneurs may need support with.

Discussion

Findings from this empirical research show that differences in motivation
between creative and other entrepreneurs to exploit the entrepreneurial
opportunity are perceived. Also from findings, it is evident that creative and
other entrepreneurs may see each other differently and this may lead to the
communication gap between them. The findings allow assuming that
creative entrepreneurs are more often motivated by intrinsic motives, like
passion for the creative field and employment of one's creative skills. Also,
it was often argued that other entrepreneurs are rather motivated by extrinsic
motives, like profits and turnover. This links with the discussions in the
paper’s theory chapter.
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Findings from this paper also align with previous studies arguing that
creative persons are more motivated by the creation process itself than
engaging in it merely due to monetary rewards and that other entrepreneurs
are rather motivated by external motives when creating a company because
their engagement is rather motivated by external rewards, for example
earning the profit (Abuhamdeh and Csikszentmihalyi, 2009; HKU, 2010;
Carsrud and Brénnback, 2011; Kuttim et al, 2011).

Based on current findings it is not possible to determine to what extent these
differences — motivation, and perception of belonging to the same
entrepreneurial domain — are really present in everyday life or only
perceived to be present by involved parties. Nevertheless, in both cases
(present or perceived) these differences may affect the communication
processes between creative and other entrepreneurs because the perception
of them not being part of the one and the same entrepreneurial domain is
present and therefore affects communication between them, hence creates
communication gap.

It is not possible to conclude that motivation to exploit the entrepreneurial
opportunity is the only difference affecting the creative entrepreneurs’
perception about other entrepreneurs and vice versa, plus the perception of
them not being fully part of the same entrepreneurial domain that feeds the
communication gap. Nevertheless, the links and alignment between the
difference in motivations and reasons affecting the perceptions about the
other party were often argued (Figure 4).

FIGURE 4. An alignment between the difference in motivation for exploiting the
entrepreneurial opportunity and the reason for perceiving to not fully belong in the same
entrepreneurial domain. Source: Author’s own elaboration.

Creative entrepreneur Other entrepreneur
Motivation folr exploiting . Intrinsic motivation Extrinsic motivation
entrepreneurial opportunity
The reason for perceiving to
not fully belong in the same Intrinsic motivation Extrinsic motivation
entrepreneurial domain
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It was discussed that the communication and cooperation could be better
between creative and other entrepreneurs and the reason for the lack of it
may be because they see each other as not fully part of the same
entrepreneurial domain and the reason for it is that there are different
motivations and drivers for being an entrepreneur. It enables to conclude that
even if the difference in motivation for exploiting the entrepreneurial
opportunity is not the only factor affecting the communication between
creative and other entrepreneurs it still affects it and therefore is important
to be acknowledged.

It is also discussed that the situation regarding creative and other
entrepreneurs’ communication is changing and that the quality of it depends
on people who engage in the communication process and whether or not they
manage to find a common language. This shows that the communication
process can be enhanced, also through external support. Creative business
incubators that already are engaging in supporting creative entrepreneurs can
take this role.

In the next section, the author proposes a suggestion for what to consider as
an initial point for starting to bridge the communication gap between
creative and other entrepreneurs and how the creative business incubators
when approaching and supporting creative entrepreneurs can also implement
it.

Conclusions

Findings from this paper show that for supporting creative entrepreneurs
better it is important to understand their motivation as it may differ from
what motivates other entrepreneurs to execute the entrepreneurial
opportunity. Creative entrepreneurs first may be motivated more by the
intrinsic motivation and other entrepreneurs by the extrinsic motivation and
this may lead to a communication gap between creative and other
entrepreneurs that affect their cooperation. Understanding creative
entrepreneurs motivation better is also important for creative business
incubators to be able to support them when it comes to communication and
cooperation with other entrepreneurs.

Based on findings from this paper, in future research, it would also be
beneficial to gather empirical data from other entrepreneurs to determine
how they perceive communication and cooperation with creative
entrepreneurs and whether it differs from creative entrepreneurs perception.
In addition, it would also be good to research further what are the other
aspects, besides possible motivational differences between creative and
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other entrepreneurs when executing entrepreneurial opportunity, which may
affect the communication and cooperation between them.

As an initial base for bridging the communication gap between creative and
other entrepreneurs, the author proposes a common ground, which is based
on the concept of value creation. For bridging unalike sides we first need to
find a common denominator, which is accepted by both parties — creative
and other entrepreneurs — and the author proposes it to be value creation as
it is the concept intrinsic for both parties. It is being used and understood,
though with some alternations in everyday use, by creative as well as other
entrepreneurs.

From one side entrepreneurs identify opportunities that at first are not
apparent and evident to other people and therefore often face the task of
persuading others, especially customers and employees, that the opportunity
that they have discovered is valuable (Shane 2003: 97). This creates the need
to explain the value the entrepreneur is creating clearly to all relevant
stakeholders. In addition, value creation is used for measuring financial
performance in addition to using data offered by accounting (Trifan and
Suciu, 2015). Therefore the concepts of “value” and “value creation™ are
substantial parts in entrepreneurial language.

Also providing some new value through their creations, no matter if it is
critical towards society or some processes or targeted towards public or
merely towards the creative person herself (self-expression), the concept is
known and important for the creative individuals and therefore also for the
creative individuals who decide to exploit the entrepreneurial opportunity
they have discovered due to their skills, talent, and creativity. For example,
a necessary condition for artwork’s existence is the artistic expression
because it contributes to the setting the value share of an artwork (Florian,
2015).

Therefore, beginning to bridge the communication gap between creative and
other entrepreneurs by creating some common ground for both through the
concept of value creation may prove to be vital. Researching this
phenomenon through different theoretical perspectives based on value
creation approaches could be a basis for future research.
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RESUMEE: Loomemajanduse ning teiste sektorite vaheliste
interorganisatsiooniliste tegevuste analttsimine juhtimistasandil

Doktorit6d pakub vélja juhtimismudeli koos suunistega, mis aitavad
loomemajanduse (CCls) ja teiste sektorite (mitte-CCls) ettevotetel
omavahel paremini suhelda ning seeldbi sektoritevahelist koostodd
edendada, vastavalt OECD ja Euroopa Komisjoni soovile 1abi sektoritilese
lahenemise soodustada uldist majanduskasvu ja innovatsiooni (OECD,
2022; EACEA, 2022).

OECD (2022) soovitab poliitilisel tasandil arendada spetsiaalselt just
loomemajanduse ettevotetele suunatud ja kohandatud ettevotlustuge ning
edendada loomemajanduse ja teiste sektorite vahelist koostood selleks, et
suurendada loomemajanduse ettevotete tulemuslikkust riiklikul  ja
piirkondlikul tasandil, lisaks majanduskasvu ja innovatsiooni tdusule.
Loomemajanduse ning teiste sektorite vaheline erinevas vormis suhtlus (nt
koost0o, koos todtamine ja koosloomine), on vajalikud esiteks selleks, et
positiivselt rakendada loomemajanduse potentsiaali ning soodustada sellest
tulenevat (hiskonna ja majanduse sihipérast kasvu ning teiseks selleks, et
tagada pidev areng loomemajanduse valdkonnas (Sacco, 2011; Fleming,
2015; Hill et al., 2022). Autori Ule viieteistkiimneaastane kogemus
loomemajanduse valdkonnas nditab aga, et loomemajanduse ning teiste
sektorite koostdd, koos tddtamise ja koosloome protsessid on sageli
keerulised ja véljakutseid téis.

Loomemajanduse mdistel ei ole veel Uhtset ja Uhest rahvusvahelist
definitsiooni, kuna tegemist on veel vérdlemisi noore valdkonnaga (OECD,
2022; United Nations, 2022). Seega mitmed riigid on otsustanud
loomemajandust sarnaselt Uhendkuningriigile defineerida, sealhulgas ka
Eesti (Ministry of Culture, 2020). Uhendkuningriigi valitsus maéaratleb
loomemajandust (inglise keeles cultural and creative industries ehk
luhendatult CCls) kui majandusharu, mis pdhineb individuaalsel loovusel,
oskustel ja talendil ning millel on potentsiaali luua rikkust ja téokohti
intellektuaalomandi loomise ning kasutamise kaudu (DCMS, 2001).

Doktoritoos eristatakse terminitena ka CCls-operaatorit ja mitte-CCls-
operaatorit: termin CCls-operaator tahistab loomemajanduse operaatoreid
ja  mitte-CCls-operaator loomemajandusest  valjapoole  j&&vate
toostusharude operaatoreid. Loomemajanduse operaatoriteks peetakse neid,
kes kasutavad individuaalse loovuse, oskuste ja talentide nappe ressursse
kaupade ja teenuste arendamiseks ning tootmiseks (Chaston & Sadler-
Smith, 2012; Urb, 2019). Soéltuvalt uuringu tasemest vdib termin CCls-
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operaator téhistada kas loomemajanduse ettevotjaid
(ettevOtlusmotivatsiooni tajumine) voi loomemajanduse ettevotte juhte
(vadrtuste koosloome protsessid; kognitiivsed mentaalsed mudelid). Kuna
loomemajanduse valdkond koosneb peamiselt mikroettevotetest, siis véaga
tihti ettevotjad ise on tegelikult ka ettevotte juhid (OECD, 2022).

Doktorito0 peamine eesmark on stivendada arusaama sellest, kuidas CCls-
operaatorite ja mitte-CCls-operaatorite vahelisi interorganisatsioonilisi
tegevusi saaks juhtimistasandil optimeerida, et edendada sektoritevahelist
koostood. Doktoritdd raames on interorganisatsioonilised tegevused piiratud
ja viitavad koosttdle, koos tootamisele ja koosloomise protsessidele CCls-
operaatorite ja mitte-CCls-operaatorite vahel. Doktoritod kontekstis on
koost06 eesmargiks viia ellu thine driprojekt kahe vGi enama ettevotte
vahel, millest vahemalt (ks esindab loomeettevdtet ja (ks mitte-
loomeettevotet (Pefia et al., 2002; Snow, 2015). Koos tddtamine viitab
olukorrale, kus kaks vdi enam osapoolt to6tavad (le organisatsiooni piiride
mingi positiivse eesméargi nimel (Huxham & Vangen, 2013; Cuérel et al.,
2019). Liihidalt 6eldes: koostoo ehk ‘miks teha koostddd’ ja koos tootamine
ehk ‘kuidas koos tootada’. Koosloomine on iihine, koos todtamisel pohinev,
samaaegne, vordsete kaaslastega protsess, mille kdigus luuakse materiaalselt
ja simboolselt uut véartust (Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).

Organisatsioonidevaheliste tegevuste kontekstis CCls-operaatorite ja mitte-
CCls-operaatorite vahel mdjutavad operaatoreid ja nende kaitumist lisaks
ratsionaalsele valikule ja majanduskaitumisele ka kognitiivsed struktuurid
(Hall & Taylor, 1996). Seetdttu keskendutakse kirjandusest tulenevalt
organisatsioonidevahelise tegevusega seotud kognitiivsete struktuuride
paremale moistmisele. Doktoritdé raames on valitud kognitiivseteks
struktuurideks (1) ettevotlusmotivatsiooni tajumine, (2) uute vaartuste
koosloome ja jagatud mentaalsed mudelid ning (3) koos tootamist
mdojutavad alateadlikud kognitiivsed mentaalsed mudelid.

Doktorito0 on induktiivne, mis tahendab, et autor leidis uurimiseks
motivatsiooni oma isiklikust kogemusest ning loomemajanduse ja
loomeettevotluse vaatlustest. Doktoritéd on kvalitatiivne uurimistéd ning
koosneb neljast eelretsenseeritud ja avaldatud uuringust. Doktorit60 alus-
filosoofiaks on konstruktivism. Doktorito6d saatev arusaam on, et organi-
satsioonimaailm on sotsiaalselt konstrueeritud ja inimesed, kes konstrueerivad oma

organisatsiooni reaalsust, on "teadlikud agendid" (vt nt Gioia, 2013).
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Interorganisatsiooniliste  tegevuste optimeerimiseks ning tuginedes
uurimistulemustele, pakub doktorit66 valja Kolme K mudeli (inglise keeles
The Three Cs model) koos toetavate suunistega (Joonis 18). Véljato6tatud
Kolme K mudeli jargi vBivad CCls-operaatorite ja mitte-CCl-operaatorite
vahelisi interorganisatsioonilisi tegevusi positiivselt mdjutada jargnevad
tegurid:

1))

2)

koostd6 algushetkest saadik on oluline mdista CCls-operaatori
ettevGtlusmotivatsiooni — loomeettevote vaartustab loomeprotsessi
vahemalt sama palju, kui kasumi teenimist (Urb, 2019);
organisatsioonidevaheliste tegevuste kdigus vajame kompetentseid
koosloomeprotsesse CCls-operaatorite ja mitte-CCls-operaatorite
vahel, mis pdhinevad doktoritdos valja pakutud ehitusplokkidel ja
vOimaldajatel (Urb, 2022):

a) Tulemusliku koosloome protsessi ehitusplokid: (1) vdrdsete
dialoog CCls-operaatorite ja mitte-CCls operaatorite vahel,
(2) tagatud juurdepdds teabele ja (3) teabe l&bipaistvus, et
valtida teabe asimmeetriat CCls-operaatorite ja mitte-CCls-
operaatorite vahel, mis peaks kaasa tooma (4) CCls-
operaatorite ja mitte-CCls-operaatorite vdimaluse riski-kasu
suhet selgelt hinnata.

b) Kahel CCls-operaatorite ja mitte-CCls-operaatorite poolt
tihti kasutataval meetodil on protsesside osas sarnasusi. Selle
mdistmine vdimaldab koosloomise protsessil kaasavam olla:
(1) algse thisosa mérkamine protsessi alguses, mis viib (2)
suurema 0hise arusaamani, mis soodustab, (3) Uhist keelt
ja ldpuks (4) jagatud mentaalsed mudelid CCls-operaatorite
ja mitte-CCls-operaatorite vahel, st meeskonna
mentaalsed mudelid.

3) juhtide poolt vélise reaalsuse mdistmiseks loodud kognitiivsete

4)

vaimsete mudelite tundmine, kuna CCls-operaatorid vGivad neid
mitte-CCls-operaatoritega suhtlemisel kasutada - doktoritdo
kaardistab CCls-operaatorite voimaliku kognitiivsete vaimse mudeli
teemad, mis vdivad seostuda koostodga teiste sektoritega (Joonis 12)
(Urb, 2023).

koos todtades on mitte-CCls-operaatoritel kasulik votta arvesse
vélise reaalsuse mdistmiseks loodud kognitiivseid vaimseid
mudeleid, mida CCls-operaatorid v@ivad kasutada mitte-CCls-
operaatoritega koos tdotades (Joonis 14). Nende kognitiivsete
vaimsete mudelite v6imalikud kdrgema taseme teemad on
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keskendunud (1) immateriaalsele, (2) é&riprotsessidele, (3)
organisatsioonile, ja (4) iseendale. (Urb, 2024).

Doktorito6  panustab  kultuuri- ja  loomemajandust  kasitlevasse
juhtimisalasesse  kirjandusse.  Lisaks panustab see ettevOtluse
praktikateooriasse, koostoOteooriasse, vaartuste koosloomise teooriasse,
sotsioloogilisse institutsionalismi ja praktika kogukondade teooriasse
(communities of practice). Doktoritoé0 osaleb empiirilises arutelus
loomemajandusest, pludes (1) mdista CCls-operaatorite
ettevotlusmotivatsiooni ja (2) anda uut sisendit véartuste koosloomise
kirjanduse linkadesse, keskendudes interaktsioonidele ja horisontaalsele
koosloomele sidusriihmades, ning (3) mdista ja esitleda CCls-operaatorite
kognitiivse vaimse mudeli potentsiaalseid teemasid, mis puudutavad
koostooprotsesse mitte-CCls-operaatoritega.

Marksdnad: loomemajandus, koostdd, koosloome, koos toGtamine,
kognitiivsed struktuurid, interorganisatsioonilised tegevused
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OTHER SECTORS ON A MANAGERIAL LEVEL

The doctoral dissertation proposes the Three Cs
model operationalised by guiding principles for
enhancing interorganisational activities between
cultural and creative industries (CCls) and other
sectors (nonCCls) on a managerial level to promote
cross-sectoral collaboration between CCls and other
sectors of the economy for growth and innovation as
requested by the OECD (2022) and the European
Commission (2019).

Interorganisational activities like cooperation,
collaboration, and co-creation between CCls and
nonCCls are necessary for (1) tapping into the
potential of the CCls and fostering purposeful growth
in society and economy stemming from that and (2)
continuous development within the CCls (Sacco, 2011;
Fleming, 2015; Hill et al., 2022). There is no universal
definition of CCls, but many countries use similar
definitions to the UK Government's definition that
defines the CCls as those originating in individual
creativity, skill, and talent and which have a potential
for wealth and job creation through the generation
and exploitation of intellectual property (DCMS, 2001;
OECD, 2022; United Nations, 2022).

The main aim of the dissertation is to create a more
profound knowledge of how interorganisational
activities between CCls-operators and
nonCCls-operators could be optimised on a
managerial level to promote a cross-sectoral
approach. In the scope of the dissertation, the
interorganisational activities are limited and refer to
cooperation, collaboration, and co-creation processes
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators. In
the context of the dissertation, the cooperation aims
to carry out a joint business project between two or
more companies, and at least one of these companies
represents a CCls company and one a nonCCls
company (Pefia et al., 2002; Snow, 2015).
Collaboration refers to any situation where two or
more parties work across organisational boundaries
towards some positive end (Huxham & Vangen, 2013;
Cuérel et al., 2019). Co-creation is the joint,
collaborative, concurrent, peer-like process of
producing new value materially and symbolically
(Galvagno & Dalli, 2014).
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In the context of interorganisational activities between
CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators, in addition to
rational choice and economic behaviour, the
operators and their behaviour are also influenced by
cognitive structures (Hall & Taylor, 1996). Therefore,
the focus is on better understanding the cognitive
structures related to interorganisational activities. The
selected cognitive structures are (1) perception of
entrepreneurial motivation, (2) value co-creation and
shared mental models, and (3) underlying cognitive
mental models.

To optimise interorganisational activities between
CCls and nonCCls, the dissertation proposes the Three
Cs model with its guiding principles. The model sees
cooperation as a 'catalyst', value co-creation as a
'practice’, and collaboration as an 'apparatus' that
keeps them going. According to the Three Cs model,
the potential guidelines for optimising
interorganisational activities between CCls-operators
and nonCCls-operators are the following:

(1) at the inception, it is beneficial to understand the
CCls-operator's entrepreneurial motivation - the
appreciation of the creative process (Urb, 2019);

(2) during interorganisational activities, we need
competent collaborative value co-creation processes
between CCls-operators and nonCCls-operators based
on building blocks and enablers proposed by the
doctoral dissertation (Urb, 2022);

(3) when collaborating, it is beneficial for
nonCCls-operators to consider personal internal
representations of external reality that CCls-operators
may use to interact with nonCCls-operators: higher
order concepts of potential themes of underlying
cognitive mental models of CCls-operators related to
collaboration with nonCCls-operators are 1) focus on
the intangible, 2) focus on business processes, 3)
focus on organisation, and 4) focus on self (Urb, 2024).
The doctoral dissertation has a qualitative research
design and comprises four peer-reviewed and
published studies.

Keywords: creative industries, cooperation,
co-creation, collaboration, cognitive structures,
interorganisational activities
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