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Abstract 

This thesis explores the topic of Corporate Entrepreneurship in large organizations with regards 

to how innovations are transferred from an Innovation Department into a receiving Business 

Unit. It aims to understand this topic by identifying what challenges are common barriers to 

this transfer process. It also identifies the causes of these challenges. Finally, this thesis 

establishes what suitable approach can be adapted to address these challenges.  

 

To answer these concerns, this research takes a deductive research approach by conducting a 

qualitative, empirical research through semi-structured interviews within a large Nordic 

telecommunication company. It also includes, benchmarking against two examples of 

companies that have developed solutions to overcome similar challenges. This qualitative 

methodology involves analyzing the interview and benchmarking results in comparison with 

literature, to confirm or disprove previous research.  

 

From the findings, eight categories of common challenges are discovered which are rooted 

within the innovation strategy of incumbent companies. Based on this research, a framework is 

developed as an approach to address the challenges of transferring innovations from an 

Innovation Department into a receiving Business Unit. As contribution to this field of study, 

this thesis highlights how multiple academic theories such as Corporate Entrepreneurship, 

Innovation Management and Innovation Strategy can be synthesized to collectively address 

these challenges. This is done by proposing a solution that is adaptable for different incumbent 

organizations. The proposed framework uses a stage-gate process that progresses when certain 

criteria agreed between an Innovation Department and a receiving Business Unit, are fulfilled. 

This agreement is based on the extent to which the criteria for each stage-gate is achieved in 

order to transfer ownership of the innovation solution. 

 

Keywords 

Corporate Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurial Management, Innovation Strategy, Decision-

making, Uncertainty, Integrative Mechanisms, Time Horizons 

 



 

 

 

Sammanfattning 

Denna avhandling undersöker ämnet företags entreprenörskap i stora organisationer när det 

gäller hur innovationer överförs från en innovationsavdelning till en mottagande affärsenhet. 

Den syftar till att förstå detta ämne genom att identifiera vilka utmaningar som är gemensamma 

hinder för denna överföringsprocess samt orsakerna till dessa utmaningar. Slutligen fastställs 

lämpliga tillvägagångsättför att hantera dessa utmaningar. 

  

För att svara på dessa utmaningar tillämpas en deduktiv forskningsmetod och en kvalitativ 

forskningsdesign baserat på semi-strukturerade intervjuer inom ett stort nordiskt 

telekommunikationsföretag. Den inkluderar också benchmarking med två företag som har 

utvecklat lösningar för att övervinna liknande utmaningar. Denna kvalitativa metod innebär 

analys av intervjuer samt benchmarking i jämförelse med litteraturen för att bekräfta eller 

motbevisa tidigare forskning. 

  

I resultaten återfinns åtta kategorier av gemensamma utmaningar som är förankrade i 

innovationskulturen hos befintliga företag. Baserat på resultaten utvecklades ett ramverk för att 

hantera utmaningarna kring att överföra innovationer från en innovationsavdelning till en 

mottagande affärsenhet. Som ett bidrag till detta ämnesområde framhävs i denna avhandling 

hur flera akademiska teorier som corporate entreprenörskap (or intraprenörskap- look it up), 

innovationsledning och innovationsstrategi kan syntetiseras för att gemensamt hantera dessa 

utmaningar . Detta görs genom att föreslå en lösning som är anpassningsbar för olika etablerade 

organisationer. Den föreslagna ramen använder en steg-grind-modellen (look it up) som 

fortskrider när vissa kriterier som överenskommits mellan en innovationsavdelning och en 

mottagande affärsenhet är uppfyllda. Processen är baserad på i vilken utsträckning kriterierna 

för varje steg är uppnådda för att överföra äganderätten till innovationslösningen.  
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1 Introduction 

Day by day large incumbent companies are seeking to radically and rapidly steer their 
companies into the 21st-century mindset by transforming products and services to be more 
innovative. This happens not only as a way to remain relevant in the market but also because 
they face the challenge of the Innovation Dilemma (Christensen, 1997). Innovation Dilemma 
is defined as a phenomenon where key stakeholders expect to gain from profitable innovations, 
while internal and external practices fall into the red-tape paradox which discourages 
companies to pursue “smaller, less risky, and less ambitious initiatives” (Cooper, 2011, p. 3). 
A way to change this situation is by establishing management practices that develop governance 
processes for these complex transformations. Based on this, by setting up a digital 
transformation strategy where companies can enhance their processes, products and 
organizational structures supported by advanced technology, they are able to coordinate, 
prioritize and implement effective ambidexterity within the firm (Matt et al., 2015). 
 
The above mentioned dilemma has been experienced across different sectors, one of them is 
the telecommunications sector. This is a highly regulated industry which has evolved 
significantly throughout European countries with some regulations introduced as early as the 
1990s, to encourage competition driven by technological advancements (Nordiska 
ministerrådet, Nordisk Ministerråds sekretariat, 2004). These advancements have enabled the 
telecommunications (telecom) industry to develop standard services which have become the 
core offering of all major providers and they include Mobile, Fixed Call, Broadband and TV 
services (Post and Telecom Agency, 2018). However, the age of massive digital disruption is 
here where organizations face fast-paced technological advancements, revised regulations, 
infrastructure changes and new market entrants therefore, compared to other sectors telecoms 
ranks as the second most impacted industry (Caylar & Ménard, 2016). Given the stagnating 
number of overall mobile subscriptions, this impact is already visible in the declining annual 
revenues of core telecoms services (Post and Telecom Agency, 2018). The same is seen in 
reduced Fixed Call subscription services along with other traditional telecoms services. To 
overcome this rising industry threat, incumbent telecom companies are increasingly turning to 
innovation by adopting strategic approaches that help them maintain their market position. This 
is a much needed response considering that without foresight and agility to react to industry 
changes, large organizations face the risk of continuing to improve their core business at the 
expense of failing to meet their customers’ evolving needs (Bradley & O’Toole, 2016).  
 
Considering that this challenge affects many industries and specifically telecommunications, 
the acceptance of innovations is a significant topic to explore since it helps organizations 
understand how to survive the accelerated pace of technological development by incorporating 
strategic practices. Therefore, this thesis aims to contribute with an analysis and propose a 
Transfer Framework that can be adapted to drive successful delivery innovations into the core 
business. 

1.1 Background 
 
In response to the growing threat of digital transformation, companies have adopted strategies 
that are based on establishing a clear innovation roadmap to ensure that projects are pursued in 
line with short and long-term objectives (Blank & Newell, 2017). This theory is known as Time 
Horizons where innovations are executed in parallel, in order to prioritize short-term 
development of existing offerings and expansion into new markets, while creating long-term 
disruptive solutions (Blank & Newell, 2017).   
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This approach is motivated by the need to secure long-term success through innovative ideas, 
while advancing core products and services that maintain the current business afloat. 
Furthermore, this allows companies to simultaneously manage innovative ideas that are at 
different stages of development (Kyffin & Gardien, 2009). 
 
To align to the short and long-term time horizons, companies are able to balance each pursuit, 
by driving Corporate Entrepreneurship (CE) principles throughout the organization to set the 
environment for innovation and growth. Given that CE is effective in leading organizations to 
achieve superior competitive advantage, it can be applied across different timelines. This is 
possible since the purpose of CE is to introduce enhanced solutions that attract higher financial 
returns (Kollmann & Stockmann, 2007). However, the challenge with CE, is that it conflicts 
with some traditional aspects of an existing business and often attracts hesitation amongst 
individuals and teams, causing them to be less receptive to innovative solutions. This lack of 
commitment towards CE initiatives generally comes from the limited involvement early into 
the development of new products since innovations can pose as a threat that previously acquired 
expertise of the existing business, will no longer be relevant (Garvin & Levesque, 2006). This 
relates to the concept of Decision-making under Uncertainty which suggests that as more 
information about an innovation becomes available, decisions can be taken with less risk (Tidd 
& Bessant, 2013). Based on this theory, more informed decisions lead to more willingness to 
commit resources towards ownership of the idea (Tidd & Bessant, 2013).  
 
By understanding how convenience stores disrupted the gas station business, it is clear that 
innovation is vital. This example shows that businesses can extract more value from customers 
by growing their offering a wider range of products and services, beyond the core business and 
at higher price margins (Roberts, 2016). However, reducing these levels of uncertainty has its 
obstacles which explains the need for effective management practices to cultivate an 
entrepreneurial culture within organizations. This can be achieved through Entrepreneurial 
Management which involves motivating individuals to detect and exploit opportunities based 
on different control and reward systems. This managerial style also encourages a fail-forward 
mentally that builds resilience and unlocks employees’ potential to become more 
entrepreneurial within their organization (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990). This type of attitude is 
needed to implement and achieve an Innovation Strategy which is known as a firm’s motivation 
to create new targets that move companies beyond their current strategic objectives, by 
leveraging their existing brand to expand their market position (Gundry, 2007). 
 
Although innovation strategy has been well embraced by various large private organizations, 
many cases have identified how smoothly the concept can be established on paper but later fails 
to be delivered in practice. Consider a company like Xerox, which in the 1970s invested heavily 
on disruptive technologies through its Corporate Innovation Department (Loutfy & Belkhir, 
2001). As much as Xerox succeeded in developing highly disruptive solutions, when the time 
came to commercialize them, these ideas faced extreme competition for funding, against 
projects that focused on developing the existing business offering (Loutfy & Belkhir, 2001). 
This example highlights that it is easy to support innovation strategies, however seeing them 
through to the intended results, is as much of a challenge today as it was for Xerox and many 
others. However, borrowing from the theory of Integrative Mechanisms, companies can be 
equipped with supporting activities such as communication, to increase internal collaboration. 
Integrative mechanisms is defined as activities and process that companies can adopt to 
facilitate coordination between resources to ensure that innovation strategies are executed 
(Lizarelli et al., 2019).  
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Different reasons exist which explain why such internal challenges continue to interfere with 
many CE plans. These include, resistance to adopt new revenue streams, holding on to proven 
business models, a corporate culture that limits risk-taking, poor innovation management and 
a lack of competencies and resources to execute innovative ideas (Marnix, 2006). The above 
sections indicate that previous research has covered these topics separately. However, this 
thesis aims to explore the challenges that incumbents specifically face when transferring 
innovations from their innovation department into the company’s core business. This will be 
achieved by synthesizing the above-mentioned theories and previous research. This thesis 
further contributes a framework that reduces uncertainty during the transfer process in order 
increase the willingness of receiving departments, to accept solutions aligned with a company’s 
innovation strategy.  
 

1.2 Problem Definition 
 
Previous research has been done in the context of fast-paced innovations and the need for 
incumbents to efficiently transfer solutions into the main organization. However what previous 
research failed to uncover is how multiple theories can be considered together to identify the 
common challenges, causes and suitable approaches to successfully transfer innovations. 
Therefore, by gaining a broad perspective about the challenges of realizing innovation 
strategies, companies can adapt their innovation practices in order to remain competitive as the 
market evolves. Based on this, this research specifically analyzes why innovation solutions are 
not easily prioritized on the same level as traditional products and services, even though the 
company is working on being more innovative (Kauffman et al., 2015). On the other hand, 
receiving business units argue that since innovative solutions are introduced to them late in the 
product development process, they do not provide much confidence that viable returns will be 
earned. This, combined with a transfer process that is not clearly defined as well as other 
factors, explains why those business units hesitate to take over these innovations from the 
innovation department (Arnold et al., 2010). 
 
In order to interpret how to overcome these challenges, this research will propose a framework 
based on a specific case study from a large Nordic telecommunications company that can be 
adopted by other companies across different industries. This thesis is also supported by theories 
such as Corporate Entrepreneurship, Innovation Management, Time Horizons and Integrative 
Mechanisms.  
 

1.3 Research Questions 
 
Research questions are defined below in order to analyze the research problem. These questions 
can be answered by conducting interviews, benchmarking with industry examples and 
validating with academic literature.  
 
The problem statement for this thesis establishes that innovation departments face challenges 
when innovative solutions are transferred into receiving business units. To explore this further, 
the following questions are addressed: 
 

RQ 1 - What are these main challenges?  
RQ 2 - What are the reasons for facing these challenges? 
RQ 3 - What approaches can be applied to overcome these challenges? 
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1.4 Sustainability 
 
In terms of sustainability, more companies are adapting their strategies to comply with The 17 
Global Goals for Sustainable Development. The primary objective of the goals is to advance 
the world’s social, economic and environmental concerns by taking action at various levels of 
engagement (The Global Goals, 2019). By referring to this research, companies can gain 
understanding of how to overcome the challenge of transferring innovative solutions into their 
core business. This can be achieved by getting more innovative solutions to the market, which 
promote social, environmental and economic sustainability. For example, when innovations are 
successfully handed-over for commercialization, it increases inclusive technology to final 
consumers through expanded access to digitized solutions (social sustainability). As 
digitalization increases, physical resources are also minimized, and this has a positive 
environmental impact. Lastly, enhanced transfer processes create operational efficiency and 
promote innovative solutions. This benefits companies as well as involved stakeholders, which 
relates to economic sustainability. In addition, this research stands to benefit the 
telecommunications company that has commissioned this thesis, in line with their commitment 
to support the sustainable development objectives.  
 

1.5 Delimitations  
 
Regarding the scope of this thesis, certain delimitations have been identified. These boundaries 
have been set, in order to limit the approach and outcome of this research to provide a position 
on each research question and reach final recommendations through a proposed framework. 
 
The delimitations selected for this thesis relate to the topics of Corporate Entrepreneurship, 
Entrepreneurial Management and Strategy, Innovation Management and Innovation Strategy 
in the context of a large Nordic telecommunications company. The definition of a 
telecommunications company used in this research, refers to an organization responsible for 
transmitting electronic information between individuals and other enterprises, through services 
such as mobile and fixed telephony, radio, television, and broadband technology (Nordiska 
ministerrådet Nordisk Ministerråds sekretariat, 2004). Furthermore, this thesis only considers 
the company’s operations in Sweden and specifically the transfer process of a cloud-services 
innovation between an innovation department and a receiving business unit.  
 
The authors of this thesis define, the innovation department as a division that is appointed to 
develop and accelerate innovative solutions that will expand the organization’s offering beyond 
its core business. Secondly, the receiving business unit, is considered as a unit responsible for 
adopting new solutions and commercializing them, throughout the company’s operations. This 
analysis will be achieved by conducting internal interviews and benchmarking with other 
transfer processes found across different industries. 
 

1.6 Thesis Structure  
 
This thesis is presented in different sections starting with the first chapter which includes 
Introduction, Background, Problem Definition, Research Question, Sustainability and 
Delimitations. The next section contains the Literature Review followed by the Methodology 
chapter that covers the applied research procedure. Further on, the Data Analysis section 
provides an overview of case study company which is a large telecommunication enterprise. 
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It also includes an analysis of the interview results. The fifth chapter covers Industry 
Benchmarking of companies that are addressing similar challenges. Chapter six presents the 
Findings chapter, followed by Conclusion which is covered in chapter seven. The thesis ends 
with the Discussion section which outlines the recommendations, research limitations and 
implications for future studies. 
 

2 Literature Review  

This chapter covers theories that shed light on the research questions. It explores the challenges 
that incumbent companies face during the transfer process of innovations, from an innovation 
department into core business units. It also identifies the causes for these challenges and the 
proposed solutions that are based on previous research. 
 

2.1 Corporate Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurial Management and 
Strategy 

 
Throughout this research paper, Corporate Entrepreneurship (CE) is considered as a concept 
that over time has evolved in practice and in academic literature, which to date remains without 
a universally aligned definition (Morici, 2018). However, different examples have actually 
formalized CE as an internal corporate activity that is structured in line with available resources, 
to support innovations related to product, process or methods (Schollhammer, 1982). This 
suggests that the purpose of CE is to pursue solutions that require innovative change, while 
simultaneously allowing the organization to transform traditional approaches and maximize its 
innovation competencies (Kuratko et al., 1990). As Covin and Slevin (1991) state, good CE 
includes innovation processes that are managed through a dedicated department that constantly 
seeks new business markets to explore. On the other hand, some suggest that CE is a process 
where venturing and innovation are linked to strategic renewal which is influenced by top 
management teams, who do not always poses an intrapreneurial mindset (Zahra, 1993; Schmitt 
et al., 2018). Therefore, it is important to highlight the differences between CE and 
intrapreneurship. Intrapreneurs refers to individuals who take the initiative of “exploiting new 
opportunities that create value for the firm” (Ma et al., 2016, p. 115). These are individuals who 
apply innovative activities in their daily work, that may not necessarily be aligned with the 
Corporate Entrepreneurship strategy.  
 
By the 2000s, studies on CE had developed along multiple paths, leading some researchers to 
study different initiatives that promote the spirit of CE. This specific research involved 
engaging with middle managers to understand how new ideas that benefit the company, are 
identified and escalated (Hornsby et al., 2009; Kuratko et al., 1990). Other researchers have 
also gone as far as investigating the impact of internal policies on CE based on intellectual 
property and human resource management (Schmelter et al., 2010). Overall, research on CE 
has gained traction over the past decades by indicating that it refers to when “structures, 
practices, processes, and strategies, are discovered and exploited by established corporations” 
to advance their level of competitiveness (Morici, 2018, p. 20). Finally, Kollaman & 
Stockmann (2007) also refers to CE as re-engineering innovations that translate into enhanced 
financial performance.  
 
With regards to managing CE, this brings an opportunity to contrast entrepreneurial and 
administrative management styles, where companies can adapt either behavior according to the 
organization’s specific needs for value creation (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990).  
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In this case, entrepreneurial management, which is value-driven, performance-based and team-
oriented, promotes exploration of opportunities. While administrative management, which is 
security-driven, resources-based and promotion-oriented, drives more efficient use of a 
company’s resources (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990).  Conversely to Stevenson & Jarillo’s (1990) 
approach, Brown et al. (2001) suggest that a company’s entrepreneurial and administrative 
management styles are based on different dimensions; strategic orientation, commitment to 
opportunity and resources, management resources, reward philosophy, and entrepreneurial 
orientation. These dimensions have been used to profile companies based on their 
entrepreneurial culture and expansion plans by understanding the pattern of their managerial 
behavior. This positions the role of CE in the context of strategy, by clarifying that “strategy is 
the why of entrepreneurship, and entrepreneurship is the how of strategies” (Thorén, 2007, p. 
1). In essence, strategy within CE combines entrepreneurial opportunities with advantage 
seeking strategies to stimulate progress (Kollmann & Stockmann, 2007; Schmitt et al., 2018). 
Therefore, CE and strategy cannot be isolated into a single unit inside the company, but rather 
considered as theories that engage a company’s core structure, vision and culture.  
 
Lastly, although the logic of how Corporate Entrepreneurship manages to deliver tangible 
benefits has not been completely understood, this research draws on the consensus that CE is 
characterized by its ability to lead organizations towards superior competitive advantage in the 
long-term, while achieving short-term goals (Ma et al., 2016). Furthermore, Schmitt et al., 
(2018) elaborate that the outcomes of CE are predominantly evident when firms achieve 
strategic renewal. On this notion, this thesis also agrees that a sequence of initiatives is 
necessary to establish successful CE strategies (Ma et al., 2016). These initiatives begin with 
cultivating a CE culture, followed by establishing an entrepreneurial management environment 
to generate, develop and scale innovative solutions.  
 
To address the research questions, this thesis defines CE, entrepreneurship management and 
strategy as integrated approaches that promote the development of innovative products, in line 
with the core business. These definitions indicate that the transfer of innovations, faces 
challenges when CE is not aligned with the company’s strategy and not applied through 
entrepreneurial management approaches.  
 

2.1.1 Portfolio Management 

 
In many occasions, incumbent organizations tend to run multiple product development projects 
simultaneously, which receive different degrees of resource allocation. The purpose behind this 
is to maximize the number of current business solutions that should be pursued along with 
possible future products (Blank, 2019). However, executing this ambition has been a challenge 
as companies struggle to set the right balance of product portfolio variety that optimizes 
resources across short and long-term product development plans (Blank, 2019). This obstacle 
is understood as Portfolio Management where the risks and rewards of new initiatives are 
evaluated in order to determine a suitable mix of different innovations to prioritize and pursue 
(Meifort, 2016). This mix must be achieved without fueling the common problems of poor 
portfolio management such as overextending resource capacity, failing to ‘kill’ or ‘deselect’ 
low-impact products on time and advancing products that lack strategic alignment (Tidd & 
Bessant, 2013). 
 
Significant contribution to the topic of Portfolio Management has been established by the likes 
of Kopmann et al., (2017) who define it as a firm’s ability to select an optimal combination of 
initiatives that maximize value creation, in order to achieve an organization’s strategy.  
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This theoretical contribution emphasizes that for incumbents to maintain long-term competitive 
advantage, they depend on selecting the right projects. However, this is not always the case as 
organizations tend to favor less disruptive solutions that offer short-term financial results and 
quick-wins based on requirements that are simpler and faster to implement (Cooper, 2013). 
Short-term incentives create a biased evaluation criteria of product success, leading companies 
to go after solutions that do not maximize their resources to advance impactful innovations. 
Additionally, short-term incentives make the need for precise coordination of diverse activities 
less appealing and therefore difficult to justify the pursuit of complex innovations (Meifort, 
2016). As a way forward, it is suggested that project evaluation criteria should instead focus 
not only on financial but non-financial metrics such as each product’s strategic alignment, 
competitive advantage, market attractiveness, leveraged competencies, technological 
feasibility and the potential for rewards (Cooper, 2013). Lastly, to encourage early decision 
making, companies can introduce stage-gates and set portfolio management goals that help 
increase the number of relatively radical innovations than incremental innovations. These 
should be supported by suitable resource allocation as well as by clarifying project 
categorization based on their level of innovativeness, also known as strategic buckets (Cooper, 
2013).  
 
With the above in place, incumbents are able to increase buy-in for more innovative product 
development due to clear measures. Furthermore, this can be established with improved 
communication structures to validate faster portfolio management decisions, creating a 
balanced mix of short-term and long-term focused innovations. Setting such strategies within 
an organization promotes the adoption of new innovations due to clear metrics and strategic 
objectives across short-term and long-term focused departments.  
 
In relation to the research questions, studies on Portfolio Management identify some challenges 
that affect the transfer of innovations. These challenges include, limited resource capabilities 
and competencies, misaligned goals across different time horizons, unclear value propositions 
and status of innovations. Portfolio Management research goes on to propose using evaluation 
criteria to overcome these challenges by monitoring factors such as technological feasibility 
and strategy alignment through stage-gate processes.  
 

2.1.2 Types and Dimensions of Innovation 

 
Innovation is not an easy topic to define and is usually considered as inventions that are 
revolutionary, disruptive or new. In order to clarify this misunderstanding different models and 
frameworks have been proposed through time.  
 
Cooper (1998) defines innovation by proposing a multidimensional framework that identifies 
six types of innovations and categorizes them into three groups to create different dimensions 
of innovations. These are grouped under: 
 

● Organizational characteristics (from process to product innovation) 
● Adoption of innovation (from incremental to radical innovation) 
● Evaluating relationships (from administrative to technological innovation). 

  
For example, according to this framework, an innovation could refer to a solution that involves 
product-technological-radical changes.  
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Furthermore, Boer & During (2001) define innovation as the creation of new products through 
three key elements; process, product, and organization. While Johannessen et al. (2001) study 
innovation by classifying them according the newness of what, how and to whom this is new. 
Based on this, they expand the meaning of innovation by identifying six types of activities (1) 
new products; (2) new services; (3) new methods of production; (4) opening new markets; (5) 
new sources of supply and (6) new ways of organizing. Another classification is presented by 
Hovgaard & Hansen (2004) as ‘a way of thinking’. This is taken from the agile methodology 
that divides innovation into 3 groups; process, product and business systems. Moreover, Trott 
(2005) observes that classifying innovation is very complex and adds to the services, processes, 
and products types of innovations by proposing four more categories of innovations; 
organizational, management, production and commercial/marketing representations.   
 
Furthermore, Tidd & Bessant (2013) propose four broad categories that are called the ‘4Ps’ of 
innovation. To begin with, product impacts the organization’s offer, while process changes the 
way things are delivered and created, position impacts the context in which innovations are 
introduced, and paradigm affects the underlying mental models of what the organization does. 
In addition, the model of Dimensions of Innovation is introduced (see Figure 1) and it analyzes 
different dimensions that change the degree of novelty versus the complexity level (Tidd & 
Bessant, 2013).  
 

 
Figure 1. Dimensions of Innovation (Tidd & Bessant, 2013, p. 439)   

In addition, Arnold et al. (2010) identify four levels of innovation which are applied in their 
different types of R&D projects (see Figure 2). The innovation types include; Incremental 
Innovation that refers to improvements that do not contain a high level of uncertainty or novelty. 
Modular Innovation manages a medium uncertainty level since they impact the market and 
technology. On the other hand, Architectural Innovation refers to projects that creates new 
offers and allows expansion into new markets. Lastly, Radical Innovation manages the highest 
degree of uncertainty and for that reason, these kinds of projects face challenges such as 
resources, organization structure, knowledge and so on.  
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Figure 2. Types of R&D Projects (Arnold et al., 2010, p. 170) 

In summary, for the context of this thesis, the Tidd & Bessant (2013) and Arnold et al. (2010) 
models serve as reference points to understand the integration process between an innovation 
department and a business unit. This means that depending on the extent of the innovation type, 
the transfer process could be simpler or more complex due to the level of uncertainty. 
Furthermore, the outcomes of previous research confirm that an approach to overcome the 
challenges of transferring innovation cannot be fixed but must be adapted based on the types 
and dimensions of an innovation. 
 

2.2 Innovation Management  
 
The aim of this section is to cover the area of innovation management by understanding 
innovation departments and decision-making under uncertainty. Innovation department 
develops new solutions and takes a look at how those are transferred into the core business. 
While decision-making under uncertainty covers how soon business areas should be involved 
as new products are introduced, in a way that increases resource commitment in the long-run.   
 

2.2.1 Innovation Department  

 
Organizational strategies and structures have for a long time been transformed due to the 
disruptions posed by ongoing technical innovations (Blank, 2015). As a solution, CE in the 
form of internal innovation units have been an effective way for large companies to adapt to 
these changes. This has been confirmed by the level of innovative solutions and processes 
which emerged from CE efforts.  
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However, innovation departments, have not always existed within companies and are 
considered as a recent development which originated from the establishment of R&D 
departments (Blank, 2015). 
 
In the past, as much as R&D departments helped companies analyze “competitors, trends, new 
technologies, and potential disruptors” (Blank, 2015), they have lost their effectiveness as a 
response strategy for maintaining a competitive advantage. In contrast, R&D departments 
today, compared to innovation units, have considerably more limitations than before. Hence, 
innovation departments address these limitations by taking on a revised perspective on CE 
strategy, which promotes the application of internal innovation in order “to enhance corporate 
entrepreneurship” (Bhardwaj & Sushil, 2012). While R&D departments’ limitations are seen 
in its inability to keep up with accelerated changes in customer demands, technological 
disruption and international competition (Kumpe & Bolwijn, 1994). More specifically, as the 
innovation landscape evolves, R&D units have struggled to meet the strategic demands for 
long-term vision, with short-term solutions that maintain an organization’s relevancy (Kumpe 
& Bolwijn, 1994). Innovation units, on the other hand, have greater flexibility towards 
disruptive shifts, allowing them to quickly deliver lasting solutions that extend long into a 
company’s future.  
 
However, bringing innovation into a company is risky and involves trial and error that might 
cost resources such as time, quality, people, money and effort. All of these can positively or 
negatively impact the spirit of innovation depending on the results (Valuer, 2019). For that 
reason, being able to set a structure for innovation can support the progress of innovation 
departments for companies seeking to achieve specific goals (Toma, 2018). Since innovation 
plays one of the central long-term roles within the company, structured innovation helps to 
define the right processes to develop ideas that work across a company’s daily operations and 
needs (Doepfer, 2013). Furthermore, according to Toma (2018) three main types of innovation 
structures have been defined. Firstly, centralized innovation also known as center driven. 
Secondly, decentralized innovation structure or BU-driven and lastly, hybrid innovation 
structure or BU-enabled. For the context of this research, the centralized innovation structure 
is explained by identifying its pros and cons (see Table 1). This thesis only examines centralized 
innovation structure since it aligns with the structure applied within the case study company 
referenced in this research.  
 

Pros Cons  

● Easy to manage and measure 
innovation 

● Suitable to collaborate with all 
departments 

● Low adoption into the core business due 
to Not-invented-here-syndrome 

● Creates bottlenecks that drive up costs 
and delays return on investment 

Table 1. Centralized Innovation, Pros and Cons (Toma, 2018) 

Therefore, for the context of this paper, an innovation department is described as an internal 
area of an incumbent company that has the role of providing innovations which enhance 
corporate entrepreneurship, based on a long-term view and centralized innovation structure. 
Furthermore, based on the transfer of innovations, this theory covers the challenges of 
misaligned short and long-term strategies, innovation culture and technological compatibility.     
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2.2.2 Decision-making Under Uncertainty  

 
As the wave of corporate entrepreneurship gains momentum, it has become apparent that 
innovation departments are more open to taking on new ideas, compared to traditional business 
units (Kumpe & Bolwijn, 1994). Because of this incumbent companies are creating and 
applying different corporate strategies across innovations as a way to keep their competitive 
advantage (Schneckenberg, 2015). However, as much as innovation departments deal better 
with the unknown, it remains a fact that innovations come with a degree of uncertainty 
especially the more radical they are (Kauffman et al., 2015). Nevertheless, although 
organizations cannot afford to invest in innovations randomly, they continue to support their 
innovation unit’s pursuit of emerging solutions under such uncertain conditions (Tidd & 
Bessant, 2013). This is done to mitigate the opportunity cost of losing out on potential benefits 
from the decision to develop innovations (Tidd & Bessant, 2013). This then becomes a matter 
of carefully allocating resources to the most viable ideas, while having limited assurance that 
the right decision is being made.  
 
Literature frames the above concept under the topic of Decision-making Under Uncertainty, 
which has its roots in Decision Theory (Schrader et al., 1993). The core explanation for this 
uncertainty has remained quite uniform over the years, with definitions by Walker et al. (2013) 
stating it as when the involved parties do not have enough information to agree on solutions, 
they cannot commit as many resources as when more information is available. In such 
situations, despite being able to identify possible outcomes, firms need to optimize models that 
support the decision-makers’ view and provide clarity on how to confidently measure results 
(Lempert et al., 2003). Building on this definition, Lynn & Akgün (1998) indicate that decision-
making in relation to innovation solutions, can be examined as uncertainties about the market 
or the technology. Market uncertainties refer to when companies are unclear about how to 
address the right target market or customer needs (Lynn & Akgün, 1998). Technical 
uncertainties look at the accelerated pace of technical disruption and the “extent to which 
product form, performance and costs are understood” (Lynn & Akgün, 1998, p. 13). According 
to Kent (2007) technical uncertainty is also known as the limited understanding of how to 
perform the tasks involved in developing new solutions, while market uncertainty means that 
customer demand for new innovations is not entirely known due to lacking information. More 
recently, Kauffman et al. (2015) elaborate that companies struggle to identify which optimal 
innovations to pursue, due to having limited information of how to evaluate long-term benefits 
of a decision in terms of value, costs and risks. They further highlight that with less information, 
the greater the uncertainty and consequently the lower the willingness to adopt innovative 
solutions (Kauffman et al., 2015). However, as more information is acquired about a decision, 
the level of uncertainty reduces and attracts more commitment towards the idea (Kauffman et 
al., 2015). 
 
Considering the above, companies can implement approaches to mitigate the uncertainty factor 
of choosing which innovations to adopt, by selecting ideas that align with the company’s vision 
and industry shifts. Hence it relevant to consider different strategies depending on whether 
solutions are short or long-term focused seeing that with short-term solutions, uncertainty can 
be reduced simply by forecasting to make predictions about a likely future. On the other hand, 
long-terms solutions require strategic foresight which could be “vaguely right than for being 
exact but wrong” (Kent & Vendel, 2019). Furthermore, minimizing uncertainty is achievable 
through effective increase of resource allocation over the duration of an innovation’s 
development (Tidd & Bessant, 2013). This approach also requires innovation departments to 
maintain some degree of flexibility, which allows them to adjust ideas, as uncertainty decreases 
over time.  
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Hence as more information is acquired, more calculated risks can be taken to increase internal 
acceptance of the innovation, especially between an innovation department and core business 
units (Arnold et al., 2010). This approach is represented in the graph below (see Figure 3) 
concerning how commitment and uncertainty work at the point of evaluating innovative ideas. 
It shows how knowledge accumulates in relation to resources that the company is willing to 
compromise (Tidd & Bessant, 2013). The graph depicts the notion of learning by putting ideas 
into motion. The line pointing up indicates an increase in internal commitment to an innovation 
idea, as time passes. While the line pointing down shows that over time, as more clarity is 
gained about the success factors to develop an idea, the company gains market and technical 
information which results in reduced uncertainty (Tidd & Bessant, 2013).  
 
Furthermore, as more information becomes available, ideas develop based on decision points 
that drive the organization to evaluate the outcomes achieved and decide on a clear way 
forward. This controls unwanted losses while also motivating for more resource commitment 
as the results become more satisfactory with each stage gate (Tidd & Bessant, 2013).  

 
Figure 3. Resource Commitment and Uncertainty in Innovation (Tidd & Bessant, 2013, p. 331) 

Given that innovations are generally initiated by innovation departments, these departments 
carry the responsibility of managing the various decision points that support increased 
allocation of resources (Arnold et al., 2010). To name a few, this is achieved by establishing 
processes that accelerate ideas and facilitate organizational learning and coordination (Lynn & 
Akgün, 1998). Therefore, by adopting the existing understanding of decision-making under 
uncertainty, it is possible to evaluate its impact on the transfer of innovations between 
innovation departments and core business units based on increasing resource commitment 
through knowledge acquisition. Overall, this section provides clarity regarding some 
challenges, causes and approaches to transfer innovations. The challenges include, low 
allocation of skills, low stakeholder support, misaligned time horizons and unperceived value 
of innovations. These challenges can be linked to causes such as resource commitment, 
uncoordinated activities and classification of innovations. Lastly, Decision-making Under 
Uncertainty suggests that stage-gate processes can be used to reduce uncertainty when 
decisions need to be made.  
 

2.3 Innovation Strategy   

 
Innovation strategy is considered as a corporate practice that has been researched extensively 
in the past. It explains that a good strategy does not only promote alignment across different 
areas but also articulates the efforts that involve innovation strategy based on the examples that 
theory and application have provided of what is effective or not (Pisano, 2015).  
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Therefore, the term Innovation Strategy is more than just managing or applying technology in 
organizations, it also involves creating and capturing value through processes, products, 
services and business models (Innovation Masters, 2014). In line with the purpose of this 
research, the topic of Time Horizons is unpacked in this section to gain better understanding 
about innovation strategy. In addition, Integration Mechanisms are reviewed to contribute to 
the understanding of innovation handover between departments that are managing different 
time horizons.  
 

2.3.1 Time Horizons 
 
The term Time Horizons describes the ability to raise productivity in a certain amount of time, 
in order to achieve goals through efficient operational processes (Bluedorn & Denhardt, 1988). 
In modern day organizations, several resources are scarce of which time is one of them. 
Therefore, to pursue company objectives, it is vital to organize and measure time in an effective 
and efficient way that enhances value creation (Flammer & Bansal, 2017). According to Chen 
& Nadkarni (2017) time is an invaluable asset that must be put into an economical and rational 
timeframe in order to establish a balance between acquiring knowledge versus doing multiple 
activities. To emphasize this, Flammer & Bansal (2017) suggest that large companies with clear 
objectives, are better able to develop more implicit and explicit value in terms of time horizons. 
Essentially, time horizons provide a picture of what a company is focused on in terms of 
accomplishing its ambitions across different timeframes. 
 
In relation to defining different timeframes, companies face the challenge of performing their 
business operations across short-term and long-term value creation strategies through three 
dimensions; financial, nonfinancial, and time horizons (Haksever et al., 2004). Short-term 
commitments are based not only on delivering the products and services now, but also provides 
information to create new capabilities in the long-run (Ian, 2005). While, long-term strategies 
refer to planning a company’s ability to deliver future products and services (Ian, 2005). 
 
According to Eccles Health Sciences Library Digital Publishing (2016) one of the issues that 
contributes to the lack of interaction across different time horizons, is organizational 
ambidexterity. This is the ability for organizations to continue performing their current business 
demand while adapting to changes in the environment in parallel (Hahn et al., 2015). However, 
companies struggle to define where, when and how to adapt to changes, this creates room for 
them to be ambidextrous across short to long-term timeframes by exploring and exploiting 
different strategies simultaneously. To clarify, “an exploratory strategy seeks to introduce 
products and services that can define new marketplaces whereas exploitation seeks to refine 
and improve products in an existing marketplace” (Smith et al., 2010, p. 450). By doing this, 
innovation departments can focus on working with a long-term perspective, by creating and 
delivering innovative solutions that in the short-term may use up time, effort and finances 
before adding value, which can only be accomplished after their transfer into the main business. 
 
In contrast, the receiving business units face the paradox of having to align to opposing 
perspectives, where they are required to deliver in the short-term while adhering to long-term 
corporate strategies (Litov et al., 2012). Furthermore, resistance is developed in these business 
units as they are less willing to take ownership of innovations due to their impact on financial 
or non-financial KPIs (Key Performance Indicators) that are difficult to achieve in the short-
term horizon (Peterson & Luthans, 2006). To emphasize the role of innovation departments, 
they are seen as units that are established to prioritize long-term timeframes. On the other hand, 
receiving business units prioritize short-term objectives.  
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Finally, this indicates the relevance of balancing short to long-term time horizons through 
coordinated activities across different departments. To support the research questions, Time 
Horizons helps identify some challenges that may affect the transfer of innovations. These 
challenges are misaligned time horizons, unperceived value proposition and limited 
understanding of the innovation strategy. These challenges can be linked to different causes 
such as setting different priorities throughout the company which are also reflected in 
uncoordinated activities.  
 

2.3.2 Integration Mechanisms 

 
Incumbent organizations from all parts of the world, are known to setup innovation departments 
with the mandate to develop technologically advanced solutions, that contribute to their 
organization’s ongoing market success (Bhardwaj & Sushil, 2012). Additionally, to create 
innovative solutions, these departments are required to ensure that the solutions can be 
transferred into the organization’s business units, which then take the responsibility of adopting 
and developing them, in parallel with the current business offerings. The intention behind this 
expectation, is to free up the innovation department’s capacity to continue seeking more 
solutions which range from incremental to radical innovations, that can be introduced to their 
evolving target markets (Arnold et al., 2010). However, transferring innovations from its 
originating department into a receiving business unit has long been a challenge across different 
industries. One side of the challenge is due to the structure of the receiving business unit, which 
is shaped to manage traditional products and services and has limited flexibility to take on novel 
products, without interrupting their existing strategic objectives (Arnold et al., 2010). Hence, 
in terms of transferring new solutions, traditional business units have a steeper learning curve. 
Nevertheless, handing-over innovations from an innovation department into an existing 
business unit is achievable, in a way that ensures successful development of new solutions, 
alongside current solutions.  
 
To establish a point of clarity, this research refers to Integration Mechanisms also known as 
transfer, transition or handover, to form a point of view that is applicable for this thesis. For 
example, Tidd & Bessant (2013) explains integration mechanisms as the process of combining 
emerging technologies into existing environments. This is possible through proactive allocation 
of necessary resources, that maximize the use of relevant knowledge. The concept of transfer 
of innovations also relates to the reliance that opposing functions such as an innovation 
department and a receiving business unit have, in order to coordinate emerging solutions 
(Chang & Hughes, 2012). Lastly, this thesis draws on Moore’s (2015, p. 11) perspective, as the 
ability to overcome the “challenges of onboarding a new line of business while maintaining 
commitments to existing ones”.  
 
By establishing internal dynamic capabilities, known as a firm’s ability of “adapting, 
integrating and reconfiguring organizational skills and resources to match changing 
environments” (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008, p. 187), smooth transition of innovations are 
possible. This allows the less traditional and core departments which have opposing strategic 
focuses, to collaborate and handover initiatives that lead to the benefit of adding value to the 
overall organization (Lizarelli et al., 2019). Lizarelli et al. (2019) further identify criteria that 
facilitate dynamic capabilities between the involved department, which in turn foster successful 
technological integration. These include, frequent knowledge sharing, aligning strategic goals 
and objectives, ongoing communication from early stages of the transition and exchanging 
department specific skills and culture (Lizarelli et al., 2019).  
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In summary, integration mechanisms are defined as internal approaches that help the transition 
of innovations between an innovation department and a receiving business unit. This addresses 
the challenges of unwillingness to endorse new ideas, to develop new skills, to integrate legacy 
systems with new solutions and to align the culture with the innovation strategy. To overcome 
these challenges, this theory proposes applying a process that coordinates activities between 
departments.  

 

3 Methodology  

This research was developed with a large Nordic telecommunications company based in their 
Innovation Department that is focused on the transition of a cloud-services innovation product 
into a receiving Business Unit. 
 

3.1 Research Strategy  
 
The focus of this research was to identify the main challenges of transferring innovations into 
the core business of an incumbent company. In addition, this research aimed to identify the 
reasons behind these challenges and what approach can resolve them. Overall, the strategy 
applied in this research provided a bigger picture about the particular incumbent company, in 
order to direct the research towards building a framework for the way forward.  
 

3.2 Primary Data Collection 
 
The purpose of this research was descriptive in that it aimed to uncover a specific phenomenon 
by collecting data from reliable sources (Reiners, 2012). This aligns with the aim of this 
research since the authors set out to examine an existing problem within the case study 
company. Furthermore, by following a descriptive research, in-depth knowledge was obtained 
which helped clarify specific aspects about the phenomenon of transferring innovations. This 
process involved collecting primary data to conduct a qualitative assessment of information 
through interviews. Primary data refers to information that is collected directly by the 
researchers, from an original source (Collis & Hussey, 2009). While qualitative assessment is 
referred to as techniques that are used to obtain data for non-statistical analysis (Saunders et al., 
2009).  For this case, 8 interviews were conducted with employees within the organization, who 
were involved in the transfer process of the particular innovation. This data collection process 
was relevant, given that this research took an empirical analysis. According to Collis & 
Hussey’s (2009) definition of empirical research, it is useful for testing the validity of topics 
that have been presented in theory. Therefore, the information gained from these interviews not 
only helped form an understanding of relevant internal processes and theoretical concepts, they 
also helped to confirm or disprove previous research. 
 

3.2.1 Interviews  
 
The chosen data collection strategy involved conducting semi-structured interviews which was 
flexible for this form of research since it requires following an informal verbal conversation, 
based on discussing predetermined questions (Drever, 1995). This interviewing method creates 
room for a conversation that increases the likelihood of honesty by encouraging open-ended 
answers (Gill et al., 2008).  
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Therefore, to ensure that each respondent was willing to share openly, each interviewee 
included in this research was informed about the purpose of the research in advance and how it 
would benefit their involvement in the innovation transfer process.  
 
Furthermore, each respondent was guaranteed anonymity and confidentiality regarding their 
responses. Another advantage of this type of interview approach is the ability to extract more 
knowledge from the interviewees by only rephrasing specific questions when there was a need 
to confirm or clarify some information. This approach allowed to have a more explorative 
conversation that provided varying perspectives that were not considered before (Gill et al., 
2008).  
 
The selected interview respondents included 8 individuals ranging from 4 senior to middle 
managers within technical, commercial and head of department areas of the applicable 
Innovation Department. Additionally, 1 innovation manager from the sub-innovation unit that 
is responsible for generating ideas, was interviewed. An executive head of innovation who is 
focused on the company’s overall innovation strategy was also approached. Lastly, 2 managers 
in the technical and commercial areas of the Business Unit receiving the innovation solution, 
were included in the interviews. The reason for selecting people with different profiles was to 
ensure that the information collected was sufficiently objective in order to reach conclusive 
findings.   
 
The table below indicates the profiles of each respondent that was interviewed for this research.  
 

Date  Index Interviewee Profiles 

21-03-2019 I-01 Middle manager in the Innovation Department providing a technical 
perspective 

27-03-2019 I-02 Innovation manager from the Idea Generation department in relation 
to the company's overall innovation strategy 

01-04-2019 I-03 Senior manager in the Innovation Department providing a product-
level perspective 

02-04-2019 I-04 Middle manager in the Innovation Department providing the 
perspective of the product commercials 

04-04-2019 
 

I-05 Executive head of innovation in the Innovation Department in 
relation to the company's overall innovation strategy 

15-04-2019 I-06 Middle manager from the receiving Business Unit providing a 
technical perspective 

15-04-2019 I-07 Senior manager in the Innovation Department providing a product 
area perspective 

17-04-2019 I-08 Middle manager from the receiving Business Unit providing a 
product management perspective 

Table 2. Interviewee Profiles 
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The objectives of conducting each interview was to understand the challenge of handing-over 
the innovation from the Innovation Department, to the receiving Business Unit. The questions 
and interview discussions were tailored based on each interviewee’s profile to get their point 
of view. These have been listed below (see Table 3).  
 
I-01 - Middle manager in the Innovation Department providing a technical perspective 

● What is the current challenge with technical integration of the innovation product 

● What challenges are faced with resources that manage technical migration of the 
innovation product 

● Why is the innovation product not prioritized by the Sales team in the receiving 
Business Unit 

● What factors are used to define if the innovation product is mature enough to be 
handed-over 

● What has been the challenges of handing-over the innovation product to the receiving 
Business Unit 

I-02 - Innovation manager from the Idea Generation department in relation to the company's 
overall innovation strategy 

● What causes the integration process of the innovation product to not be aligned with 
the company's overall innovation strategy 

I-03 - Senior manager in the Innovation Department providing a product-level perspective 

● What are the top challenges that prevents the receiving Business Unit from accepting 
the innovation product 

I-04 - Middle manager in the Innovation Department providing the perspective of the product 
commercials 

● Why the innovation product is not prioritized by the Sales team in the receiving 
Business Unit 

● What is the current challenge with commercial integration of the innovation product 

● Why is the innovation product not prioritized by the Sales team in the receiving 
Business Unit 

● What factors are used to define if the innovation product is mature enough to be 
handed-over in time to be included in the marketing campaign 

● What challenges are faced with resources that support the integration process of the 
innovation product to the receiving Business Unit 

● What causes the integration process of the innovation product to not be aligned with 
the company's overall innovation strategy 

I-05 - Executive head of innovation in the Innovation Department in relation to the company's 
overall innovation strategy 

● The company's innovation strategy is to "enhance core products and execute 
opportunities close to the core" - What prevents an incumbent company from 
achieving this vision through its Innovation Department 

● What causes the integration process of the innovation product to not be aligned with 
the receiving Business Unit's sales strategy 
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● Do the key metrics that are used to measure the success of the Innovation Department 
align with the receiving Business Unit's metrics 

● What challenge does the overall company strategy face in order to connect the 
innovation product with the core business offering in a way that will improve the 
integration process from the Innovation Department to the receiving Business Unit 

I-06 - Middle manager from the receiving Business Unit providing a technical perspective 

● What are the technical challenges to integration the innovation product into the 
receiving Business Unit 

● What has been the challenges of handing-over the innovation product to the receiving 
Business Unit 

● What factors are used to define if the innovation product is mature enough to be 
handed-over 

● What steps are currently taking to facilitate the integration of the innovation product 
to the receiving Business Unit 

● How does the receiving Business Unit coordinate their product campaign and 
strategies in line with the Innovation Department's integration timelines 

I-07 -Senior manager in the Innovation Department providing a product area perspective 

● What are the top challenges that prevents the receiving Business Unit from accepting 
the innovation product 

● How has the marketing and sales strategy of the innovation product impacted the 
integration process to the receiving Business Unit 

● What causes the integration process of the innovation product to not be aligned with 
the receiving Business Unit's sales strategy 

I-08 - Middle manager from the receiving Business Unit providing a product management 
perspective 

● What are the technical challenges to integration the innovation product into the 
receiving Business Unit 

● Why is the innovation product not prioritized by the Sales team in the receiving 
Business Unit 

● What are the top challenges that prevents the receiving Business Unit from accepting 
the innovation product 

● What factors are used to define if the innovation product is mature enough to be 
handed-over 

● What causes the integration process of the innovation product to not be aligned with 
the company's overall innovation strategy 

Table 3. Interview Questions 
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4 Data Analysis 

Upon completing the primary data collection process, a qualitative analysis was applied in order 
to develop meaningful insights about the research problem. As Saunders et al. (2009) explain, 
qualitative analysis is also a useful approach to analyze theory by comparing it with data, to 
form an empirical research. In addition, it helps identify patterns from the interviewees’ 
responses by categorizing them in order to further explore the topics covered in the literature 
review section (Saunders et al., 2009). However it is important to recognize that conducting a 
qualitative analysis has some limitations since the approach is not standardized. This means 
that the data analysis could be influenced by different interpretations which explains why the 
analysis should be presented in a way that brings value by offering conclusions supported by 
academic theories (Collis & Hussey, 2009).  
 

4.1 Case Study: Telia Company and the Innovation Department  
 
This thesis was conducted in cooperation with Telia Company as the case study. Telia is a 
leading European telecommunications operator that was established in Sweden in 1853. It has 
operations across the Nordic and Baltic region with presence in 9 countries in total. Its core 
product and service offerings include Mobile Communications, Broadband technology, Fixed 
networks and Roaming services. However, more recently due to a strategic decision to develop 
the company as a New-Generation Telco, Telia started expanding its offering to include 
innovative solutions in the areas of Internet of Things, Cloud Services, eHealth and Data 
Insights. The purpose of executing this enhanced strategic focus is to explore new business 
opportunities that can drive the company’s overall innovation agenda. To help achieve this 
mission, Telia introduced an internal innovation department, Division X which is tasked to lead 
Telia’s transformation of the IT and telecoms industry. This department’s aim is to help 
increase connectivity around the world, through fast execution of emerging solutions.   
 
The aim of Division X is to focus on promoting corporate entrepreneurship by developing 
solutions that are close to the core business. This means that as the world evolves with 
digitalization, Telia does the same in order to achieve its purpose of ‘bringing the world closer’. 
Based on this, Division X is mandated to drive collaboration throughout the organization’s 
departments and into the different country operations.  
Hence, this division’s driving principle aligns with the overarching theory of corporate 
entrepreneurship, as the ability to achieve longevity and competitive advantage by integrating 
activities that combine corporate power with a startup attitude. 
 
On a practical level, Telia makes use of its Purple+ team which is a division within Division X. 
They are seen as a catalyst that brings innovative ideas into reality. This division uses the 
concept of the innovation funnel to identify, filter and process ideas through to the point where 
ideas can be further developed. At this point specific product teams within Division X 
temporarily take on these innovations in order to build internal capabilities to further accelerate 
them before handing them over to the final business unit (see Figure 4). The receiving Business 
Unit is then required to have full ownership of these products and develop them along with 
other core products. The transfer of these innovations from Division X to the appointed 
receiving Business Unit is processed through a scale-up funnel depicted below.  
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Figure 4. Scale-up Funnel (Telia Company, Division X) 

4.1.1 Interviews  
 
Analysis from the interview process followed a data reduction approach. This means that the 
information from the semi-structured interviews were filtered in order to identify the details 
that most accurately address the research question (Saunders et al., 2009). This process was 
quite flexible as it allowed each interview question and session to be revisited as more themes, 
patterns and relationships were observed from previous responses (Collis & Hussey, 2009). A 
sufficient amount of information was collected from each interview discussion, providing a 
large base of insight regarding the objectives of this data collection approach. This information 
was documented in writing, in an electronic format throughout the 8 interviews. However, these 
were not transcribed word-for-word but rather aggregated into 30 statements which represent 
the overall content of the interview responses.  
 
Thereafter the responses were further condensed and grouped into 9 categories (see Table 5). 
Out of these categories, limited understanding of the innovation strategy stood out as the central 
transfer challenge. This specific challenge was singled-out since it falls under Corporate 
Entrepreneurship which is a topic that is too abstract to address within the scope of this thesis. 
This helps fulfil the aim of research of concluding with a practical approach to overcome the 
transfer challenges. Based on this, the remaining 8 categories were classified under limited 
understanding of the innovation strategy and ranked in order of frequency across the interview 
responses. These are listed in the table below (see Table 4).  
 

Analysis of the Main Challenges 

Limited understanding of innovation strategy Top category 

Misaligned goals and time horizons 6 

Unclear product status 6 

Lack of capabilities and competencies 4 

Low compatibility between technologies  4 

Perceived misfit of value proposition  3 

Misaligned marketing plans 2 

Low prioritization by middle-managers 2 

Low commissions from third-party providers  1 
Table 4. Analysis of the Main Challenges 
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Elaborating on the above categories, more meaning was extracted from the responses to create 
a detailed description of the challenges. These were linked to the impact that these each 
challenge has on the transfer process between an Innovation Department and a receiving 
Business Unit (see Table 5).  
 

Challenges Description Impact 

Limited 
understanding 
of innovation 
strategy  

The Innovation Department and the 
receiving Business Unit have 
misaligned understanding of how 
to pursue and execute innovations 
in line with the company’s overall 
ambitions 

This restricts the transfer of 
solutions as the receiving Business 
Unit prioritizes adoption of 
innovations based on different 
evaluation criteria due to the unit’s 
operational culture 

Misaligned goals 
and time 
horizons 

The Innovation Department and the 
receiving Business Unit are 
measured on different goals that 
have to be achieved over different 
time horizons, leading them to set 
misaligned priorities 

This creates conflict in terms of 
when and which innovations 
should be handed-over in order to 
achieve each area’s performance 
targets 

Lack of 
capabilities and 
competencies 

During and after an innovation’s 
transfer phase, the receiving 
Business Unit is reliant on support 
from the Innovation Department 
due the knowledge and skills gap 
that is required to own the 
innovation solution 

Ownership of innovative solutions 
does not get fully transferred to the 
receiving Business Units and 
continues to pull resources away 
from the Innovation Department  

Low 
compatibility 
between 
technologies 

Innovation solutions are developed 
and maintained on different 
technical systems which are not 
compatible with the legacy system 
where core products exist  

This inconsistency adds complexity 
to the innovation’s success, 
reducing the receiving Business 
Unit’s willingness to adopt the 
innovation solution 

Perceived misfit 
of value 
proposition 

Innovative solutions are not 
perceived to be in line with the 
main offering 

This causes a misfit between the 
core Business Unit’s product range 
and the innovations being 
introduced by the Innovation 
Department 

Misaligned 
marketing plans 

The company’s overall marketing 
strategy is centralized and is not 
aligned with the handover timeline 
of the Innovation Department  

The impact of this misalignment 
keeps the marketing strategy rigid 
and does not make room to 
effectively communicate the 
innovations to the end customer  

Low 
prioritization by 
middle-managers 

While the company’s Executive 
team and the Innovation 
Department drive the innovation 
strategy, middle managers within 

This affects the innovation’s 
revenues due to low customer 
awareness of the solution. This low 
profitability in the short-term 
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the receiving Business Unit do not 
prioritize innovative solutions in 
their portfolios 

further impacts the receiving 
Business Unit’s willingness to 
adopt innovations  

Unclear product 
status 

The Innovation Department and the 
receiving Business Unit do not 
have clear criteria to evaluate the 
innovation solution’s maturity to 
identify the right moment for 
handover 

This creates an unclear ownership 
of innovation solutions and relies 
on individual commitment to drive 
innovations 

Low 
commissions 
from third-party 
providers 

This refers to the contractual 
agreements negotiated with third-
party service providers which are 
based on low profit margins 

The potential commissions from 
innovation solutions do not always 
compensate for the additional 
efforts required to sell them. This 
discourages the receiving Business 
Unit to prioritize selling innovation 
solutions  

Table 5. Description and Impact of Challenges 

5 Industry Benchmarking  

To strengthen this empirical analysis, secondary data was also analyzed as an effort to gain 
further insight into the research question, raised by this thesis. According to literature, 
secondary data refers to raw data or published material that was previously compiled, either in 
the form of qualitative or quantitative (Saunders et al., 2009). For this research, qualitative 
secondary data was analyzed from case study reports that are publicly available from academic 
libraries. This type of data was used to validate and nuance the findings from the primary data 
collection and reinforce the proposed framework that is presented at the end of this thesis. 
 
Benchmarking was the technique used for this data analysis and it was selected due to its 
efficiency in providing industry best practices that are currently relevant (Camp, 1989). 
Benchmarking is also useful in providing additional insights that reduce any biases. To achieve 
this, existing incumbent companies that have faced the challenge of transferring innovations 
into their core business were identified. Thereafter they were critically reviewed and filtered 
based on the similarities of how these companies overcame the challenges, by taking into 
account the concepts included in the literature review above, specifically Innovation 
Dimensions, Decision-making Under Uncertainty, Time Horizons and Integration 
Mechanisms. After this filtering process, two companies were selected, Fidelity Investment and 
Deutsche Telekom.  
 
To analyze the benchmarking case studies from Fidelity Investment and Deutsche Telekom, 
synthesizing data analysis approach was carried out. Synthesizing refers to “the ability to merge 
several stories or cases in order to describe the typical patterns or behaviors or responses” 
(Morse, 1994, p. 30). This was conducted in three steps: (1) Reduce the data to understand both 
case studies and summarize its relation to the research question being explored in this thesis. 
(2) Display the outcomes of each case study in order to draw valid conclusions. (3) Conclusions 
were drawn to validate and verify the outcomes in line with the literature review (Collis & 
Hussey, 2009).   
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5.1 Fidelity  
 
Fidelity Labs is the in-house business unit where fintech solutions are created, incubated and 
scaled within Fidelity Investment company. It was founded in 2005 and today has more than 
150 employees (Fidelity Labs, 2018). Nowadays, Fidelity Labs has four specific programs that 
aim to develop solutions that are connected with Fidelity Investment company’s mission. These 
programs are: (1) Incubate new business; (2) Teach and share innovation; (3) Research the 
future and (4) Stress test new technology (Fidelity Labs, 2018). Concerning the transfer of 
innovations and in line with the aim of this thesis, the Incubate new business program will be 
studied. Since Fidelity Labs faces similar challenges they are being analyzed in this research, 
however, in their case, Fidelity Investment is a large financial services firm.  
  
Currently, Fidelity Labs receives thousands of ideas as an internal incubator. In order to filter 
these ideas, a Fidelity Accelerated startup and Transition (FAST) process was created. This 
process involves collaboration between Fidelity Labs and Fidelity Business Partners who is the 
central receiving business unit for innovations. The goal of the FAST process is to define 
financial solutions that Fidelity Investment company can use in order to scale and solve 
problems related to customers’ finances. However, this process has different categories of 
transitions:  

 
- The FAST process identifies three main challenges that can be encountered during any 

transition process (CB Insights Councils, 2018). Firstly, Balance People and Product 
which refers to balancing the resources in order to fulfill the innovations’ requirements. 
Secondly, Not a Pirate Ship, this is when innovations are developed by employees from 
different areas, however no one accepts to take ownership of the innovations due to the 
high uncertainty level experienced in the early stages. This lack of ownership negatively 
impacts the transition process between the innovation department into the receiving 
business unit. Thirdly, Building Mindshare with Business Units which means the 
receiving business unit should be involved in early stages so that suitable aligned 
thinking can be provided to ensure short-term to long-term strategy coordination.  

 
- The FAST process also considers three transition priorities that should be taken into 

account (CB Insights Councils, 2018). First, Maintain Product and Market Knowledge 
where the team involved in this process possesses in-depth knowledge that is easily 
transferable. Second, Marketing Market-Driven Product Refinements is when the 
innovations can be further refined in line with sufficient external feedback that also 
meets internal requirements. Finally, Nurture from Infancy to Scale the Team is 
connected with the innovation’s level of ownership which should increase between both 
teams along with the innovation’s development.  

 
With regards to the actual FAST process, Fidelity Labs has established four stages for 
developing an innovation and transferring it to the core business (see Figure 5). These stages 
include, Assess, Prototype, Build and Pilot. In order to have a smooth transfer, the Fidelity 
Business Partners department (receiving Business Unit) has also defined a Transition process 
that works in parallel with the Fidelity Labs process (CB Insights Councils, 2018). Overall, 
each stage serves as decision gates to complete the handover process.  
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Figure 5. Fidelity Labs FAST process (CB Insights Councils, 2018, p. 15) 

 
- Stage - Assess: Fidelity Labs initiates this stage once the Fidelity Senior Leadership 

department has articulated and quantified ideas that are viable innovations for the 
financial industry.  

- Stage - Prototype: In this stage Fidelity Labs tests the business model that suits the 
problem-solution fit. While the Fidelity Business Partners, identify which business units 
will manage the final ownership of the innovation. 

- Stage - Build: The goal of this stage is to get a Beta launch and Fidelity Labs has the 
responsibility of building the innovation. On the other hand, Fidelity Business Partners 
allocates resources from the final receiving business units who will own the solution in 
the long-term. They also create the Sales and Marketing strategy to achieve this stage 
gate.  

- Stage - Pilot: In this stage, Fidelity Labs commercializes the business model to test the 
product-market fit. In parallel, Fidelity Business Partners define the Business Unit’s 
Support and Operations that will manage the final transition gate.  

- Stage - Transition: Only the Fidelity Business Partners are involved in this stage where 
they take charge of completing the transfer of innovations into the core business. 

 
By applying this process, Fidelity Investment provides an example of how to overcome the 
challenge of transferring innovations into the core financial business. 
 

5.2 Deutsche Telekom  
 
Deutsche Telekom is a global telecommunications company with presence in over 50 countries. 
Over the years they have addressed changing industry trends by developing their offerings 
beyond the traditional telecommunications services. Although core services remain in focus, 
Deutsche Telekom is evolving into “business areas that open up new growth opportunities” 
(Deutsche Telekom, 2019). In essence they are expanding their competitiveness to match 
market needs in the short-term and well ahead into the future. To achieve this ambition, 
Deutsche Telekom had to adopt innovation strategies to overcome the ongoing technological 
disruptions within their industry. Hence, in 2004 they established its Telekom Laboratories, a 
Research and Development (R&D) center focused on developing processes that are applicable 
throughout the entire innovation value-chain (Arnold et al., 2010). One specific process that 
emerged from this initiative, is aimed at addressing the challenge of transferring innovations 
into core business units, with the objective of achieving the company’s corporate strategy 
through long-term market success and customer loyalty (Arnold et al., 2010). This example has 
been selected since it aligns with the purpose of this research.  
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It also considers a similar environment of an incumbent European telecoms company that aims 
to provide innovative solutions while driving the core business offering, which is connectivity.   
Within Deutsche Telekom, their integration process was introduced in response to recognizing 
that the point where innovations are transferred from the innovation unit to the operational 
business unit, is a critical point which could make or break the innovation’s success (Arnold et 
al., 2010). Furthermore, Deutsche Telekom identified key factors that negatively affect 
handover processes, namely: 
 

- The departments have different measures of innovation success where the receiving unit 
values short-term financial results, while the innovation department prioritizes the 
innovation’s potential to generate long-term competitive advantages.  

- The management team in the receiving unit tends to have the “not-invented-here 
syndrome” where they are less motivated to accept ideas that originate outside their 
department. 

- Cognitive distance, where the more novel a product is, the more complex it is to transfer 
from the innovation department to the receiving unit. 

- When the involved departments have different strategic focuses in terms of innovation 
development timeframes. 

- When interactions are not established between the receiving and the innovation units, 
early enough in the innovation’s development stage. 

 
By understanding these challenges, Deutsche Telekom introduced a Technology Transfer 
Approach (see Figure 6) that is followed when transferring innovations from the innovation 
department to a receiving business unit. The core objective of this process is to ensure 
successful transfer by reducing the level of uncertainty as early on as possible (Arnold et al., 
2010).  
 

 
Figure 6. Telekom Laboratories Technology Transfer Approach (Arnold et al., 2010, p. 176) 

Furthermore, Deutsche Telekom also recognized that financial results cannot be the most 
significant measure of success. Instead, their internal capabilities to increase customer adoption 
of innovations should be prioritized. This and other success factors are attainable by leveraging 
the innovation department’s technological expertise with the receiving business unit’s 
understanding of the market (Arnold et al., 2010). Furthermore, the company identified that an 
innovation’s level of uncertainty depends on the degree of novelty being introduced, which 
consequently requires adjusting the Technology Transfer Approach as explained in the table 
below. 
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Innovation 
Category 

Impact on Transfer Approach 

Incremental 
Innovations 

Deutsche Telekom does not consider these innovations as suitable for their 
transfer process. They categorize incremental innovations as solutions that 
can be developed directly within the operational business unit, without 
support from the innovation department. 

Modular 
Innovations 

These innovations have medium uncertainty level and require the receiving 
unit to be initiated from an early stage. With this approach the receiving unit’s 
involvement increases as the innovation progresses, until it reaches full 
transfer in the end.  

Architectural 
Innovations 

These are innovations that enable the company to explore differentiated 
markets and they require a separate project to be initiated, which focuses on 
the transfer stage alone. This is due to the innovation’s greater level of 
complexity, which in specific cases also requires allocating a subject-matter 
expert. 

Radical 
Innovations 

These innovations have the greatest level of uncertainty and as depicted in the 
process, a separate transfer project with a dedicated transfer team manages 
the transfer process. Due to the higher risk of failure, handover only starts late 
into the innovation’s development when the level of uncertainty is less. With 
this approach, if the transfer is unsuccessful, the innovation can be 
commercialized as spin-along (creating an external company to own the 
solution) or spin-off (venturing with an external start-up) initiatives (Arnold 
et al., 2010).  

Table 6. Telekom Laboratories Technology Transfer Approach 

 

6 Findings 

This thesis set out to analyze a problem that has been researched in different contexts. The 
specific problem that was addressed relates to innovations that incumbent companies struggle 
to transfer into their core line of business. This challenge is experienced at the case study 
company when their Innovation Department attempts to transfer innovation solutions into the 
Business Units that are required to take ownership of further developing and scaling these 
solutions. After researching this problem area, the authors of this thesis found that a key factor 
for the barriers of this transfer of innovation is that the overall innovation strategy is not being 
sufficiently translated due to limited coordination between departments. This is indicated in the 
Analysis of the Main Challenges above (see Table 5) and refers to activities that affect the 
transfer process such as the strategic focus of different departments. For example, innovation 
units tend to prioritize their strategies based on a long-term time horizon while receiving 
business units prioritize the short-term time horizon. Another example is that transfer of 
innovations are generally driven by middle-management’s involvement which is crucial for 
successful execution of a company’s innovation strategy. However, when middle-management 
provide limited support to innovation initiatives, misalignment between departments occurs, 
causing receiving business units to hesitate to take on innovations even after the readiness for 
handover has been justified. 
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In response to industry challenges, the findings identify that businesses can be restricted by 
specific challenges. These challenges have been identified, analyzed and categorized based on 
the case study company and benchmarking as common factors that limit the transfer of 
innovations. Furthermore, various approaches were found in the form of handover processes to 
overcome these challenges.  
 
In summary, the data from interviews and industry benchmarking, reveal the common 
challenges that affect the transfer of innovation solutions between an innovation department 
and a receiving business unit. Previous research also confirms that these challenges are not only 
unique to telecommunications but that they are also experienced across different industries. 
Furthermore, the findings are consistent with existing literature which highlights the causes of 
transfer innovations and approaches to overcome them.  
 

7 Conclusion 

Through this research, the conclusion is that when a receiving business unit is involved earlier 
in the process, transfer of innovations can be facilitated by coordinating activities with them. 
This reduces the levels of uncertainty which increases the acceptance rate of innovations. 
Overall, this helps execute the innovation strategy by motivating individuals in a way that 
encourages their contribution towards innovations and each solution’s transition out of the 
innovation department.  

 

Another factor for successful handover relates to the importance of aligning activities across 
the different time horizons between the innovation and core business units, in order to meet the 
company’s overall short to long-term objectives. Furthermore, activities should not be 
considered in isolations since the success criteria for transferring innovations are 
interdependent. For example, the marking plan should not be defined without taking into 
account the main KPI metrics of each department. This indicates that a company’s innovation 
strategy can be impacted by various limitations.  

Therefore, it is valuable to build from previous research that address the same research 
questions explored in this thesis, in order to propose a framework that can be adapted according 
to different company needs. 

 

Regarding the problem statement that innovation departments, face challenges when 
innovations are transferred into receiving business units, the research questions are answered 
as follows:  

 

RQ 1- What are these main challenges? 

 

In total 9 main challenges were identified, where limited understanding of innovation strategy 
was selected as the overarching topic for the remaining 8 categories. Out of these 9 challenges, 
7 were established from the literature review and confirmed through the interviews and 
benchmarking. While, 2 specific challenges that literature did not indicate, were extracted from 
the interview and benchmarking process. These 2 challenges are misaligned marketing plans 
and low commissions from third-party providers. 
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RQ 2 - What are the reasons for facing these challenges? 

 

By analyzing previous research and interpreting the context of the case study company, 5 
reasons stood out. These are listed below, and they explain the causes for the above challenges 
that occur during the transition of innovations into the main organization. 

- Innovation culture: When the corporate entrepreneurship culture is not fully grasped or 
supported across all areas of an organization.  

- Different priorities: When the activities pursued throughout a company, do not 
correspond with the overall innovation strategy.    

- Resource commitment: When departments determine their innovation, roadmaps based 
on existing competencies rather than on the ability to deliver more novel solutions.  

- Uncoordinated activities: When departments do not recognize the value of adjusting 
their innovation strategies in order to complement those of other departments.  

- Classification of innovations: When conflicting interpretations of innovation types and 
dimensions exist within an organization.  

 

RQ 3 - What approaches can be applied to overcome these challenges? 

 

To overcome these transfer challenges, previous research proposes taking practical approaches 
in the form of process models that are based on set criteria. Although different literature agrees 
on this solution, they fail to combine different perspectives to develop a holistic approach. 
Therefore, to enrich the research findings, this thesis develops a transfer framework that 
provides theoretical insight based on synthesizing previous research with actual business 
environments. 

 

7.1 Proposed Framework 
 
Combining the theories gathered through the literature review with the data collected, gives the 
transfer framework. This framework can be used as a tool for executing the process that enables 
the transfer of innovations to receiving business units. The ambition of this framework is to be 
applicable in various industries that face similar challenges, as outlined before.  
 
To develop this framework the scale-up funnel (see Figure 4) formed the starting point to 
develop this transfer tool. The stages of the funnel have been defined for the context of this 
research as indicated in the table below (see Table 7).  
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Stage-gates for Transfer 
of Innovations 

Description 

Incubation 

Startup team is created within the Innovation Department to 
initiate the project and develop the innovation solution. This 
also involves getting commitment of financial resources and 
establishing preliminary partnerships.  

MVP 

The Innovation Department develops a minimum viable 
product that is enough to test with features that satisfy early 
customers and get suitable feedback in order to be implemented 
for ongoing development the innovation.  

Industrialize 
The innovation starts getting transferred to the supporting 
functions throughout the organization to meet the company’s 
quality standards before going to market. 

Commercialize 
The innovation solution is included in the core business offering 
through the receiving Business Unit in order to acquire more 
Live customers.  

Innovation transfer into 
Core Business 

The receiving Business Unit takes full ownership of the 
innovation solution and is accountable for its development 
roadmap. At this stage the Innovation Department no longer has 
to be involved.  

Table 7. Descriptions of Stage-gates for Transfer of Innovations 

By describing each stage of the funnel, the template below (see Figure 9) was created. The 
purpose of this template is to be utilized by an innovation department along with a receiving 
business unit to jointly decide on the status of a transfer process. This should be done by 
identifying the main criteria which cover the supporting activities for handover. These criteria 
have to be defined according to each innovation’s need, hence the criteria listed in the table 
below are only examples related to the cloud-services product from the case study company. 
 
Once the criteria are agreed for each stage of the funnel, as the transfer process progresses, the 
innovation department and receiving business unit should agree to what extent each criterion 
has been fulfilled by assigning a RAG status (Red, Amber, Green). This would indicate that the 
process should only be allowed to continue when all criteria for a stage are Green. The purpose 
for using a color-scheme (RAG report) rather than a numerical scoring model is to minimize 
any disagreement about the significance of an accomplished number. In order to understand the 
criteria for each stage gate, the common challenges explained above, were renamed as 
Supporting activities for transfer of innovations. However, since most of these activities fall 
under similar categories, they have been further grouped into Sub-activities for transfer of 
innovations. By fulfilling these practical activities, understanding of the innovation strategy 
improves throughout the organization. 
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Figure 7.  Template of Activities and Criteria for Transfer of Innovations

Supporting activities for Sub-activities for Criteria to pass stage gates (examples) Incubation MVP Industrialize Commercializ Innovation 

Viable commission margins have been negotiated
Contract negotiation is in progress

Stakeholder service agreement and management is being defined
Required stakeholders have been allocated
Clear innovation product alignment has been established with the core business strategy
Platform integration with the legacy system has been defined
Solution dependency on multiple platforms has been limited
Technical partner support has been secured
Alignment with system architecture long-term strategy has been proposed
Innovation product meets the core business delivery standards
Financial returns for short-term and long-term KPIs are aligned
Innovation product is aligned to the short and long-term company strategy
Customer retention for short-term and long-term KPIs are aligned
Commissions for short-term and long-term KPIs are aligned
Innovation product development meets industry forecasts
Receiving Business Unit involvement in the innovation product has been identified
Product/Market fit is identified
Innovation product is developed close to core products 
Customer journey and product engagement has been tested
Measurable customer value is obtained through feedback
Product launch is integrated with the centralized marketing plan 
Customer is aware and educated about the innovation product 
Clear target market reach is established
Brand alignment is communicated through applicable channels
Internal product education has been established
Technical development is coordinated to establish integration between the Innovation Department and the receiving BU.
Receiving Business Unit has received training and onboarding on the innovation product 
System migration is defined between the Innovation Department and the receiving Business Unit
Receiving Business Unit defined packages that combine the innovation product with core products
Innovation Department manages knowledge transfer into the Receiving Business Unit
Live customers are acquired as 'early adopters'
Product development strategy aligns with short and long-term business strategy
Innovation product approved in line with company servicing standards
Measurable market acceptance is achieved 
Quantifiable contribution to KPI metrics is visible
Executive team has prioritized the innovation product to be owned by the Business Unit 
Business Unit approves commitment to own the innovation product
Receiving Business Unit has incorporated the innovation product's performance into their KPIs
Receiving Business Unit has incorporated the innovation product into their sales packages
Receiving Business Unit has incorporated the innovation product into their marketing campaigns

Time and goal alignment

Marketing alignment

Product value proposition

Technological 
compatibility

External collaborationExternal collaboration

Product development 

Capabilities and 
competencies

Product development 

Product maturity and 
quality 

Capabilities and 
competencies

Middle management 
endorsement
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Once the innovation department and receiving business unit complete the detailed transfer 
template, the proposed framework below will summarize the status of the transfer process (see 
Figure 7).  
 
The Framework combines three aspects that impact the transfer process. The top area shows 
the scale-up funnel which are also the stage gates. The bottom rows summarize the Supporting 
activities for transfer of innovations which were explained before. The top two rows (Level of 
Ownership) show the progress of the handover process. The first two rows refer to the transition 
of ownership from the innovation department to the receiving business unit as the process 
progresses through each stage gate. While the third row includes the RAG (Red, Amber, Green) 
Transfer Status that is agreed between the two departments involved in this transition process. 
While completing this framework, the departments involved will establish a clear view of the 
innovation transfer process based on discussions that form acceptance of each innovation. 
 

 
Figure 8. Transfer Framework 

 

8 Discussion  

 
Considering the case study company, this thesis was developed to explore the transfer 
challenges faced not only by case study company but across various incumbent companies. 
This challenge includes low commitment in the transfer of innovations, primarily due to limited 
alignment between the strategic focus on different organizational departments. This then results 
in innovations using up resources within the innovation department, for longer than anticipated. 
To understand how to overcome this dilemma, data was collected within the case study 
company and benchmarked with examples to establish an analysis, leading to recommendations 
to facilitate the handover of innovations between the Innovation Department and receiving 
Business Unit. 
 
In terms of previous research on corporate entrepreneurship, they emphasize the importance of 
transforming innovation cultures from the top-down, by incorporating strategies and structures 
that promote internal adoption of innovations. However, achieving this relies on investing in 
the intrapreneurship of individuals who play a key role of executing innovations from the 
bottom-up (Ma et al., 2016). In line with the literature review in this thesis, entrepreneurial 
management is a way of driving innovation principles through practical approaches such as 
renewed team-engagement and performance measures (Brown et al., 2001).  

Incubation MVP Industrialize Commercialize
Innovation transfer 
into Core Business

Innovation Department 95% 80% 55% 25% 0%

Receiving Business Unit 5% 20% 45% 75% 100%

Transfer Status

External collaboration

Capabilities and 
competencies

Level of Ownership

Middle management 
endorsement

Product development 
Product ownership

Product maturity and quality

Supporting 
activities for 
transfer of 

innovations

Marketing alignment

Capabilities and competencies

Product value proposition

External collaboration

Technological compatibility

Time and goal alignment
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This supports the notion that practical innovation strategies, enable companies to reach their 
long-term objectives that lead to competitive advantage. Nevertheless, innovation practices and 
solution development initiatives are difficult for receiving business units to prioritize alongside 
core products. This is because they carry a greater level of uncertainty that requires more risk 
taking, in terms of allocating resource capacity. However, considering existing research on 
portfolio management, companies can implement certain practices that help generate an 
optimal combination of core business development while pursuing new solutions (Blank, 
2019). This is possible when innovations are categorized based on their level of novelty and 
impact, which facilitates companies to introduce appropriate solutions. Furthermore, based on 
literature about different innovation types and dimensions, it is also valuable to recognize that 
it is complex to classify innovations since they are influenced by a variety of factors (Tidd & 
Bessant, 2013).  
 
Research on innovation management also proposes how innovation units contribute to the 
development of innovations, through knowledge creation initiatives that support transfers. 
Hence, it has been established that innovation departments promote corporate innovation in 
line with the company’s strategic view. They do this by helping core business units adopt 
disruptive shifts with greater flexibility and this simplifies the integration process. Therefore, 
innovation departments take the lead in successful transition of solutions since they serve as 
the focus area for early trial and error of an innovation’s development (Bhardwaj & Sushil, 
2012). In addition, these units are beneficial when they are centralized because they ensure 
efficient collaboration with the rest of the company through standardized and accessible 
communication. However, high degree of uncertainty about an innovation solution is a 
dominant barrier for handover, especially in the early stages of development. Moreover, with 
clear innovation management practices, innovation departments can increase knowledge to 
drive acceptance of new solutions (Kauffman et al., 2015). Based on this, more resources can 
be committed as innovations develop and eventually get transferred to the receiving business 
unit. 
 
Concerning innovation strategy, companies can take specific measures that create and capture 
new value based on introducing competitive solutions. One aspect of achieving this, is by 
ensuring that short-term and long-term time horizons for development of innovations, align 
with the company's objectives (Hahn et al., 2015). Nevertheless, this requires ambidexterity 
where exploration and exploitation activities are pursued at the same time. In other words, 
innovation departments and receiving business units should have complementing activities that 
support the transfer process across short to long-term timeframes. In practice, this requires 
integration mechanisms that coordinate processes to overcome the transfer challenges (Lizarelli 
et al., 2019).  
 
This thesis contributes to existing research by connecting the selected theories to provide a 
more comprehensive framework for successful handover processes. For example, CE connects 
with the need to have innovation strategies communicated throughout a company, however 
applying these strategies is more effective on paper than in practice. Therefore, CE is not 
concrete enough to address these obstacles on its own and requires the support from the 
literature review covered in this research which provides a reinforced reference point for 
resolving the transfer challenges. 
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To echo the discussion above, the table below indicates the common challenges found 
throughout this research. These are then linked to the corresponding literature review as a base 
to address each research question by synthesizing previous research with results from the 
interviews and benchmark examples. These links provide additional clarity that help create the 
proposed transfer framework.  
 
 

Integration Challenges Literature Review 

Limited understanding of 
innovation strategy 

● Corporate Entrepreneurship, Innovation 
Management and Strategy  

● Innovation Management  
● Innovation Strategy 

Misaligned goals and time 
horizons 

● Time Horizons 
● Decision-making under Uncertainty 

Lack of capabilities and 
competencies 

● Integration Mechanisms 
● Portfolio Management 

Low compatibility between 
technologies 

● Integration Mechanisms 
● Types and Dimensions of Innovation 

Perceived misfit of value 
proposition 

● Portfolio Management 
● Integration Mechanisms 

Misaligned marketing plans  

● Corporate Entrepreneurship, Innovation 
Management and Strategy  

● Time Horizons 
● Portfolio Management 

Low prioritization by middle-
managers 

● Innovation Management  
● Innovation Strategy 
● Decision-making under Uncertainty 

Unclear product status 
● Types and Dimensions of Innovation 
● Time Horizons 
● Innovation Strategy 

Low commissions from third-
party providers 

● Integration Mechanisms 
● Portfolio Management 

Table 8. Integration Challenges Linked to Literature Review 

 

8.1 Recommendations and Contributions  
 
Seeing that the transfer of innovations is a relevant topic which forms a major role of 
innovations departments, a key recommendation is to combine theories and practical examples 
to address this challenge. However, this practice is unique in different companies and should 
be approached based on the extent to which the innovation culture has been instilled.  
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One effective approach to drive an intrapreneurial culture is to apply the proposed framework, 
as an actionable outcome of this thesis. As already explained, this research involved conducting 
an empirical analysis that validated an existing industry problem in order to contribute to the 
industry at large, not only to the case study company. Furthermore, to confirm the academic 
value of this research, the case study company agreed to test the framework in a pilot project. 
 
Additional value that the authors provide from this research is insight about other challenges 
that companies should consider during the transfer of innovations. These include change 
management within the receiving business unit after adopting an innovation as well as 
disengagement of innovations by the innovation department. Moreover, internal 
communication structures and practices should also be considered to enhance coordination 
between departments. Overall, this thesis navigates a fairly unexplored and complex area of 
corporate entrepreneurship which remains a nuanced reality that is faced by various innovation 
departments. This reinforces the significance of this research in the context of the problem 
definition. 
 

8.2 Limitations 
 
Although the findings and outcomes of this research address the questions at hand, some 
limitations should be considered. Firstly, the interviews that were conducted may not represent 
the complete range of the transfer challenges since supporting departments were not included 
in this research. Secondly, the benchmarking exercise could have involved more examples to 
validate the findings. Last but not least, due to the limited timeframe this research could not 
include the case study company’s international operations to gain a broader understanding of 
the transfer processes. Although this research includes a level of generalizability it nevertheless 
forms a valuable starting point for further research to be developed. 
 

8.3 Future Research Areas 
 

In conclusion, based on this research experience, additional areas were identified which fall 
outside the scope of this thesis. Therefore, as a continuation of this research, further research 
can seek to uncover aspects such as how to measure the impact of an innovation solution after 
handover in order to decide whether to continue, pause or venture it out. Other research could 
analyze the process of categorizing innovation dimensions and types in order to propose a more 
tailored transfer process. This could help coordinate strategies between departments in a way 
that supports different time horizons. Lastly, further studies can extend into which teams should 
be responsible for the transfer process to understand whether it should be an independent 
department or the team that initiated the product.  
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