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Preface  

 

The  corporate entrepreneurship track at Chalmers School of Entrepreneurship was started in 

2013. It is a two year track, in which students spend the whole second year working with 

internal entrepreneurial initiatives. The first students hence graduated in 2015. This year’s 

group of excellent students is hence the eight cohort from the program. Each year, the students 

have worked intensely to make the initiatives succeed. At the same time, they have analyzed the 

internal entrepreneurial environment in the organizations in which they have acted. So far, 39 

entrepreneurial initiatives have been driven by the students (in a total of 25 companies). 

 

Researchers that study dynamic capabilities point out that organizations that are too 

centralized in their decision making and too rigid in their structures find it very hard to adapt 

and innovate. Indeed, business organizations are not lacking challenges. Globally, they face 

transformation demands on multiple fronts - technical, market oriented and social. We call 

them different things - digitalization, sustainability, diversity/equity/inclusion, energy shifts 

etc. Changes also happen rapidly and asymmetrically. They demand of organizations that they 

are fast in their responses and that they are able to test their own assumptions. To handle these 

challenges, business organizations are better served by decentralizing their structures and 

empowering their organizations to make decisions and act entrepreneurially. However, this 

need is contrasted by the toughening competition, industry standards and compliance rules 

that demand even higher degrees of integration, rationalization and efficiency orientation. So 

they find themselves needing both, something that academics describe as the ambidexterity 

problem.  

 

Research shows that established companies often respond to external threats by trimming their 

existing success formula. In doing so, they become more profitable in the short term, but fail 

to prepare themselves for future change. They need to learn how to do better. The 

Entrepreneurial Leadership Lab – the collaboration platform between companies, students and 

researchers – is dedicated to finding out how companies can become better at corporate 

entrepreneurship and thereby learn to adapt faster and more effectively. 

 

Acting as researchers, the graduating students in the corporate entrepreneurship track have 

asked the general question of “What supports and stops entrepreneurial initiatives in 



established structures” and have narrowed it down to four different specific research questions 

focusing on  

 

 Strategy and structure 
 Entrepreneurial Finance  
 Organizational Change  
 Entrepreneurial Sales  

 

The current report describes each of the four areas with a specific research question, a 

corresponding theoretical framework of references and a proposed method. The authors have 

then collected the findings in the four areas and cross analyzed them through four different 

company projects. The findings have been collected longitudinally for ten months, during 

which they have continuously analyzed the material in different discussions related to the four 

research questions. They have done so to alleviate some of the risk involved in post-

rationalizing findings. Their roles as insider action researchers have helped them gain in depth 

findings that are hard for any outside researcher to achieve.  

 

The findings of the student researchers help build a solid base of research on organizational 

systems and their ability/inability to be/become entrepreneurial. The graduating students are 

carriers of the knowledge, as they have been developing individual capability to drive internal 

entrepreneurial initiatives when they have been pushing the organizations to do the same. 

Developing such knowledge and capability both on the organizational, academic and student 

side is already important, and will become even more important in the foreseeable future.  

 

Johanna Envall Pregmark & Tobias Fredberg 
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1. Finance  

Rebecka Jakobsson and Olivia Westberg 

1.1 Introduction 

Companies operate in a fast-changing world where a lot of industries are characterized by high 

competition and quick changes. Steiber (2014) argues that products and services that generate 

revenue must be continually improved and replaced for a company to stay competitive. In slow-

moving industries where companies play catch-up to reach a predictable future it can, therefore, 

be enough for them to improve continually. While in industries characterized by turbulence, 

uncertainty, and complex interactions there is a need for continuous innovation (Cole, 2001). 

Accordingly, depending on what industry a company is operating in, the shape of improvement 

can vary between smaller improvements to innovations. 

 

Further, in times of hyper competition the pace of technological change increases which results 

in a need for firms to speed up the process of developing new products to stay competitive 

(Cole, 2001). As a result, companies do not only need to develop and replace their offerings, 

but they need to do it with high speed. To allow for fast-paced product and business 

development and be able to be in the forefront of their industry, companies need to execute 

radical innovative initiatives. Christensen (2013) strengthens the importance of executing 

radical innovative initiatives by arguing that companies must be ambidextrous, meaning that 

they need to explore new business opportunities, parallel with exploiting their current business.  

 

Even if there is a need for innovation in a lot of industries, Steiber (2014) argues that most 

companies meet challenges regarding innovation continuously. Challenges regarding 

innovation can appear throughout the whole innovation process, from coming up with 

innovative ideas to launching new innovations on the market. As companies work with limited 

time and resources one crucial part is to prioritize and choose which innovative initiatives to 

execute. Wrong prioritizations can result in high costs and therefore it becomes of great interest 

for organizations to understand how to prioritize their investments of resources. 
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1.1.1 Purpose   

The purpose of this research paper is to investigate which methods companies use in the process 

of deciding which radical innovative initiatives to execute. More specifically, what financial 

and non-financial methods that are used in the decision-making process. 

1.1.2 Research Question 

The question that will be researched in this report is: 

What financial and non-financial methods do organizations use when deciding which radical 

innovative initiatives to execute? 
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1.2 Theoretical framework 

To overcome the challenge of a constantly changing world with a highly competitive landscape, 

Christensen (2013) argues that organizations need to be ambidextrous, meaning having the 

ability to both exploit existing capabilities as well as explore new possibilities. While many 

organizations have a structure for being successful at exploitation, many of these lack skills to 

explore new innovative initiatives (Chen, 2017). Muller et al. (2005) argue that the only way 

for a company to sustain their competitive advantage is by developing their innovative and 

explorative capabilities. Therefore, it is highly important for organizations to be able to 

prioritize between exploitative and explorative activities as they have limited resources to work 

with. These prioritizations can build upon results from different types of methods such as the 

financial and non-financial methods presented below. 

1.2.1 Financial methods 

It is important to be aware that innovative projects can have different financial objectives and 

financial measures can therefore be risky to compare between alternative innovative initiatives 

(Brettel et al., 2012). Even so, financial measurements can be useful in the process of evaluating 

innovative initiatives. Below are some of the most recurrent measurements presented. 

 

Net Present Value 

Hanafizadeh and Latif (2011) argue that one of the most important financial methods in the 

process of prioritizing new projects is the Net Present Value (NPV). NPV can be defined as the 

sum of present values of annual net incomes earned in the period of a project’s exploitation. 

Most companies take on new projects to stay or become even more profitable, NPV is seen as 

a good tool to estimate the value of a potential innovative initiative (Hanafizadeh & Latif, 

2011). 

 

Payback Period 

The payback period is the time required to reach the initial investment’s value in earnings 

(Vernimmen et. al., 2014). This is quite a simple method to create an understanding for a 

project’s profitability. However, calculating cash flows in an innovative setting can be very 

challenging and therefore, sometimes misleading (Vernimmen et. al., 2014). 
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Internal Rate of Return 

Hartman and Schafrick (2004) explain that the internal rate of return (IRR) often is viewed as 

a measure of an initiative’s efficiency. More specifically, the IRR is the interest rate that 

equates the present worth of a cash flow stream to zero (Hartman & Schafrick, 2004). 

1.2.2 Non-financial methods 

Zizlavsky (2016) argues that evaluating innovative ideas based on financial measures may not 

always be the most advantageous way. Especially in cases when one needs to consider an ever-

changing business landscape or when the complexity of radical innovations is high.  This is in 

line with Sarasvathy (2001) who argues that entrepreneurial innovative initiatives characterized 

by high uncertainty and risk should not focus on expected returns but rather use an effectual 

reasoning focusing on affordable loss when exploring new ideas.    

 

Consequently, it is important to also use non-financial methods to get a holistic understanding 

of external and internal risks and opportunities related to the idea (Zizlavsky, 2016). Previous 

research highlights scenario planning (Worthington, Collins & Hitt, 2009) as well as SWOT 

analysis and Analytic hierarchy process (Huang, Ahmed & Mickael, 2020) as examples of such 

useful evaluation tools.  

1.2.2.1 Intuition based decisions 

As decisions regarding innovation in organizations are made by individuals, it is not given that 

all decisions are made based on results from well-developed methods. Eling et al. (2015) 

explain that the decision making process for evaluating ideas benefits when combining rational 

and intuitive approaches. The intuitive approach is often faster (Eling et al., 2015) and 

appropriate when evaluating highly complex ideas (Hodkinson et al., 2009). A person’s 

personality and experience affect his/her intuition regarding an idea, as Sukhov et al. (2018) 

argue, that an individual’s identity affects the way they evaluate ideas for innovative initiatives. 

The process of evaluating innovative ideas can in other words be affected by a person’s 

intuition and background. 

 

  



 
 

5

1.3 Method  

In the following section the method for data collection and data analysis will be presented. 

1.3.1 Data collection  

The study has taken an action-based research approach, meaning that the data has been 

conducted by semi-structured interviews in combination with participation observations and 

field notes. The study has taken a qualitative approach as Check and Schutt (2012) explain that 

both interviews based on open-ended questions developed to seek in-depth information and 

participant observation are qualitative research methods.  

 

According to Bryman & Bell (2015) is an action-based research approach suitable when 

collecting data from intrapreneurial projects, which the collectors are driving in parallel to the 

data collection. The data will be collected by students at the Corporate Entrepreneurship Track 

at the master’s program Entrepreneurship and Business design at Chalmers University of 

Technology. The study is based on interviews and observations of the company the students 

are doing their intrapreneurship project at. More specifically, the interviews have been done 

with specific key stakeholders who are partly responsible for deciding whether a radical 

innovative initiative should be executed or not.  

 

The interview-template is attached in appendix A and is divided into three focus areas including 

both open-ended and detailed questions. Hedin (1996) argues that semi-structured interviews 

are based on predetermined question areas where open questions are asked to the interviewee. 

Semi-structured interviews result in a combination of fixed and open answers which is 

desirable in this type of study (Hedin, 1996). However, the team was free to modify the 

questions to fit the specific company when necessary. 

1.3.2 Data analysis 

The data collected through interviews and participant observation was compiled as answers to 

the questions in the interview template and then rewritten to a result. This was done by using 

field notes and transcribed interviews. Qualitative data analysis begins in the field when the 

author observes and interviews people of relevance for the study (Coghlan & Holian, 2007). 

The analysis done in the field was then complemented with the data collected from the 

interview results and compared with available theory. 
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1.4 Results 

This chapter presents the findings from four researched companies. The results are presented 

in the order of the main themes that the interview questions were divided into. The findings are 

presented as a combination of the results from all companies and each company will remain 

anonymous. 

1.4.1 Decision-making process for innovative initiatives 

The decision-making process for innovative initiatives differs widely between the four 

researched companies. Two of the companies have a standardized process for evaluating 

innovative initiatives to avoid biased decisions. In both cases the company has an innovation 

council consisting of technological experts that evaluates all innovative initiatives within the 

company. In the two other companies, the people evaluating innovative initiatives differ 

depending on factors such as geographical region, department, and the individual manager. In 

one of the companies, it is up to the individual manager to evaluate the idea if it lies within 

their authority and resources. Moreover, the methods used in this company vary depending on 

the manager, some switch from case to case while others use standardized models. In the last 

company there is a standardized method to evaluate innovative product ideas developed as a 

template in excel to evaluate the potential business case. So far, that company has no template 

for service ideas as those are not considered to be of priority. 

1.4.2 Financial methods 

All researched companies have a willingness to use financial methods when evaluating 

innovative initiatives. Simultaneously, the actual use of financial methods differs to a great 

extent between the companies. One of the interviewees explained that his company is using 

traditional KPIs such as Net Present Value, Payback Period, and Internal Rate of Return with 

the ambition to compare the metrics between different ideas. Another company has worked 

with these KPIs traditionally when evaluating projects in combination with estimations of 

potential revenues or cost reductions. However, in that company the use of financial measures 

in the evaluation process has decreased lately. The two remaining companies are working with 

financial methods to a smaller extent. One of them is using Net Present Value as their main 

KPI when evaluating innovative initiatives and complement it by using Business Model Canvas 

as a basis for calculations of cost structure and revenue streams. The last company aims to get 

an understanding for the potential market of the new idea but has chosen to not prioritize 
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financial methods to a great extent to not complicate the evaluation process too much. The 

company has therefore only prioritized using Return on Investment to estimate the potential 

value. 

 

Overall, the companies experience that financial methods help to make rational decisions 

regarding innovative initiatives as they give a clear view of the potential value. One of the 

interviewees explained that it is also valuable to use financial methods when following up an 

innovative initiative. Even so, all interviewees expressed frustration over financial methods 

and their limitations. All companies experience that there is a risk that the numbers are 

misleading which can lead to closure of projects with great potential or that potential projects 

never get presented due to too complicated requirements of metrics that need to be in place to 

be able to present an innovative idea. Using financial methods is also experienced as time 

consuming and complicated in comparison with non-financial methods for some companies. 

Lastly, one interviewee explained that using financial methods can hinder the explorative 

process of developing a solution to a defined problem as the methods might force the project 

to develop a solution before the problem is defined. 

1.4.3 Non-financial methods 

It has been expressed by all companies that they use non-financial methods when deciding 

which innovative projects to execute. One interviewee stated that the more an initiative is 

associated with radical innovation the harder it becomes to build a business case. This is 

confirmed by several interviewees arguing that financial methods are difficult to use, especially 

in an early stage, when executing innovative projects. One company describes that an informal 

decision-making process based on non-financial methods has emerged because of the formal 

process focusing on financial methods.  

 

Data points towards that there are no general non-financial methods used in all companies when 

evaluating innovative ideas. Instead, the companies seem to have developed their own metrics 

to analyze opportunities and risks. One company uses four cornerstones as part of their 

decision-making material: customer desirability, technical feasibility, business viability and 

organizational feasibility. Two of the companies mentioned that they use an entrepreneurial 

approach by executing hypothesis testing and building prototypes. One interviewee explained 

that having an entrepreneurial approach is beneficial to be able to visualize the unknown 
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internally but also externally in a later stage. Further, it was mentioned by one company that a 

clear strategic connection between the innovative idea and the existing business increases the 

potential for an idea to be accepted. Hence, a strategic connection is seen as a method to 

estimate the opportunity of the project in that company. Most of the companies explained that 

they emphasize customer value when using non-financial methods. One company talked about 

“differentiating”, referring to what value the customer perceives compared to current solutions. 

Others talked about “customer desirability” or “potential customer use case”. In contrast, one 

company mentioned benchmarking as a method to instead compare against competitors and 

hence reduce risk and capture opportunities. In one of the companies, it seems like projects run 

by managers with perceived “good track-record” within the organization primarily get 

investment for driving innovative projects.  

1.4.3.1 Intuition 

The collected data indicates that the companies’ thoughts on whether the decision-process is 

based on intuition or not are varying to a great extent. Most of the companies stated that they 

do not base their decisions on intuition to a great extent. However, it was mentioned by one 

interviewee that it is always difficult to only look at facts, especially in the early stage of an 

innovative project. On the other hand, one company explained that they use discussions and 

intuition to a great extent when deciding which innovation initiatives to move forward with. 
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1.5 Discussion  

This section is built on four different themes that have been found relevant in a cross-analysis 

of the four examined companies. The three first themes are based on the three sections in the 

interview template and the fourth is a deepdive into intuition, which is part of the non-financial 

methods section. 

1.5.1 Design of Decision-Making Process 

From the researched companies, it can be concluded that the companies that do not have a 

standardized process to evaluate different types of innovative ideas use financial methods to a 

greater extent than the companies that have a standardized process. This could be explained by 

the fact that the companies with standardized processes have thought through their use of 

methods carefully. While the companies that do not have standardized processes might use 

methods that have proven to be useful historically for their company, in this case financial 

methods. Using a standardized process allows companies to ensure unbiased decisions to a 

greater extent but at the same time there is a risk to miss out on valuable information that is not 

requested in the template. On the other hand, not having a standardized process allows for 

companies to individually adapt the evaluation process and the people evaluating the new idea 

to each new initiative. Not having a standardized process leads to a greater risk of varying 

quality of judgment and greater influence of non-verified intuition. 

 
Figure 1. The figure shows how the level of standardization affects the effectiveness of the evaluation process for 

innovation initiatives. 

 

Therefore, standardization of the evaluation process seems to be a case of balance. Figure 1 

shows this graphically. If a company has a low level of standardization in their evaluation 
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process the effectiveness and reliability of the process is quite low as well. To a beginning, the 

effectiveness and reliability of the evaluation process increases as the level of standardization 

increases. At one point, a company reaches the optimal balance of standardization and 

adaptability of the process for it to be effective. Beyond that point, when standardization 

increases, the effectiveness starts to decrease instead. This is due to the fact that a too stiff 

process contributes to the risks of missing out on valuable information and factors unique to 

the specific case as well as the risk of it becoming too complicated to work with a model not 

at all adaptable to different cases. 

1.5.2 Risks and Opportunities with Financial Methods 

The results show that companies disagree about whether financial methods should be used or 

not when evaluating innovative initiatives. It can be argued that the risks and uncertainties 

connected to radical innovations are too high for the methods to result in credible metrics. On 

the other hand, it can be argued that it is better to use financial methods than not using any 

numerical methods at all, as the risk of not using any overshines the risk of using wrongly 

estimated numbers in financial methods. All companies agreed that financial methods can 

support companies in making rational decisions regarding innovative initiatives when one can 

make fair estimations. In the perfect world, it would therefore be argued that financial methods 

can be a great tool to evaluate innovative ideas. However, the risk of making incorrect 

estimations for metrics like costs and revenues, and the time required to make fair assumptions 

can be argued to be too resource heavy for it to be worth the effort. Thereby, the similar 

reasoning between companies result in different actions as some companies put more focus on 

the risks of using financial methods, while others focus on the potential opportunities. 

 

As described above, it can be reasoned that financial methods are useful as well as that they 

are not when evaluating innovative initiatives. Financial methods can give an initial indication 

but if used, it is important to remember that they are based on highly uncertain estimations in 

early stages of radical innovation. Therefore, one alternative could rather be to use financial 

indicators when evaluating early-stage initiatives. By investigating, for example, how big the 

potential market for an idea is and how costly the problem is for the potential customer, one 

can get an indication of the financial value for the idea without necessarily using a specific 

financial KPI. Over time, numbers and facts become easier to estimate and financial methods 

and KPIs have a greater chance to produce a reliable decision basis.  
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Figure 2. The Figure shows when one should use financial indicators vs. financial KPIs depending on risk and 

understanding of prerequisites. 

 

Figure 2 shows this graphically as it would be more favorable to use financial indicators when 

the understanding of prerequisites is lower than the risks. When the understanding becomes 

higher than the risks related to using financial KPIs, one could argue that it is more favorable 

to use financial methods and KPIs than not doing it. 

1.5.3 Patterns in Non-Financial Methods 

The findings display that, to some degree, all companies analyzed in this study use non-

financial methods when deciding which innovative projects to execute. Using non-financial 

methods to evaluate innovative projects is confirmed by Zizlavsky (2016) as an appropriate 

method since these projects are characterized by a high degree of uncertainty and complexity. 

However, as the result indicates, some of the companies use non-financial methods as part of 

their formal standardized decision-making process while others described that the non-

financial methods are used in informal processes of evaluating innovative projects. Following 

that reasoning, one could conclude that the non-financial methods have emerged to compensate 

for shortcomings from using financial methods for evaluating innovation projects. Moreover, 

as research argues that non-financial methods are especially appreciated for projects 

characterized by high uncertainty and risk (Sarasvathy, 2001), one could argue that non-
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financial methods have even greater importance in early-stage evaluation where risk and 

uncertainty are high.  

  

Although all companies admitted that they used non-financial methods to evaluate innovative 

projects, the results showed that the choice of method differed between the companies. By 

comparing the methods used in all companies, it is possible to identify overarching focus areas 

for what seem to be recurring factors on which companies base their project evaluation on. 

Firstly, the result displays a customer centric focus being an important factor when evaluating 

whether the project should be prioritized or not. Secondly, the data also suggest methods for 

defining the strategic fit as a common aspect when evaluating innovative projects. Based on 

the identified overarching focus areas, one could see that the companies both use non-financial 

methods for evaluating external risks and opportunities when focusing on the market potential 

as well as internal opportunities and risks when considering whether the idea aligns with the 

company strategy. The result confirms the claim of Zizlavsky (2016) who suggests that non-

financial methods could be used for getting a holistic understanding of both external and 

internal risks and opportunities.  

1.5.4 Lack of self-awareness or desire to be rational  

The result indicates that some of the companies analyzed in this study do not base their 

decision-making process for innovation projects on intuition. However, they describe that they 

base their decisions on aspects such as customer value and desirability, business potential, and 

business viability which could be argued as a diffuse measurement open up for personal 

interpretation. Furthermore, as radical innovation is characterized by a high degree of 

uncertainty, it probably implies that decisions related to the idea are based on intuition. 

Following that reasoning, whether companies base their decision on intuition or not may 

instead be a matter of self-awareness. However, the reasoning of not using intuition contradicts 

Eling et al. (2015) arguing that the decision-making process benefits when combining rational 

and intuitive approaches.  

  

The data suggest that companies that have included non-financial methods as part of the 

standardized decision-making process also tend to allow intuition to a greater extent, indicating 

that acceptance seems to increase when intuition becomes part of the standardized process.  
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Following Eling et al.’s (2015) reasoning of the benefit of combining rational and intuitive 

approaches when evaluating ideas, one could suggest that companies should increase the 

acceptance of basing their decision-making process on intuition. According to Hodkinson et al. 

(2009), this would be especially appropriate when evaluating highly complex ideas that 

strengthen the benefit of using intuition in an early stage of radical projects. However, the 

results indicate that the reason why companies with a standardized process for evaluating 

innovative initiatives have chosen to standardize the process is to avoid biased decisions. This 

can be seen as contradictory in relation to the fact that the same companies also advocate 

decisions based on intuition. In line with Eling et al. (2015), the researchers of this study 

suggest that it is a balance where optimal decision-making is achieved when combining rational 

and intuitive approaches. 
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1.6 Conclusion  

Relating to the purpose of this paper, aiming to investigate what financial and non-financial 

methods are used to decide which innovative projects to execute, results show there is a 

significant variation to what extent the companies are using financial measures. All companies 

agree that there is a high degree of uncertainty when estimating numbers in an early stage of 

an innovative project. Therefore, some companies do not emphasize financial methods when 

evaluating innovative projects. In contrast, others focus on the potential opportunity of making 

rational decisions based on financial measurements and hence still include financial methods 

in the formal process of evaluating ideas. The report suggests that companies should develop a 

decision-making process that, in an early stage, instead focuses on financial indicators to avoid 

incorrect estimations.  

  

As for the non-financial methods, all companies stated that it is beneficial to use non-financial 

methods when evaluating innovative ideas characterized by high uncertainty. The methods 

used seem to vary between the companies. However, the report points out two overarching 

focus areas identified as important when evaluating ideas based on non-financial measures: 

customer-centric and strategic fit. Finally, the perception of intuition’s influence on decisions 

about which projects to execute seems to vary between the companies. However, the report 

indicates that companies that have included non-financial methods as part of the standardized 

decision-making process also tend to allow intuition to a greater extent, suggesting that 

acceptance seems to increase when intuition becomes part of the standardized process.  
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Appendix A - Interview Template 

General  

Who decides what methods should be used when deciding which radical innovative initiatives 

to execute? (E.g the board of the organization or the individual/group responsible for decision-

making) 

 

How do “who” decide which methods to use when deciding which radical innovative initiatives 

to execute? (E.g. case to case or a standardized model) 

 

Financial methods 

When deciding which radical innovative initiatives to execute, do you use any financially based 

methods? Which ones? Why have you prioritized these?  

 

- When deciding which radical innovative initiatives to execute, do you use Net Present 

Value as a decision basis? Why/why not? 

 

- When deciding which radical innovative initiatives to execute, do you use payback 

period as a decision basis? Why/why not? 

 

- When deciding which radical innovative initiatives to execute, do you use Internal Rate 

of Return as a decision basis? Why/why not? 

 

What consequences have you experienced of using financial methods when deciding which 

radical innovative initiatives to execute? 

- Positive? 

- Negative? 

 

Non-financial methods 

When deciding which radical innovative initiatives to execute, do you use any non-financial 

methods? Which ones? Why have you prioritized these?  

 

- Do you use any methods to estimate opportunities associated with a radical innovative 

initiative? Why have you prioritized these?  
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- Do you use any methods to estimate risks associated with a radical innovative initiative? 

Why have you prioritized these?  

 

- Are decisions regarding which radical innovative initiatives to execute based on 

intuition? If yes, to what extent? 

 

What consequences have you experienced of using non-financial methods when deciding 

which radical innovative initiatives to execute? 

- Positive? 

- Negative? 
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2. Organizational Change  

Kristoffer Janblad Brandin and Petter Sjölin 

2.1 Introduction 

The business landscape of today is changing much more rapidly than it used to. At the same 

time, the business landscape facing organizations is turning more volatile, uncertain, complex, 

and ambiguous (VUCA) (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). In this increasingly challenging 

landscape predicting the future and, in turn, which opportunities to pursue is becoming 

increasingly challenging (Pasmore, 2015). As a result, one of the single most important 

capabilities of organizations is the ability to continuously transform and adapt to constantly 

changing business environments (Reeves & Deimler, 2011). Pregmark (2016) suggests a model 

for renewal focused on emergent strategies (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985), where actions and 

activities shape the strategy (Jarzabkowski, 2004; Jarzabkowski, Balogun and Seidl, 2007) as 

the organization is guided towards its goal by clarity (Rock, 2008) of the organizational purpose 

(Collins & Porras, 1996).  

 

Emergent strategies in a VUCA world make it difficult for high-level managers to keep a close 

enough eye on the fast-moving environment to make qualitative decisions (Feling & Powell, 

2016). According to Feling and Powell (2016), organizations must find a way to draw on the 

knowledge and expertise of those closest to the movement on the ground while simultaneously 

providing the processes needed to coordinate information flow, learning, and activities to 

facilitate high-quality decision and activities to move the organization towards its goals. 

 

Anacona et al. (2019) suggest a decentralized structure for enabling entrepreneurial activities 

inside larger organizations by relying on the nimble leadership of three different types of 

leaders. The entrepreneurial leader, close to the ground, the enabling leader, facilitating internal 

connections, and the architectural leader, guiding the organization through clarity on purpose 

and vision.  

2.1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to analyze how an organization’s culture and core purpose affects 

its entrepreneurial ability. The analysis will use the Nimble leadership framework from 



 
 

20

Anacona et al. (2019) to analyze how different cultural leaders and organizational core purpose 

influences entrepreneurial actions.  

2.1.2 Research Question  

How do the organization's core purpose and culture relate to its entrepreneurial ability? 

 

The following sub-questions will support the main research question: 

1. How does enabling leadership culture influence the company’s entrepreneurial ability? 

2. How does architectural leadership culture influence the company’s entrepreneurial 

ability? 

3. How does the company's core purpose influence the company's entrepreneurial ability?  
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2.2 Theoretical framework  

The following chapter on the theoretical framework presents theories on three academic areas 

of study. The three academic areas are Nimble Leadership, organizational purpose, and 

entrepreneurial ability.  

2.2.1 Entrepreneurial Ability 

One way to look at the entrepreneurial ability of an organization is through dynamic capabilities 

(Teece, 2007, 2017, 2018). According to Teece (2007), dynamic capabilities consist of three 

activities: sensing, seizing, and transforming. Sensing is the organization's ability to identify 

and assess an opportunity. Seizing is the organization's capability to mobilize resources to 

capture the value of an opportunity. Finally, transforming is the organizational capacity to 

reinvent and renew itself continuously.  

In essence, dynamic capabilities mean doing the right things at the right time by constantly 

assessing the business environment for new product development opportunities and having 

effective managerial resource allocation backed by a change-oriented organizational culture 

(Heaton et al., 2018)   

 

As Anacona et al. (2019) point out in a recent case study, one way to sense and seize 

entrepreneurial opportunities is through decentralized organizational structures, or what 

Anacona et al. (2019) refer to as nimble leadership.  

2.2.2 Nimble Leadership 

Anacona et al. (2019) looked at how pushing decision power down through the organization at 

Xero Parc and W.L. Gore helped enable entrepreneurial activities. They identified three types 

of leaders within the organizations and what cultural touchstones guided their respective 

activities. The three recognized leaders are: 

2.2.2.1 Entrepreneurial Leaders 

Entrepreneurial leaders are frontline leaders close to the customer in the organization. 

Entrepreneurial leaders are responsible for sensing, seizing, and driving new growth 

opportunities (Anacona, 2019). Their cultural touchstones are job autonomy, where employees 

have a high degree of influence over their work tasks. The second is the practice of making 

many small bets with incremental funding of ideas to spread the risk. The third is “stepping up 
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- stepping down” leadership, where everyone is allowed to be a leader regardless of formal title 

and position and can hand over leadership when needed.   

2.2.2.2 Enabling Leaders 

Enabling leaders are focused on helping project leaders to navigate the organizational hinders 

and facilitating the connection between initiatives and relevant stakeholders in the 

organization. The cultural touchstones driving enabling leaders are rapid access to information 

and a high level of connectivity in the organization. The second touchstone is to rely on a 

decision guardrail based on the organization's purpose and values to help guide decisions.  

2.2.2.3 Architecting Leaders 

Architectural leaders are senior leaders responsible for larger internal and external aspects 

requiring changes in culture, organizational structure, and monitoring alignment between 

resource allocation and strategy.  

High employee autonomy and distributed decision power present some challenges in 

coordinating the many self-managed moving parts of the organization. However, as Anacona 

et al. (2019) and previous authors (Collins & Porras, 1996) point out, having a strong 

organizational purpose and culture can help facilitate alignment between individual activities. 

2.2.3 Core Purpose 

Collins & Porras (1996) argue that organizations with lasting success know what should and 

should not change. Companies that achieve long-term success have a defined core purpose that 

remains fixed even when established strategies and actions are continuously challenged and 

transformed.  

Transforming a business will involve some change efforts, and according to both Kotter (1995) 

and Beer et al. (1990), successful change efforts go through a process of essential steps. Failing 

at any of these steps will hurt the organization's ability to transform itself. Linking upcoming 

changes to the company's purpose will guide people through the process, reducing the error 

rate in each process step. This is also in line with Collins & Porras (1996), who argues that a 

good purpose must be the reason for why an organization exists and should, in the long run, 

guide the organization in the right direction uninfluenced by its environment. 
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The organizational core purpose cannot just be motivational speeches, or something written on 

the wall. It must be felt and accepted throughout the organization. Cable (2019) mentions three 

essential factors that will increase the likelihood of a widely accepted purpose. First, it must be 

personal to evoke an emotional response. Second, it must be authentic from top management; 

otherwise, employees will view it as manipulative behavior. Lastly, it must be perpetual and 

should be a common denominator in all organization activities. 
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2.3. Method 

The following chapter aims to present and explain the reasoning behind the chosen method of 

this study. It is divided into three parts, methodology, data collection, and data analysis. 

2.3.1 Methodology 

This study will be primarily based on a qualitative action research methodology performed by 

four student groups at intrapreneurial projects at four different corporations. By conducting 

action research, the aim is to provide helpful research for both the research participants and the 

corporation. Eden & Huxham (1996) define action research as working closely with the 

members of an organization on problems of common interest and importance for both the 

researchers and the organization. This reasoning aligns with the purpose of the intrapreneurial 

projects performed by the students, hence the rationale for choosing the action research 

approach. One methodical assumption in this research paper is that the intrapreneurial teams 

in the study represent entrepreneurial leaders, as described by Anacona et al. (2019). The 

assumption that the intrapreneurial teams act as entrepreneurial leaders is motivated by the fact 

that they are tasked with driving an innovation project at their respective companies. One 

potential limitation of this approach is that the cultural understanding of the organization and 

its vision might not be as strong as that of a regular employee, and the results of the study might 

be influenced by the intrapreneurial teams trying to drive projects not fully aligned with the 

respective company’s vision. The impact should be mitigated to some degree by the fact that 

each intrapreneurial team has a company sponsor who initiated the intrapreneurship project and 

acts as a coach.  

2.3.2 Data collection 

The scientific research tool LoopMe (https://www.loopme.io/) will be used to collect relevant 

data about the entrepreneurial ability of the corporation involved in this study. In the LoopMe 

program, the students will, throughout their project, write detailed field notes on three reflective 

tasks related to the project company's core purpose and entrepreneurial ability. This data 

collection method follows the action research approach as the tasks are intended to contribute 

to both academic theory and practical action (Bell et al., 2019). Results and reflections after 

completing the tasks will be uploaded and available for analysis. One benefit of using LoopMe 

as the data collection tool is, according to Lakeus (2019), the ability to triangulate data and 

analyze data in new and time-efficient ways.  
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2.3.3 Data analysis 

The data analysis aims to find patterns around organizational culture, core purpose, and 

entrepreneurial ability by conducting a cross-sectional analysis between the four student teams. 

Concepts and categories will be derived from the available data following the grounded theory 

approach, where the aim is to develop theory out of the data (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Bell et 

al. (2019) highlight the importance of having a consistent benchmark in the data collection to 

preserve the reliability of the study when conducting a cross-sectional analysis. Therefore, it 

will be important that the task instructions are clear and understandable to reduce unnecessary 

biases. The cross-sectional analysis of the data will be collected during an extensive workshop 

where the four teams sit down and discuss their findings related to relevant topics derived from 

the results. Differences in organizational culture and core purpose will be discussed and 

compared to understand how these elements affect the entrepreneurial abilities of the 

organizations.  
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2.4. Results 

This section contains cross-sectional findings from the four student teams driving 

intrapreneurial projects at four different corporations for nine months. Presented are the effects 

that core purpose, architectural leader, and enabling leaders had on the four corporations' 

entrepreneurial ability. For anonymity purposes, the corporations in this report will be referred 

to as Company 1, Company 2, Company 3, and Company 4.  

2.4.1 Core Purpose 

Based on the data collected from the four student groups, it is clear that most of the teams found 

the organization's core purpose unclear and abstract. As a result, the purpose provided little to 

no guidance in three out of the four projects. For example, one of the students at Company 1 

described the effect of the core purpose on their project like this: 

 

"In our short period at the company, we haven't experienced so much impact of the purpose on 

daily actions. I feel like the purpose is not well communicated, and it feels too abstract and not 

tangible." 

 

Similar reasoning was made from Company 2, which experienced that the purpose did not 

provide any guidance for their project as it was not emphasized by the people they relied on in 

their project. The lack of attention to the purpose resulted in a lack of long-term focus, which 

in their mind would allow for more exploration of entrepreneurial ideas and projects. One of 

the students at Company2 reasoned: 

 

"The internal perception is that projects are still evaluated on cost-down or revenue where 

metrics related to the communicated strategic direction are not rewarded." 

 

In many cases, the lack of a long-term focus ended up hurting entrepreneurial or radical projects 

as both radical and incremental projects were evaluated on the same type of financial metrics. 

Company 1 and Company 2, which can be argued to have the broadest and most philosophical 

purpose, ended up evaluating new ideas mostly on their ability to enhance their current business 

model and produce short-term financial gains. The contradiction between what was being 

communicated from the core purpose and how projects were being measured was not as 
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apparent at Company 4, which had a clear-cut distinct core purpose that helped align the 

organization when evaluating new ideas. The team at Company4 reasoned that: 

 

"Everything that is done is in some way connected to the core purpose." 

 

On the other hand, one of the students from Company 2 had a very different experience: 

 

"The purpose feels far away from the daily work, which is more driven by numbers. The 

purpose was mentioned at some checkpoint meetings that I attended but quickly gets lost in the 

large organization." 

 

The organizational size is one main difference between Company 4 and the rest is the 

corporations. Company 4 is a much smaller organization that might significantly affect how 

specific a purpose statement can be and still align with the entire organization. One student at 

Company 3 reasoned:  

 

"In a larger organization like ours, it is mathematically more likely that people will interpret 

the purpose differently, making it lose some power." 

 

Apart from often being described as unclear or abstract, another common complaint about the 

organizations' purpose was that they seemed to change way too often. The cause of the change 

was often due to a larger change in either ownership or leadership. It resulted in a conflict 

between the old and the new, increasing the misalignment throughout the organizations. One 

of the students at Company 2 mentioned that the issue around a changing purpose was 

becoming an ongoing joke: 

 

"What is the purpose this week? Is it servitization, is it green tech, and what will it be next 

week?" 

 

The students at Company 4, however, did not experience this problem as the purpose was a 

clear reason for existence and had been developed only a few years ago when the organization 

was created. The students at Company 3 managed to turn a recent change in the purpose into 

an advantage in their project. They felt that the organization at an operational level was still 

pursuing their organization's old purpose and that the new purpose had only changed how the 
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organization communicated externally. However, students managed to convince their enabling 

leaders to pursue their projects by making a clear connection to the organization's new purpose.  

 

"When we focused on how our project related to the new purpose, they became more positive 

towards it." 

 

This showed that although the purpose might be hard to understand or constantly changing, 

intrapreneurs can still use the core purpose to leverage a new idea by aligning the two. 

2.4.2 Architectural leaders 

2.4.2.1 Company 1 

At Company 1, one of the architectural leaders is described as being helpful in sensing and 

seizing the project scope in several ways. The architectural leader had been involved in the 

product area of the project since the beginning. As such, the project scope was already defined 

by the architectural leader. In a meeting with the entrepreneurial leaders, he described his 

journey so far and the main challenges he encountered in the organization. Based on his 

experience, the architectural leader gave the entrepreneurial leaders tips on possible directions 

he believed best to develop the project scope further. 

 

Furthermore, the architectural leader was vital in securing the resources and connections 

needed to advance the project successfully. The entrepreneurial leaders describe how he helped 

sense and seize the project by being available when his perspective was needed or by including 

the entrepreneurial leaders in business meetings that were fundamental in getting the overall 

business view on the project. The architectural leaders were described as providing the same 

kind of help to other people working in their department. 

 

The architectural leaders' motivation is described as" having a strong vision of the business 

area in which the entrepreneurial project takes place." The business area is described as being 

the center of the architectural leader's work. Therefore, the architectural leader views the 

project as an opportunity for the company to meet customer demands and stay ahead of the 

competition. Finally, the entrepreneurial leaders argue that the architectural leader is aware of 

some limitations of the company's current innovation and development process. However, 
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limiting efforts in trying to affect the underlying cause of the problem has been visible from 

the architectural leader. 

 

"I think that some architectural leaders have in a way failed to set a process or system that 

facilitates their vision to be realized."  

2.4.2.2 Company 2 

At Company 2, the architectural leaders' contribution of support, feedback on project findings, 

and encouragement to continue exploring the project scope was described as especially 

important in giving the entrepreneurial leaders the confidence to continue their investigation of 

the project scope. Architectural leaders promotion of exploration is something the interviewees 

have observed for other projects as well.  

 

The architectural leader is also described as having helped the project by listening to 

suggestions and assisting the entrepreneurial leaders in gaining access to an appropriate pilot 

case to use for the project. The same behavior by the architecting leader has also been observed 

in other projects. The entrepreneurial leaders have observed several projects being heavily 

reliant on informal sponsorship from architectural leaders inside the organization to, for 

example, sidestep routine rigidities, solve financing issues, and remove certain formal 

requirements for project approval. An entrepreneurial leader described that without support 

from the architectural leader: 

 

"My project would have been canceled for not being able to provide a business case on revenue, 

which is hard. My project is more about laying the foundation for new digital offerings in the 

future" 

 

The primary motivation behind architectural leaders' behaviors at company 2 is described as 

architectural leaders being aware of the current organizational process limitations when 

managing explorative innovation projects, saying they want to help projects they see as 

important for the strategic direction to survive in the organization. Two architectural leaders 

explicitly state that they know they need to improve the exploratory capability of the 

organization. 
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2.4.2.3 Company 3 

At Company 3, the architectural leaders are described as helping with sensing and seizing by 

influencing other employees. This was done by sharing information about the organization's 

goals, listening to the entrepreneurs' suggestions, and, based on this, helping the entrepreneurs 

find and get access to appropriate resources that could be helpful. The architectural leaders 

helped the entrepreneurial leaders develop the project to align with the company's vision. 

 

The architectural leaders are described as being, partly at least, aware of the current 

organizational processes limitations when it comes to managing explorative innovation 

projects and wants to help projects they see as important for the strategic direction of both the 

company and for the survival of the department. 

2.4.2.4 Company 4 

At Company 4, the architectural leader is described as trying to keep the organization's core 

purpose on top of mind by always challenging the entrepreneurial leaders with questions like 

"why?" and "how?". According to the entrepreneurial leaders, this has increased their ability to 

create an overarching picture of their projects when presenting new ideas. The architectural 

leader is also described as acting like a mentor to the entrepreneurial leaders, helping them 

navigate the uncertainty of their project and sharing her experience on how to handle certain 

stakeholders, structural issues, and user needs. The architectural leader is also described as 

having the ability to open many new doors both internally and externally. 

"Our architectural leader has been helpful by pushing us to connect our project to the big picture 

of Company 4 and also by taking on more enabling leader characteristics by, for example, 

sharing many of her connections both internally and externally." 

 

The architectural leader has a big-picture view and is most frequently involved with the most 

important external stakeholders of the collaboration hub. This unique position results in the 

architectural leader always being involved in new projects to some extent. With the most 

exhaustive understanding of the organization and its stakeholders, the architectural leader 

directs each project in ways that the architectural leader believes to be most beneficial for the 

overall organization. 
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2.4.3 Enabling leaders 

2.4.3.1 Company 1  

Knowledge sharing about how to sell ideas to the organization and whom to talk to get things 

done is described as the primary assistance the entrepreneurial leaders gain from the enabling 

leaders. Furthermore, they act as the entrepreneurs' primary support when trying to push ideas 

in the organizations using their influence to convince others stakeholders in the company. An 

example described by the entrepreneurs is how the enabling leaders helped sidestep the key 

account managers in the organization to help speed up access to customers.  

 

The entrepreneurial leaders describe two motivations behind their enabling leaders' behaviors. 

Firstly, they argue that the enabling leaders are wholly convinced that the business unit will 

play a key part in the organization's future where they want to achieve 30% of total sales 

service-related offerings. Thus, they are highly motivated to promote the business unit in any 

way they can. Secondly, the entrepreneurial leaders feel a general sense within the business 

unit that success will lead to career benefits while failure will negatively impact the careers of 

the enabling leaders.   

2.4.3.2 Company 2  

At Company 2, the enabling leaders helped sense and seize entrepreneurial projects by allowing 

team members to look into and explore new ideas as long as they maintain their routine 

assignments as well. Enabling leaders is described as essential in facilitating contact with 

people of interest to collect information and insights needed to evaluate projects. Enabling 

leaders are also described as having the ability to advance or stop projects using resources at 

their disposal. They are described as key enablers for turning ideas into innovation projects.  

 

Two aspects are described as influencing the enabling leaders' behavior. The first aspect is that 

they are restricted by the organizational structures in a way that makes it difficult for them to 

pursue projects that are aligned with a new strategic direction. A new project will likely be 

stopped unless they can provide a business case based on revenue or cost reduction, which is 

described as hard to evaluate innovation and new efforts on. The second aspect described to 

influence enabling leaders is the need to maintain a good track record of successful projects 

within the organization.  
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2.4.3.3 Company 3  

At Company 3, enabling leaders are described as being involved in innovation councils where 

they select new ideas to be developed further in collaboration with innovation teams. The 

enabling helps projects by facilitating communication between stakeholders. The enabling 

leaders also guide entrepreneurial leaders through the organization's innovation funnel to 

secure resources for further project development.  

 

The primary motivation behind the enabling leaders' behavior is described as being 

knowledgeable about the company's vision and having an interest and passion in the program 

they are responsible for. They were also described as striving to meet KPIs set out by higher 

management. These KPIs were described as sometimes causing projects to be initiated or kept 

alive just to meet targets for these KPIs.  

2.4.3.4 Company 4  

The enabling leader at Company 4 contributes to sensing and seizing by helping the 

entrepreneurial leaders within a range of activities. For example, helping them gain an initial 

understanding of the organization's inner workings, providing connections, sharing information 

regarding who could help the project or how to get funding, as well as acting as a sounding 

board for problem-solving together with the entrepreneur when developing the project scope.  

 

"It was nice to have informal discussions about our project. Especially in the beginning when 

everything was new, and the scope was still very broad." 

 

The entrepreneurs describe the motivation behind the behaviors of the enabling leaders as being 

enjoyment from helping others to succeed and being driven by the whole collaboration hub's 

success, not only their own. By having that overarching perspective, enabling leaders are 

described as seeing great value in supporting others' projects when possible. 
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2.5 Discussion 

In contrast with Collins and Porras (1996), a broad purpose does not seem to provide the 

adequate guidance and stability needed for efficient organizational responsiveness to changes 

in the business environment. Instead, the results indicate that the core purpose is not being fully 

accepted at the organization's operational level in three out of four companies. The purpose is 

often described as being too unclear or too general, leaving the studied entrepreneurial leaders 

at the edges of the organization hierarchy, feeling like the core purpose is irrelevant to their 

entrepreneurial projects. Unsuccessfully communicating a clear and authentic core purpose to 

the operational level of the organization seems to be negatively impacting the alignment of 

entrepreneurial ability towards a long-term strategic direction. Both Kotter (1995) and Beer et 

al. (1990) argue that a company's purpose should be working as a link to upcoming changes. 

The entrepreneurial leaders at Company 3 managed to use this reasoning to their advantage. 

By presenting a clear alignment between their project and the company's new purpose, the 

entrepreneurial leaders convinced their enabling leaders to pursue their project without any 

architectural leader stepping down and becoming involved in the decision. This demonstrates 

that aligning entrepreneurial projects to the core purpose can be extremely valuable. However, 

the more ambiguous the core purpose is, the harder it will become. Evidently the unclear 

broader purpose, at two of the companies, seems to have been so ambiguous that basing a 

concrete strategic direction on it has become difficult. The operational managers of the 

organization have instead continued to measure their work as they have always done, resulting 

in favoritism of the current business model. The negative impact on entrepreneurial ability is 

noticed when enabling leaders at the operational level in the three companies seem to default 

using financial aspects or metrics more aligned with the current operational and business 

models as guidance for entrepreneurial activities. The exception is Company 4, where the core 

purpose seems to have a significant operational presence. Compared to the other companies, 

this purpose is not as ambiguous, providing a clear guidance to most activities at the company. 

Furthermore, at Company 4 senior management, acting as architectural leaders, seem to 

actively reinforce the core purpose's authenticity through their actions. Authenticity from top 

management is something Cable (2009) has identified as crucial for a widespread adaptation 

of a core purpose. The active reinforcement of the core purpose by the architectural leader at 

Company 4 might be an additional reason for its wider spread compared to the other companies 

where it, unfortunately, seems to be used as a  "poster on the wall" manly for external signaling, 

but is not felt throughout the internal operational activities. 



 
 

34

  

Two significant findings in relation to core purpose authenticity can be found in the behavior 

of enabling leaders and architectural leaders. Firstly, the results show that enabling leaders 

revert to the current model of operation. Secondly, the results show that in all companies, 

architectural leaders are stepping down to interfere in the activities of the enabling leaders. 

Combined, these findings could indicate that architectural leaders are unable to communicate 

the core purpose with enough authenticity to change enabling leader behavior.  

 

Noticed at both Company1 and Company 2. The awareness that the current organizational 

structure and decision-making processes have shortcomings regarding entrepreneurial 

activities appears to be a major motivation for architectural leaders to step down and engage in 

enabling activities. While Anacona et al. (2019) acknowledge the need for architectural leaders 

to sometimes intervene in operational activities during strategic shifts, their primary 

responsibility is to reinforce the organizational core purpose through organizational 

reconfiguration. As such, the repeated intervention from architectural leaders to protect 

entrepreneurial projects could be the result of insufficient action to reshape structures and 

processes to support entrepreneurial activities in the first place.  

 

The identified architectural leaders' insufficient structural changes to support and reinforce the 

core purpose seem to have negatively impacted the organizations' entrepreneurial ability. 

Firstly, it appears to add to the unclarity of the core purpose in relation to the organization's 

daily operations. Three out of four companies stated that the core purpose did not influence 

their entrepreneurial project directly. Instead, enabling leaders seemed to revert to complying 

with the evaluation metrics of the current operating model, which in three of the companies are 

short-term production metrics (e.g. number of projects, revenue increases, and cost reductions). 

Furthermore, there are some indications from Company1 and Company2 that failing to meet 

the expectations of the current short-term evaluation metrics is associated with a negative 

career impact. As a result, enabling leaders are unfortunately pressured into evaluating 

entrepreneurial projects (which usually require a long-term perspective) on short-term financial 

metrics. 

 

The results do show that the enabling leaders support projects with activities similar to those 

described by Anacona et al. (2019), such as facilitating information exchange and navigating 

the organization. However, at two companies, these activities seem to be mainly focused on 
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sensing activities or trying to get around other stakeholders that are seen as being in the way of 

an entrepreneurial idea. Again, this could illustrate that insufficient reinforcement of the core 

purpose from architectural leaders is preventing the core purpose from being seen as authentic 

enough by enabling leaders in the organization. Reducing the purpose's ability to act as a 

common denominator guiding all stakeholders in the organization when it comes to 

entrepreneurial projects. As such, the results indicate that entrepreneurial ability might be 

reduced as enabling leaders do not support ideas guided by organizational purpose in the way 

described by Anacona et al. (2019), but likely are highly influenced by current organizational 

operating and business models. 

 

Another consequence seem to be that when enabling leaders do not fully accept the core 

purpose, entrepreneurial ability seem to be dependent on the architectural leaders to step in and 

save projects of strategic importance, but not fully aligned with the current business, from being 

stopped by the enabling leaders in the organization. 

2.5.1 Limitations 

The limited organizational access and knowledge from the entrepreneurial leaders in this study 

might provide another possible explanation for why architectural leaders at Company 1 and 

Company 2 showed a reluctance to make structural changes and instead decided to act as 

enabling leaders. It might be the case that the entrepreneurial leaders driving innovative 

projects at the edge of these large organizations never had the opportunity to meet those high 

enough in the organization pyramid that Anacona et al. (2019) would define as the actual 

architectural leaders. As such, these limitations need to be considered when interpreting the 

results and conclusions.  
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2.6. Conclusions 

The core purpose appears to have a high impact on entrepreneurial ability. The study finds that 

wide and unclear core purposes have a hard time reaching the operational levels of the 

organization to impact behaviors. Furthermore, the study finds that entrepreneurial ability is 

diminished when architectural leaders do not reinforce the core purpose by restructuring the 

organizational processes to support entrepreneurial activities that are aligned with the core 

purpose. An unclear core purpose, combined with insufficient structural reinforcement, leads 

to a culture where enabling leaders revert to the current model of operation focusing on short-

term financial metrics for evaluation of activities and projects, limiting entrepreneurial ability.  

 

Another insight is that when enabling leaders do not fully accept the core purpose, 

entrepreneurial ability seems to become dependent on an architectural leadership culture to step 

in and save projects of strategic importance. This architectural leadership culture does not solve 

the underlying causes of enabling leaders stopping projects, again reducing the entrepreneurial 

ability.  
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3. Strategy and Structure  

Laura Carriero and Zharfan Fathurrahman 

3.1 Introduction 

We live in a world of organizations; all of us depend on their functioning and well-being to a 

large extent (Schwaninger, 2000). In an ever-increasing globalization and business complexity, 

these are challenged by highly dynamic environments (Schuh et al. 2008). Therefore, coping 

with complexity is at the heart of management and leadership in the turbulent surroundings 

faced by the organizations and societies of our days (Schwaninger, 2000). Consequently, many 

firms need to reorganize and rethink themselves as entrepreneurial entities and learn how to 

respond to the continuous changes in a sustainable way, and cope with long-term uncertainty.  

  

For organizations to survive in the face of change, they need to be able to successfully exploit 

their existing business and to explore into new spaces by reconfiguring existing resources and 

developing new capabilities (O´Reilly and Tushman, 2011). Researchers used the term 

“ambidexterity” to refer to an organization that is equally skilled to balance the duality of 

exploration and exploitation, in order to create growth under circumstances of maturity and 

change of a company. Ambidexterity as an organizational concept was first introduced by 

Duncan (1976), then defined by O’Reilly and Tushamn (1996) as “The ability to 

simultaneously pursue both incremental and discontinuous innovation…from hosting multiple 

contradictory structures, processes, and cultures within the same firm”. Nevertheless, together 

with the awareness that organizations need to be ambidextrous in order to survive, there is still 

a gap in understanding how the different firms, with their capabilities, resources, culture and 

size, manage and implement innovation by adopting an ambidextrous approach (O´Reilly and 

Tushman, 2011). The contradictory logic behind that is in the fact that exploitation and 

exploration represent different conceptions of business and call for different managerial 

practices that are not always aligned (Besharov and Smith, 2014). While exploitation involves 

low levels of uncertainty and well-defined problems, solutions and resources, exploration 

focuses on discovering what is yet to be known (Chen, 2017). Exploration is a means to 

understand all the possible opportunities available for companies and it includes uncertain, 

distant, or delayed returns as well as more probability of failure (Chen, 2017).  
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O'Reilly and Tushman (2013), state that the best way to solve the contradictory logics of 

exploration and exploitation is through organizational ambidexterity, which they describe as 

the ability of an organization to both explore and exploit – to compete in mature technologies 

and markets where efficiency, control, and incremental improvement are prized and to also 

compete in new technologies and markets where flexibility, autonomy, and experimentation 

are needed (O’Reilly and Tushman, 2013, p. 324). To make this work, firms need to adopt a 

set of strategies, structures, and processes as well as skills and commitment, with the awareness 

that, in practice, it represents a never-ending journey.  

3.1.1 Purpose  

The purpose of the report is to understand how organizations manage exploration and 

exploitation in order to cope with the uncertainty of the future and keep a sustainable advantage 

in the fast-growing business world. The main focus is on the activities and processes of the 

corporate strategy enabling the organizations to be ambidextrous and which paradoxes arise; 

finally, an overview of how those paradoxes are solved by the activities and the processes. 

3.1.2 Research question 

The main question that will help the research is the following: 

What are the activities and processes of the corporate strategy that help corporations explore 

innovation while being profitable with and exploiting their current resources? 

 

It is followed by a more specific sub question: 

What are the paradoxes found in the corporation’s exploration and exploitation activities and 

processes and how can they be classified? 
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3.2 Theoretical framework  

The following frameworks will be used to analyze and support the data collected by the student 

researchers. 

3.2.1 Organizational ambidexterity 

As explained in the introductory chapter, in order for an organization to tap into new 

opportunities and enhance existing capabilities, it must manage exploration and exploitation at 

the same time. This exploration-exploitation activities pointed by March (1991) may provide 

tension across multiple level in the organization which will be a challenge for the management 

team (Andriopoulos and Lewis, 2010) and even though there is an increased study regarding 

ambidexterity and the guide to reach ambidexterity and limiting the tension, the guides are still 

fragmented (Andriopoulos and Lewis, 2010). When trying  to achieve exploration-exploitation 

activities, another element for a company is to be able to do both divergent and convergent 

thinking, which supports exploring new fields and connecting ideas within an existing 

structure, respectively (Guilford, 1950). 

 

There are different ways to be ambidextrous. Dynamic ambidexterity includes all the forms of 

ambidexterity at different organizational levels (Chen, 2017). To achieve that, firms need to 

support structural ambidexterity at the corporate level by dedicating some business units to 

exploration and others to exploitation, contextual ambidexterity at the business unit level by 

creating an organizational context in which employees units are encouraged to explore and 

exploit, and sequential ambidexterity at the project level by matching projects at different 

stages to business units with different characteristics (Chen, 2017). In order to achieve dynamic 

ambidexterity, firms need to adopt different strategies and internal structures:  those can be 

deliberate or emergent, mechanist or organic, incentive structures, executive or search, or still 

they can involve the customers (Chen, 2017), depending on the context taken into account.  

 

3.2.2 Paradox in ambidexterity 

Lin et al. (2013) argue in their study that paradoxes may arise from the simultaneous exploring-

exploiting activity. Putting too much focus on exploitation activities may increase the risk of 

the firm becoming outdated; on the other hand, putting too much effort into exploration 

activities may increase the risk of bankruptcy before the investment becomes profitable. 
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Furthermore, Andriopoulos and Lewis (2010) argue in their study that there are four paradoxes 

that are embraced and nested by the to-be innovative companies, and these four paradoxes are 

taken from the companies studied during their research. They are the following: long-term 

adaptability-short-term survival, possibilities-constraints, diversity-cohesiveness, and 

passion-discipline. The result of their study is that these paradoxes can help enable 

ambidexterity by fueling innovation, but also frustrate innovation.  

 

A comparative case study that is discussed by Andriopoulos and Lewis (2010) is a good method 

to use, to know and compare how companies promote ambidexterity. The proposed method is 

to obtain insight in the companies’ strategic direction regarding ambidexterity from different 

levels inside the companies using archival materials (Andriopoulos and Lewis, 2010), such as 

the innovation handbook or innovation manual. To help to differentiate the activities, 

Andriopoulos and Lewis (2010) recommend the method of integration and splitting practices. 

Integration practice is the effort to deploy a framework to help the organization member to see 

the paradoxes dependent on each other. So, in general, stressing both activities. Such a 

framework can help defuse the competition between exploitation and exploration. Splitting 

practice, on the other hand, is the effort to separate the paradoxes in time, in order to focus 

their resources between the different long and short-term activities e.g. Sequential 

ambidexterity or space and separating the department for exploitation and exploration 

(Andriopoulos and Lewis, 2010).  

3.2.3 The Star ModelTM  

In order for an organization to be an innovative organization, the organization design process 

has to be based on a specific framework (Galbraith, 1982). The Star ModelTM can be used as a 

framework for this, as it consists of five design policies, which is strategy, structure, processes, 

rewards and people. These policies will be the tools for the management to order and shape the 

decisions of the organizations effectively (Galbraith, 2008). These policies are also ordered and 

can be seen in figure 1. 
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Figure 1. The Star ModelTM (Galbraith, 2008). 

 

Strategy 

Strategy is set out as a tool for a company for basic direction, which specifies its goals and 

objectives to be achieved and missions and values to be pursued. It is a company’s formula for 

winning. Strategy also specifies and identifies what are the sources of competitive advantage 

for a company. In the Star ModelTM framework, strategy is the first component and very 

important in order for a company to be able to design its organization form because its form 

has to be based on its set of activities (Galbraith, 2008) 

Then, in order to differentiate from an operating organization, an innovative organization will 

have different “tasks” set out in the structure, processes, rewards, and people. Further 

explanation will be given below. 

 

Structure 

Galbraith (2008) explains that an organization’s structure determines the place where power 

and authority sit within the organization. He also explains the structure policies into four areas, 

specialization, which refers to the type and number of job specialties used to perform the work 

inside; shape, which refers to the number of people in the departments/division which affect 

the organization's structure; departmentalization, which refers to the department forming that 

can be based on functions, products, markets, etc.; and last, distribution of power, which refers 

to centralization or decentralization in an organization. In another study, to use the Star ModelTM 

and in order to support innovation in an organization, it is argued to add more tasks, for 

example, making new roles in the structure which are innovation orchestrator, sponsor and idea 
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generator, and also differentiate the structure for the innovating organization and the operating 

organization (Galbraith, 1982). 

 

Processes 

After the structure policy, which explains how an organization's anatomy is formed, processes 

policy is the organization’s functioning because it includes how information and decision cut 

across its structure (Galbraith, 2008). Galbraith (2008) also explained that the processes are 

both vertical and horizontal. Vertical processes are the planning and budgeting processes 

(Galbraith, 2008), which is also in line with the needed task of innovation-focused planning 

and funding to achieve innovative organization (Galbraith, 1982). Horizontal processes refer 

to the workflow, and in order to achieve innovative organization, several tasks around the flow 

of getting ideas, blending ideas and transition can be implemented in the organization design 

(Galbraith, 1982). Figure 2 below shows the illustrations for both processes 

 

 

Figure 2. Vertical and horizontal processes illustrations (Galbraith, 2008). 

Reward 

Galbraith (2008) argues that the reward system is very important and has to be aligned with the 

structure and processes to be able to affect or help the strategic direction. The reward system 

is also important in order for the organization to see and align its goals with the employee and 

also to provide motivation for achieving the strategic direction. With the strategic direction to 

be innovative, incentive systems that are given to the idea generators, such as giving autonomy 

to the ideator or giving special compensation for employees, who also work on innovation 

activities, is very good to push the organization to become more innovative (Galbraith, 1982). 

 

People 

Galbraith (2008) also argues that the people or human resource policies are very important and 

must be made in a consistent basis with the other policies, in order to maximize the design’s 
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potential. For example, the recruitment process should be aligned with what the organization 

needs based on its structure and processes. Human resource policies are also important in 

building the capabilities in the organization to execute the strategic directions e.g. innovative 

organization needs innovative people or systematically develops people who are better at 

innovation compared to the others in the organization (Galbraith, 1982). 
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3.3 Method  

More methods will be used to collect data, but the base will be action research. This means that 

the researchers, who are represented by four teams researching at four different companies, 

will conduct a study within the organization they work and try to help solve a problem of real 

concern. Action research invites learners to be active participants; it combines research and 

action, reflection, and action in an ongoing cycle of co-generative knowledge (Coghlan, 2011). 

Action research will produce practical knowledge throughout the entire team’s experiences at 

the company. The results from the four teams at the different companies will be discussed in a 

cross-analysis that will enable the researchers to find differences, similarities, and patterns.  

3.3.1 Loop-me / Workshop 

Data will be collected by the four teams over the ten months at the company. Loop-me will be 

a guidance platform in this sense to induct reflections on tasks and the collection of qualitative 

data. Denzin & Lincoln (2005) describes qualitative research as being the favorite method when 

a phenomenon is studied in its natural setting and the context of the matter is of importance.  

 

The plan is to collect data from different people involved in the organization at different levels, 

to have different perspectives and truthfulness of the data. The deadline to collect those data 

from the different teams will be March 2022; Tasks will be, anyway, published in the last weeks 

of December, to give all the students the time to reflect properly and be involved in the 

company's environments.  

 

After the submission at the end of March, a workshop will be held by the researchers to have 

discussion activities based on the findings together with the teams at each company. The 

workshop will be a forum to reflect on the theory and at the same time to draw common 

conclusions from the empirical findings.  

3.3.2 The Star ModelTM 

To help answer our research questions, the Star ModelTM framework (Galbraith, 2008) is used 

to help the researchers differentiate the answers that we get from the qualitative study. Using 

the guidance regarding the Star ModelTM framework defined in section 3.2.3 and the tag features 

in the Loop me, the tags that can help the researchers can be seen in appendix 1.  
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3.3.3 Paradox in ambidexterity 

To help gain more depth in ambidexterity, the study regarding the paradoxes in ambidexterity 

is needed. The focus is by choice of the team on only three kinds of paradoxes explained by 

Andriopoulos and Lewis (2010), which are: Long-term adaptability and short-term survival, 

passion-discipline, and possibility-constraints.  

 

The plan is to obtain insight into the companies’ strategic direction regarding ambidexterity 

from different levels using any kind of material and information available for the researchers. 

The researchers´ aim is to follow the recommendation and the example of practices of 

paradoxes that are reported in the appendices section (see appendix 2).  
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3.4 Results 

This section presents a cross-analysis of the different companies involved in the research. Each 

company’s name will be kept anonymous, while a brief introduction to the firm itself and to 

the activities and processes identified by the researchers and taken from the Loop-me task will 

be described. The results from Loop-me can be found in appendix 3 and 4, and the general 

overview of the activities, identified STAR model, and paradoxes can be found in table 1 

below. 

 

 Process - 

activity  

STAR model Paradox Paradox resolve 

approach 

Company 

A 

Project 

selection 

process 

structure 

rewards 

strategy 

Short-term survival and 

long-term adaptability 

 

Possibility and 

constraints 

Integration 

Project event 

description - 

Stakeholder 

involvement 

reward  

process 

Company 

B 

Haul assist process 

people 

Short-term survival and 

long-term adaptability 

Integration and 

splitting 

Inorganic 

growth 

process 

structure 

strategy 

Company 

C 

Innovation 

council 

strategy 

structure 

process 

rewards 

Short-term survival and 

long-term adaptability 

Splitting 

Country 

Prioritization 

Workshop – 

strategy 

reward 

people 
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Innovation 

Focused 

Meeting 

Company 

D 

Innovation 

council 

meeting 

structure 

process 

people 

reward 

Short-term survival and 

long-term adaptability 

 

Passion and discipline 

Integration 

Innovation 

process 

process 

structure 

Table 1. Overview of the results. 

3.4.1 Company A 

Company A is a major bearing and seal manufacturing company with around 10000 employees 

globally. For this company, the researcher identified two cases in which the company tries to 

explore and exploit: the project selection process and the stakeholder involvement in their 

project event description. 

 

Case 1: 

Case 1 is a process for selecting which projects to move forward at Company A, to get funding, 

and resources are primarily based on business case evaluation. To do that, the researchers found 

that projects need to be anchored in a business case that is evaluated based on potential revenue 

or cost reduction. The person with the project idea puts together a business case for their project 

and presents the case through a chain of stakeholders and project evaluation committees in 

order to have it evaluated and secure funding for the project. These project evaluation 

committees convene a few months apart and once funding for a project is approved it can take 

up to a few weeks before the funding is accessible to the project owner, who can initiate the 

project. In some cases, ideas related to existing products and services offered by the company 

can be submitted using digital feedback forms on the company intranet or similar channels. 

Anyway, several of the interviewees have expressed frustration regarding the formality and 

rigidity of the evaluation process. It is referred to as slow, time-consuming, and highly 

administrative requiring formal documentation processes, standardized new market offer 

launch planning, and so on. 
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Case 2: 

The second case from Company A regards the researchers’ project event description with the 

stakeholder involvement. The pilot project the researchers at Company A were engaged in was 

set up specifically to sidestep the formal business case centric process for approval that is 

described in Case 1. Despite this, the project has faced some difficulty in engaging with and 

getting resources from stakeholders outside its own department. While there is a high level of 

interest in the project, one of the most common questions that the team faced was the request 

for a business case. The Project owner has repeatedly explained that this project is explorative 

in nature and that defining a business case to the traditional standard of the company is not 

possible. Instead, he has argued that the whole idea of the project is to explore an opportunity 

to identify business viability and customer feasibility. Despite this, some (not all) parts of the 

organization are pushing back and telling the product owner that “he should really put together 

a business case if he wants the project to survive”.  The fact that the product owner has managed 

to put together a truly cross-functional team, found a customer who is eager to work with him 

to test and validate value propositions and has buy-in for the project from the executive level 

is not enough to remove the request for business cases from certain stakeholders. 

3.4.2 Company B  

Company B is a major international company that develops manufactures and markets 

equipment for construction and related industries. The company has over 10000 employees. 

Therefore, in this case as the previous one, it is hard to have a broad perspective about how the 

company is managing its ambidexterity. Anyway, the researchers identified some activities 

taken from two different departments: first, the process that was used to develop technology at 

the company; second, an activity that entails acquiring capabilities externally. 

 

Case 1: 

The first case refers to an innovation process that was used to develop and commercialize a 

machine-to-machine communication technology that was developed with the intention of 

capturing one multifunctional service doing load info, mapping site, and speed advice. The 

technology idea came as an idea from a Ph.D. researcher with the intention of exploring new 

potentialities and introducing something useful to the market, to exploit its potentialities.  
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The researchers interviewed one of the commercial managers who had the responsibility to 

launch the technology on the market. The main topic of the interview regarded the method used 

to develop this service. It was specified very early on what the product would have been in 

terms of future functionality, and many hypotheses were made about reality. The issue is that 

the customer involvement and the considerations about the commercialization came very late. 

During the testing phase, the initial assumptions that were made during the development of the 

service turned out not to completely meet the customer expectations and this happened even 

though the service was very well developed from a technical point of view. Secondly, there 

seemed to be a gap experienced between the technical requirements of services and the value 

creation needed to satisfy customer needs in the process. The third issue was about the difficult 

communication between the engineers and salespeople, the explorative and explorative sides. 

This case is an example of what often happens at Company B when the focus is mainly on the 

technical side of a product or service, and the involvement of commercial people comes later 

and customers come later in the process. The problem at Company B for the case described 

was that the requirements for a product/ service are identified by technical engineers, not 

marketing or salespeople, who have a better view of the market. Therefore, they know better 

how to exploit the result of the service development. 

 

Case 2: 

The second activity entails acquiring resources and capabilities from smaller companies to 

move from being an OEM towards an ecosystem provider. The activity started in 2019 in a 

workshop with executive management teams. This idea aims to position LYM to be an open 

platform, easy to connect and integrate with an open architecture that allows multi-brand 

functionality. It consists of partnerships to capitalize on the opportunities through selected 

acquisitions, investments, and long-term suppliers relationships.  

 

The most important thing is the agile process compared to the normal mergers & acquisitions 

process: It takes from three to four months instead of years. They push for some percentages 

of investment in the companies, just to have a piece of their technology and know-how. The 

goal of this activity is to build capabilities immediately and accelerate growth, having learned 

by testing approaches and proofs of concepts with the customers. Finally, they have the 

possibilities to learn quickly from different business models and technologies.  
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3.4.3 Company C 

Company C is a company that acts as a mediator for its founding and partner companies to find 

suitable new start-ups that are working with new technologies, creating a culture for 

collaboration. This company is not a profit and loss company.  

 

Case 1: 

The first case of Company C regards an innovation-focused activity, that is a workshop. The 

main purpose of the activity is to help the ongoing project in Company C. The goal is to narrow 

the focus from several options that are available and need to be taken in the project, in order to 

establish the company’s position in developing collaboration and partnership with potential 

start-ups as a collaboration hub. This workshop was conducted because of the difficulty in 

making decisions that were related to narrowing the options in terms of area. This activity also 

involves the partner companies' representatives in this prioritization stage. For the area that are 

presented as options, it includes two types of area, one focused on explorative options, meaning 

no previous contact, and the other focused on exploitative options, meaning there are already 

contacts established. The discussion in this activity leans more towards exploitative rather than 

the explorative because of issues such as cultural, time zone, and political that was brought up 

in the discussion towards the explorative area and at the same time for the exploitative options 

were more familiar to the activity attendee.  

 

Case 2: 

The second activity from Company C will be taken from the company’s partner company, and 

it is an entity that is responsible for evaluating new radical ideas, called innovation council. 

This council is very focused on radical, explorative ideas, which fills 20% of total projects in 

this partner company. Within this activity, if an employee in this partner company has a new 

idea, they should fill in a value card that describes the idea value proposition, the problem that 

could be solved by this idea, and on the assumption level at that moment. This value card then 

will help the innovation council to decide whether to give a green light and fund the idea. This 

phase will now be looped where the idea provider needs to have additional data on business 

plans, new insights which will be presented, so that the idea can reach the next phase, the 

incubation, then the next one, accelerate. In each of these phases, the progress and the 

developed prospects should be presented to the innovation council.  



 
 

53

3.4.4 Company D  

Company D is an R&D company that is responsible for making new radical innovations for 

their partner companies that are owned by the same holding company. The company acts as a 

cost center and not as a profit and loss center, because the company did not sell any product to 

customers.  

 

Case 1: 

Company D have their own way of working or process in establishing new innovation projects 

internally. This means that every project should then navigate themselves in this process, in 

order to get a green light for the project to be developed further. In this process, it includes 

several phases where in each phase, the project will have a deliverable to present. The first 

phase in this process involves aligning and exploring activities and this is where ideas were 

created.  

 

Second phase in the process is where ideas get picked up by the innovation process 

representatives in their respective departments and get sent to be reviewed by the managing 

council of the process, the innovation council. Examples of how an idea will be reviewed by 

the innovation council, is that the idea should fall and be related to the three innovation 

programs that Company D has. Then, the idea should have a clear business case, and it should 

be presented in a simple canvas that is made for internal uses. If an idea got a green light after 

the review, then the idea can go to the third phase, which is the concept phase. In this concept 

phase, the idea will go through an extended development in terms of the technology and 

customer-related development. After this phase, the idea will move on to the next phase, which 

is making a prototype. In this phase, the prototype will be tested and iterated continually in 

order to get to the last phase, which is a handing over to a related department in the line 

organization, in order to be developed more in a pre-production phase.  

 

Case 2: 

The second activity it is still connected to the first one activity: it was the review process of an 

idea that was done by the innovation council. This review meeting was conducted by the 

innovation council, and this innovation council consisted of key stakeholders that are well 

drilled in innovation work based on their experience. This council also includes all stakeholders 

from every department in Company D. Having this system is enabling ideas to come from all 
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departments in the company. In addition to the core members of the innovation council, there 

are members that are also part of Company D team of experts in technical and business matters. 

Based on the findings, these experts have all the experience and knowledge about the industry 

that Company D is in now. In this meeting, every innovation idea is presenting themselves in 

an idea canvas, to get a decision to go through regarding funding and resources. 
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3.5 Discussion  

This discussion section will be divided into seven subsections. Five subsections will be about 

the discussion that the authors have with other researchers in this research paper, and two 

remaining subsections will be about the reflection from each company based on the findings. 

3.5.1 Ambidexterity and company maturity  

The findings showed the researchers a direct correlation between the longevity and maturity of 

a company and its willingness to act ambidextrously. 

 

The general view about organizational ambidexterity is that young organizations are more open 

to exploring and exploiting. Company D, for example, is quite young and open to change but 

needs to follow some order of owner companies. A similar situation is encountered by 

Company C, which is very open to working with exploitation and exploration, but due to 

immaturity it has a scattered focus, and they lack a strategy on how they manage ambidexterity. 

The strategy is more about “working with what is in front of you.”  

 

Company B is trying to be innovative and focus on exploration, but everything it does is 

connected to selling more products more than seeing service as a strategic opportunity for 

growth. This is due in part to their longevity: the organization is unable to see outside this 

mindset and they don’t see how service can be a real way to be exploitative. Similar is the 

situation to the other manufacturing firm: Company A. They are a big a company and it makes 

more difficult for them to have the change to be more explorative because of the amount of 

stakeholders to manage at the same time due to its size and age. Another reason for this can be 

that both companies do not feel enough pressure to be ambidextrous and focus only on 

exploitation. Company C and D are, in fact, two mature and successful companies, whose main 

focus and ultimate goal is to sell more products. They need to see the need to change and it is 

important that they start to change their mindset now. Probably they don’t have internal 

capabilities to focus on exploration.  

 

On the other hand, Company A and B are not profit-seeking organisations: They have 

stakeholders funding them and that could be the reason why they act more ambidextrously and 

have a general open attitude towards innovation.  
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3.5.2 Structure and Process 

Structure and process are the most recurring elements in the findings. More importantly, they 

recurred together for the same cases. The researchers analyzed why this happened. 

 

When it comes to Company D, Structure and process is not affecting in a big way, but is 

strongly wanted by the department: In fact, innovation leaders want to keep this formal process 

for innovation. Anyway, the structure seems more developed than process. In practice, there is 

no clear definition of what to present in the process. They also have another process for 

innovation, that is an alternative to the formal process. 

 

According to Company C structure and process of an organization are fundamental to align 

employees in a specific direction and their own personal characteristic, but they should be 

interdependent. One of their partners have a separate department that works with innovation 

lab and connected solutions, but their innovation process is designed not to keep them separate 

forever but they have the idea to take innovation from different departments.  

 

When we move to Company B, they strongly rely on the process: the problem is that the process 

to develop something in siloes works very well, but as soon as it comes to be cross functional 

things does not work at all and become a no-process mechanism. Same happens for Company 

A: structure and process are considered very important to formalize the balance and the 

exploration and exploitation, and they should be developed at the same time. The difference is 

that the structure is very formal while the exploration innovation process is very informal, 

leading to a power imbalance between the two. Company A and B have in general a very 

efficient process in their siloes, but if you think in long-term, those siloes cannot really work 

in the process of allowing cross-functional teams to create innovation in long-term. 

 

In general, the reason why those two elements are the most mentioned by companies may be 

that higher managers consider these aspects more important than others and therefore more 

developed and highlighted in the companies. 

3.5.3 People and Reward 

From the theory and general understanding, People and Rewards are two strongly connected 

elements. In fact, Galbraith (2008) explains that Rewards are essential to motivate employees 
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and motivate them for achieving strategic direction, and People are very important in this sense. 

Anyway, the researchers saw a discordance in the findings, that not every company presents 

those components together. 

 

In general, companies observed that rewards are often taboo subjects and hidden in 

organizations. For Company D people and regards are not that strongly connected: Generally, 

the reward for doing something innovative is salary, but in their case, a reward system for 

innovation is lacking. This happens oppositely to Company C, which sees the two elements as 

connected, even if the general impression is that structure and process are more influential and 

should always be there at the company, while people and rewards are dependent on the 

individual perspective and not always present.  

 

For Company B, people and rewards are strongly interrelated but hard to investigate for 

research. People anyway are strongly influenced by personal rewards for innovation. The same 

is for Company A, where people and rewards are more seen as a driver in the company. 

Conversely, the current reward system seems to punish the people.  

 

It is interesting to notice that many companies mention reward systems as money, but rewards 

are also connected to getting ideas accepted, earning more time to explore ideas, and passing a 

stage or a test. People at companies have different perspectives on time for explorative 

activities, but which people should have time to do it? Of course, the view about rewards 

changes according to the business unit: In a sales organization, it is difficult to separate the 

monetary value from the concept of reward.  

3.5.4 Passion / Discipline VS Short-term Survival / Long-term Adaptability 

Overall, from the results, different tensions were identified at the companies. The discussion 

below will explore how passion is related to long-term adaptability and discipline with short-

term survival. 

 

In company D, it was in line with the afore mentioned assumption, that discipline is fueling 

short-sighted initiatives. It was due to the very narrow passion between the employees' current 

discipline. And apart from the innovation department, other departments are more involved in 

incremental improvement rather than radical innovative thinking. This condition of having a 
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narrow passion is very limiting in terms of using it to solve long-term adaptability and it is 

more helpful towards short-term survival.  

 

However, this is quite reversed in the case of company A, where passion is a requirement in 

explorative initiatives internally because for an innovative initiative to succeed, a lot of 

investment personally is needed, therefore an individual passion was required. And in the case 

of company A, explorative initiatives are closely related to its long-term adaptability. In 

company A, a short-term survival effort, to make money today, the company's present 

discipline which is designed around efficiency is what keeps the company surviving until the 

present time. Therefore, making it both paradoxes are needed in the effort of company A to 

become ambidextrous.  

 

At Company B, the current project is a project that was first started as a passion-fueled project. 

And now the project has gained some steps and is seen as an alternative to gain a competitive 

advantage internally. Fueling the idea using passion is the main driver of the project 

development and has since made the radical idea what it is at the present time, a real-time 

innovation project at company B. However, regarding discipline, it has been hindering the 

development process of the project. But still, both perspectives of the paradoxes are needed in 

the development of projects, to put a limit in terms of development, in the sense of the vision 

and present situation. 

 

At Company C, they equaled long-term adaptability with exploration initiatives, and in the 

project that has been running now at company C, long-term thinking projects were seen as 

intimidating rather than for it to be passion related. This is due to the trend of exploratory 

initiatives that will always be related to unknown and uncharted territory, and in this sense 

intimidate the stakeholders involved in the project.  

 

Interesting point was brought up in the discussion about the word “passion”. Whereas it is very 

difficult to know what the meaning of the word is, which may result in confusion in companies, 

and this is where it is very difficult. If everybody involved in an exploration initiative is having 

a certain type of passion and it may be very different to each other, there may be a conflict 

arising from this different passion and everyone is very passionate about their own. A 

conclusion that can be taken from the discussion from each team is that in the long run, passion 
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itself may create a new discipline, and in order to maintain longevity, a certain type of discipline 

will be needed and it may stem from passion in the beginning.  

3.5.5 Integrating and splitting the paradox 

In the result section, integration effort is linked to words like constraints and rigidities. The 

discussion will explore how and if integration is an approach that can work effectively in 

practice.  

 

In the case of company A, there are examples in different parts of the organization, where they 

ask for higher involvement and co-development of innovation initiatives, and some steps have 

been successful. As more teams are becoming more cross-functional in terms of explorative 

and exploitative talent. However, for the integration to be successful, it is still a long way to go 

as some parts of the organizations were still not interested in innovation practices.  

 

In the company C case, they acknowledge the importance of integration effort in innovation 

initiatives. And in their case, the integration is working throughout the entire innovation 

process that company C had. However, although integration was seen in company D, it does 

not work in real life situations because of how the innovation process that company D owned 

was structured, and also due to the members of the innovation council that can be biased in 

terms of decision making and not being inclusive. In terms of the deliverables in the process, 

this team of integrated-cross-functional people from the organizations has not really been 

succeeding in creating clarity around the deliverables while at the same time, creating a rigid 

system.  

 

In company B case, the transition from exploitative to explorative initiatives is not a smooth 

one because in this transition, the related team gets constraints. One of the constraints is the 

mismatch of expectations between the two initiatives. This integration however may work if 

both initiatives are aligned in the beginning. Because at the moment, the need for the integration 

comes because the intention to sell has just risen and has not been thought of since the 

beginning of the project. 
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3.5.6 An overview of dissatisfaction/ satisfaction 

 
Figure 3. Level of dissatisfaction/ dissatisfaction of companies. 

 

The general view is that the researchers at the various companies are satisfied with the way 

their companies manage their ambidexterity (See figure 4). The main reasons for dissatisfaction 

were present in Company A and B. This could be connected to the fact that these big 

corporations may show some formality and rigidity in the evaluation process, slow and time-

wasting sometimes, and also the culture of long-term manufacturing companies. Company A’s 

solution would probably to complement the formal process needs to be able to evaluate ideas 

to be further explored: Only in this way the organization will be able to run projects that are 

exploitative as well as projects that are explorative in their nature. In order to do that, using 

these small pilot projects in order to identify and define a new process that are more specifically 

targeted at explorative innovation is a good way to build confidence for a new approach. By 

running small pilots using the new methods they can be used to identify tensions and build 

success cases and show the organization that different projects require different methodologies 

in order to balance the explorative and exploitative sides of the organization. In the case of 

Company B, the late involvement of the customers in the technology development caused many 

issues when the technology was ready to be launched in the market. Too much focus on the 

technology developed gave the possibility to develop a very good service, but this does not 

mean that it meets the customer requirements. There should be a meeting point between the 
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exploration and exploitative organization when it comes to developing new products or 

services, especially in a world that is evolving with more speed than before (Schuh et al. 2008).  

 

Company C and D showed general satisfaction with the process and the activity used by their 

companies to be ambidextrous. The main reason why those worked can be connected to them 

being in line with the companies’ innovation process and being solution open to getting 

feedback and opinion about new ideas for projects but can be also connected to the smaller 

context of the companies considered. Anyway, there are some aspects that could be improved 

when managing ambidexterity. For example, Company D could also work on a more 

individualized process when it comes to innovation that can aloud people to more continuous 

feedback and day to day exploration practices. Company C showed for certain decisions a more 

exploitative approach that was justified by the fewer resources available in the specific 

situation. Company C struggles when it comes to motivating its employees to explore 

innovative ideas because of a big focus on incremental innovation: In order to act more 

ambidextrously, probably Company C would need to educate its employees in innovative 

thinking.  

3.5.7 Paradoxes and how it is solved 

In working with the exploration initiative, the partner company of Company C, relates it with 

uncertainty, and they see uncertainty as a challenge and therefore creating constraints in the 

Company C project. This creates hesitations in Company C, because their partner companies’ 

day-to-day activities are closely related to exploitation. However, in exploration, it can also be 

interpreted as an uncharted territory that can have a meaning of possibilities. And this is where 

a workshop is a splitting approach explaining both views of exploitation and exploration but 

differentiating them, in order for the workshop attendee to understand the possibilities is a good 

approach, and at the same time trying to solve the short-term and long-term paradoxes by 

including both initiatives. In the case of Company B, exploration also comes with uncertainty 

and in this case, it was seen that the technology development should be done first, therefore the 

long-term view of the project is working. But, once a product is developed and ready to be 

sold, the short-term view on how to sell is integrated into the exploration effort, and this is 

where the integration effort does not succeed, due to the late inclusivity in the development of 

the product. The integration of both views for an exploration project should be pre-determined 

in the beginning therefore, this type of situation can be avoided. Another effort in solving the 

long-term and short-term paradox in Company B is to split the effort by acquiring a new 
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company to work only with exploration. This, therefore, increases the exploration capabilities 

without any real effort internally and can be considered as a splitting approach.  

 

Company B is considered one of the oldest companies in Sweden, as well as Company A. Due 

to the age and maturity of Company A, its main focus is on being exploitative. And in order to 

be good at exploiting, a rigid process to reach optimization is the only way that the organization 

knew, making it hard to break out of the process and be explorative. This is where the conflict 

between short-term survivability and long-term adaptability rises, and thinking further ahead, 

exploring may meet some resistance internally. Therefore, being integrative, integrating both 

exploitation and exploration initiatives together is a good important step. And in this case, 

having the iterative process of continual testing of an innovative idea is a good approach to 

building trust and acceptance around being ambidextrous. Because of the purpose that 

Company D had, innovation is more embedded in their organization compared to Company B 

and C. Making the process is very structured, and very integrative towards all organizations’ 

components, albeit their focus on exploitation or exploration. This, therefore, enables the 

company to source and filter new ideas from different departments in the organization. Having 

this approach is also enabling employees to go out of their discipline and pursue their passion 

for thinking of new innovative ideas.  
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3.6 Conclusion 

In conclusion, corporations present different strategical activities and processes that have the 

aim to explore new opportunities and at the same time to make the most of their current 

resources. Some examples are M&A activities, innovation council or workshops (See table 1). 

Anyway, those often present an unbalance between being too much focused on exploring the 

new and being concentrated on optimizing or scaling up the current resources. All the elements 

of the Star Model i.e., people, strategy, structure, rewards, and process play a big role in the 

successful or unsuccessful venture of those processes and activities.  

 

The discussion also concludes that there is no one way to achieve ambidexterity because of its 

complexity, such as in the case of bigger companies, and its lack of structures in the case of 

smaller companies. The latter is translated in the smaller company to have a better ability to be 

ambidextrous because of the less organizational rigidity and fewer stakeholders to manage. 

 

Paradoxes that were found in this study, taken from the four companies, are the passion-

discipline, short-term survival and long-term adaptability, and possibility-constraints. 

However, possibility-constraint was only found in one company, and the authors did not really 

find the connection between the three, and only passion-discipline and short- and long-term is 

connected. Therefore, the authors choose to pursue and discuss these two paradoxes. Regarding 

these two paradoxes in innovation work, many considerations can be made. Starting with the 

passion-discipline, it can be argued that these two need to be clearly defined from the beginning 

by the organization. The reason is that these two may and can have a very broad interpretation, 

or they can be very detailed. To some extent, these two may not be conflicting at all, but rather 

intertwined with each other and can be considered not a paradox. 

 

Another thing that may happen if the word passion is not clearly defined and given limitations, 

is that in the governing body for innovation everyone will have different and maybe 

contradicting passion, therefore creating a new tension, a conflict of passion. The situation that 

can happen to some extent is that passion may be the starting point of some idea that is radical, 

but in the long run, if it is developed well and getting sold, some type of discipline will be 

needed in order to maintain its longevity. This then can be tied to the short- and long-term 

paradoxes, where passion and discipline to some extent can affect how innovation works seen 

from its longevity perspective. Therefore, this meant that to some extent, the passion-discipline 
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paradox may not be a paradox by itself but may trigger the short- and long-term paradox to 

happen, due to the nature of passion and discipline that can be the starting point of a radical 

idea.   
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Description of the Loop me task and the tags 

The four different teams have to answer two tasks each in a different period of the year, and 

we will have a follow up question that needs to be answered that is connected to the 

tensions/paradoxes. These are explained in the next paragraphs: 

 

TASK 1   

Task description: “Describe one event, activity or process that is connected to exploitation-

exploration in your project network, explain what happened, and reflect on the activity. Use 

the tags to explain from which element of the Star ModelTM this activity refers to, and describe 

which area of the Star Model is connected to this. Refer and connect to the theory in section 

4.2 in the three-pager.” 

 

Tip:  

Target the people who are responsible for an innovation project or people who are part of an 

innovation project. From here, we want to see or compare how the activity is helping the 

company from a different perspective, r.e. the ideator or the person who is helping the ideator 

going forward. 

Another tip is you can target a meeting where people who are responsible for both exploitation 

and exploration are meeting each other and at that meeting, you can be the observant. The 

reason for this is that these meetings may contain the data regarding the activity or the follow 

up for the activity that is connected to ambidexterity while also you can observe the 

ambidexterity tension that may come up in this meeting.  

 

Follow-up question: “Do you think this is the right way for the company to achieve innovation? 

If not, why?” 

 

 

 

 

 

Task 2: Focus on paradoxes  
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Task description: “Given the first task, reflect to which tension the activities refers to in 

encountering the innovation process. E.g., is it connected to passion, or short-term survival? 

Then if the activity tries to solve the paradoxes, how would you identify the practice, is it 

integrating or splitting the paradoxes? Reflect on the concept explained in the theoretical 

framework section 4.1 and use the tags connected to paradox type and paradox practices tags.” 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 2: Example of activities from Andriopoulos and Lewis (2010) 
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Appendix 3: Results first Task Loop Me 

COMPANY A  

 

  

Structure 1 -       The formal structure seems to rely on hierarchical, centralized 

decision power authority 

-       The informal process that has emerged could be a response to that 

structure and an attempt to find a more efficient decision process by 

trying to shift the decision power in a more decentralized way 

Process 

  

1 -       The formal process for how projects is used to be evaluated creates 

rigidities and tensions 

People / / 

Reward 1 -       The formal process relates to “hard rewards” 

-       Projects based on cost reduction or revenue are rewarded in the 

organization 

-       This reward system creates rigidities for projects that need to be 

explored 

-       The informal process encourages a successful track record, broad 

personal network, and connections 

Strategy 1 -       Seems to be a lack of a strategic direction for explorative innovation 

activities 

-       Unclear if Company A wants to be a product company, a service or 

a Greentech company 

-       Direction seems to change from day to day 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

70

COMPANY B 

 

Structure 1 -       The m&a program described lies within the strategy and business 

development department  

-       Support from the rest of the department 

-       The process towards acquiring or partnering with another company 

involves the executive management team 

Process 

  

2 -       The process used to develop the technology had a negative impact on 

the result  

-       The m&a program select and screens a larger set of companies within a 

chosen area, certain criteria are applied  

People 1 -       People mindset with their role in the organization impacted the outcome 

and collaboration between the different business units 

Reward / / 

Strategy 1 -       Move the company from being an OEM to becoming a brand agnostic 

customer ecosystem 

-       Acquire capabilities do not present internally at the outside 

 

COMPANY C 

 

Structure 1 -       Created structure where one specific department holds power and 

authority regarding exploring innovation 

-       Centralized for idea exploration 

-       Decentralized for exploitation power  

Process 

  

1 -       Vertical process such as planning, and budgeting are standardized by 

the innovation council 

-       Horizontal processes are linear with some specific touch points 
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People 1 -       Cultural differences considered when deciding which country to 

prioritize strategically  

Reward 2 -       Rewarded by being able to continue with your innovation if the interest 

is big enough 

-       Intrapreneurs not so familiar with reward system at the owner companies 

Strategy 2 -       Clear strategy to explore new ideas by using innovation council  

-       Company expect exploitation to happen in everyday activity, and they 

have developed their innovation strategy with an exploration mindset 

 

COMPANY D  

  

 

Structure 2 -       Structure that was made for decision – making process 

Process 

  

2 -       Vertical process, “go” or “no go” and funding of the project itself. 

-       Formal process of how projects are evaluated have positive 

(innovators can quickly identify their step in the process) and negative 

impact (some innovators feel the need to create their own way of 

working) 

People 1 -       People that are innovative themselves. 

Reward 1 -       Rewards for the project itself in the shape of funding 

-       Autonomy that the project leaders acquire  

Strategy / / 
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Appendix 4: Results second task Loop me  

 

 Paradox found Integration or splitting 

Company A - Short-term and long-term 

- Possibility and constraint 

Integration 

Company B - Passion and discipline Integrating and Splitting 

Company C - Possibility and constraint 

- Short-term and long-term 

Splitting 

Company D - Short-term and long-term 

- Passion and discipline 

Integration 
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4. Entrepreneurial Sales  

Albin Hansson and Tobias Karlsson 

4.1 Introduction  

Entrepreneurial sales methods are vital to present and convince both internal and external 

stakeholders. There have been many methods and frameworks developed, to guide and 

structure the entrepreneurial journey. These methods have also helped entrepreneurs to cope 

with high levels of uncertainty. During this study, a number of entrepreneurial methods have 

been studied, to understand if the methods also can be applied in a corporate setting. The chosen 

methods have been picked to cover a broad spectrum of the existing entrepreneurial methods, 

where methods possibly can be applicable in an intrapreneurial setting.  

According to Kanter (1984) corporate entrepreneurs or intrapreneurs are the corporate 

equivalents of entrepreneurs, which aims to improve an existing business instead of a start-up. 

A typical intrapreneurial persona is a person who is a self-motivated individual that wants 

freedom and access to resources, to meet the goals (Pinchot, 1985). For the entrepreneur to 

succeed Fredberg and Pregmark (2017) argue that the intrapreneur can be seen as the seed and 

the organization as the soil. Where the organization needs to provide the right environment for 

the seed to grow and flourish. But we argue that it’s equally important that intrapreneurs have 

the right tools and capabilities to grow.  

We are of the opinion that entrepreneurs, as well as the intrapreneurs, could benefit from 

methods guiding their new ventures. Thus, in this research, we aim to investigate if the 

entrepreneurial methods also can be applied in an intrapreneurial context.  

4.1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to gain a deeper understanding of the dynamics of entrepreneurial 

methods in an intrapreneurial context. The aim is to test these methods in developed 

organizations and measure their applicability and understand if they can be applied in 

developed organizations.  
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4.1.2 Research Question 

How applicable are entrepreneurial methods in intrapreneurial contexts? 

 

The following sub-questions will support the main research question: 

Are there any underlying aspects that change the applicability of entrepreneurial methods in 

intrapreneurial contexts, if so, what are they and how do they impact the efficiency of said 

methods? 

4.1.3 Limitations 

The foremost limiting factor for this study is the relatively small number of firms. Furthermore, 

these firms vary quite drastically in their nature in that two firms are large original equipment 

manufacturers (OEMs) and the other two are smaller firms with a clear innovation focus. 

Therefore, the applicability of entrepreneurial methods may vary greatly among the companies. 

 

Additionally, the effectiveness of these methods is measured from personal experience in using 

them. Consequently, the effectiveness of each method is greatly impacted by how well each 

researcher utilizes the methods. As such, data could indicate that some methods were more 

difficult to utilize rather than the applicability of each method. 
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4.2 Theoretical framework 

This chapter will focus on building a theoretical framework that gives a brief overview of each 

tested entrepreneurial method. Furthermore, this framework will be used as a point of reference 

for analyzing the results of the study. 

4.2.1 Business planning  

Business planning has historically acted as a good method to guide companies to make more 

strategic decisions, during the 1970s (Porter, 1980). As business planning became a more 

widespread tool, entrepreneurs started to use this method to signal legitimacy to attract 

investors. In more recent research such as Rita Gunther Mcgrath and Macmillan (2000), they 

describe the business plan as a set of activities to help strategic planning in an entrepreneurial 

context. This activity is developed around the product level, which is where both the 

entrepreneurs and the customers connect. Business planning also balances the entrepreneurial 

agenda that needs to balance both precision and flexibility (Rita Gunther Mcgrath and 

Macmillan, 2000). This type of entrepreneurial balance and flexibility is what Sarasvathy 

(2001) later defined as effectuation methodology where the key is the entrepreneurial thinking 

process.  

   

Business planning is defined as “those efforts by firm founders to gather information about a 

business opportunity and to specify how that information will be used to create a new 

organization to exploit the opportunity” (Castrogiovanni, 1996). The business plan nowadays 

deals with issues such as risk, management team, customer, cost-minimization, performance, 

market objectives and financial plans (Mansoori and Lackéus, 2019). In more recent times the 

method is mostly used as an effective tool during the start-up of a new business, rather than 

during the maintenance of an established business (Delmar and Shane, 2003). This could be a 

critical limitation of the methodology which could be hard to use in an entrepreneurial context.   

4.2.2 Effectuation 

Over the last decade, several entrepreneurial processes have emerged to understand and 

describe the underlying behavior and logic of entrepreneurship (Fisher, 2012). Neck and 

Greene (2011) argue that teaching entrepreneurship from a process perspective is not efficient, 

entrepreneurship must be seen as a method. Neck and Greene continue describing processes to 

be predictable, whereas entrepreneurship is not. One of the most reviewed and mentioned 
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entrepreneurial methods is “effectuation” which was introduced by Sarasvathy (2001). 

According to Fischer (2012), effectuation can be described as one traditional method of how 

entrepreneurship can be approached.  

 

Sarasvathy (2001) traditional methodology originates from three ways of behaving and 

reasoning to create value. Which are marginal thinking, strategic thinking and entrepreneurial 

thinking. Marginal and strategic thinking is mentioned to solve a predetermined goal, with 

either new or predetermined means (Sarasvathy et al., 2008). Whereas entrepreneurial thinking, 

also known as effectual reasoning, doesn't start with a given goal or an opportunity. Effectual 

reasoning starts with the entrepreneur or the team and focuses on who they are, what they know 

and whom they know, which opens a wider range of possible solutions Sarasvathy (2001). The 

effectuation method is today an important tool for entrepreneurs when facing high levels of 

uncertainty (Mansoori and Lackéus, 2019). Furthermore, the weaknesses of effectuation, such 

as lack of behavioral tactics and limited applicability in later venture development stages, can 

be overcome by a combination of other entrepreneurial methods (Arend et al. 2015). 

4.2.3 Design thinking  

Design thinking, as presented by Brown (2008), is a process wherein an idea moves through 

three spaces, called inspiration, ideation, and implementation to move from business problems 

to developed solutions. Inspiration involves establishing an empathic view of a problem to gain 

as much understanding as possible for the ideation phase which involves brainstorming and 

quick iterative prototyping and testing. Finally, the idea develops through iterative prototyping 

and communication from being a prototype to a marketable solution (Brown, 2008). 

This process can seem unstructured and chaotic (Brown, 2008). However, it has been proven 

to work due to its ability to immerse in the customer experience which creates actionable data 

for teams, counteraction of biases, lowered cost and risk, and employee buy-in while 

simultaneously creating a structure to work within (Liedtka, 2018). Yet, the ambiguous and 

generic nature of design thinking can result in difficulty in applying concrete actions and 

instead result in principles or mindsets (Carlgren et.al, 2017). 

Nevertheless, there are some instances where larger firms have incorporated design thinking 

into their development process. For instance, IBMs’ introduction of design thinking led to 

several positive results such as a 75% reduction in design time, 33% reduced development 
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time, and a twice as fast time to market (Forrester, 2018). Additionally, Siemens molecular 

imaging group combined design thinking with more traditional R&D methods, which shifted 

focus towards customer value and resulted in their successful E.CAM platform (Appleyard, 

2020).  

4.2.4 Lean startup  

In 2011, Eric Ries presented his experiences with startups and introduced an entrepreneurial 

method named “the lean startup” (Ries, 2011). Ries was one of the first practicing entrepreneurs 

who successfully managed to introduce previously discovered academic ideas regarding 

experimental approaches to entrepreneurship, in this case articles such as Murray and Tsipras 

(2004), to a wider audience (Lackeus & Mansoori, 2020). This link between the lean startup 

and the scientific method is shown by the lean startup’s focus on creating falsifiable hypotheses 

which can be tested, preferably using quantitative metrics, to learn both from confirmation and 

rejection (Eisenman et.al 2013). 

The lean startup method aims to create a framework wherein entrepreneurs can manage their 

idea and utilize scientific methods to test hypotheses around their visions by using a build-

measure-learn approach (Ries, 2011). As a result, the lean startup is focused on quick iterative 

cycles wherein the entrepreneur learns by failing fast. Eisenman et.al (2013) provides a 

condensed overview of the lean startup method, shown in figure 1.  

Furthermore, the lean startup method focuses on involving the entrepreneur in iterative new 

product development and the creation of a minimum viable product, which has strong evidence 

to support its efficiency. (Fredriksen & Brem, 2016) Additionally, Lackeus and Mansoori 

(2020) show that lean startups main strengths lie within knowledge expansion, value creation, 

iterative process, redirection power, continuous learning, and stakeholder interaction. 

However, there are some limitations to the lean startup method. Its effectiveness is limited in 

situations where mistakes must be kept to a minimum, when demand uncertainty is low, or 

when development cycles are long (Eisenman et.al, 2013). 
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Figure 1. The Lean Startup method.From (Eisenman et.al, 2013). 
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4.3 Method   

In this section, the method is presented as well as the research design, data collection and data 

analyses. The data collection and analyses will be done from a quantitative and qualitative 

approach.  

4.3.1 Research Design 

This study intends to utilize action research which is a research method with a practical focus 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011). Action research is defined by experiments on real problems that intend 

to reach a solution, its iterative process, participation of research subjects, and intention to 

contribute to practical action in addition to academic theory (Argyris et.al, 1985).  

However, action research does not necessitate specific methods of data collection and thus 

these need to be specified. Furthermore, due to the flexibility of action research both 

quantitative and qualitative methods can be facilitated (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  The specific 

methodology used within the action research framework will be a form of organizational 

ethnography where the researchers take field notes to record their experiences working with 

the different entrepreneurial methods.  

 

In this study, students running projects within established firms over approximately seven 

months will be tasked to incorporate and test the four selected entrepreneurial methods in order 

to reach their overall project goals. Additionally, the students will be asked to write and reflect 

on the effectiveness of the methods. These reflections will be collected via the research 

platform LoopMe, which will enable the collection of both qualitative and quantitative data. 

4.3.2 Data collection 

Data will be collected by the students during their corporate projects. The information and data 

will come in the form of reflections and statistics which are made and generated by the student. 

The collection process will be made in a research platform called LoopMe, where reflections 

and data will be gathered. 

 

Four different reflective tasks are posted in LoopMe to represent the entrepreneurial methods. 

Each task consists of questions where individuals reflect upon a specific situation where this 

entrepreneurial methodology has mattered or could have mattered. Each individual is also 

supposed to reflect how well the methodology has worked in the intrapreneurial projects.  
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4.3.3 Data analysis  

The aim of the data analysis is to structure and find patterns within the data in order to compare 

the results with the literature. This analysis will be conducted within the LoopMe platform.  

 

Furthermore, the different methods' effectiveness will be compared, both by utilizing the 

written experiences from using the methods and statistical data generated in LoopMe. This 

analysis and comparison will be the basis from where the research results are compared to the 

literature. 

 

This data will be used to perform an analysis of the method. The aim of this is to find out what 

patterns can be observed and identify the similarities and differences between the methods and 

try to find the underlying reasons for each method's performance.  
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4.4 Results 

The result is based on the data which is collected and cross analyzed from four corporate 

companies. The chapter will be divided into two parts where the first will highlight the 

quantitative results and aspects. After which the qualitative result will be introduced and 

divided into subcategories for each entrepreneurial method.  

 

The first analysis was made to determine how the entrepreneurial sales method has contributed, 

assisted and motivated intrapreneurs positively. The key differences are illustrated through a 

bar diagram, see figure 2. The result indicates that design thinking is the sales method that 

intrapreneurs tend to feel most positive about. The data from figure 2 also highlights that lean 

startup method has the lowest positive scores.  Which could indicate that intrapreneurs feel less 

motivated using this methodology in an intrapreneurial setting. Both effectuation and business 

planning scored high, which indicate that methods can have a positive effect in some 

organizational setting, but it is situational dependent.  

    

 

 

 
Figure 2. Analytical comparison of positive emotion around four entrepreneurial sales methods.  

 



 
 

82

Furthermore, when comparing the entrepreneurial methods positive scores, a similar pattern to 

figure 2 appears. As seen in figure 3 effectuation received more positive tags from the 

respondents. However, there is not such a stark difference in figure 2 concerning lean startup 

compared to the high-level scoring. Instead, lean startup is not far behind both effectuation and 

business planning in positive responses  

 

Additionally, two other noticeable observations from the comparisons across the positive can 

be made. First, effectuation was the only method where respondents reported that it helped to 

manage resources. Second, only design thinking and lean startup were reported to create value 

for outside stakeholders.  

 
Figure 3. Analytical comparison of four entrepreneurial sales method across seven positive dimensions. 

 

Similarly, to the two previous diagrams, the negative scores, seen in figure 4, follow the same 

pattern. Lean startup received the highest level of negative response. However, it should be 

noted that the negative responses were less frequently used, thus resulting in a lower total 

amount of negative reactions towards the entrepreneurial method.  
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Figure 4. Analytical comparison of four entrepreneurial sales method across five negative dimensions. 

4.4.1 Business planning  

Data from the analytic tool LoopMe have been reviewed and there is a clear indication that 

business planning is useful in multiple business settings. The result stipulates that business 

planning as an entrepreneurial sales method is the second most favorable method. The response 

varies depending on the company which the method is applied in, but the users emphasize on 

the method's usefulness.     

 

“Business planning was useful for me to define and clarify goals, target customers and 

performances and bring all these concepts and people on the same page” 

 

Other respondents gave a similar narrative of the usefulness of the method. But highlight more 

specific part in the entrepreneurial sales method, which was important for them.  

 

“The most important categories for my project were performance and the risks. The 

performance gave us a clear view of what opportunity the business idea offers, but also the 

limitations. The risks helped us to map potential risks when moving forward with our idea.  
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“The most useful parts of the business plan were to identify customers because we had to 

consider customer segmentation and who to target. Furthermore, this highlighted the 

differences between how we believe our idea fits into the market versus how the firm segments 

this customer. 

 

The respondent clearly highlighted the usefulness of the method but indicated different parts 

of the method which were the most valuable for them. Furthermore, some respondents also 

indicated what negative effects business planning can have. The argument is mostly about what 

the method doesn’t include and what is included. Some comments are also about fear of missing 

important business targets.      

 

“Moreover, it is easy to get stuck in market research and be asked to deliver more and more 

detailed numbers, whereas the best option might be to talk to customers instead of trying to 

predict the future” 

 

“There is a risk that this type of framework makes a person blind to what he or she is missing 

if it is followed without careful consideration of what the framework does not cover” 

 

4.4.2 Effectuation 

Effectuation was the method that received some negative but also some positive feedback. In 

the previous analytical comparison effectuation was the only method which helped to improve 

and manage resources. This positive effect can be seen by the reflection of the respondent.  

 

“It was very good to sit down and brainstorm in a team from which resources we are starting 

and what can be realistically done in a period of 6 months. It was really good to reflect on 

resources and what we can make of them, it “forced” me to think how resources can be 

exploited in the right way” 

 

“Effectuation is a good way to build awareness of yourself, your resources and your 

possibilities and should be used as a team exercise more often to take actions starting from 

what we have instead of waiting for the best possibilities.” 
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The general negative feeling was noted from three of the team towards the usage of this method. 

The negative aspect was advocated by not understanding the method and the unclear guidelines 

on how it should be used in the day-to-day business. Others did not define effectuation as a 

method, but rather mention it as an exercise.      

 

“It was not so helpful, because it feels like the "what we know" approach did not help us 

because it is a new area and really not much that we know about it” 

 

“It was hard for the intrapreneurs at the collaboration hub to use effectuation at this middle 

stage of the project process. The intrapreneurs already have a clear imagined end for the 

project and have actively been working towards that goal since the start” 

 

“This exercise can be even more beneficial if done periodically to be aware of what´s there for 

us, in a specific period of time. 

4.4.3 Design thinking   

Design thinking was the overall most well-received method, receiving only positive responses 

on the high-level scoring and also receiving the highest score. Additionally, the written 

reflections of the respondents reflect the high scoring with two major benefits being mentioned 

across responses. First, some respondents highlight the methods focus on emphasizing as an 

especially important factor.  

 

“Additionally, the design thinking approach made it easier to structure thinking around the 

problem we aimed to solve, especially with emphasizing with the dealer. This may seem obvious 

but putting yourself in the headspace of those we try to sell to give us a new fresh perspective 

on our solution.” 

 

Second, respondents discuss how the iterative nature of design thinking was a major benefit. 

The consensus is that an iterative process allows for mistakes and helps more accurately meet 

stakeholder needs.  

 

“The iterative nature of the framework allowed us to jump back and forth between stages, 

removing some of the pressure of needing to do things perfectly on the first try. “  
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“In our case, it was crucial to iterate back to ideate to get an understanding of the end 

customers’ needs. It was also very valuable to go from build/prototype and test and then back 

to build a couple.” 

 

Furthermore, some respondents reflected on some unique benefits of effectuation. One 

mentioned benefit is that it combines well with other methods. Another advantage mentioned 

is the fact that the method involves other stakeholders.    

 

“Another benefit for us was that the design thinking process allowed us to combine it with 

other frameworks depending on the current situation.” 

 

 “Design thinking was also a way to involve different stakeholders in the value creation: not 

only the team at productivity service that is directly involved with EaaS, but also the Heads of 

different market areas who supported us and became part of the model development itself.” 

4.4.4 Lean startup  

Lean startup was the method that received, by a significant margin, the most negative response. 

The overall negative response towards lean startup is highlighted by the fact that two teams, 

totaling 50% of respondents, did not judge the method to be useful in their contexts and thus 

did not utilize it. Additionally, it should be noted that most of the negative responses stemmed 

from these two teams.  However, both teams still utilized parts of the lean startup methodology.  

 

“As our project is built upon multiple separate tests, we are not working with the lean startup 

approach. We might take some learnings from one test and apply it in another, but we are not 

aiming to do so as the prerequisites are very different in each separate case.” 

 

“In our project we are building a prototype which can be seen as an MVP, but we did not have 

time to test our hypothesis, but rather had the MVP as an outcome of the project. Which could 

be shown to the internal stakeholder in the partner company.” 
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The two other teams that saw fit to utilize lean startup had some mixed opinions. The negative 

aspects of lean startup brought up regard long periods in between testing opportunities in one 

team's environment and the perceived strictness of the method in the case of another team.  

 

“The method is designed around fast repetitive interactions and we are doing our project 

within an industry where 1 month between meetings can be considered fast. This leads to 

extremely slow progress and somewhat disjointed information gathering. “ 

 

“We did however not feel the need to apply the method to technical perfection. In the beginning 

of the project, we used assumptions and hypotheses to help narrow down the project scope and 

as a starting point for learning, We did not however clearly define a quantitative measurement 

for what would constitute a validated or falsified hypothesis” 

 

The positives of lean startups covered the iterative approach, narrowing down the project scope, 

and building towards a build-measure-learn approach.  

 

“What I liked the most was the process of validating hypotheses with dealer interaction and 

the easy way you can compare the insights obtained, find patterns and improve your model for 

the next iteration.” 

 

“Even without applying it to technical perfection ( 

which we did not) we found just stating hypotheses helped us narrow down the scope by testing 

these assumptions relying mainly on discussions around qualitative feedback instead of 

quantitative measurements.” 

 

“As the project moved from exploring a problem to defining a product to solve it we did 

however move more towards a build-measure-learn approach which really helped us fine tune 

the solution to the problem we identified in the first project stage.” 
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4.5 Analysis  

To answer the question of how applicable entrepreneurial methods are in intrapreneurial 

contexts, its relevant to discuss how each method influences the intrapreneurs. The basis of this 

chapter was developed through a workshop with the representatives from each company to 

align results and findings. This chapter will include a cross-analysis of each method, across 

four corporate settings.  

4.5.1 Business planning  

Business planning as an entrepreneurial method revises both positive and negative emotions in 

the qualitative and quantitative results. From the quantitative aspects, the knowledge gain 

scored the best, which indicated that this specific methodology is good for creating a solid 

knowledge foundation. The foundation can also be helpful during strategic decisions, which is 

in line with argumentation from Porter (1980).   

 

From a qualitative aspect, business planning can be used in the early phases to build trust and 

establish relationships. The result also indicated that this method is easy to follow and 

implement, which is one key reason why it has a high approval rating. Moreover, the qualitative 

result indicates that there were specific parts of the methodology that were more beneficial than 

others such as: 

- Risk management  

- Financial planning 

- Stakeholder management  

 

On the other hand, the method’s usefulness in the early stage brings some negative indications 

that too much time and focus is put on building the early business case before it has been tested. 

Some of the respondents argued that if the business case quickly becomes old and obsolete, 

why are we doing this. Others indicated that they changed their business model during the year 

and their business plan did not make any sense. This is somewhat in line with the argument 

from Rita Gunther Mcgrath and Macmillan, (2000). Where they mention that business planning 

needs to balance the entrepreneurial agenda for both precision and flexibility.  

 

One of the main negative conclusions is the lack of iteration, which makes the methodology be 

seen as an investigation and marketing tool. But on the other hand, the quantitative and 
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qualitative data indicate that business planning as a method is easy to use and apply in various 

company settings.  

4.5.2 Effectuation  

Effectuation as an entrepreneurial method is highly applicable in various settings and 

circumstances. The quantitative data from the result indicates that this method is useful to 

handle internal and external resources. This resonates with the qualitative data, where 

numerous arguments stated that effectuation is good for building awareness of yourself and 

your resources. Some of the qualitative reflections did not mention effectuation as method. 

They rather define it as an exercise, mindset, or general philosophy. The general argument 

among the stakeholders was how effectful the method was when dealing and clearing specific 

“roadblocks”. The result is somewhat in line with Sarasvathy’s (2001) argument that 

effectuation is applicable in situations when facing a high level of uncertainty.  

 

Other findings from the cross analysis highlighted that effectuation was hard to comprehend 

and understand, what the method involved. This was indicated in the quantitative data, were 

numerous stakeholders mentioned that effectuation was difficult to implement. During the 

cross analysis and discussion of the methods applicability were mentioned. One of the 

participants argued that intrapreneurs may tend to already have this mindset from nature and 

don't feel like they are using any specific method in their day-to-day work. The authors mention 

that it was hard to build a specific case where the method could be used and tested. They 

indicated that the result and analysis could be varies if a similar use case was done again.  

 

One of the main negative aspects revolves around unclear structure and process for the 

methodology. Stakeholders highlight that effectuation can be applicable in many situations, but 

on the other hand it is easy that it becomes a “general bucket” where the effectuation as a 

method always is applicable. Most argued that the method is applicable as a mindset in specific 

cases. For the positive side the stakeholder management were highly appreciated and there 

were numerous events which made the effectuation the most applicable method 
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4.5.3 Design thinking 

Design thinking was overall the best-received method in regard to both the quantitative and 

qualitative data. From a qualitative view, there were two main positive contributors to the 

positive reception, design thinking's iterative nature and its focus on emphasizing with the user. 

Furthermore, the importance of these two positive contributors is reinforced by the quantitative 

data, discussions during the workshop, and academic literature.  

 

First, as almost all respondents highlighted, design thinking is built to be iterative (Brown, 

2008), which created a process where mistakes were not failures, but rather progress towards 

a better solution to the stakeholder needs. These findings align with the quantitative data where 

design thinking scored high com on knowledge generation and stakeholder value creation.  

Thus, due to the iterative process the respondents experienced some of the benefits of design 

thinking mentioned by Liedtka (2018). Namely that they minimized risk in prototype creation 

by making mistakes into progress and created actionable data to improve their protype. 

 

Second, the inspiration phase’s focus on emphasizing (Brown, 2008) was a major contributor 

towards the positive response towards effectuation. A result which with Liedtka (2018) views 

that the benefits of design thinking hinges on the methods ability to immerse the practitioners 

in the customer experience. This ability to create immersion into the customer experience may 

be a contributing factor that design was the only method which had a high use rate of the “value 

creation for external stakeholder” tag in figure 3.   

 

Moreover, another of Liedtka (2018) identified benefits of design thinking, employee- buy-in, 

can be seen in both sets of data. From a qualitative view some respondents state that design 

thinking generated internal stakeholder support. A pattern present in the qualitative data as 

well, were the “involvement of other stakeholders” was utilized somewhat in figure 3.  

 

Additionally, counter to the risks of effectuation, that the unstructured, chaotic, and ambiguous 

nature leading to difficulty in implementation and lack of concrete actions (Brown, 2008; 

Carlgren et al, 2017), design thinking was reportedly the most useful method. Furthermore, in 

the workshop discussion, all teams highlighted how design thinking was approachable and 

easily integrated into their projects and corporate environment. Thus, the ambiguous nature of 

design thinking may be a benefit in that it is more adaptable to different corporate environments 
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and thus easier to utilize in varying contexts. The qualitative data highlight the adaptability of 

design thinking as well, but from a different perspective, in that some found design thinking to 

be easily combined with other methods.  

 

Finally, the respondents concluded in the workshop discussion that design thinking had helped 

them speed up development processes and increase efficiency, repeating the positive benefits 

found at IBM and Siemens (Forrester, 2018; Appleyard, 2020). These productivity gains were 

by most teams reported to occur early on in each project when each team was focused on 

exploring their challenges and how to best solve them. 

4.5.4 Lean startup  

From the quantitative view lean startup received the worst emotional score, see figure 1, which 

correlates with the frequency of both positive and negative tags reported, figure 3 and figure 4.  

The negative tags highlight the likely reason as it was in comparison to other methods 

reportedly not relevant, not useful, difficult to implement, and difficult to understand. However, 

it should be noted that most of these responses come from the teams who did not fully manage 

to use lean startup in their projects. These found the method to be time-consuming and the 

inability to standardize data across tests due to varied environments for testing. Thus, the nature 

of lean startup i.e. the reliance on testing (Esenman et.al, 2013) and the overall 

comprehensiveness and rigidity of the method, may make it unadaptable. Consequently, lean 

startups may have a more specific use case in comparison to the other methods.  

 

The inadaptability hypothesis is strengthened by the fact that one of the teams who utilized 

lean startup stated that they perceived the method as too strict to be easily used. Furthermore, 

respondents from the other two teams had a more positive experience and thus found the lean 

startup useful within their projects. The usefulness of lean startup for these two teams is 

highlighted by the fact that they gave lean startup an emotional scoring on par with business 

planning and effectuation, figure 1. Moreover, the theoretical strengths of lean startup, iterative 

approach, knowledge expansion, continuous learning (Lackeus & Mansoori, 2020), and 

scientific approach (Esenman et.al, 2013) correlates with the positive reflections which focus 

on the method’s iterative nature, build-measure-learn approach, and ability to standardize 

learnings by utilizing hypothesis testing. 
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Additionally, the fact that lean startup is less efficient where development cycles are long in 

combination with how it emphasizes quick testing (Eisenman et.al, 2013) caused issues for one 

team. They experienced difficulty in that the industry wherein their project took place is quite 

slow-moving causing a feeling of disjointedness.   

 

To conclude, there are indications that lean startup is more context-dependent than other 

methods to be useful. Specifically, its comprehensiveness and rigidity are a double-edged 

sword as they can provide a good structure or become a hindrance dependent on context.  These 

circumstances seem to relate to the environment lean startup was created to operate within as 

described by Eisenman et.al (2013) and Ries (2013). Another factor may be the aspect of time 

as one team found that they transitioned from using design thinking, which was useful in the 

early stages when exploration was key, to lean startup when they wanted to refine their solution.     
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4.6 Conclusion  

The result and discussion highlighted some key metrics, which the entrepreneur and project 

team argued was important for their success. This chapter compares the findings from the cross-

method comparison and presents the key metric in a tangible figure.   

4.6.1 Cross method comparison  

Founded on the method analysis and workshop discussion four themes, stemming from what 

the entrepreneurial methods contribute towards. Furthermore, there was a pattern from the 

respondents that these methods' efficiency and degree of usefulness varied depending on when 

in the project they were used. The authors conclude that each method offers different 

advantages across the project stages, showcased in figure 5. 

 
Figure 5. Advantage comparison between four entrepreneurial sales method. 

 

The three project stages were defined as following:  

● Early phase: The project has no solution or concept, only a problem. In one project there 

was not even a problem statement, only the task to create something new within a given 

sector.  

● Mid phase:  There are suggestions for a solution or different solutions to be tested. 

● Late phase: A first iteration of a solution has been tested on a small scale. In this stage 

scaling and refining is the task at hand.  
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Similarly, we defined the four themes based upon patterns found in the data. These themes are 

defined as:       

● Legitimacy & trust: The methods ability to generate trust and legitimacy within the 

organization. For example, business planning helps generate this by allowing the 

entrepreneur to answer common questions asked in a large established organization.  

● Problem solving & idea generation: The methods ability to directly impact and improve 

the solution and generate new ideas on how to improve.  

● Knowledge generation: The methods ability to generate new information relevant for 

the project.   

●  Managing and reducing uncertainty: The methods ability to reduce and minimize 

uncertainty by providing a clear framework wherein the entrepreneur can progress. 

 

As can be viewed in figure 4 all methods, except for effectuation, were found to contribute to 

different aspects of being an intrapreneur dependent on where in a project phase they are. The 

reason why effectuation is consistent across phases can be attributed to the fact that it is more 

of a mindset than a process. Consequently, one cannot conclude that one method is more useful 

or better than others. Rather, each method is fit for different purposes, and it is the job of the 

intrapreneur to know when a specific method can provide value. Thus, the main conclusion 

brought forward in this paper is that these four methods all have their use cases and 

intrapreneurs ought to have each of them in their toolbox to use when suitable.  
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