
CO-CREATION 
COMPETENCE 

EXPERIENCES AND  
RECOMMENDATIONS

An evaluation of competence  
development in relation to the project: 
Co-Creation: Students as co-producers  
of learning objects at academic libraries

Christian T. Lystbæk



CO-CREATION COMPETENCE 2

This publication is supported financially by DEFF: Danmarks Elektroniske Fag- og 
Forskningsbibliotek.

Project partners: 
▪	 The Royal Library, Aarhus University Library (project management)
▪	 Aalborg University Library 
▪	 CBS Library
▪	 DTU Library
▪	 KEA Library
▪	 The Royal Library, Copenhagen University Library
▪	 University Library of Southern Denmark 
▪	 VIA Library

Copyright:
@ Christian T. Lystbæk, 2019
Co-creation Competence. Experiences and Recommendations. 

Layout: 
AU Kommunikation, Aarhus University

Print: 
AU Tryk, Aarhus University



CO-CREATION COMPETENCE 3

This report presents the results of an evaluation of competence development in 
relation to co-creation in the project Co-Creation: Students as co-producers of 
learning objects at academic libraries. 

The following academic libraries participated in the project (2017-2019): 
▪	 The Royal Library, Aarhus University Library (project management)
▪	 Aalborg University Library 
▪	 CBS Library
▪	 DTU Library
▪	 KEA Library
▪	 The Royal Library, Copenhagen University Library
▪	 University Library of Southern Denmark 
▪	 VIA Library

The purpose of the project was to test co-creation as a method in the production 
of learning objects and services at the libraries. Co-creation allows students to 
influence both form and content of learning objects and services. As part of the 
project, the libraries initiated a series of competence development activities and 
it was decided to evaluate these activities. 
This report describes the results of the evaluation. 

The project was supported financially by DEFF: Danmarks Elektroniske Fag- og 
Forskningsbibliotek.

PREFACE



CO-CREATION:  
CO-CREATION IS A WAY IN 
WHICH ORGANIZATIONS  
CAN DEVELOP PRODUCTS 
AND SERVICES TOGETHER 
WITH THEIR CUSTOMERS  
AND CLIENTS 
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Co-creation is a way in which orga-
nizations can develop products and 
services together with their customers 
and clients (Voorberg, Bekkers, & 
Tummers, 2014). Increasingly, orga-
nizations turn towards co-creation in 
order to invite “users” to contribute. For 
instance in higher education where 
research shows that co-creation with 
students enhances both teaching and 
learning (Healey, Flint, & Harrington, 
2014). Hence, it is argued that co-crea-
tion is an important method in higher 
education that can be used by both 
faculty (Cook-Sather, Bovill, & Felten, 
2014) and academic libraries  (Islam, 
Agarwal, & Ikeda, 2015a, 2015b). 

In Denmark, academic libraries share 
an interest in co-creation. In a nati-
on-wide DEFF-project on Co-Crea-
tion: Students as co-producers of le-
arning objects at academic libraries 
eight academic libraries have tested 
co-creation as a method to cooperate 
with students. 

The purpose of the project was to test 
co-creation as a method in the pro-
duction of learning objects and ser-
vices at the libraries. It was part of the 
project, then, to challenge traditional 
conceptions of how students manage 
information as well as to develop staff 
competencies to engage in co-crea-
tion with students. The participating 
libraries were The Royal Library Aarhus 
University Library (project manage-
ment), Aalborg University Library, CBS 

Library, DTU Library, KEA Library, The 
Royal Library Copenhagen University 
Library, University Library of Southern 
Denmark and VIA Library, which all 
had one or more sub-projects, in total 
12 sub-projects. Case descriptions of 
the sub-projects and reports on gene-
ral issues regarding didactical design 
of e-learning objects, the significance 
of involving students and approaches 
to co-creation with students have been 
made available1.  

INTRODUCTION 

In a nation-wide DEFF-project on 
Co-Creation: Students as co-pro-

ducers of learning objects at academic 
libraries eight academic libraries have 
tested co-creation as a method to  
cooperate with students. 

1 The material is available on the project homepage, http://library.au.dk/blogs/co-creation
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Projects often struggle to become 
transformed into daily practices. A 
main reason for this is that compe-
tence development is typically not an 
integrated part of projects (Kirkpatrick 
& Kirkpatrick, 2016). However, compe-
tence development was an integrated 
part of the co-creation project and it 
was decided that experiences from the 
competence development activities 
should be evaluated in order to inspire 
continued competence development 
at and across the libraries.

This report presents the results of the 
evaluation. The report has three parts: 
Part 1 describes the evaluation design. 
Part 2 describes the general experien-
ces with competence development in 
relation to co-creation. Part 3 makes ge-
neral recommendations for continued 
competence development in relation 
to co-creation. 



EVALUATION DESIGN 
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This part of the evaluation report descri-
bes the design of the evaluation of the 
competence development in relation 
to the project Co-Creation: Students 
as co-producers of learning objects at 
academic libraries. 

The literature distinguishes between 
different types of evaluation, in par-
ticular between summative and forma-
tive evaluation (Mark, Greene, & Shaw, 
2006). The purpose of summative 
evaluation is to assess the end results 
of a project or practice whereas the 
purpose of formative evaluation is to 
form an ongoing development process 
with inputs from the evaluation (Rogers 
& Williams, 2006). Hence, formative 
evaluation is sometimes referred to as 
developmental evaluation. 

Since the purpose of the evaluation of 
competence development described 
in this report is to inspire continued com-
petence development it is designed as 
a formative evaluation. Part 2 describes 
the preliminary experiences and part 
3 makes general recommendations for 
continued competence development 
based on these preliminary experien-
ces. This part of the report describes 
the evaluation design in relation to the 
competence development in more de-
tail as well as the data and analysis of 
the evaluation.

COMPETENCE DEVELOPMENT AND 
LEVELS OF EVALUTION
The project Co-Creation: Students as 
co-producers of learning objects at 
academic libraries had competence 
development as an integrated part of 

the project. Often, competence de-
velopment in a projects is only for the 
project members, but in this project the 
participating libraries initiated compe-
tence development activities for other 
members of the staff as well. The com-
petence development activities were 
organized by the project members and 
were based on both personal and ge-
neral experiences from the project. 

The general experiences have been 
summed-up in a 4P-model of co-crea-
tion (figure 1), which describes the in-
terdependence between four elements 
in co-creation: Point (why is co-crea-
tion relevant in this case? What is the 
purpose?), Partners (who is going to 
participate?), Processes (how is the 
co-creation process organized) and 
Product (what is the end result?). 

1. EVALUATION DESIGN
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POINT

PARTNERSPRODUCT

PROCESSES

The activities were presentations in meetings, participation in workshops and 
participation in new co-creation projects.

MEETINGS
All libraries organized formal and informal meetings at which project members 
informed their colleagues and managers about the project and its progression. At 
such meetings, the project members referred to their own sub-projects as well as 
other sub-projects and, thus, presented both personal and general experiences 
of co-creation with students as co-producers of learning objects. 

WORKSHOPS 
Most libraries organized workshops at which project members and colleagues 
could test the method in a kind of co-creation process with each other. On the 
workshops, the colleagues got the opportunity to engage in a kind of co-creation 
process and, thus, to get their own first-hand experience with co-creation as a 
method. 

NEW CO-CREATION PROJECTS
Some libraries organized new co-creation projects in which project members and 
colleagues could collaborate with students or other users of the library. In such 
projects, project members and colleagues got the opportunity to get concrete 
experiences with co-creation with students or users. 

FIGURE 1. MODEL OF KEY ELEMENTS 
IN CO-CREATION 
(Lystbæk, Harbo, & Hansen, 2019)

The model was a common reference 
point in the competence development 
activities. 
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Research on workplace learning de-
scribes such competence development 
activities as the most useful (Illeris, Jør-
gensen, Warring, & al., 2004). Research 
also shows that evaluation of such 
competence development activities 
can focus on different aspects (Tam-
kin, Yarnall, & Kerrin, 2002). Evaluation 
of competence development typically 
focus on student satisfaction or test of 
knowledge and skills. However com-
petence is the ability to use knowledge 
and skill in action, and therefore ne-
ither satisfaction nor knowledge and 
skill per se are adequate measures for 
competence development (Tamkin et 

al., 2002). Both satisfaction, knowledge 
and skills are relevant parameters in an 
evaluation of competence develop-
ment, but by themselves they are ina-
dequate in representing competence 
development. More aspects need to be 
taken into account. 

The Kirkpatrick model is probably the 
best known model for evaluating com-
petence development (Kirkpatrick & 
Kirkpatrick, 2016; Tamkin et al., 2002). 
It takes into account four aspects or “le-
vels” of analysis: Immediate reaction, 
actual learning, behavioral changes, 
organizational results. 
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IMMEDIATE REACTION: SATISFACTION
Evaluation of competence development can focus on the 
participants´ immediate reactions, i.e. what participants think 
about the activities that they participate in. Immediate reacti-
ons are easy to evaluate and, hence, evaluations often focus 
on this aspect, for instance in the form of  ”happy sheets” 
(Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006, p. 27), i.e. quantitative as-
sessments of the level of satisfaction (typically measured on 
a scale from 1-5). However, research shows that satisfaction 
is an inadequate measure for competence development. 
The level of satisfaction correlates more with the level of 
entertainment and catering than with competence, mainly 
because competence development can involve stress and 
discomfort (Illeris, 2011; Tamkin et al., 2002). Quantitative 
measures of satisfaction per se, then, are inadequate as 
parameters of competence development;  this does not imply 
that immediate reactions are irrelevant to take into account, 
since they provide important information about the partici-
pants motivation and interest in competence development 
(Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2016). 

ACTUAL LEARNING: KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS
Evaluation of competence development can also focus on 
participants´ actual learning, i.e. their learning outcome in 
terms of new knowledge and skills. Learning is often conside-
red more important than satisfaction, however it is also more 
difficult to measure (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006). In higher 
education, learning is typically evaluated in tests of learning 
and skills, for instance in exams, but research shows that tests 
are inadequate as measure for competence development 
(Tamkin et al., 2002). Tests assess what participants remember 
rather than how they use what they have learned, and hence 
tests are better at assessing instrumental learning, i.e. learning 
how to apply particular tools, rather than relational learning, 
i.e. learning about relationships and collaboration. However, 

this does not imply that knowledge and skills are irrelevant 
to take into account, since knowledge and skills are among 
the fundamentals of competence development (Illeris, 2011).

BEHAVIORAL CHANGE: COMPETENT ACTION
Evaluation of competence development can also focus 
on participants´ behavior at work after the competence 
development activities, i.e. if their behavior has changed. 
Competence is the ability to act adequately, and hence 
behavioral change is typically considered the best expression 
of competence. Behavioral change is more difficult to assess 
than satisfaction, knowledge and skills, mainly because it 
is difficult to decide when and which changes should be 
evaluated (D. L. Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006). Firstly, it can 
be difficult to decide when behavioral changes can be expe-
cted. Certain types of behavior can be changed quickly, for 
instance simple behavioral patterns that only involve one 
person, whereas other types of behavior take more time, 
for instance behavioral patterns that involve new roles and 
relationships, which involve more people and are more dif-
ficult to change. Secondly, it can be difficult to decide which 
behavioral changes should be evaluated. Many organizati-
ons are interested in evaluating whether employees reach 
their goals, for instance through so-called Key Performance 
Indicators (Dooren, Bouckaert, & Halligan, 2015), however 
research shows that performance indicators are inadequate 
as measure for evaluating competence development (Ago-
stino & Arnaboldi, 2015; Illeris, 2011) because performance 
not only depends upon competence but also organizational 
structures and culture, which influence the opportunity to 
change behavior (Tamkin et al., 2002). This does not, how-
ever, imply that behavioral change is irrelevant to take into 
account, since competence is about what a person is able 
to do, in practice (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2016). 
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ORGANIZATIONAL RESULTS: ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
Finally, evaluation of competence development can focus on organizational 
results, i.e. organizational performance and development. Many organizations are 
concerned about competence development in so far as it leads to performance 
and development of the organization, which however are even more difficult to 
assess than behavioral change (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2006). Firstly, it can take 
even more time for organizational performance to improve, because this not only 
depend upon individual action but also on organization changes, for instance 
implementation of new routines and relationships. Secondly, it can be even more 
difficult to link soft competencies to hard results. Competence development is 
not the only causal factor but is situated in an environment of organizational 
structures and culture, which makes it difficult to attribute cause and effect. The 
process of linking competence development to organizational performance 
is thus highly interpretive, especially in complex organizational environments  
(Tamkin et al., 2002). Organizational results from competence development 
are difficult to assess, then, but they are not irrelevant to take into account, since 
competence development is often justified in terms of the organizational results, 
such as increased productivity, improvement of quality of products and services, 
or other goals (Kirkpatrick & Kirkpatrick, 2016).

The Kirkpatrick model suggests that 
evaluation of competence develop-
ment takes all four aspects or “levels” 
into account. There is an increasing 
degree of complexity through the 
levels, which indicates that the more 
important aspects are more difficult to 
evaluate. 

Data collection and analysis in this eva-
luation are structured in accordance 
with the four levels of the Kirkpatrick 
model. The data and analysis will be 
described in more detail in the next 
section.
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DATA AND ANALYSIS
The evaluation is based upon a quali-
tative study of the experiences and re-
flections in relation to the competence 
development activities in the co-crea-
tion project. While quantitative data 
and analyses can be used to measure 
competence development on fixed 
scales of measurement, qualitative data 
and analyses are well suited for detai-
led descriptions of experiences and 
perspectives (Neuman, 2014). Hence, 
qualitative data and analyses are par-
ticularly suited for formative evaluations 
(Rogers & Williams, 2006).

The qualitative data were collected 
through focus group interviews with 
both project members, colleagues 
and managers. The purpose was to get 
insight into a variation of experiences 
with and reflections on competence 
development in relation to co-creation. 
Interviews are well suited for formative 
evaluations, since they provide detai-
led descriptions of the experiences and 
reflections of the informants (Wilkinson, 
2004). In comparison with individual 
interviews, focus group interviews are 
particularly suited for providing detailed 
descriptions of experiences and reflec-

tions, since informants can inspire each 
other to elaborate on experiences and 
reflections, argue for perspectives and 
ideas, etc. (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 

In focus group interviewing, it is im-
portant to select informants in a way 
that allows a positive dynamic in the 
group during the interview. The qua-
lity of data from focus group interviews 
depends upon the atmosphere in the 
group, since the informants should be 
willing to talk openly and honestly 
about their experiences and reflections 
(Wilkinson, 2004). When possible, three 
focus group interviews were carried out 
at the libraries with project members, 
colleagues and managers in different 
groups. At a few libraries, where there 
were only few project members and 
managers, they were interviewed in 
the same focus group in order to have 
a substantial number of informants in 
the groups (Bryman & Bell, 2011). In 
total, 19 focus group interviews were 
conducted, from September 2018 to 
March 2019. All project members were 
invited into focus groups. Colleagues 
and managers were selected by project 
members in order to have a variation of 
experiences and perspectives (table 1).
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TABEL 1. DATA

The data in numbers

Libraries 8

Focus group interviews 19

Project members 28

Colleagues 35

Leaders 15

The focus group interviews were con-
ducted as open interviews and structu-
red in accordance with the four levels of 
the Kirkpatrick model described above: 
Immediate reaction, actual learning, 
behavioral changes and organizatio-
nal results. More specifically, informants 
were asked to share and elaborate on 
experiences and reflections, taking 
these questions as a starting point: 
a.	 What is your immediate reaction  
	 to co-creation? 
b.	 What do you take with you from  
	 the competence development  
	 activities? 
c.	 How you started to act in different  
	 ways? 
d	 What do you think will be the  
	 organizational implications if you  
	 start to co-create more?

These questions invited the informants 
to talk about their experiences with 
and reflections on the competence 
development in relation to co-creation. 

In order to promote a trustful and ho-
nest atmosphere, the moderator stres-
sed both before and during the focus 
group interviews that the purpose was 
to get many nuances on the topic, not to 
reach a common conclusion or agree-
ment. The group dynamics allowed the 
informants to follow up and comment 
on experiences and reflections and 
thus gave the focus group interviews 
the characteristics of a conversation 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011).

In the analysis, first the data from the 
focus group interviews was analyzed 
in accordance with the Kirkpatrick mo-
del´s four levels of analysis. The findings 
are described in part 2. Second, the 
data was analyzed in order to make 
recommendations for continued com-
petence development in relation to 
co-creation at and across the libraries. 
The recommendations are described 
in part 3. 



EXPERIENCES WITH  
COMPETENCE  
DEVELOPMENT  
IN RELATION TO  
CO-CREATION



CO-CREATION COMPETENCE 17

2. EXPERIENCES WITH  
COMPETENCE DEVELOPMENT  
IN RELATION TO CO-CREATION  

The project Co-Creation: Students as 
co-producers of learning objects at 
academic libraries had competence 
development as an integrated part of 
the project. Hence, the libraries initiated 
a series of competence development 
activities during the project in terms of 
meetings, workshops and new co-crea-
tion projects as described above, in part 
1. 

This part of the report describes the 
general experiences from the compe-
tence development activities as expres-
sed by the informants in the focus group 
interviews with project members, colle-
agues and managers respectively. The 
description is structured in accordance 
with four analytical levels of compe-
tence development: Immediate reac-
tion, actual learning, behavioral chan-
ges and organizational results.

IMMEDIATE REACTION
Immediate reactions per se are not 
adequate measures of competence 
development, but they are nonetheless 

important to take into account when 
evaluating competence development 
activities in relation to participants mo-
tivation and interest in such activities. 
The focus group interviews allow the 
informants to give detailed descripti-
ons of their immediate reactions to the 
activities. 

In the focus group interviews, both the 
project members, the colleagues and 
the managers stress that the compe-
tence development activities have 
been relevant and interesting, but 
they also mention some reservations 
and concerns. The project members 
generally stress that their motivation 
to collaborate with students have in-
creased. For instance, a project member 
says: “This is what gives me energy in 
my work: To collaborate with students.” 
The project members stress that colla-
boration with students is fun and exci-
ting. However, some project members 
also mention that it is not only fun and 
exciting, but also demanding and at 
times frustrating. For instance, some of 

the project members have found that 
it can be even more time-consuming 
than expected as well as difficult to 
retain student motivation. Among the 
project members, then, there is some 
ambivalence towards co-creation: It is 
fun and exciting but also demanding 
and frustrating. 

A similar ambivalence is expressed 
by the colleagues. Generally, the col-
leagues stress that the competence 
development activities have increa-
sed their motivation and interest in 

This is what 
gives me  

energy in my work: 
To collaborate with 
students.”
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co-creation. For instance, a colleague 
says: “I think that it could be very in-
teresting if we could co-create with 
students and faculty.” The colleagues 
stress that they have become inspired 
to collaborate with students and other 
users of the library. However, some of 
the colleagues also mention that they 
fear that it can be a waste of time. For 
instance, a colleague says: “I think that 
user involvement is great, but I am not 
sure that it has any effect. It can provide 
energy and new ideas, but often it only 
takes from a few minutes to a couple 
of days before all the ideas are dead. 
That is what often happens.” Some of 
the colleagues fear that co-creation is 
just another buzzword. For instance, a 
colleague says: “All these new concepts 
and titles are annoying. And the fact 
that they are always in English.” Rela-
ted to this, some of the colleagues fear 
that co-creation is a fad and a fashion, 
which is only being described in idea-
listic and uncritical terms and thus can 
become a goal in itself, even where 
.”and when it does not make sense. 
For instance, a colleague says: “I fear 
that we are forced to collaborate with 

students even it one cannot see the me-
aning.” Among the colleagues, then, 
there is some ambivalence towards 
competence development in relation 
to co-creation. The colleagues express 
a high level of interest but also a reser-
vation towards co-creation being a fad 
and a fashion.

The managers also express some am-
bivalence. The managers are gene-
rally positive towards co-creation. They 
stress that the libraries increasingly en-
gage in different kinds of collaboration 
and partnership in which co-creation 
can be relevant. For instance, a mana-
ger says: “I believe that co-creation can 
add value that we cannot get in any 
other way. We have a lot of contact with 
the students but it is often as experts. 
We are experts in seeking information, 
etc. What I like about co-creation is that 
it allows members of the staff to take 
the role of a facilitator rather than an 
expert.” The managers generally de-
scribe co-creation as necessary, but 
some of the managers also mention 
that the libraries must be cautious about 
when and how much to invite students 

We must be 
careful that 

the students do not 
get tired of us.”
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to collaborate. For instance, a manager 
says: “We should not start projects with 
students all the time. […] We must be 
careful that the students do not get tired 
of us. It is a trend that organizations ask 
users about everything, and personally 
I say `I do not want to´. It can become 
too much, and I do not want to answer 
questions all the time.” Among the ma-
nagers, then, there is also some am-
bivalence towards co-creation. They 
consider co-creation to be necessary 
and indispensable but also to be a met-
hod that should not be used too much.

Overall, then, both project members, 
colleagues and managers express both 
positive and negative reactions that 
are important to consider in continued 
competence development in relation 
to co-creation. Part 3 will describe re-
commendations as to how the libraries 
can do this. 

All these new 
concepts and 

titles are annoying. 
And the fact that 
they are always  
in English.”
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ACTUAL LEARNING
Competence is the ability to use know-
ledge and skill in action. Learning in 
terms of knowledge and skill, then, is 
not in itself competence, but learning 
is a prerequisite of competence de-
velopment and as such it is important 
to take into account when evaluating 
competence development activities. 
The focus group interviews allow the 
informants to give detailed descriptions 
of their learning from the competence 
development activities.

In the focus group interviews, both the 
project members, the colleagues and 
the managers stress that they have 
acquired new knowledge and skills 
in relation to co-creation. The project 
members and the colleagues say that 
they have gained a better understan-
ding of what is involved in co-creation. 
It can be difficult to distinguish between 
co-creation and related concepts that 
are also about user involvement, for in-
stance UX (user experience) methods 
and partnerships, but the competence 
development activities have made it 
clear that co-creation is distinct in being 
about creating something together. For 

instance, a colleague says: ”We have 
been collaborating before – that is not 
something new – but what is new about 
co-creation is that we are collaborating 
all the way. It is the ongoing collabora-
tion with the students that is new.” Both 
the project members and the colle-
agues stress that they have learned that 
co-creation is not only about getting in-
formation from the users, for instance in-
formation about their experiences and 
wishes, but about creating something 
new. There is almost no limit to what 
can be created. It can be new ideas 
and concepts, new designs of product 

and services or new practices around 
products and services. For instance, a 
project member says: ”I have come to 
realize that it is very productive to recog-
nize that the users have resources which 
are relevant to the library. This has given 
me a new perspective on development. 
The interaction is good.” In general, the 
informants stress that they have gained 
a better understanding that users can 
contribute to the development of library 
products and service.

Further, both the project members, the 
colleagues and the managers stress 

We have been collaborating be-
fore – that is not something new 

– but what is new about co-creation is 
that we are collaborating all the way. 
It is the ongoing collaboration with the 
students that is new.”  



CO-CREATION COMPETENCE 21

that they have come to realize that 
co-creation requires willingness to let 
go of control. Regardless of whether a 
co-creation process is about creating 
new concepts, new designs or new 
practices, it requires that the parties let 
go of control in order to be able to de-
velop something new. For instance, a 
colleague says: “I have realized that it is 
important to let go of control. That was 
super exciting, but also difficult.” In the 
focus group interviews, the informants 
mention several reasons why it can be 
difficult to let go of control. First, it can 
be difficult because of the professional 
identity of the library staff. Both the pro-
ject members, the colleagues and the 
managers stress that academic library 
staff are experts with high professional 
standards about how things should be 
done, which they will not compromise. 
Hence, they prefer to have control of 
development processes. But the infor-
mants have learned that you can let 
go of control without compromising 
professional standards. For instance, a 
project members says: ”You can involve 
the users without compromising your 
standards. You interact with them.” In 
general, the informants stress that they 

have gained a better understanding 
that the interaction in co-creation can 
be productive and valuable in a way 
in which the professionals do not have 
to compromise their standards. 

Another reason why it can be difficult to 
let go of control is that one has to trust 
that the creative process can be pro-
ductive. In the focus group interviews, 
the informants stress that not everyone 
has this kind of trust. For instance, a 
colleague says: “We had a 1,5 hour 
workshop, and I thought: `How can 
we do anything in such a short time?´, 
but then, afterwards, I thought: `How 
could people come up with so many 
ideas in such a short time?´ I was very 
surprised about this. I did not bring one 
single creative idea to the workshop, 
but I had a lot when we were there.” In 
general, the informants stress that they 
have learned how co-creation promo-
tes creative interaction. 

A third reason why it can be difficult to 
let go of control and why competence 
development is necessary is that pro-
ductive interaction does not always just 
happen. Rather, it can be a challenge 

You can  
involve the 

users without com-
promising your 
standards. You in-
teract with them.” 
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I was very 
surprised 

about this. I did not 
bring one single 
creative idea to 
the workshop, but I 
had a lot when we 
were there.” 

to facilitate creative and productive 
collaboration. For instance, a colle-
ague says: “I would not be able to just 
do it. It requires something to facilitate 
a process. Not everybody would be 
able to do it. Some of us do not find it 
easy to involve students. You get into 
situations that you have not prepared 
for.” In general, the informants stress 
that they have come to realize that 
co-creation requires some facilitation 
competencies that cannot be taken 
for granted. For instance, in several of 
the sub-projects there were disagree-
ments and potential conflicts between 
the students and the project members 
had to deal with these issues.

Overall, then, the informants have gai-
ned a better understanding of co-crea-
tion and the competencies it requires 
to facilitate this kind of collaboration. 
Part 3 will make recommendations as 
to how the libraries can build on this in 
continued competence development 
in relation to co-creation.

BEHAVIORAL CHANGE
Although behavioral change can have 
other causes than knowledge and skill, 
it is important to take into account when 
evaluating competence development 
activities. Behavioral change, though, 
can take time. In the focus group in-
terviews, a manager says: ”Regarding 
the time of the evaluation – it is rather 
limited, so if you expect a steep curve 
you will probably be disappointed. It 
would be fine if the evaluation was 
done in two years.” Although time 
between the competence develop-
ment activities and the evaluation was 
limited the informants stress that they 
have taken new initiatives in relation 
to co-creation with students and other 
users of the library. 

In the focus group interviews, both the 
project members, the colleagues and 
the managers stress that they have 
started to look for opportunities to 
engage in co-creation with students 
and other users. For instance, a project 
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It is difficult to say if it is due to this 
project, because we are also  

interested in UX -processes that share 
some of the same ideas about user  
involvement. But we have become  
better at saying: Let us …” 

member says: ”It is difficult to say if it 
is due to this project, because we are 
also interested in UX -processes that 
share some of the same ideas about 
user involvement. But we have become 
better at saying: Let us …” In general, the 
informants stress that they have star-
ted to look for co-creation opportunities 
both in terms of formalized co-creation 
projects with project plans, etc. and 
informal co-creation interactions, i.e. 
“small ways of doing it” as a project 
member describes it, where library staff 
take the opportunity to invite students 
and other users who ask for help to 
collaborate. For instance, a colleague 
says: ”It is possible to involve users in 
ways that are not very demanding. It 
can be short-term interactions. It does 
not have to be fancy and a big thing.” 
Some of the formal projects that have 
been initiated focus on students and 

some focus on other users. One project, 
for instance, is focusing on library users 
at a hospital and another is focusing 
at museum guests. The initiative to for-
mal co-creation projects typically come 
from the managers, since they require 
formal agreements and authority to 
allocate resources, whereas the initia-
tive to informal co-creation interactions 
typically come from members of the 
staff, in particular project members, who 
take the opportunity to collaborate with 
students and others with whom they 
interact. For instance, a project member 
says: ”When you interact with students, 
you get to know them a little bit and 
can ask them about this and that. You 
get a relationship when you have inte-
racted with them.” In the focus group 
interviews, then, the informants mention 
examples of both formal and informal 
co-creation initiatives. 
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The impor-
tant thing is 

to involve the rest. 
It should not be 
only for those who 
already want this.” 

Besides co-creation initiatives directed 
at students and other users, the infor-
mants also mention initiatives directed 
at involving more colleagues in order to 
spread the competences in relation to 
co-creation. For instance, a colleague 
says: ”We have been invited into a pro-
ject in relation to a course for bachelor 
students. We are teaching the course 
and we have been invited to develop 
the course based on the co-creation 
approach.” Both the project members, 
the colleagues and the managers look 
for opportunities to involve more colle-
agues in co-creation with students or 
other users. Some of the project mem-
bers find that they have to take the 
initiative to involve more colleagues. 
For instance, a project member says:”It 
is up to us to involve the colleagues. 
They are interested and they think that it 
sounds good, but they are not taking the 
initiative. They want to be invited. So, 
it is up to us to invite them.” Other pro-
ject members find that the colleagues 
do take the initiative. For instance, a 
project member says: ”A colleague has 
joined us. In a lunchbreak she said, `I 
do not know what you are doing´. So I 
said: `You only have to ask´. Then, she 

joined us.” The managers stress the ini-
tiative to involve more colleagues can 
come from the managers. For instance, 
a manager says: ”Sometimes I have to 
ask: `Who wants to work on this idea? 
And this idea?´ But some of the staff 
do not have to be asked. They just do 
it. The important thing is to involve the 
rest. It should not be only for those who 
already want this.” In general, both the 
project members, the colleagues and 
the managers focus on and take ini-
tiative towards involving more of the 
colleagues in co-creation in order to 
spread competencies. 

Overall, then, both the project mem-
bers, the colleagues and the managers 
have started to take initiatives in relation 
to co-creation with students and other 
users of the libraries. Some initiatives 
are formalized while other initiatives 
are informal. Besides, initiatives have 
been taken to involve more colleagues 
in co-creation. Part 3 will make recom-
mendations as to how the libraries can 
build upon these initiatives in continued 
competence development in relation 
to co-creation.
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When you interact with students, 
you get to know them a little bit 

and can ask them about this and that. 
You get a relationship when you have 
interacted with them.”
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ORGANIZATIONAL RESULTS
Organisationer kan være interesserOr-
ganizations are often concerned about 
competence development in so far as 
it improves organizational results, such 
as increased productivity, improvement 
of quality of products and services, or 
other goals. That is also the reason why 
the libraries have decided to integrate 
competence development into the 
co-creation project. In the focus group 
interviews, a project member says: : ”It 
is supposed to change things, organi-
zationally. And I am excited about what 
the results will be in the years to come.” 

In the focus group interviews, both the 
project members, the colleagues and 
the managers stress that time has been 
too short for organizational results to 
show in the evaluation, however the 
sub-projects indicate the co-creation 
with students can improve the quality 
of products and services. For instance, 
a colleague says: “We would never 
have come up with the idea if we had 
not been working with the students.” A 
project member elaborates on this point 
and says: ”The students ask other ques-
tions than we do.” In the focus group in-
terviews, though, the informants mainly 
discuss which organizational changes 
can support co-creation with students 

and other users. Two issues are discus-
sed in particular: Allocation of resources, 
more specifically time, and the possi-
bility of coaching with colleagues and 
the management.   

A major issue in the focus group inter-
views is the organizational structures 
around the allocation of resources, 
more specifically time to participate in 
co-creation activities. The library staff, 
and in particular the colleagues, are 
very concerned about the allocation of 
time. For instance, a colleague says: ”If 
the organization really wants co-crea-
tion, time is a key aspect. I do not know 
if this has been taken into account. Time 
management is important and we do 
not have the time to just sit and expe-
riment. We are busy and have many 
deadlines throughout the year.” Ano-
ther colleague elaborate on this point 
about time management and says: ”It is 
not only a matter of the amount of time, 
but also of timing. The students have 
just handed in a report, so we hope 
that, now, some of them are willing to 
continue to work with us on some of 
the ideas that they helped to develop 
and formulate.” The managers are also 
concerned about resources. More spe-
cifically, their concern is that allocation 
of resources is not too fixed and inflexi-

It is not only 
a matter of 

the amount of 
time, but also of 
timing.”
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It ought to be in our DNA that we 
always have the users in mind. Of 

course we all want to do what is good 
for the faculty and students. But you also 
need to see the point in what you do. 
And preferably, this is a point you  
recognize bottom-up, as a need.” 

ble. For instance, a manager says: ”It will 
be a pity if nothing happens because of 
bureaucratic issues of ̀ we do not have 
the time´, `what, then, should we stop 
doing´ and all that, instead of focusing 
on the fun in doing it.” The managers 
stress that co-creation should not only 
be considered as a new task but also 
a general mindset, i.e. as an integra-
ted part of existing tasks and the way 
they are taken care of. This point is also 
stressed by members of the staff. For 
instance, a colleague says: ”It ought to 
be in our DNA that we always have the 
users in mind. Of course we all want 
to do what is good for the faculty and 

students. But you also need to see the 
point in what you do. And preferably, 
this is a point you recognize bottom-up, 
as a need.” The project members are 
concerned that co-creation is conside-
red as an integrated part of daily tasks. 
For instance, a project member says: ”In 
relation to our core tasks, it must be high 
on the list. It should not be a special kind 
of task that you get extra time to do. 
Rather, it should be an integrated part 
of the core tasks.” In general, the project 
members find that co-creation should 
be considered as a mindset that perme-
ates the entire organization, although 
collaboration with students is more im-

portant in relation to certain tasks than 
to others. Hence, some of the project 
members want the management to 
make it clear that co-creation is a high 
priority. For instance, a project member 
says: ”It should be defined as a core 
task. This is something we simply must 
do. It should be communicated that 
this is a priority, and it must be clear to 
everyone. The management still has not 
made this priority,.” The managers, on 
the other hand, stress that co-creation 
is a priority at all the libraries, howe-
ver the use of it depends upon local 
circumstances, i.e. the structures and 
relations at a particular library, depart-
ment and area. 

Another major issue in the focus group 
interviews is the organizational structu-
res around the possibility of coaching 
with colleagues and the management. 
For instance, a project member says: 
”It is important to have a colleague to 
do it with, to coach with. I dont think I 
could do it alone. There are so many 
issues that you need to consider with a 
colleague. You have to have a partner. It 
is an important factor that you have so-
mebody to work with. Especially when it 
is new and you are uncertain about your 
role.” In general, members of the staff 
stress that it is important to have access 
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to coaching not only from colleagues 
but also from the management. For in-
stance, a colleague says:”It is important 
that the management is engaged and 
offers support. As members of the staff, 
it is important to have the support of 
the management and the possibility 
to discuss: Where are we going with 
this?” The managers also stress the im-
portance of time and space as well as 
support in relation to co-creation, even 
if success cannot be guaranteed. For 
instance, a manager says: ”The ma-
nagement must have the courage to 
say that it is OK to fail. It might be the 
case, sometimes, that we do not work 
with the best of the students and the 
product, then, might not be very good. 
Then, the process might fail, but that is 
OK. Sometimes it is OK that we fail.” In 

general, then, coaching and support 
are important, both from colleagues 
and from the management, who must 
accept that collaboration is not always 
a success. 

Overall, both the project members, the 
colleagues and the managers stress 
that competence development in re-
lation to co-creation must be supported 
by organizational structures in relation 
to tasks and coaching, both with col-
leagues and with the management. 
This is something that the libraries 
must be aware of in order to inspire 
continued competence development 
at and across the libraries. Part 3 will 
make recommendations as to how the 
libraries can do this.

It is important 
to have a 

colleague to do it 
with, to coach with. 
I dont think I could 
do it alone. There 
are so many issues 
that you need to 
consider with a  
colleague.”
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3. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
CONTINUED COMPETENCE 
DEVELOPMENT 

In the project Co-Creation: Students 
as co-producers of learning objects 
at academic libraries it was decided 
that experiences from the competence 
development in the project should be 
evaluated in order to inspire continued 
competence development at and 
across the libraries. This part of the re-
port makes general recommendations 
to continued competence develop-
ment in relation to co-creation. 

The recommendations are structured 
after a model of competence devel-
opment at the workplace (figure 2) 
that stresses that competence devel-
opment includes both individual and 
organizational aspects (Illeris, 2004). 
Whereas a narrow and simple concep-
tion of competence development only 
puts focus on the functional acquisi-
tion of competencies, the model has 
a broad and nuanced conception of 
competence development that recog-
nizes that competence development 
includes complex patterns of meaning, 
motivation, structures and culture. Thus, 
this broad conception of competence 
development resonates with the expe-
riences from the competence devel-
opment activities describe above (in 
part 2). In the focus group interviews, the 
informants stress both individual and 

organizational aspects of competence 
development.

The model describes the most impor-
tant aspects of competence develop-
ment at an individual and an organiza-
tional level. The model consists of two 
triangles (both with a circle inside) that 

illustrate the interaction of individual 
and organizational elements. One tri-
angle has its base line on the individual 
level and stress the importance of both 
learning content and learning dynamic, 
which interact with the third angle that 
has to do with the learning environment. 
Inside the triangle, a circle illustrates 

FIGURE 2. A MODEL OF ELEMENTS IN COMPETENCE DEVELOPMENT AT THE 
WORKPLACE 
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In the project Co-Creation: Students 
as co-producers of learning objects 
at academic libraries it was decided 
that experiences from the competence 
development in the project should be 
evaluated in order to inspire continued 
competence development at and 
across the libraries. This part of the re-
port makes general recommendations 
to continued competence develop-
ment in relation to co-creation. 

The recommendations are structured 
after a model of competence devel-
opment at the workplace (figure 2) 
that stresses that competence devel-
opment includes both individual and 
organizational aspects (Illeris, 2004). 
Whereas a narrow and simple concep-
tion of competence development only 
puts focus on the functional acquisi-
tion of competencies, the model has 
a broad and nuanced conception of 
competence development that recog-
nizes that competence development 
includes complex patterns of meaning, 
motivation, structures and culture. Thus, 
this broad conception of competence 
development resonates with the expe-
riences from the competence develop-
ment activities describe above (in part 
2). In the focus group interviews, the 
informants stress both individual and 

organizational aspects of competence 
development.

The model describes the most impor-
tant aspects of competence develop-
ment at an individual and an organiza-
tional level. The model consists of two 
triangles (both with a circle inside) that 
illustrate the interaction of individual 
and organizational elements. One tri-
angle has its base line on the indivi-
dual level and stress the importance 
of both learning content and learning 
dynamic, which interact with the third 
angle that has to do with the learning 
environment. Inside the triangle, a circle 
illustrates that individual learning pro-
cesses both form and are formed by the 
professional identity of the individual. 
The other triangle has its base line in 
the organizational level and stress the 
importance of organizational structures 
and culture, which interact with the third 
angle that points into the individual le-
vel. Inside this triangle, a circle illustrates 
that the learning environment both form 
and is formed by the working practices 
of the organization. 

The model, then, illustrates the most 
important elements in competence 
development at both individual and 
organizational levels. It serves as a map 

of competence development at the 
workplace in the sense that is shows 
that the individual and organizational 
levels of competence development in-
volve different learning processes (Illeris 
et al., 2004). 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE  
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL OF COMPETENCE 
DEVELOPMENT
Research into competence develop-
ment has mainly focused on the indi-
vidual level and in particular on the 
cognitive content of competencies 
(Illeris, 2011). However, this approach 
to competence development has been 
criticized for its narrow and simple focus 
on functional acquisition of knowledge 
and skill while excluding more complex 
patterns of meaning and motivation 
that are also part of competence devel-
opment processes (Illeris et al., 2004).
Based on the focus group interviews 
analyzed above (in part 2), this section 
makes general recommendations for 
competence development activities in 
relation to both learning content and 
learning dynamics.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTENT
Competence development always has 
a content, i.e. it is about something, in 
this case co-creation. 

The focus group interviews show that 
it is important to have a common un-
derstanding of co-creation and the 
competencies it takes to facilitate 
co-creation. Continued competence 
development, then, should define both 
the concept and the competencies. 

More specifically, it is recommended 
that competence development acti-
vities continue to clarify the characte-
ristics of co-creation. This is not easy, 
however, since co-creation is not a 
simple concept, which can be easily 
defined (Verschuere, Brandsen, & Pe-
stoff, 2012). Rather, co-creation is a 

concept that is widely used and partly 
open regarding who creates what. For 
instance, co-creation can be directed 
at both new ideas and concepts, new 
designs of product and services as well 
as new practices around products and 
services. In general, though, there are 
two key characteristics in co-creation: 
An assumption that users have resour-
ces and an intention to include these re-
sources in the development of products 
and services (Lystbæk et al., 2019). 

Further, it is recommended that the li-
braries continue to focus on the fact 
that co-creation can be used to pro-
mote different kinds of development, 
both development of new concepts, 
development of new designs and de-
velopment of new practices (tabel 2).
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TABEL 2. CHARACTERISTICS OF CO-CREATION 

Characteristics Focus Key elements Competencies

1	 An assumption  
	 that users have  
	 resources

2	 An intetion to  
	 use these  
	 resources

a. Concept development Idea formulation
Facilitation of idea workshops
Resolution of group thinking

b. Design development
Design  
of prototype

Facilitation of design workshops
Resolution of conflicts

c. Practice development
Implementation  
of new practice

Facilitation of tests
Resolution of zero defect mentality

 

Concept development is about the 
creation of a new idea for a product 
or service in order to formulate a clear 
concept about the product or service. 
Concept development, thus, can be fa-
cilitated at idea workshops and through 
the resolution of group thinking, which 
otherwise hinder creativity. 

Design development is about the crea-
tion of a new design of a product or 
service in order to produce a prototype 

of the product or service. Design de-
velopment can thus be facilitated at 
design workshops and through resolu-
tion of conflicts, which otherwise hinder 
collaboration on a common prototype.
Practice development is about the 
creation of a new practice around a 
product or service in order to implement 
it a practical context, e.g. in an organi-
zation. Practice development, then, can 
be facilitated through tests and reso-
lution of zero-defect mentality, which 

otherwise hinder experimentation and 
change of practices. 

More specifically, it is recommended 
that the libraries expands the compe-
tence development activities they have 
tested further; meetings, workshops and 
new projects. Such activities allow a 
combination of theoretical and practi-
cal content, which help the participant 
to develop the knowledge and skills 
required for competence (Illeris et al., 
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when you 
are work-

ing together it is 
important to have 
a common lan-
guage. This project 
has offered that.” 

2004). The focus group interviews show 
that it is important that the competence 
development activities both have a the-
oretical content, which provides gene-
ral knowledge of concepts and prin-
ciples, and a practical content, which 
provides practical skills and personal 
experience. About the importance of 
theoretical content, a project member 
says: ”I like theory, and this project has 
offered some practical theory. Some of 
the concepts are difficult to define. You 
can have different understandings of 
the concepts. But when you are working 
together it is important to have a com-
mon language. This project has offered 
that.” Thus, it is recommended that the 
competence development activities 
at the libraries continue to establish a 
common language and understanding. 
It is important to be aware, however, 
that this can involve different cogni-
tive processes for the participants. As 
individuals, we do not always acquire 
the same competencies from the same 
learning activities. The learning of an 
individual depends upon a complex 
pattern of meaning, i.e. involves sen-
se-making processes. Research shows 
that such sense-making processes can 

involve both assimilative cognitive pro-
cesses in which new input is assimila-
ted to an already established cognitive 
frame of reference, and accommoda-
tive cognitive processes in which new 
input challenges and changes an al-
ready existing cognitive frame of refe-
rence (Illeris, 2011). It is recommende 
that these processes are activated in 
discussion of how co-creation relate to  
concepts such as UX and partnership 
that also stress user involvement.
Besides theoretical content, it is also 
important that the competence de-
velopment activities have a practical 
content. For instance, a project member 
says: ”You learn a lot from this. You learn 
that co-creation is another way of ap-
proaching the users.” The focus group 
interviews show that there have been 
several initiatives to involve more col-
leagues in co-creation processes and 
projects. It is important that the libraries 
continue to take such initiatives in order 
to inspire continued competence de-
velopment when and where it makes 
sense to the colleagues. The library staff 
collaborate with users to varying de-
grees and, hence, co-creation should 
be used to varying degrees. Thus, it is 
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TABEL 3. LEVELS OF COMPETENCE IN RELATION TO CO-CREATION 

Levels of competence Characteristics

1.	Basic 
	 competence

Basic knowledge and skills as a prerequisite for 
being able to participate and contribute  
constructively in co-creation with users

2.	Expanded 
	 competence

Expanded knowledge and skills as a  
prerequisite for being able to initiate and  
facilitate co-creation with users

3.	Expert
	 competence

Expert knowledge and skills as a prerequisite for 
being able to deal with unexpected challenges 
as well as to further develop the the area

 

recommended that the competence 
development activities allow the par-
ticipants to have varying degrees of 
competence. Competence is not so-
mething you do or do not have, but so-
mething you have to a certain extent 
or level of competence. It is recom-
mended that the libraries are aware 
of at least three levels of competence 
in relation to co-creation: Basic com-
petence, expanded competence and 
expert competence (table 3).

To sum up, the content recommended 
here will provide a common language 
and understanding of co-creation and 
required competencies. As such, it can 
contribute to continued competence 
development in relation to co-creation.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MOTIVES 
AND IDENTITY
Competence development not only in-
volve a content but also motivation and 
interest, i.e. learning dynamics, which 
form and are formed by the professional 
identity of an individual (Illeris, 2004). 
In other words: Competence develop-
ment is easier when you are interested 
and personally engaged in the topic. 
Hence, it has a huge impact if compe-
tence development activities are inte-
resting and relate to the professional 
identity of an individual (Illeris, 2011). 

The focus group interviews show that 
there are both positive and negative 
reactions to co-creation that are im-
portant to consider. Continued com-
petence development, then, should 
address the ambivalences towards 
co-creation as well as their relation to 
the professional identity of individual 
library staff members.

More specifically, it is recommended 
that the libraries discuss the motives for 
co-creation as well as resentment and 
resistance to these motives. Research 
show that there can be different motives 

for co-creation (Voorberg et al., 2014). 
In general, the motives can be quality, 
efficiency or legitimacy (Lystbæk et al., 
2019). First, co-creation can improve 
the quality of a product or service. It 
is increasingly recognized that some 
products and services become better if 
the users are involved in their making, 
simply because the users have relevant 
knowledge and experience about a 
product or service that can help to im-
prove its quality. Co-creation is a way 
of involving users in order to include 
their knowledge and experience in 
the creation of products and services. 
Second, co-creation can improve the 
efficiency of products and services. It 
is increasingly recognized that some 
products and services are not cost-effe-
ctive, i.e. are too expensive to produce. 
Co-creation is a way of involving the 
users in order to make them contribute 
to the creation of a product or service 
and thereby to reduce the costs for the 
provider of the product or service. Third, 
co-creation can improve the legitimacy 
of a product or service. It is increasingly 
recognized that users get a sense of 
ownership and attachment to products 
and services that they have contributed 

to. Co-creation is a way of involving the 
users in order to give them a sense of 
ownership and attachment to a pro-
duct or service and, hence, to improve 
the legitimacy of the product or service 
among the users.  

Often, the motive for co-creation in 
an organization can be unclear, either 
because it has not been formulated or 
because it consists of a mix of motives 
that have not been prioritized.   

This can decrease motivation and in-
crease resentment towards co-crea-
tion. Research show that, throughout 
their working life, employees develop 
a professional identity that influences 
their attitude towards learning oppor-
tunities at work (Illeris et al., 2004). The 
professional identity of an employee 
consists, in part, of a series of psycholo-
gical defense mechanisms, i.e. psycho-
logical strategies that are unconsciously 
used to protect an individual from stress 
and anxiety arising from uncertainty or 
unacceptable feelings in the working 
life. These defense mechanisms help 
the individual to avoid or reduce stress 
and anxiety, but they also exclude 



CO-CREATION COMPETENCE 37

some learning opportunities and thus 
restricts an individual from certain kinds 
of learning. It is sometimes difficult to 
define when a defense mechanism is 
appropriate and helpful and when it 
is not, i.e. when it is just simple resent-
ment and resistance to change (Illeris, 
2011). The focus group interviews show 
that the positive and negative reactions 
towards co-creation are reflected in the 
professional identity of the individual 
library staff member, which can both in-
crease and decrease the motivation for 
co-creation. For instance, a colleague 
says: ”If your professional standards 
are high it is difficult to let go of them. 
Many of us have trouble accepting that 
something should be ̀ good enough´.” 
As the quote indicates, a professional 
identity with high professional stan-
dards can decrease motivation tow-
ards co-creation. A manager says: ”It 
is important that the staff members are 
willing to let go of control. This depends 
most certainly on the kind of person you 
are. It is easier for some than for others. 
But in relation to competence develop-
ment, it is one of the things you have to 
work on. We all know this: When you are 
busy you tend to think that it is easier 

to do things yourself; however, maybe 
things are done better if you get more 
perspectives. I think that this is an issue 
you have to work on.” The quote indi-
cates that competence development 
activities should address the motiva-
tion that drives the library staff mem-
bers in relation to co-creation and the 
professional identity of individual staff 
members. Thus, it is recommended that 
the libraries include this issue in their 
competence development activities, 
both meetings, workshops and new 
projects.  Generally speaking, the dif-
ferent motives for co-creation (quality, 
efficiency and legitimacy) appeal to 
different professional identities, i.e. each 
of them motivates some staff members 
but risks demotivating others. To deal 
with this issue, the libraries can use a 
simple but practical typology of pro-
fessional identities (tabel 4).

If your pro-
fessional 

standards are 
high it is difficult 
to let go of them. 
Many of us have 
trouble accepting 
that something 
should be `good 
enough´.”
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TABEL 4. PROFESSIONAL IDENTITIES

Professional expert Service provider Collaborating partner

Professional value
Quality of 
products and services

Efficiency of 
products and services

Legitimacy of  
products and services

Potential in co-creation
User knowledge  
and experience

User demands 
and wishes

User influence and  
ownership

Professional aversion Defects and mistakes Bad service Professional arrogance

The professional expert wants to per-
form a task in the best possible way. 
Staff members who mainly consider 
themselves to be professional experts 
thus focus on the products and services 
that the user needs. To them, co-crea-
tion makes sense and increases mo-
tivation to the extent that it is used to 
involve the knowledge and experience 
of the users in order to improve the qu-
ality of products and services. However, 
professional experts tend to react with 
resentment and resistance if they are 
expected to compromise their profes-
sional standards. 

The service provider, on the other hand, 
wants the users to experience the best 

possible service. Staff members who 
mainly consider themselves to be ser-
vice providers thus focus on user wants. 
To them, co-creation makes sense and 
increases motivation to the extent that 
it helps users to get what they want, 
preferably quickly and efficiently. How-
ever, service providers tend to react with 
resentment and resistance if they find 
it a waste of time, for instance if they 
find that users´ wants can be met more 
easily in another way. 

The collaborating partner, finally, wants 
to help users to be able to influence 
products and services in their interest.  
Staff members who mainly consider 
themselves to be collaborating partners 

thus focus on user influence for its own 
sake. To them, co-creation makes sense 
and increases motivation to the extent 
that it helps users to influence the pro-
ducts and services they use. However, 
collaborating partners tend to react 
with resentment and resistance if they 
find that user influence is not true and 
honest, for instance if user influence is 
dismissed in the end because of other 
concerns. 

The typology identifies ideal types, 
i.e. analytical categories that can be 
used to identify different professional 
identities, but they are neither ideal nor 
typical. Rather, most staff members can 
have complex identities that include 
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different types. Hence, it is possible 
to appeal to most staff members by 
clarifying the motive for co-creation, 
but it is also possible that indiviaul staff 
members react with resentment if the 
motive does not resonate with the main 
concerns of the individual. Research 
describes this as an expression of the 
need for transformative learning pro-
cesses, i.e. competence development 
that involves a transformation of the ba-
sic frames of reference of an individual 
(Illeris, 2011). 

In summation, the focus on motives 
and identity recommended here will 
improve motivation and sense making 
processes in relation to co-creation and 
thus contribute to continued compe-
tence development.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE ORGA-
NIZATIONAL LEVEL OF COMPETENCE 
DEVELOPMENT 
Increasingly, research has shown that 
competence development does not 
only involve individual aspects but 
complex patterns of organizational 
structures and culture that influence 
competence development processes. 
The organizational structures and cul-
ture form the learning environment of 
individual competence development 
(Illeris et al., 2004).

Based on the focus group interviews 
analyzed above (in part 2), this section 
makes the general recommendations 
for competence development activities 
in relation to organizational structures 
and culture.

It should not 
be the task 

of an expert team, 
but a task in all 
teams
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ORGANIZA-
TIONAL STRUCTURES
Competence development at work 
is depended upon the organizational 
structures of the workplace, in particular 
of tasks and work relations (Illeris et al., 
2004). The focus group interviews show 
that competence development in rela-
tion to co-creation must be supported 
by organizational structures in relation 
to tasks and coaching, both with colle-
agues and with the management. Con-
tinued competence development,then, 
should be reflected in decisions about 
the structures of tasks and work rela-
tions. 

Regarding the structures of tasks in 
relation to co-creation, it is recom-
mended that the libraries decide how 
to conceive of co-creation as a task. 
Is it a general task for everybody or a 
special task for a few people? In the 
focus group interviews, the informants 
suggest nuanced answers to this ques-
tion. On the one hand, some of the in-
formants stress that co-creation should 
be an integrated part of the core tasks. 

A project member says: “It should not 
be the task of an expert team, but a 
task in all teams as an integrated part 
of whatever the team is doing. I don’t 
think that you can do it if it is done by 
an expert team.” The quote suggests 
that all members of the staff should be 
involved in co-creation activities – and 
be allocated time as a part of the core 
tasks. But on the other hand, some of the 
informants stress that the staff can be in-
volved in co-creation at different levels. 
For instance, a colleague says: ”If we 
are only expected to remind each other 
that co-creation is a good thing, is does 
not require much. But if it is something 
that the organizations want to develop, 
then we need a special group to do it. 
This is not to say that they should be the 
only ones doing it, but they facilitate it, 
they show the methods, they stay up 
to date with what happens in the field, 
the methods, etc..” This implies that all 
members of the staff should know about 
co-creation, but only a few members of 
the staff should have more advanced 
competencies – and more responsibi-
lity. Another colleague says: ”I am not 

But if it is 
something 

that the organi-
zations want to 
develop, then we 
need a special 
group to do it.”
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afraid to throw myself into doing it, if I 
have the time, since we are not expe-
cted to be `nerds’, we should just do it. 
But I would not do it alone.” As the quote 
suggests, it is important to distinguish 
between different levels of compe-
tence and responsibility in relation to 
co-creation. Hence, it is recommen-
ded that the organizational structures 
around co-creation activities reflects 
the fact that it makes more sense and 
adds more value in some areas and that 
library staff in these areas should have 
more competence and be more enga-
ged in co-creation activities than staff 
members in other areas. This principle 
for the organizational structures around 
co-creation should not be controversial, 
but the specific decision about what 
level of competence for which areas 
might be controversial. For instance, a 
manger says: ”I recommend that we 
take it beyond the most obvious areas. I 
am certainly a fan of involving students 
in the development of teaching, and it 
can be a challenge, because our time 
with them is very limited. But you can 
also apply it in many other areas than 

the most obvious.” As the quote sug-
gests, it can be a problem to delineate 
co-creation to certain areas, since it is 
tempting to make the (too) easy de-
cision. 

More specifically, then, it is recommen-
ded that any delineation of co-crea-
tion is considered to be dynamic in the 
sense that it can change. To deal with 
this issue, the libraries can distinguish 
between (at least) the three levels of 
competence mentioned above: Basic 
competence, expanded competence 
and expert competence. Basic compe-
tence, then, is a level of competence 
that all staff members should have, 
while expanded competence is a le-
vel of competence for a few selected 
members of the staff, who serve as in-
ternal consultants. Maybe the libraries 
should even have staff members with 
expert competence, who can develop 
the area further (see tabel 5). 

I recom-
mend that 

we take it beyond 
the most obvious 
areas.”
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Regarding the structures of work rela-
tions, the focus group interviews show 
that it is very important to have access 
to coaching, both with colleagues and 
with the management. Research stres-
ses that coaching with colleagues can 
be either formal or informal (Illeris et al., 
2004). In formal coaching, the role of 
responsibility of providing coaching to 
colleagues is given to selected mem-
bers of the staff. The advantage of for-
mal organization of coaching is that it is 
easy to plan whereas the disadvantage 
is that it is inflexible, since only a few 
selected colleagues offer coaching. 

In informal coaching, a staff member 
can ask any colleague for help. The 
advantage of informal organization 
of coaching, then, is that it is flexible 
whereas the disadvantage is that the 
colleague might not have the time nor 
the competence to offer coaching. 
Hence, it is recommended that the li-
braries find a balance between formal 
and informal coaching with colleagues. 

More specifically, it is recommended 
that the organization of coaching re-
flects the decision about the organi-
zational structures around co-creation. 

Staff members with expanded or expert 
competence should have a formal role 
and responsibility to act as coaches or 
internal consultants whereas colle-
agues with basic competence can be 
used as informal coaches when time 
permits. Again, this principle should not 
be controversial, but the specific deci-
sion about who offers coaching about 
what and when might be controversial. 
This is an issue that not only concerns 
internal work relations but also the rela-
tionships to students and other users. For 
instance, a project member says: ”The 
students we have worked with are en-

TABEL 5. DISTRIBUTION OF COMPETENCIES IN RELATION TO CO-CREATION 

Levels of competence Characteristics Examples Distribution

1.	Basic 
	 competence

Basic knowledge and skills in  
how to participate in co-creation

Knowledge of concepts
Basic relational skills

All/many 
staff members

2.	Expanded 
	 competence

Expanded knowledge and skills in 
how to facilitate co-creation

Methodic competencies
Special relational skills

Some 
staff members

3.	Expert
	 competence

Expert knowledge and skills in  
order to develop co-creation further

Methodic expertise
Strategic skills

Maybe few 
staff members
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gaged in student organizations, such as 
the student café. Thus, we can establish 
a relation … but the students are here 
for a very short time. Hence, it is good 
if we can establish a relation to some 
of the student organizations.” 
The focus group interviews show that 
coaching with the management does 
not concern practical issues and tasks 
in relation to co-creation, but is rather 
about having access to managerial 
support and a “green light” in terms of 
resources and motives for co-creation. 

In short, the decisions regarding organi-
zational structures recommended here 
will support continued competence de-
velopment in relation to co-creation.

 it is good if 
we can es-

tablish a relation 
to some of the 
student organiza-
tions.” 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ORGANI-
ZATIONAL CULTURE AND PRACTICES
Competence development at work is 
not only dependent upon the organi-
zational structures of the workplace, 
but also organizational culture, in par-
ticular organizational values and work 
practices. 

Some values and work practices are 
common, but some are specific to a 
department or a group of employees 
and are thus the basis of the formation 
of sub-cultures in an organization. Cul-
tural communities are not defined by 
the formal organization but by emplo-
yees’ sense of common goals and va-
lues. Cultural communities, then, cannot 
be formed by decision, but arise from 
stories about the past and fantasies of 
future experiences (Illeris et al., 2004). 

In the focus group interviews, the infor-
mants stress the importance of organi-
zational values and work practices in 
relation to co-creation, in particular the 

values and work practices in relation to 
user involvement. For instance, a mana-
ger says: ”Isn’t this what we have always 
done? Haven’t we always involved 
users in order for what we do to make 
sense for them? Well, eh.” As the quote 
indicates, the basic idea in co-creation 
is not new but neither is it well integra-
ted into the organization and its work 
practices. Continued competence de-
velopment, then, should discuss how 
the organizational values and work 
practices relate to co-creation. 

More specifically, it is recommended 
that the libraries discuss how and why 
collaboration with users is valued – and 
if it is also valuable when it is not pro-
ductive. Research shows that the current 
interest in co-creation, in particular in 
public organizations, is part of a general 
transformation in the public sector tow-
ards more collaboration with users and 
citizens (Crosby, Hart, & Torfing, 2017; 
Torfing & Triantafillou, 2016). The focus 
group interviews show that this trans-
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formation also applies to the libraries; 
however, not in a simple or linear way 
in which new organizational values and 
work practices simply replace old ones. 
Rather, the transformation means that 
that there are competing values and 
work practices. For instance, a colle-
ague say: ”I think that we generally talk 
about the users as ̀ users´ and, thus, we 
are on our way. But still, on an organi-
zational level, we could work on how 
we view the users, as resources rather 
than as recipients of services. This is a 
matter of culture.” In the focus group 
interviews, the informants provide a 
nuanced view of the organizational 
values that characterize the libraries. 
On the one hand, the libraries value 
high quality standards, but on the other 
hand they also value user service. Both 
of these values can support co-creation 
with users – as well as problematize it. It 
is recommended, then, that the libraries 
discuss the organizational values that 
characterize everyday work practices 
as well as discuss how and why they 

support organizational goals, for in-
stance about co-creation with users. 

To deal with this issue, the libraries can 
use a simple but practical typology 
from public management research that 
distinguish between three sets of values 
and work practices public organizati-
ons, which are labelled Public Admini-
stration, New Public Management and 
New Public Governance (Crosby et al., 
2017; Thomas, 2013). 

 I think that 
we gene- 

rally talk about the 
users as `users´ 
and, thus, we are 
on our way. But 
still, on an organi-
zational level, we 
could work on 
how we view the 
users, as resources 
rather than as  
recipients of  
services. This is a 
matter of culture.” 
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TABEL 6. PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS

Public Administration New Public Management New Public Governance

Organizational  
ideal Bureaucratic authority

Competetive 
service provider Arena for partnerships

Organizational
values Quality and predictability Service and efficiency

Involvement and
cooperation

Organizational  
work practices Standards and rules  

Benchmarking and
user satisfaction

Partnerships 
and projects

Public Administration describes the 
ideal of a bureaucratic authority. The 
core values related to this ideal are pro-
fessional expertise and predictability, 
which have been and still are the fun-
damental principles in many public or-
ganizations. Thus, it is with reference to 
these values that many public organi-
zations have established around formal 
hierarchies and work practices, which 
focus on professional standards, rules 
and regulations (Crosby et al., 2017).  

New Public Management describes 
the ideal of a modern public service 
provider. The core values related to this 
ideal are service and efficiency, which 

have become fundamental principles 
in many public organizations today. 
Thus, it is with reference to these values 
that many public organizations have 
introduced projects and work practices 
which focus on user satisfaction and 
productivity (Thomas, 2013). 

New Public Governance describes 
the ideal of an open and democratic 
organization. The core values of this 
ideal are involvement and coopera-
tion, which are increasingly stressed 
as fundamental principles in many 
public organizations. Thus, it is with 
reference to these values that many 
public organizations have started to en-

gage in partnerships with both private 
corporations and non-governmental 
organizations as well as to engage in 
collaboration with their users and citi-
zens in general (Crosby et al., 2017). 

Co-creation, then, resonates with New 
Public Governance values and the in-
terest in co-creation has increased in 
the last decades as has the interest in 
New Public Governance, but co-crea-
tion can resonate with Public Admini-
stration values as well as New Public 
Government values. According to 
Public Administration, co-creation can 
be valuable in so far as it promotes the 
compliance of professional standards, 
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I wish we 
had more 

courage to do 
things, sometimes, 
and then observed 
what was going to 
happen.” 

rules and regulations, for instance by 
informing users about them. Similarly, 
co-creation can be valuable according 
to New Public Government in so far as 
it promotes user satisfaction and pro-
ductivity, for instance by inviting users 
to voice their experiences and wishes. 
Many public organizations have va-
lues and work practices that relate to 
all three ideals of public organizations 
(Crosby et al., 2017; Thomas, 2013). Re-
search describes such organizations as 
“hybrids” that are characterized by both 
explicit and implicit tensions between 
values and work practices, which calls 
for ongoing reflection and discussion 
about how to deal with tensions and di-
lemmas  (Byrkjeflot & Kragh Jespersen, 
2014). The focus group interviews show 
that some informants are wondering 
how well the organizational values at 

the libraries resonate with co-creation. 
For instance, a colleague says: ”I wish 
we had more courage to do things, 
sometimes, and then observed what 
was going to happen.” In elaborating 
on this point, a project member says: 
”The ideal would be if a project like this 
can change our mindset.” As the quote 
indicates, co-creation can be used to 
challenge some of the values and work 
practices at the libraries. 

In sum, the discussion of organizational 
values recommended here will support 
continued competence development 
in relation to co-creation.

The ideal 
would be if  

a project like this 
can change our 
mindset.” 
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