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Abstract 
As a means for corporate innovation and growth strategy, high-tech established firms have adopted 

corporate venturing to capitalize new business opportunities. In order to reap the benefits and 

learnings from corporate venture development, the established firm needs to integrate these ventures 

with its mainstream business organization. This research project investigates the venture – corporate 

parent interface in general and this corporate venture transition process in particular. For this purpose, 

design science methodology is applied by combining a literature review with a multiple case study 

comprising six empirical cases from two high-tech established firms. The research-based principles 

derived in the literature study increase the understanding of theoretical mechanisms underlying the 

dynamics of the corporate venture transition process. In addition, the practice-based principles derived 

from the empirical research provide an understanding of how actors involved in these transition 

processes experience the deficiencies between both organizational entities and how to mitigate their 

negative effects on venture and mainstream business performance. For corporate entrepreneurship 

scholars and practitioners facing the challenges related to corporate venturing, the final set of design 

principles will enhance the understanding of building new businesses within the high-tech established 

firm and how to align these with core competences already in place. The combination of both 

theoretical underpinnings and the empirically observed activities and interventions furthermore 

created insight in how to deal with the most challenging issues in corporate venture transition. 
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Management Summary 
In order to survive in today’s fast evolving business environment, established firms are facing large 

challenges to innovate and rejuvenate their business portfolio. Only limited high-tech established 

firms have succeeded in adopting new business opportunities as their core business, while divesting 

old technology and business platforms. Organizational transformations like Nokia are more of an 

exception than a rule. The main mechanism underlying this corporate innovation challenge concerns 

the fundamental distinction between new business development on the one side, and mainstream 

business exploitation on the other, which implies new businesses to be developed separately from 

mainstream businesses. Established firms have adopted the corporate venturing approach as a means 

to develop new business in close proximity to their mainstream business in an attempt to increase 

their innovativeness. Although the corporate venturing process and organization has received a large 

amount of scholarly attention (Burgelman & Sayles, 1986; Burgelman, 1983; Fast, 1978), little 

attention is paid to the particular point in time when the corporate venture is required to transfer to a 

‘spot’ in the mainstream business (O'Connor & DeMartino, 2006). Transitioning corporate ventures to 

the mainstream business organization is an engine for corporate innovation and acts as a change 

model in corporate strategy, and can therefore be seen as the moment where newstream and 

mainstream business activities are matched and balanced. This notion introduces the main goals for 

this research project:  

 

1) To create knowledge that contributes to finding solutions for the alignment of newstream business 

with the mainstream business organizational structure, by combining insights from both practitioners 

and academic scholars and 2) to develop design principles for successful corporate venture transition 

processes in established, high-tech firms. 

 

Due to the little knowledge available on how these corporate transition processes are conducted and 

what underlying mechanisms influence the chance on success, this research project adopted an 

exploratory approach, and was meant to provide insight in what the transition process and its 

characteristics look like and how they relate to the newstream – mainstream (Kanter, 1989) business 

interface. In order to address these research goals and questions, a design science methodology was 

used to guide the literature review, data collection and analysis exercises (Romme, 2003). In order to 

develop design principles, three steps were conducted. First, a systematic literature review created the 

theoretical foundation for the derivation of research-based principles. Second a multiple case study 

concerning six corporate ventures at two high-tech established firms resulted in practical insights in 

the corporate venture transition process and enabled the derivation of practice-based principles. The 

final step concerned the synthesis of both practice- and research –based principles in a final set of 

design principles for successful corporate venture transition in high-tech established firms. 

The main results of the systematic literature review include the research-based principles, an overview 

of relevant academic literature including entrepreneurship and strategic management on corporate 

venturing, and insight in the problem and tension areas related to this process and the newstream – 

mainstream interface. Several tension areas could be identified. Strategic problems include the 

position of the corporate venture in the mainstream business organization, also known as 

‘landingspot’ (Garvin, 2004) and the timing of the venture’s transition (O'Connor & DeMartino, 

2006). Problems related to the organizational domain were found to include; differences in 

performance measurement systems (O'Connor & DeMartino, 2006) and venture legitimacy issues in 

mainstream business (Garvin & Levesque, 2006). Managerial problems were identified to concern 

internal resistance towards the transition (Burgelman & Sayles, 1986) dominant logic hampering 

mainstream – venture alignment and recognition (Prahalad & Bettis, 1986) and tensions related to the 

Not-Invented-Here (NIH) syndrome (Garvin & Levesque, 2006; Katz & Allen, 1982). The analysis of 

the relevant bodies of academic literature made clear that the separation of the NBD process 

originates tensions, hampers venture transition and newstream – mainstream alignment and is often 
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the main reason for new businesses to fail. Furthermore it was found that: 1) corporate venturing is an 

important engine for corporate innovation and growth strategies, 2) although academic literature 

describes the corporate venturing process and its corresponding challenges, the actual corporate 

venture transition process and its relation to the newstream – mainstream interface received limited 

attention. Based on these findings, 6 research-based principles were derived in order to challenge 

these issues, as depicted by Table 1: 

Practice- based principle Design principle Research-based principle 

1. Choose a semi-separated 

organizational design, structure and 

strategy for the new business 

development program 

 

1. Avoid strategic and organizational 

tensions in corporate venture transition 

and development by: 

• choosing a semi-separated 
organizational design 

• creating (a) corporate venture 
oversight board(s) 

• creating a corporate venture 
development program and goals 

aligned with mainstream business 

strategy 

1. Choose a semi-separated  

organizational design for the corporate 

parent - venture interface 

 

2. Create a advising service and 

Oversight Board 

 

3.Implement a performance 

measurement and reward system that is 

tailored to both the ventures’ and the 

corporation’s requirements 

2. Identify and entitle strong 

champions in venture, mainstream and 

corporate domains which should be 

active in all phases of the venture 

transition process 

2. Avoid cultural and managerial 

problems in all transition phases by 

identifying and entitling strong 

champions at venture, mainstream  and 

corporate sides. 

4.Identify and entitle multiple 

champion roles 

3. Put effort in transition preparation 

and (pre) transition management such 

as: 

• Create a corporate venture transition 
team and transition manager 

• Conduct a pre-transition capability  
assessment to identify critical 

business functions for transition. 

• Use a clear transition process 
protocol with defined milestones, 

actors, deliverables, planning and 

end-state blueprint and review 

moments. 

 

4. Find the right landing spot in 

mainstream business  

 

5. Determine the optimal timing for 

venture transition 

3.  Put effort in transition preparation 

and (pre) transition management by: 

• defining a transition team, with 
dedicated roles on critical business 

functions and an experienced 

transition manager 

• conduct a pre-transition capability 
assessment to identify critical 

business functions for transition 

• develop and use a transition protocol 
with defined milestones, actors, 

deliverables and end-state blueprint. 

Evaluate the process afterwards and 

assemble learnings. 

• Determine the optimal transition 
timing and find the proper 

mainstream landingspot 

5.Put effort in (pre) integration 

management, for example 

establishment of transition teams and 

development of hand-off criteria: 

• conduct transition readiness 
assessment (both sides) 

• create transition teams 

 create transition plan: timetable, 

tasks, roles, responsibilities, hand-

off criteria 

• organize funding for the transition 
process  

• review transition process 

5. Corporate management should 

facilitate cooperation between the 

newstream business development and 

mainstream business activities, such 

that: 

• Mainstream business is employed 
with capabilities and culture required 

for successful venture adoption 

• Venture is allowed to make use of 
mainstream business assets and 

capabilities when necessary 

 

4. Help venture and mainstream align 

by  facilitating newstream – 

mainstream cooperation in all phases 

of the transition process to: 

• involve mainstream early in venture 
development 

• equip mainstream with capabilities 
and mindset required for venture 

adoption: 

• internal R&D capabilities 

• communication capabilities 

for opportunity recognition 

embed venture adoption in mainstream 

KPI’s. 

6. Develop different internal and 

external capabilities in the pre-

transition phase: 

• internal R&D capabilities for 
absorptive capacity 

• External communication capabilities 
for opportunity recognition 

 

3.Implement a performance 

measurement and reward system that is 

tailored to both the ventures’ and the 

corporation’s requirements 

6. Make sure ventures in post-

transition phase have more autonomy 

and flexibility on governance than 

their fellow business units 

5. Help the venture with post-transition 

integration and development by 

allowing it to have more flexibility and 

autonomy than its fellow business 

units. 

 

Table 1:Oversight of research-based, practice-based and design principles 



v 

 

The multiple case study included six cases (ventures), and in total 16 interviews with corporate 

venture managers, NBD managers, senior Business Group directors and Corporate NBD managers at 

two high-tech established firms. The interview data was combined with official corporate 

documentation including transition protocols, review documents and hand-over documentation 

concerning the corporate venture transition processes at hand. The analysis of this data set contained 

two main topics: identification of problem areas concerning the venture’s transition process and 

suggested solutions, and the derivation of practice-based principles based on the practical experiences 

of actors involved in these transition processes. Of the six cases, which were equally distributed over 

both companies, two were successfully transferred, two were unsuccessfully transferred and two were 

still preparing for transition. As with the literature review, several tension areas could be identified. 

Strategic problems include difficulties with finding a landingspot, difficulties with mainstream 

alignment and problems related to a gap in capabilities between venture and mainstream business 

host. It was found that by mitigating the effects of these tensions, clear transition benefits such as 

access to corporate resources and access to new innovative opportunities could be exploited. Tensions 

related to organizational issues included the fact that mainstream governance structures are not 

suitable for venture management, which is suggested as crucial for venture transition success, tensions 

related to organizational inertia at mainstream business, which might smother the ventures 

development in post-transition and the fear for cannibalization of mainstream resources once the 

venture becomes part of the mainstream business organization. The latter was found at ventures that 

had close operational relatedness with their future business host and were dependable on the 

mainstream’s assets for further development. Managerial tensions areas include internal resistance 

towards the transition of the corporate venture, venture not receiving proper priority in post-transition 

and a mismatch in governance structures. It was suggested by multiple interviewees that by allowing 

the venture more autonomy in post-transition, the chances of venture survival in the mainstream 

business organization would increase. Finally, cultural tensions include the lack of entrepreneurial 

spirit at the mainstream business, different managerial cultures, where the mainstream business is 

punished for failure, while the venture is punished for inaction and forces of dominant logic that 

hamper venture – future business host alignment in pre-transition. Besides the overview of problem 

areas, the corporate venture transition process was defined in three distinct phases: pre-transition, 

transition and post-transition. These different phases entail different characteristics, have their own 

distinct problem areas and provide the interventions suggested by the practice-based principles more 

accuracy, which are depicted by Table 1. 

By synthesizing both sets of principles a final set of design principles was developed which provide 

insight in determinants for successful corporate venture transition processes and depicts the 

relationship with the newstream – mainstream business interface and the corporate venture transition 

process. Multiple sources and interviewees suggested that by adopting these design principles, the 

effect of main challenges in corporate venture transition could be mitigated which will enhance post-

transition venture performance and increase the corporate venturing program’s effectiveness.  

Besides creating insights in the complex nature of the newstream – mainstream business interface at 

high- tech established firms and developing design principles for successful corporate venture 

transition processes, a few other contributions to academics and practitioners were made. 

Based on insights from both cases and literature and based on Ansoff’s (1957) model on new product 

entries, a framework was developed to determine the right mainstream organization landingspot based 

on particular venture characteristics. By relating the novelty of the venture’s business model and 

product-market combination (PMC) to the business model and the PMC known by the corporate 

parent, three options for venture transition can be determined: transition into an existing BU, 
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transformation into a new BU or spin-out (Rice et al., 2002). Although these transition options are 

known, relating them to venture characteristics results in new insights in how to determine the proper 

organizational home for a corporate venture.  

The second contribution concerns the complex task of determining the right moment of venture 

transition. Based on the idea that both future business host and venture need to benefit from the 

transition, which implies that the venture has made additional sales and the mainstream business host 

can provide unequaled resources crucial for the ventures development (e.g. access to customers), the 

optimal ventures transition moment coincides with the chasm of Moore’s Technology Life Cycle 

Curve (Moore, 1991). 

Limitations of this study concern the small sample size (six ventures), the unequal distribution of 

success and failure cases, and the fact that performance is hard to measure. The design principles were 

developed as starting point for further investigation of the corporate venture transition process and 

require empirical testing. Furthermore the relation between venture transition success and post-

transition performance was suggested, and thus requires further attention. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
The fast-evolving, globalizing business environment of today, is characterized by shortening product 

life cycles, rapid and disruptive technological change and the fast emergence of new markets. 

Pressured by worsening economic conditions as well as the urgent need to mimic the developments in 

its business environment, the established firm
1
 faces difficulties to keep up. In many industries, new 

entrants often surpass established firms when radical technical innovations reshape the industry 

(Christensen, 1997). In order to remain competitive and profitable in the future, the established firm 

needs to diversify (Fast, 1978) and achieve both organic and non-organic growth through radical 

innovations that enable them to define and create new technological capabilities and core 

competences. Lynn et al. (1996) argue that in ‘competitive, technology-intensive global markets 

advantage is built and renewed through the creation of radical new families of products and 

businesses’ (p. 10). The open perspective on innovation developed by Chesbrough (2003) adds new 

opportunities to this creation process by dissolving the corporate boundaries when it comes to 

innovation. These notions emphasize innovation as a critical strategic competence for the survival of 

the established firm. 

However, Leifer et al. (2001) argued that large established firms have difficulty managing the radical 

innovation process. A corporate new business development director indicated that ‘one of the main 

challenges for large established firms is the development of completely new businesses’ thereby 

supporting this theoretical assumption. Opportunity exploitation, in terms of operational excellence 

requires a complete different set of competences than opportunity exploration (March, 1991) in terms 

of new business creation. In fact, focusing too much on one of both, may hamper the development in 

the other, meaning that the established firm needs to distinct sets of capabilities on order to balance 

both opportunity exploration and exploitation (Garvin, 2004). Moreover, the development of new 

businesses is far more complex and strategic than new product development, since new business 

development addresses the exploration and exploitation of new markets, new technology, new 

products or services and new business models (Roberts & Berry, 1985), rather than ‘just’ new 

products and their corresponding markets. 

Many scholars and practitioners have argued that the established firm is the most inefficient place to 

exploit radical innovation competencies. Fast (1978) for example reasons that ‘the environment of a 

large corporation is not conductive to creating, recognizing or commercializing innovative new 

products’ (p. 78). An evolutionary perspective on the growth of the established firm allows for a 

contrasting observation. Established firms that exist over many years have evolved through cycles of 

incremental and radical change, and were able to adapt to the changes in their environment. From this 

evolutionary perspective, these established firms found a way to deal with several sets of radical 

changes in their environments. So in order to survive, the established firm may develop a 

methodology that allows her to discover the businesses of the future, provide it with unequaled 

resources for growth and maintenance, and finally absorb the new business into its core, meanwhile 

divesting the older businesses. With the emergence of the open innovation paradigm, the need to 

integrate external sources that entail critical knowledge on technological, market or business model 

domains with internal knowledge and (technological) capabilities becomes even more relevant. When 

the established firm is able to develop and control an evolutionary process of strategic renewal that 

enables her to acquire these external sources and develop external paths to market and corresponding 

                                                      
1
 Being ‘established’ means that the company has been active in a certain industry for many years and is 

considered as a big player. No clear definition exists. 
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business models, it is far more suitable for developing and commercializing radical innovations than 

small, entrepreneurial start-up companies are. More specific, when the established firm is able to open 

up its business model, align new business with traditional business and thereby form structures and 

systems capable of learning from its new business development (NBD) activities, the established firm 

may have significant advantage over start-ups when it comes to the commercialization of radical 

innovations (Leifer et al., 2000; Chesbrough, 2006).  

Large corporate firms have embraced this idea and have been corporate venturing for many years 

now. However, they seem to struggle still to align their short, middle and long term growth strategies 

without getting stuck in the middle. Although corporate venturing seemed to be an excellent tool to 

define and execute different growth strategies, it remains hard to align the middle and long term 

projects with the mainstream business and the short-term growth opportunities. Main premise to these 

difficulties lies in the fundamental assumption that new businesses need to be developed separated 

from the mainstream business organization. The alignment of newstream business development with 

the mainstream business organization is thus one of the challenges established firms face when in 

pursuit of corporate innovation and growth strategies and is the main topic of this master thesis 

research project.  

The ‘newstream – mainstream’ terminology was introduced by Kanter (1989). Newstream is 

concerned as being ‘the corporate entrepreneurship program developed by established firms to 

stimulate new ideas’. The spectrum of NBD, its organization and the corresponding projects, ventures 

and entities is from now on referred to as ‘newstream’. In contrast, ‘mainstream’ business refers to the 

traditional running business, its products, projects and organization. The mainstream business concern 

the core activities that have made the established firm into what it is now, while the newstream 

business is meant to create and develop the core business of the future. In terms of corporate 

venturing, this newstream – mainstream alignment addresses the moment when the (separately 

developed) corporate venture transfers from the NBD organization to the mainstream business 

organization. This process is also referred to as spinning-in
2
. 

The main incentive for conducting this research project comes from an academic point of view.  Many 

scholars have studied the corporate venturing process in large, high-tech established firms, however 

many studies have not included the important ‘integration’ or ‘venture transition’ phase of the venture 

development process. Moreover, the conflicts between newstream and mainstream business mindset is 

an area that is particularly interesting for academic research. As Miles and Covin (2001) put it:  

‘additional promising research objectives (for corporate venturing research) include the 

identification of (…), process attributes associated with successful corporate venturing, and change 

models for effectively balancing “mainstream” and “newstream”(e.g. venturing) activities in the 

evolving organization’ (p. 36) 

 

This quote supports the scientific relevance of this research project. It is the primary purpose of this 

report to provide insights in the academic context and practical situation of the newstream – 

mainstream business interface at established high-tech firms in general, and the corporate venture 

transition process in particular. By combining theoretical underpinnings with practical insights, this 

master thesis research supports both the theoretical understanding of this important phase of the 

corporate venture process, as it will help new business development managers and innovation 

directors in high-tech established firms in decision making concerning the alignment of new business 

initiatives with the mainstream business organization. 

                                                      
2
 See Figure 1 in Appendix 1 on spinning-in in relation to new business development and innovation funnel 
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This report is structured as follows: Chapter 2 will deal with the project approach: covering both 

practical context as research methodology. The theoretical context of this master thesis is elaborated 

upon in Chapter 3, where Chapter 4 will deal with multiple case study that was conducted at two high-

tech established firms and provides its results. Synthesis of both research-based and practice-based 

principles into design principles is done in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 elucidates the validation study and its 

results. Finally, the remaining chapters cover discussion and conclusion, contributions, limitations and 

directions for further research.  

  



12 

 

Chapter 2: Project Approach 
Although indicated in the introduction as a practical challenge faced by large high-tech established 

firms, the main underlying incentive to study the corporate venture transition process and the 

corresponding force-field of newstream – mainstream business alignment is theoretical. There are 

several ongoing debates in organizational theory, strategic management, and entrepreneurship 

research on how to organize the pursuit of radical innovations in large firms and how to address the 

challenge of new business creation and development. These debates, on terminology (Miles & Covin, 

2002), or on organizational design (Vanhaverbeke & Peeters, 2005; Chesbrough H. , 2003), have 

resulted in a proliferation of terminology and made the topic very interesting from an academic point 

of view as well. This chapter will elaborate on the methodological foundation of this research project 

and will explicate the research questions and objectives, and the many aspects of the methodology.  

Research questions and objectives 
Transitioning corporate ventures to a mainstream business organization is an engine for corporate 

innovation and acts as a change model in corporate strategy, and can therefore be seen as the moment 

where newstream and mainstream business activities are matched and balanced. Creating insight in 

what such a corporate venture transition process would look like, both from theoretical and practice 

points of view would increase our understanding of corporate innovation in general, and the corporate 

venturing process in particular. This results in the following goal of the research: 

To create knowledge that contributes to finding solutions for the alignment of newstream 

business with the mainstream business organization, by combining insights from both 

practitioners and academic scholars.  

 

This goal of the research indicates the primary academic incentive for this research project, rather than 

the more practical incentive of solving a business problem. Although it is well known that this topic is 

troublesome for most established high-tech firms, the incentive for conducting this research was 

mainly to create knowledge and enhance our understanding on this organizational phenomenon. To 

make the goal of  the research more insightful, a goal in the research may be defined; 

To develop design principles for successful corporate venture transition processes in 

established, high-tech firms. 

In order to collect and analyze the data in a direction that enables derivation of design principles on 

this topic, two research questions were created to guide the analysis process: 

How are successful corporate venture transition processes organized? 

How might successful corporate venture transition processes mitigate the detrimental effects 

of newstream – mainstream business tensions on post-transition performance of both the 

venture and the established firm? 

Due to the fact that little is known on corporate venture transition processes, these research goals and 

questions have an exploratory character, which is fundamental to methodological choices explicated 

in the next section.  

Methodology 
This master thesis project adopts design science methodology, that is currently emerging in 

organization research (Van Aken, 2004; Romme, 2003). Design science methodology utilizes a 

science-based design approach towards organizational design. As stated by Romme and Endenburg 
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(2006), this approach focuses on the development of ‘construction principles and design rules 

grounded in organization science as well as on organizational solutions implemented and tried out in 

real-life settings’ (p. 287). In other words, the design science methodology attempts to bridge the gap 

between managerial practice and academic research (Van Burg, et al., 2008), as depicted by Figure 1.   

This master thesis research project will utilize both routes, thereby developing design principles at the 

intersection of both movements. In this methodological chapter, the process of formulating these 

design principles is structured by separately describing the process of deriving principles from 

scholarly research (research-based principles) and principles from practice (practice-based 

principles). By synthesizing both sets of principles, a general set of design principles is created, based 

on both practitioner and research knowledge. It is stressed that this project is exploratory  in nature, 

which means that the goal is to develop insights in a certain practice or process, not to provide 

evidence or proof for certain hypotheses, propositions or beliefs, as is done by explanatory research. 

As can be derived from the research goals, this project is a theory building exercise and attempts will 

be made to develop hypotheses (Yin, 1989). 

Based on Van Aken (2004) and similar to Van Burg et al. (2008), this research project will have a 

clinical perspective to improve understanding of corporate venture transition processes in established 

firms. Using the term clinical stresses the point that the design principles are developed and tested in 

the context of the application (Van Aken, 2004). 

In order to link science and design in the setting of corporate venturing, and to develop design 

principles grounded in theory and tested in practice, three steps are taken to identify, create and 

validate design principles, based on Van Burg  et al. (2008): 

First, by conducting a systematic review on relevant bodies of literature, research-based 

principles or interventions concerning the corporate venture transition process can be derived. 

These research-based design principles serve to understand practices and solutions found in 

the second step in this research project; 

Second, by analyzing data gathered  in a multiple case study on corporate venture transition 

processes, practice-based principles are derived.   

Third, both practice and research-based design principles are synthesized into a set of 

grounded design principles (Van Aken, 2004; Romme, 2003). A validation study will test the 

design principles in order to enhance the external validity and generalizability of the 

developed design principles.  

Figure 1: The Research-Design-Development Cycle (adapted from Van Burg et al., 2008) 

Research 

Findings
Practices

Design 

Solutions

Design 

Principles
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Figure 2: General Research Design 

Figure 2 depicts how the research is built up: the systematic literature review that is dealt with in 

Chapter 2 and 3 provides the research-principles. The multiple case study at company A and B, which 

are described in Appendix II and Chapter 4, provides the practice-based principles. Both sets are 

synthesized and validated in Chapter 5. The results of both synthesis and validation are discussed in 

Chapter 6. 

Systematic Literature Review 
A systematic literature review and research synthesis was conducted in order to derive the research-

based principles. The scope of the literature review was initially set at corporate growth and 

innovation strategies in established firms, and narrowed down to corporate venturing and transition 

processes. The systematic literature review was carried out as follows: 

The gathering of sources was done by addressing the ABI/Inform and Google Scholar databases for 

the search for relevant articles. The following keywords were used in both databases: (1) “corporate 

venturing”, (2) ”corporate entrepreneurship”, (3) “established firm, new business development, 

radical innovation”, (4) “new business, transformation, strategy”, (5)  “new  venture, transition, 

integration, transfer”, (6) “technology commercialization, strategy”, (7) “new business opportunity, 

established firm”, (8) “intra-preneurship and opportunity exploitation”. Besides the abovementioned 

sources, the search strings were also used for specialized journals, including Entrepreneurship Theory 

and Practice, Strategic Management, and Journal of Business Venturing. The same search strings 

were entered in the TU/e catalogue, which resulted in several books on topics of corporate venturing 

(CV), corporate entrepreneurship (CE) and radical innovation (RI). After searching and collecting 

articles related to the search string that are mentioned above, a selection procedure was used to limit 

the amount of articles to a feasible amount. Due to specific interests and time and space constraints of 

this literature review, several general selection criteria were used. First, research must be conducted in 

the high-technology, private sector; second, the theme of the article must be on strategic aspects of 

new business development in large, established firms; third, journal impact factor needs to be equal or 

above 1,5, with exceptions for highly relevant sources. Furthermore, due to feasibility and relevancy 

issues, some specific exclusion criteria were used: first, articles with an international corporate 

entrepreneurship approach were excluded, since this review does not concern co-location or 

geographical influences on entrepreneurship in large firms. Second, because the main topic of this 

review concerns NBD in a corporate context, articles on assessment of corporate entrepreneurship, 

training of employees or stand-alone entrepreneurial initiatives were excluded. Third, articles with 

themes related to social, nonprofit entrepreneurship were excluded; and fourth, articles related to 
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university based spin-offs or knowledge management issues were excluded, the latter because of the 

focus on organizational aspect of new business development activities. Table 6 in Appendix 1 

provides an oversight of the amount of articles found, selected and excluded. 

Based on the first screening, the author conducted a further selection by reading abstracts and 

complete texts, which allowed for reference searching methods. Some of the selection criteria were 

neglected while exploring new sources through references in earlier selected articles.  

Consequently, articles that depict venture transition problems (e.g. Kanter et al., 1991), solutions, 

dynamics (e.g. Tripsas, 1997) and mechanisms known as root causes for problem areas were selected. 

Based on the problems defined in these articles, selection was focused on sources that supported or 

contradicted these problems, added new problems, or described solutions. This resulted for example 

in the selection of articles from Merger and Acquisition literature, since scholars have described 

similar problems, mechanisms and solutions in that context. Furthermore, due to reasons of 

comprehensiveness some practice-based knowledge sources were selected.  

Since the research synthesis was performed on the sources selected and described in the overview, the 

process of formulating research-based principles is based on scholarly knowledge. The research-based 

principles are derived by applying the Context – Intervention – Mechanism - Outcome (CIMO)-logic 

(Denyer, Tranfield, & van Aken, 2008). Using this logic, the author was able to derive the 

intervention I that results in a certain outcome O, trough mechanism M in context C. An overview of 

the literature used to construct the research-based principles is provided in Appendix V. 

Multiple case study design 
Due to the exploratory character of this study, the multiple case study research strategy was selected 

to gather and analyze the empirical data. According to Yin (1989), the case study strategy for 

conducting qualitative research has distinct advantages over other strategies when: 

‘A “how” or “why” question is being asked about a contemporary set of events, over which the 

investigator has little or no control’ (p. 20). 

In the particular case of the corporate venture transition process, the primary goal of the multiple case 

study was to figure out “how” corporate venture transition processes are executed, and secondary to 

investigate “why” newstream – mainstream business tensions occur.  Moreover, according to Romme 

(2003), case study research is a frequently used research method for organization science research 

projects. The main purpose of this case study was to observe and explore the corporate venture 

transition process, as it is executed within the established high-tech firm. Conducting an exploratory, 

multiple-case study is commonly cited as part of a hypothesis-generating process (e.g. Glaser and 

Strauss 1967), which is in line with the goal of this study and the adopted design science 

methodology.  

Unit of analysis 

Van Aken et al. (2007) define several unit of analysis categories: orders and projects; events, 

incidents, decisions and interactions; organizational units; and business processes or organizational 

systems. As stated by Yin (1989), the unit of analysis is often related to the research question of the 

study. Following the research question and the purpose of this study, one unit of analysis can be 

defined, being the corporate venture transition process. Yin (1989) furthermore stresses that a 

thorough and complete description of the unit of analysis is required, and that key definitions should 

not be idiosyncratic. Yin furthermore argues that previous literature on the same topic may guide the 

definition of the case under study and the unit of analysis. 
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To start with the latter, the case definition for this empirical study is mainly based on Burgelman’s 

(1983) study on internal corporate venturing processes in high-tech established firms. Besides the 

similarities regarding the phenomenon under study, also similarities with regard to the method were 

identified. First, the Burgelman study had an exploratory nature and adopted a strategy for the 

discovery of grounded theory, as developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967). That strategy requires the 

researcher to ‘… at first, literally to ignore literature of theory and fact on the area under study, in 

order to assure that the emergence of categories will not be contaminated by concepts more suited to 

different areas’ (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p. 37). This strategy holds for the empirical part of this 

research project, although the literature and fact on the area under study play an important role in the 

complete research project. Second, Burgelman gathered data from the New Business Development 

Division at an established, diversified high-tech firm, by studying six major internal corporate 

venturing (ICV) projects in progress at the time of the research. An important difference with the 

Burgelman study needs to be noted here: due to time and context constraints, it was impossible to 

conduct a longitudinal study. The corporate venture projects in this research were studied in hindsight, 

implicating that the transition is completed. The observation was done by describing how the 

corporate venture transition processes were realized, and what happened during the process. This 

aspect illustrates the contemporary character of the unit of analysis and indicates the fact that the 

researcher has little or no control over the subject. The advantage of this approach is the thorough 

process description that can be generated by taking events occurring before, during and after the 

venture transition into account. An important disadvantage is the fact that time has passed by since the 

events occurred, which hampers the quality of the data collected.  

Case selection  

To observe and explore the corporate venture transition process thoroughly, multiple cases were 

selected. First, two companies were selected to act as data sources: main selection criteria for these 

companies include the fact that they are established, active in high-tech industries, use corporate 

venturing as means for their corporate innovation and growth strategies and have experienced 

difficulties with newstream – mainstream business alignment. The context description in Appendix II 

will further elaborate on the selected companies which are from now on referred to as company A and 

B. Second, in order to derive insights in the relationship between the newstream – mainstream 

business tensions and successful corporate venture transition processes, ventures were selected on the 

following criteria, in random order: 

• Perceived venture transition success by corporate parent, with at least one failure case per 

company, 

• Pre-transition venture characteristics; ventures need to be developed separated from the 

mainstream business, otherwise there is no transition process. 

• Extend in which transition process was completed, with at least one venture that completed 

the transition process per company 

• Availability of related personnel. In order to get a multi-angle perspective on the transition 

process, the key actors needed to be available for data collecting activities. 

So in order to qualify as a case, the process at hand needs to concern the transition of an (internally) 

separated organizational entity (e.g. venture) towards the mainstream business of the focal firm. 

Besides these criteria, the selection allowed for as much case variance as possible, to increase the 

richness of the data set. According to Eisenhardt (1989), when pursuing a theory-building exercise, 

cases may be chosen to replicate previous cases, extend an emerging theory, or may be chosen to fill 

theoretical categories and provide examples of polar types. With the distinction between success and 
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failure cases, as the extent to which the transition process was completed, cases were selected for 

replication purposes and to provide polar types. With this case selection, the data set complies to the 

multiple-case study logic as described in Yin (1989) where the author argues for a careful selection of 

cases that provides data enabling the theoretical replication logic to be applied. The section on data 

analysis applies the replication logic to the cases. 

Venture transition success is defined as the extent to which the corporate parent of the venture 

perceived the transition process as successful. Since little is known on which detrimental effects of the 

process are perceived as failures and which aspects can be considered as collateral damage, the 

overall perception of the corporate parent, although biased, is the primary input for defining the 

success and failure cases. Table 7 in Appendix 1 provides insight in the venture characteristics, under 

which success and failure. These ventures and their corresponding transition processes are also known 

as within-cases, but for reasons of clarity will from now on be referred to as ‘cases’. Chapter 4 on the 

multiple case study will further explicate the ventures and their characteristics. 

Pilot study results 

In order to refine the case selection criteria and to get an oversight of potential case material,  a pilot 

study was conducted at company A and B. For this pilot study, several interviews were conducted to 

gather information concerning the characteristics of the cases at hand. These initial interviews 

provided a clear overview of the cases available, and indicated in addition that both companies have 

limited experience with venture transition processes. Of the cases that were mentioned by these key 

venturing employees, most were excluded due to their pre-transitional status, some were excluded due 

to the fact that key personnel was not available for this research and one particular case was selected 

although it did not qualify for the second criteria. This particular venture was more of a stretch of 

company A’s R&D facilities and had a close relationships with a particular Business Unit (BU) in 

company A’s mainstream business organization. The additional insights on the newstream – 

mainstream business interface inhibited in this ‘venture’ project’s history advocates its selection. 

Data collection 

Different data collection methods were used and different types of data were collected in order to 

create rich case descriptions. Marshall and Rossman (1995) define participation, observation, in-

depth interviewing, and document review as the core of data collection methods for qualitative 

research. Based on the context at both companies and the time constraints of the project, the in-depth 

interviewing and document review methods were selected for data collection. The benefit of in-depth 

interviewing is that it allows the researcher to gather large amounts of ‘rich’ data fast. The major 

concern of using data gathered by interviews as the main source is the fact that interviews provide the 

researcher with so-called ‘second order reality’ (Scherer, 2003). According to Scherer, the researcher 

does not simply understand the reality enacted by the organizational members, but he also creates a 

reality through his interpretation of actor’s meaningful actions. In case of conducting interviews on 

completed processes, the researcher might find himself describing the third-order reality: by 

interviewing subjects on topics in hindsight, the researcher allows the interviewee to create a second-

order reality by re-interpreting his or her actions. This second-order reality is again interpreted by the 

researcher, thereby creating a third-order reality. To overcome this concern, it is advised by many 

scholars to use different modes of data collection, and to aim for triangulation. According to Easterby-

Smith et al. (1999), four different types of triangulation exist: data triangulation, investigator 

triangulation, methodological triangulation and triangulation of theory. The type of triangulation that 

is most feasible for this study is data triangulation, since there is only one investigator, the unique 

characteristics of the phenomenon under study require a qualitative methodology and no pre-defined 

theoretical framework was utilized for the case study, due to the exploratory character of the study. If 
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different sources of evidence point towards the same facts, the validity of the study increases. 

Therefore, data was also be collected by reviewing extensive documentation concerning the corporate 

venture transition process (e.g. transition planning). Official company documentation includes: 

- Venture development processes documents 

- Venture presentations for investment boards 

- Transition hand-over documents 

- Transition review documents 

- Corporate evaluations of transition processes 

- Corporate presentations on incubation and new business development activities 

- Corporate annual reports 

Furthermore, data triangulation was achieved by investigating multiple transition processes, depicted 

by six different case descriptions. The cases have different characteristics, in terms of content, size, 

success or failure and development phase, which might have a detrimental effect on validity of some 

findings, but provides exceptional opportunities to thoroughly investigate the corporate venture 

transition process and all related elements.  

To capture the experiences from people that were involved in the corporate venture transition process, 

one to one-and-half hour lasting interviews were conducted. To create a thorough and genuine 

description of the corporate venture transition process, three different angles were chosen: venture 

management, mainstream business host management, and corporate management. These three angles 

were chosen based on the insights from the systematic literature review, where different authors 

argued on corporate management involvement (O'Connor & DeMartino, 2006; McGrath & Keil, 

2007) business unit champions (Kanter, 1989; Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991) and the role of the 

entrepreneur in the established firm (Burgelman & Sayles, 1986). Furthermore the allocation of the 

roles of the interviewees was primarily based on Burgelman (1983) and the availability of 

interviewees concerning the specific cases. See Table 8 in Appendix I for a complete oversight of the 

interviewees and the distribution of their roles. Although the interviewees received a specified 

interview protocol
3
 in advance, which elaborated on the main themes that would be addressed in the 

interview, all interviews were open, leaving room for deviation and elaboration of certain topics. This 

allowed the researcher to alter the data collection protocol, whenever new or unforeseen relationships 

or insights occurred also known as controlled opportunism (Eisenhardt, 1989). The interviews were 

recorded on tape, and a word-by-word transcript of the interview was sent to the interviewee for 

feedback and approval.  

Data Analysis 

Data analysis concerned three activities: coding the transcribed interviews, conducting a cross-case 

analysis based on these codes and deriving the practice-based principles from the transcribed 

interviews and official corporate documentation.  

Coding 

The interview transcripts were analyzed using open coding, a method in which the transcripts of the 

interviews and summaries of the documentation will be inductively coded until theoretical saturation 

is reached. According to Corbin and Strauss (2008), open coding can be defined as ‘breaking data 

apart and delineating concepts to stand for blocks of raw data and at the same time qualifying those 

concepts in terms of their properties and dimensions’ (p. 195). According to Strauss (1987), there are 

                                                      
3
 See Appendix III for the case study – and interview protocol 
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four basic guidelines when conducting open coding: 1) ask the data a specific and consistent set of 

questions, 2) analyze the data minutely, 3) frequently interrupt the coding to write a theoretical note, 

and 4) never assume the analytical relevance of any traditional variable. Guideline 1 and 2 are dealt 

with in more detail: 

The first guideline relates to the research questions and sub-questions this empirical study is tend to 

answer. The set of questions that guided the open coding process therefore include: 

1. What are key activities in a successful corporate venture transition process? 

2. What are problems concerning the alignment of newstream and mainstream business? 

3. How do problems concerning the alignment of newstream and mainstream business affect the 

post-transition performance of the corporate venture/ the established firm? 

4. What underlying mechanisms cause these problems? 

The second guideline concerns the ‘open’ aspect of this coding principle. Because there are no clear 

expectations of what to find as the successful corporate venture transition process, many categories of 

events, interactions, incidents are included in the coding process which requires a minutely approach. 

According to Corbin and Strauss (2008), theoretical saturation is reached when each aspect or concept 

is developed fully and variation is accounted for, within the limits of feasibility. For the coded 

transcripts, this means that commonalities were derived based on different categories related to 

corporate venture transitions. In doing so, a coding categorization was made in order to group certain 

codes together. An oversight of the coding categorization is provided in the case study protocol in 

Appendix III. Based on the abovementioned questions, the categories represent three main topics: the 

newstream – mainstream business interface, conflict areas and the corporate venture transition 

process. Finally, to allow for creativity during the coding process, all impressions, hunches on 

relationships, cross case comparisons, anecdotes and so on that seem important in the future were 

written down (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

Cross-case analysis 

By conducting cross case analysis, an attempt was made to answer the abovementioned questions and 

to find related concepts and themes that provide additional insights in why or how these answers 

apply. In order to get to statements that are somehow grounded in the data, literal replication logic  

was used as guideline for the cross case analysis. According to Yin (1989), ‘if similar results are 

obtained from all cases, literal replication is said to have taken place’ (p. 53). Given the two related, 

but distinct research questions that were posed in Chapter 1, certain cases will provide insight in the 

transition process by literal replication, while other cases will provide additional insight in the 

diversity of the newstream – mainstream business interface. 

The cross case analysis is done by comparing the category codes per case, in order to find out whether 

certain elements apply for multiple cases, or whether contrasting notions occur. In order to avoid 

premature conclusions due to information-processing biases, the advice provided in Eisenhardt (1989) 

was followed by dividing the cases in several dimensions. These biases may be avoided by looking 

for within-group similarities and intergroup differences. The dimensions are predominantly suggested 

by the research problem and the case material at hand and can be found in Table 7, Appendix I. Yin 

argues that one wants to do case studies in which even an “eyeballing” technique is sufficiently 

convincing to draw a conclusion. The cases are compared and confronted by analyzing the code-

categories and framing them in so-called ‘cross-case comparison matrices’, which are provided in 

Appendix IV. Comparing these matrices with the case characteristics conclusions or indications can 

be easily derived by just “eyeballing” these matrices. 
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Derivation of practice-based principles 

The derivation of practice-based principles was done after Plsek et al. (2007). To the knowledge of 

the author, the methods used and studied by Plsek are regarded as the most fundamental and grounded 

ways to derive design rules from practice situations. In their article on deriving design rules from 

practice, Plsek et al. (2007) argue that experts in a given area store their knowledge in design rule-like 

heuristic statements and imply that individuals active in organizational change activities define clear 

goals, identify key factors in the situation and call on past experience as input for decision making. 

The authors state that all efforts at organizational change have embedded design rules. The corporate 

venture transition process is by definition an effort of organizational change, and thereby qualifies as 

context to derive practice-based principles from. The individuals involved in the multiple case study 

are all involved in the actual transition process or corresponding decision making activities. Therefore 

the interviewees can be considered proper sources to derive practice-based principles from. Plsek et 

al. 2007 test four different methods to derive these principles (p. 155): 

1) Reviewing written documentation of change programs in order to extract design rules 

2) Convening groups of change experts and asking them to describe what they do, or see 

themselves doing  in the form of design rules. 

3) Listening to stories of change efforts  told by  change leaders and similar roles and extract the 

design rules off line (e.g. via review of transcripts  or notes) 

4) Posing hypothetical scenario’s  to those experienced in  organizational change  asking them to 

“think aloud” about how they would approach the situation, and then extract the rules off-line. 

The first, third and fourth method were utilized in this study, since one-on-one interviews were 

preferred over group sessions to increase understanding and feasibility of this study. The use of these 

three methods is discussed below in more detail. 

Written documentation 

The first method proposed by Plsek et al. (2007) concerns reviewing written documentation of change 

programs. The authors argue in their reflection on this method that the relative ease of deriving 

principles this way is likely to hold true for a large variety of documented management programs on a 

variety of topics, thereby indicating the appropriateness of using this method for this study. Due to the 

fact that of the six cases, only four were actually transferred to the mainstream business, the amount 

of written documentation is rather constrained. However, written documentation in the form of 

official learning- and review documents was collected on the Alpha, Gamma and Delta venture 

transition trajectories. Potential design principles that were provided in these documents were coded 

accordingly. 

Off-line extraction on transition stories 

The third method tested by Plsek et al. (2007) addresses the coded interview transcripts that form the 

base data set of this research. Following Plsek et al. (2007), the transcripts and codes were analyzed 

by two separate approaches: first, wherever the interviewee made an expression comparable to the 

heuristic form of a design rule, this was coded as a potential design rule and collected accordingly. 

Also, tensions areas and corresponding solution statements were combined in order to create design 

rules that are implicitly embedded in the dialogue. Second, similar design rule-like statements were 

grouped into main themes enabling the creation of general, potential practice-based principles.  

Off-line extraction on hypothetical scenarios 

The fourth method defined by Plsek et al. (2007) to derive practice-based principles is rather similar 

to the former, however it concerns hypothetical scenario’s illustrated by the interviewees. Due to the 
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fact that two of the six ventures were on the edge of their transition to the mainstream business, this 

method is applicable to the cases under study. Hypothetical questions were asked concerning key 

success factors and the whether the interviewees would expect problems to occur, how they would 

deal with them. Although there was only one scenario (making the transition to the mainstream 

business host), the respondents actively engaged in “thinking aloud”
4
 on how they would approach the 

situation and had a clear vision on how the transition process should be executed. 

All three selected methods were present in most practice-based principles, thereby increasing the 

quality of the principles derived. However, the three methods used in this study all differ on the extent 

to which they are based on actual experiences, which is related to the quality or the accurateness of 

the principles derived. Following this reasoning, the reliability and quality of the principles derived is 

expected to decrease from method 1 to 4. By synthesizing the different principle subsets, a final set of 

practice-based principles was derived. 

Plsek et al. (2007) finally conclude that it takes effort to derive design rules from practice situations 

and the individuals participating in these events. Moreover, change agents find difficulties articulating 

the design rules they use or have used in particular situations and the external researching party may 

have to do the actual work of making design rules explicit. Chapter 4 addresses this latter point: 

deriving practice-based principles that are implicitly embedded in the actions and experiences of the 

change agents involved in the corporate venture transition process.  

Synthesis 

Finally, when both research-based and practice-based principles are derived, synthesis in form of a 

confrontation of both subsets results in a set of design principles. This exercise is also known as 

pattern-matching, whereby several pieces of information from the same data set may be related to 

some theoretical propositions (Yin, 1989). Overlapping principles will increase the validity of those 

interventions for successful corporate venture transition processes, while single principles will either 

enhance understanding of the practitioner side, or enhance the understanding at the scientific side 

concerning corporate venture transition. The synthesis is done based on the article by Van Burg et al. 

(2008). Both sets of principles are compared, confronted and synthesized into one set of design 

principles for corporate venture transition processes. The confrontation is done by grouping similar 

themes and concepts from the practice-based and research-based principle sets, and is depicted by 

Table 14, Appendix V. 

Validation and validity 

The last step in the data analysis phase is to test the design principles. In order to enhance the 

generalizability and reliability of the principles, a minor validation study was conducted. Due to time 

and scope restrictions, an expert-opinion model of testing was adopted. Experts integration processes 

were involved in the validation study, in which they reviewed the design principles and provided their 

opinions.   

In order to increase the quality of the empirical study, several tests for research quality assessment 

were utilized, based on Yin (1989). Yin defines 4 different tests to ascertain construct validity, 

internal and external validity and reliability. Construct validity is accounted for by triangulation: the 

use of multiple cases and data types, as well as the clear linking of empirical data and theory 

according to the design science methodology as described earlier. Internal and external validity are 

measures that refer to the Due to the exploratory character of this project, the demands for internal 

and external validity need to be modest. However, by using multiple types of data sources from two 

                                                      
4
 The ‘thinking aloud’ approach is widely used in design sciences (see for example De Groot (1965))  
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different companies and with the external validation by experts on both corporate venturing and post-

acquisition integration, the results of this study gain more substance in terms of external validity and 

generalizability. Furthermore, internal validity is only a concern for causal or explanatory studies, and 

thus not explicated here. Although errors and bias cannot be ruled out completely, using a case study 

protocol and maintaining control over data collection by documenting intermediate results will 

enhance the reliability of the study. Another mechanism that can be utilized to assess the quality of an 

empirical study concerns the controllability of the research. Controllability addresses the extent to 

which another scholar is able to reproduce the study as it was conducted initially. By thoroughly 

describing the research methodology and the large extent to which methodological choices are 

underpinned by methodological literature increase the controllability of the research project (Van 

Aken, Berends, & Van der Bij, 2007). 

By addressing the research methodology used for this research project, Chapter 2 has provided insight 

in how the questions and objectives posed in Chapter 1 and 2 will be challenged. The development of 

the design principles as means to express answers to the abovementioned objectives plays a central 

role in this study, therefore Chapter 3 starts with depicting the theoretical background of these design 

principles for successful corporate venture transition. 
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Background 
This chapter addresses the theoretical background of this master thesis project and has two goals: first, 

it will illustrate the current state of academic literature on corporate venturing and transition 

processes, thereby positioning this research project at the intersection of corporate venturing and 

mergers and acquisitions bodies of literature. The second goal is to provide insight in the main 

challenges of corporate venture transition and alignment of newstream and mainstream business, in 

order to argue for interventions in the form of research-based principles that might mitigate these 

challenges.  

Corporate venturing process 
This part will review different perspectives on the corporate venturing process to increase the 

understanding of the corporate parent - venture separation, relation and their mutual interface. One of 

the most fundamental assumptions underlying corporate innovation is that new business development 

activities need to be organized separately from the mainstream business organization
5
. In terms of 

corporate venturing, the ventures are started and nurtured in a different organizational setting than the 

business units. The separation of the corporate venture and its corporate parent has a rather long 

history of academic literature. Ansoff and Brandenburg (1971) proposed that the corporate firm 

creates separate units within the organizational structure to facilitate the new venture development 

acitivities. This notion was followed by Fast (1981) and Galbraith (1982), when they argued that 

ventures are more effective when started outside the organizational context of the corporation. In 

contrast, Kanter (1989) argues that the corporate venture requires the freedom and flexibility of a 

stand-alone business in later phases of the venture development process. In a more recent publication, 

Christensen and Overdorf (2000) argue that to avoid (unfair) competition over resources, the new 

business requires separation from the mainstream business because and due to its inconsistency with 

the mainstream business, the venture often gets the lowest priority in resource allocation decision-

making processes. 

Scholars have conceptualized the corporate venturing activity as a stage-gate process, in which the 

venture moves from one stage to another, facing different challenges accordingly (Keil, 2002). The 

main differences between the models are the process under study, the perspective used and the 

number of stages identified. Table 2 provides an overview of different NBD/venture models, and the 

following section addresses the models in more detail. 

Table 2: Overview of different NBD / corporate venturing process models 

Source Process under study Perspective Stages/Phases 

Burgelman and Sayles 

(1986) 

NBD process Organizational theory 

Corporate parent 

Conceptualization 

Pre-Venture 

Entrepreneurial 

Organizational 

Venkataraman, et al., 

(1992) 

Venture process Institutional theory 

Venture 

Venture definition 

Venture penetration 

Contagion 

Institutionalization 

Govindarajan and 

Trimble (2005) 

NBD process Relational view of the 

firm Institutional theory 

venture 

Forgetting  

Borrowing  

Learning 

O’Connor and 

DeMartino (2006) 

NBD process Organizational theory 

Capabilities 

Corporate parent 

Discovery 

Incubation 

Acceleration 

 

                                                      
5
 Note that the companies in this study are in line with this fundamental assumption 
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Burgelman and Sayles (1986) start the new business development cycle with the conceptualization 

stage, in which the integration of R&D and business knowledge streams conceives new business 

opportunities. In this early stage, the project team explores different applications of the business 

opportunity, as well as market needs. Consequently, new business management creates a 

multifunctional team to ensure further development of the new business opportunity. The pre-venture 

stage concerns a try-out period where the venture tries out different new product configurations and 

business models as though it were a new business coping with marketplace problems. In the 

entrepreneurial stage, the venture takes off and focuses on rapid growth. Major decisions concerning 

its location in the parent company, rate of growth, internal function development and additions of 

complementary products. The selection of the venture manager and its superior(s) in the corporate 

organization are important decisions in this stage. The relationships established in this phase are 

critically important for challenges later on in the new business development process, since tensions 

between the venture and the corporate parent are known to build up (Garvin & Levesque, 2006). 

During the Organizational stage, the corporate organizational reality levels with the turbulent 

development of the corporate venture. The entrepreneurial ways of doing things causes deficiencies 

with organizational procedures institutionalized in the corporate context. The biggest challenge of this 

stage is the remedy of these deficiencies to assure the continued viability of the venture and to enable 

successful transition of the venture into the corporate structure. The authors use the creation of a New 

Venture Division as an example to mediate the parent company – venture deficiencies.  

In contrast to Burgelman and Sayles (1989), Venkataraman et al. (1992) provide a model that utilizes 

a venture perspective and focus on the corporate venture development process, rather than new 

business development process. In the ‘Venture Definition’ phase, the venture managers or product 

champions are concerned with clarification and extension activities related to the product, market, 

strategies, business models and the relationship with the corporate parent. During the ‘Venture 

Penetration’ phase, more emphasis lies on the execution and implementation of plans made in the 

foregone phase, which requires a focus on market entry, start-up barriers and the development of 

internal infrastructure. In the ‘Contagion’ phase, this emphasis shifts to the acceleration of the venture 

and the challenges of rapid growth. Major concerns are with escalating resource requirements and 

scaling up operations. Finally, the ‘Institutionalization’ phase concerns the need to integrate the 

corporate venture with the existing corporate structures. This phase focuses on activities that stabilize 

the venture in the context of the parent company. 

In contrast to the other sources, Govindarajan and Trimble (2005) use a venture perspective on the 

NBD process when they identified a typology that describes the problematic corporate parent - 

venture interface. The authors argue that a new business with high growth potential rarely coexists 

gracefully with established business units within the company, which creates three specific challenges 

for the new business: the need to forget, borrow and learn from the parent company. The forgetting 

exercise is important in the early phases of the new business development process, and is focused on 

the Venture Definition phase. Since the new business is radically different from the established 

business, the venture needs to forget what made its corporate parent successful in order to achieve 

high growth rates and escape from the organizational inertia at the mainstream business. The section 

on newstream – mainstream tensions with venture transition will address the role of organizational 

inertia in more detail. Govindarajan and Trimble (2005) furthermore indicate that separation is an 

ideal way for the venture to forget, however they argue that because the resources of the parent 

company are too valuable to ignore, complete isolation would not be appropriate. The venture should 

borrow leveraging assets such as branding, testing facilities or purchasing processes, however the 

venture should not borrow too much since that will make it harder to forget (Govindarajan & Trimble, 
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2005). The borrowing exercise is important in the phase of rapid growth or ‘Contagion’ phase, when 

the venture needs to benefit from the corporate parents’ assets. According to Govindarajan and 

Trimble, the learning exercise holds that the venture’s business outcomes need to evolve from wild 

guesses to informed estimates to reliable forecasts. In contrast to borrowing, the learning exercise is 

important in the whole venture evolution process: the corporate venture will only evolve in a mature 

business once it is able to solve the uncertainties characterizing its fuzzy beginning of the process. 

The fact that the venture needs to evolve has implications for corporate management: business 

performance measurements need to adjust to the uncertainty level the venture is in. Govindarajan and 

Trimble mention the avoidance of forecasts because they are difficult in the beginning as a common 

mistake: ‘you cannot get better at making predictions by avoiding them’ (p. 66). 

The last model of corporate venturing processes that forms this theoretical context comes from 

O’Connor and DeMartino (2006). In their study on the commercialization of radical innovations in 

established firms, the authors identified three capabilities that were present in companies that were 

successful radical innovation trajectories. The Discovery capability concerns activities that recognize, 

create, elaborate and articulate radical innovation capabilities. This capability is important in the first 

phase of the venture’s development. When new business opportunities are recognized or created and 

defined, the venture needs to develop the business. Incubation competency concerns activities that 

mature the radical innovation opportunities into business proposals. The incubation capability is 

required in Venture Penetration and Contagion phases. The incubation capability reduces market, 

technology and business model uncertainties through learning and experimentation, while the 

Acceleration capability ramps up the new venture towards reliable sales and operations forecasts. The 

goal of the acceleration capability is to boost the venture towards a point where it can stand on its own 

and prepares for integration with the organizational structure. It is clear that the acceleration capability 

relates to the Contagion and Institutionalization phases of the corporate venture development. 

In the abovementioned analysis of corporate venturing modes and stages, different sources of 

academic literature have indicated the problematic relationship between the established firm and its  

corporate ventures. The fact that all models start with a venture creation phase, in which ideas become 

opportunities and the venture needs to ‘forget’ and start with a clean sheet, argues for the separation 

assumption. Furthermore, three of the four described sources treated ‘incorporation’ as being the final 

phase in corporate venture development. Indeed, in the most successful scenario, all the companies’ 

ventures reach this maturity stage and will make the transition into the corporate organizations 

control. In real life, only few of many ventures actually reach this stage. Ventures can be divested, 

terminated or spun out. Rice, et al. (2002) attempt to answer the question in what operating home the 

discontinuous innovation should be received and provide three options: 1) existing business unit, 2) 

new business unit and 3) spin-off organization.  Transition to an existing business unit: when the 

venture develops internally, it is often transferred into an existing business unit, due to costs and risks. 

This transfer may eventual result in a “forced-fit”, which will cause organizational resistance from the 

receiving business unit. To use Roberts and Berry’s (1985) typology; the higher the newness and 

unfamiliarity, the harder it is to fit the venture into an existing business unit. The authors argue that 

“force-fitting” may have fatal consequences: the BU may fail to support the venture accordingly and it 

may kill the venture’s development by driving it through its systems and procedures of measurement. 

In this particular case, the authors label the integration of the corporate venture as a ‘transition 

process’. The second option that the authors provide concerns the establishment of a new business 

unit to receive the venture. The established firm may use this option for the integration of highly 

radical innovations, which are unconnected to any of the current businesses at all. The creation of a 

new business unit for institutionalizing the corporate venture actually indicates the transformation of 
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the venture towards a new business unit. Therefore, it supports the distinction between the several 

options to label the integration process here as ‘transformation process’. The third option that the 

authors depict concerns the creation of a ‘spinoff organization’ to receive the venture project. The 

authors indicate that established firms might use this option when there is low strategic fit and the 

firm is unwilling to leverage the innovation to stretch its competency base. The establishment of a 

spinoff organization means that a new, stand-alone company is created, with no ties to the established 

firm except for the fact that it uses/licenses technology formerly developed in the established firm. 

Because the venture is not integrated into the organizational structure in this case, reasons of clarity 

allow for labeling this particular option as ‘divesture process’ or ‘spin – off’. 

A link with the established firm provides the venture with easy access to resources and assets crucial 

for the venture’s development. However, as was pointed out by Christensen (1997), in case of radical, 

discontinuous innovations, a strong link might result in resistance on the side of the mainstream 

activities, due to different business logic and management requirements.  The next section will 

address the problems concerning the integration of corporate ventures with the organizational 

structure of the established firm.  

Tensions 
Many scholars have pointed out all sorts of problems that occur with the transition of newstream 

businesses to mainstream operations and this section will provide an overview of the most well known 

problems. This chapter distinguishes between strategic, organizational, managerial and cultural 

problem areas. Table 8 in Appendix I provides an overview of these tensions. 

Strategic  

The link between corporate venturing and strategic management is rather clear, since corporate 

venturing is regarded as a means to corporate innovation and growth strategies. Hence, earlier studies 

have found several strategic conflict areas concerning the newstream – mainstream business 

interaction.  

Garvin (2004) argues that one of the biggest concerns in new business creation is the new venture 

becoming an ‘organizational orphan’. When there is too much separation, new ventures become 

orphans but with too much integration, the new venture will fail to differentiate itself. Garvin 

furthermore states that the difficulty of the integration of new businesses with the mainstream 

organization is that the new business has difficulties in finding an organizational home. This is 

especially the case when the new venture falls between different business units, also known as the 

‘white spaces’ in the organizational chart. According to Garvin, many firms struggle with the 

challenge of finding the right place for the corporate venture on the organizational chart. Most of the 

time, the new businesses will tend to fall between the cracks of the established businesses, since they 

entail new technology or new business models. This challenges the transition decision-making unit 

with the questions how to organize this hand-off, and how to determine where to put the new 

business. 

Based on their study of 12 established companies, O’Connor and DeMartino (2006) observed timing 

as another strategic problem. They found in their sample projects that corporate management moved 

projects directly from discovery to the acceleration phase
6
, thereby ignoring the experimental business 

activity in the incubator phase, and possibly missing broader applications of the new venture. Due to 

the premature acceleration and integration of the new venture, corporate management forces projects 

                                                      
6
 See Table 2,  page 23 
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into established business units, while they may have grown into a complete new business group. 

Leifer et al. (2001) pointed out this timing issue earlier when they argued for the use of organizational 

hubs for the implementation of radical innovations in mature firms. From their analysis of 12 projects 

at different firms, the authors point out some unique difficulties when it comes to project transition 

from R&D to a receiving unit in operations. First of all, the new venture and the receiving business 

unit have different perceptions of the venture’s readiness for transition, hence the timing of the 

transition. For example, when the corporate parent integrates the venture too late, the company might 

miss its window of opportunity or its first mover advantage and the time to market will be 

unnecessarily long. When transferring prematurely, many market and technology uncertainties may 

not be resolved. Second, due to the radical newness of the venture’s business, both the parent 

organization as the marketplace require education on the new value proposition of the products and 

technology. Finally, the authors argue that neither the receiving business unit nor the new venture is 

capable of managing the transition period.  

Finally, from a more practical point of view, Buckland et al., (2003) identify several internal tensions 

that hamper the transition of a new business into the corporate organizational structure. These tensions 

occur for companies that are in so-called ‘focused’ mode: ‘the firm has, or is developing, a business 

creation capability but has not yet integrated it into its day-to-day business development activities’ 

(Buckland et al., 2003, p. 80). The authors argue that the transition of successful new businesses via a 

wholly owned business unit will not work, because there are critical differences between the new 

venture and the receiving business unit.  

Organizational  

The differences mentioned by Buckland et al., (2003)  mostly relate to the domain of financial 

measures: the corporation measures the business unit as a profit centre, which is financially 

incompatible with loss-making start-up businesses, and divisions are not capable of providing the 

start-ups with a stable funding background to execute their business plans. The authors mention the 

lacking support of new business divisions for the corporate venture’s development and incompatible 

performance measurement systems as other problems regarding corporate venture transition 

processes.  

O’Connor and DeMartino (2006) observed a relationship between competency weakness and 

challenges of a firm when it comes to the implementation of radical innovations. Firms that had weak 

acceleration capability had poor connectedness and lack of credibility with the business units. The 

business units got frustrated when promising new ventures fell off the radar due to insufficient 

funding and pressures caused by incongruence between their targets and the uncertainty of the new 

ventures. The authors furthermore consider differences in performance measurement systems and the 

difficulties of investment decisions as problem areas when it comes to the integration of newstream 

business with the mainstream business. 

In their article on the possibilities of capturing value from new ventures, McGrath and Keil (2007) 

indicate that there are more options than go/no-go in new venture decision making. The authors 

mention the transition of the new venture into a business unit as one of the overlooked options, and 

state that established firms rarely use this option, due to issues concerning the transition process. The 

mainstream business managers and the newstream business managers may not know enough about 

one another to recognize the match. Communication is one of the problems concerned with the pre- 

transition process: the lack of networks for personal relationships between business leaders and 

venture management or knowledge brokers that link both parties may have negative influence on the 

transition process. According to McGrath and Keil (2007), even if managers find a match, there is 
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internal resistance to the transition because the business management fears to receive the residues of a 

failed venture, which reveals the forces of dominant logic. 

A seemingly logical consequence of organizational resistance to the transition is the fact that new 

ventures have difficulties with positioning themselves inside the corporate structure. They struggle to 

create legitimacy and have to attract resources and influential sponsors in order to survive between the 

other business units. As Garvin and Levesque (2006) state, managing new businesses in the same way 

as the mature business makes it easy for the traditional businesses to dominate the newstream 

businesses.  

Managerial  

Burgelman and Sayles (1986) mention internal resistance to the adoption of the new venture in the 

existing business unit as one of the most well known problems concerning the newstream – 

mainstream business interface. Academic scholars have used many different concepts to describe this 

issue, for example corporate culture (Garvin, 2004; Garvin & Levesque, 2006) and dominant logic 

(Prahalad & Bettis, 1986). Dominant logic consists of cognitive structures and perspectives and 

creates an organizational filter that leaves out information and behavior that does not comport with the 

dominant logic (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Prahalad & Bettis, 1986). Note that problems with 

dominant logic only occur in case of two separate organizational entities where dominant logic is 

build up separately. The creation of dominant logic is a logical consequence of the institutionalization 

of successful behaviors in an uncertain environment (Van Dijk, 2008), which are institutionalized to 

reduce uncertainty and to maintain focus and internal coherence between the firm’s activities. In the 

literature on technology management, this mechanism is also referred to as path-dependent behavior: 

many industries and companies lack innovative behavior due to their narrow-sighted perspective on 

opportunity exploration ( (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Christensen, 1997). The dominant logic 

of an established firm results in path dependent behavior of strategic management, which influences 

the perception of external and internal developments, for example the approaches used for resource 

allocation and control (Prahalad & Bettis, 1986). This becomes problematic when the environment 

requires different behavior and different approaches, for example, when the firm acquires or develops 

new businesses, which entail different technology, new markets, and different business models and 

involve higher uncertainty. According to Prahalad and Bettis (1986), management is likely to stick to 

the approaches that are appropriate for the mainstream business when confronted with the challenge 

of managing the newstream businesses. In a more recent volume on managing radical innovations in 

established firms, Leifer et al. (2000) indicate that traditional stage-gate-like project management is 

not providing mechanisms to manage the development of newstream businesses. Vanhaverbeke and 

Peeters (2005) argue that established firms face ‘paradoxical management requirements’ when 

confronted with the challenge to manage both new ventures and established businesses. 

Organizational resistance is build up because the corporation is locked-in in successful behavior, 

which often conflicts with the logic required to manage the new venture. 

Garvin and Levesque (2006) have a different perspective on managerial problems when they state that 

the business unit manager that adopts the new venture fears the uncertainty that comes with the new 

venture. Some scholars have identified this situation as the not-invented-here (NIH) syndrome (Katz 

& Allen, 1982). The business unit manager is afraid that the new venture will fail and top 

management will hold him responsible. This notion indicates two different things: 1) absence of 

culture that emphasizes shared responsibility in this matter, and 2) corporate management measures 

the business unit (BU) manager’s performance apparently on the wrong objectives, regarding his 

dismay of the new business’ uncertainty, thereby implying the risk-averse corporate culture. 
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Cultural 

The flexible, entrepreneurial, opportunity exploring culture of the new venture is confronting the 

controlled, administrative, opportunity exploiting culture of the established mature parent company 

(Garvin & Levesque, 2006). The establishment of new business divisions and special purpose groups 

creates a chasm between the newstream and mainstream businesses and results in the development of 

two distinct cultures, which magnifies the clash between the newstream and the mainstream business 

at the point of transition. The difficulties with corporate culture are also addressed by Van de Vrande 

et al. (2006), who indicate that the integration of small innovative firms or the acquisition of small 

alliance partners may destroy the innovative culture in these start-ups. The new venture personnel will 

find difficulties in adapting to the performance measures culture of the corporate company (Buckland 

et al., 2003).The situation in which corporate management treats the corporate venture as an exception 

and evaluates its performance on progress rates rather than on financial metrics is fundamental 

different from the situation inside the corporate boundaries. Being part of the organizational structure 

of the corporation means that the established firm will increase control over the venture employee and 

performance measurement systems which emphasize efficiency and financial control. This shift may 

kill the entrepreneurial spirit that was once so important for the growth of the venture, and may cause 

key employees to leave the venture (Sykes, 1986). This is an important challenge in the transition of 

the new venture, since the resignation of key employees will most likely result in the failure of the 

new business.  

The problematic issues of transition do not relate only to corporate venturing processes, but are a topic 

of large academic interest in the field of mergers and acquisitions (M&A). Although the integration of 

an acquisition entails rather different challenges in comparison with the transition of an corporate 

venture, some interesting insights might come from this body of research. The main difference lies in 

the fact that the acquisition integration framework concerns the integration of two previously 

sovereign organizations, which is not the case with corporate venture transition. Van de Vrande et al. 

(2006) make a useful distinction between spin-ins and acquisition integration: ‘technology and market 

risks are much higher for spin-ins, while the investments for the acquisition of commercially active 

companies is many times larger than for most spin-in candidates’ (p. 356). Spinning-in refers to the 

acquisition of companies that are in a pre- competitive state (e.g. in an incubator program).   

In a study on comparing alliances and acquisitions, Garette and Dussauge (2000) indicate that the 

post-merger integration process is one of the pitfalls in the acquisition trajectory. Although the 

integration process of an acquisition is significantly different from the transition of a corporate 

venture, the culture clash between the two parties that merge is similar, since the venture has been 

developing for some years and has most probably institutionalized some cultural values.  

This analysis of transition challenges makes clear that the separation of the new business creation 

process and the management and development of the mature businesses splits the organization into 

two cultures, which creates tension, hampers transition and is often the main reason for new 

businesses to fail.  It has become clear in the analysis provided so far in this chapter that: 

1) The corporate venturing process is an important engine for corporate innovation and growth 

strategies. 

2) Literature on corporate venturing describes the corporate venturing process, it stages and the 

difficulty that established firms have to effectively capture value from the corporate venture 

once they are successful. Furthermore, several sources have comprehensively described 

problem areas for corporate venture transition and the newstream – mainstream business 

interface. 
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3) Thus far, scholars on corporate venturing and mergers and acquisitions did not describe the 

actual corporate venture transition process, and how it might address known and unknown 

problem areas. 

The combination of the importance of corporate venturing for innovation in established firms and the 

lack of academic knowledge on how to organize the corporate venture transition process and to 

effectively deal with problem areas in the newstream- mainstream interface, implies the rationale for 

conducting a study on this topic. This theoretical chapter concludes with the derivation of research-

based principles that may allow the established firm to transfer its corporate ventures successfully.  

Research-based principles 

These research-based principles were developed based on the extensive review of academic literature 

as depicted above. The principles are developed for two reasons; first to provide practitioners a 

guideline on how to deal with the challenges of corporate venture transition processes, and second to 

use them as building blocks to bridge the gap in academic literature currently existing on corporate 

venture transition processes. Most academic literature that identified problems and underlying 

mechanisms concerning the newstream-mainstream business relationship simultaneously provided 

solutions and recommendations. As was stated in the methodology section, the principles are 

expressed in the so-called CIMO-logic.  

This section kicks off with a context description that holds for all principles. This context entails the 

corporate parent -venture interface that exist at the edge of the organizational boundaries of the large, 

established firm in high-tech industry. Table 15 in Appendix V provides an overview of the 

interventions, the mechanisms by with they  work and the expected outcomes. The principles address 

multiple aspects of the newstream – mainstream business interface, which are similar to the aspects 

described in the problems chapter, but focus on transitioning the venture from the NBD/Incubator 

setting to the mainstream business organization of the corporation. 

Determinants that address the organizational aspect of the corporate parent - venture interface concern 

the design of organizational structures that facilitate the transition process and bridge the gap between 

both organizational entities. Before embarking on a corporate venture transition journey, the 

established firms should thoroughly investigate the proper organizational design for the corporate 

parent - venture interface. Corporate management can avoid problems concerning legitimacy, misfits 

with the acquiring division, organizational resistance and poor connectedness by implementing the 

right organizational design. This introduces the first research-based principle: 

Principle 1: to avoid transition problems regarding venture legitimacy, misalignment and internal 

resistance and to achieve expected venture performance, the corporate parent must choose the proper 

organizational design for the corporate parent - venture interface. 

As described in Appendix VI on organizational designs, Burgelman and Sayles (1986), (Rice et al., 

2002), O’Connor and DeMartino (2006) and McGrath and Keil (2002), provide insights which 

organizational design to use for structuring the newstream – mainstream interface and how to 

determine the right way to link new and established businesses. In addition to these organizational 

designs, Leifer et al. (2001) introduced the role of radical innovation hubs as an organizational entity 

to facilitate the transition process. The authors define a radical innovation hub as being an 

organizational “support centre” where the radical innovators and sponsors find their home. The RI 

hub is situated between corporate ventures, their boards, and the R&D department on the one side, 

and business units and corporate management on the other. Besides several other important roles, the 
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RI hub facilitates knowledge-sharing, serves as a knowledge repository for lessons learned, advises 

venture and corporate management on project evaluations and manages the corporate parent - venture 

interface. Furthermore, the hub organizes and recruits advisory boards, and is the decision making 

authority regarding the exit strategy of the corporate venture. One important aspect of this RI hub is 

that it creates performance benchmarks for senior management.  

Although the corporation might have picked the right organizational design to manage the newstream 

– mainstream business relationship, many new business development projects fail when they enter the 

periphery of the corporate company, and the actual transition process is very hard to manage  (Leifer 

et al., 2001). Problems regarding opportunistic behavior and organizational inertia are mentioned by 

several scholars, as well as loss of strategic oversight in situations with multiple ventures in 

development (Venkataraman et al., 1992). This results in the following research-based principle: 

Principle 2: in order to mitigate tensions caused by organizational inertia and to keep strategic 

control and oversight over the process, the corporate firm should create a corporate venture advisory 

and oversight board.  

Garvin and Levesque (2006) state in their article on the challenges of corporate entrepreneurship that 

corporations need to balance the identity and integration of corporate ventures to be able to reap the 

benefits of the venture’s development. They indicate that the balancing acts must take place in three 

areas: strategy, operations and organization. One of the organizational recommendations concerns the 

creation of advisory and oversight committees, also known as hybrid organizational forms. Because 

the CEO and the group of vice presidents form ‘Oversight committees’ or ‘Venture Development 

boards’, these mix formal authorities with informal oversight and are often useful to remain oversight 

in strategic sense. While Garvin and Levesque addressed the strategic aspect of this principle, Rice et 

al. (2002) focused more on the actual transition process. In their study on commercializing 

discontinuous innovations, the authors investigated the transition of R&D projects that entailed a 

discontinuous innovation from the R&D project to an established business unit. Based on their 

analysis of transition practices, the authors derived seven propositions for improving the effectiveness 

of transition management, of which an overview can be found in Table 10 in Appendix I. 

One of those propositions is the establishment of a transition oversight board to monitor the transition 

and the transition team and assemble lessons learned. The authors argue that corporate management 

should establish a separate transition oversight board for each transition effort, which should bundle 

the power of senior management support. Furthermore, the authors indicate that a transition oversight 

board will only be effective with the right people: employees with organizational weight to efficiently 

execute the transition process and with the knowledge of transition dynamics to act decisively.  

Buckland et al. (2003) base their recommendation concerning the use of corporate venture boards on 

experiences from practice. In contrast to the board configuration recommended by Garvin and 

Levesque (2006), the authors argue for a non-executive board that manages the corporate parent - 

venture interface and makes the decisions concerning the transition. Furthermore, the authors argue 

that to avoid mismanagement of the venture’s transition and to mitigate the effects of opportunistic 

behavior by business unit management, the corporate parent should establish a corporate venture 

board. This provides corporate management with the tools to monitor and support the venture in its 

development, and steer its strategy when necessary. The term ‘corporate venture advisory board’ as 

used in this research-based principle, is based on the separate terms used by the abovementioned 

sources and can be seen as part of the RI hub as defined by Leifer, Rice and O’Connor in 2001. In 

their encompassing book on corporate venturing, Mason and Rohner (2002)  opt for the creation of an 
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Venture Business Office (VBO). This VBO will address four goals in the corporate venturing 

program: 1) protect ventures from organizational antibodies, 2) launch and invest in new ventures, 3) 

define, measure and analyze financial and strategic return from these ventures and 4) link internal 

corporation to outside venture community. This VBO has the oversight and the power to organize, 

monitor and steer the corporate venture program and make important decisions concerning individual 

corporate ventures. However, to be able to do so; people near the top management need to be 

involved; the VBO requires the talents and strengths of at least three key people: a VBO managing 

director, a venture executive officer (VEO), and the parent company’s CEO or proxy. The managing 

director of the VBO is the CEO of the venture oversight board, while the VEO is a champion within 

the corporate organization who is both highly placed and rooted in the daily operational aspects of 

running the organization. The CEO is responsible for providing the VBO with enough organizational 

wit to facilitate decision making. The VBO furthermore requires a board of advisors, not only to fill in 

skill and experience gaps (for example financial, or industry specific knowledge) but also to add an 

unbiased objective perspective on the corporate ventures. Furthermore the authors suggest that the 

board should be about 6 to 8 seasoned individuals from both inside and outside the parent firm, and 

preferably some professionals with venturing experience and network in the venture community.  

As was clearly depicted by Garvin and Levesque (2006); the integration of an external corporate 

venture with the large established firm reveals a ‘two cultures’ problem. A large deal of the transition 

problems are related to political and cultural aspects and the role of employees in it. Many scholars 

have reasoned to use champions, senior executives or other influential and dedicated actors to mitigate 

these problems. This introduces the following research-based principle: 

Principle 3: the corporate firm should identify and entitle champion roles in order to mitigate the 

effects of cultural and political tensions between the corporate parent and the venture and to facilitate 

the transition process.  

Burgelman and Sayles (1986) argued that the role of an organizational champion who understands the 

working of the current system is important to mitigate the problems with organizational resistance to 

the direct integration of a corporate venture into a business unit. Kanter (1989) argues that newstream 

management needs to be connected to powerful sponsors in the mainstream organization. McGrath 

and Keil (2007) state that senior-level involvement is extremely helpful in the ‘spinning-in’ process of 

external corporate ventures. Leifer et al. (2001) state that the assignment of a senior-level-

management transition champion provides the process with the high-priority it needs to be successful. 

Moreover, Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991) indicate that championing is crucial for nurturing the 

acquired firm when it integrates and faces the challenge of resource competition. Garvin and 

Levesque (2006) provide a deeper insight in who these sponsors are and how they may facilitate the 

transition. The authors argue that the established firm may assign corporate sponsors - in the form of 

line or staff executives - and operating sponsors from particular businesses, divisions or groups, to 

facilitate the transition process. Corporate sponsors bring credibility and weight to new ventures, 

which is essential for substantive identity within the corporate structure. The operating sponsors 

contribute organizational knowledge and foster acceptance, which is crucial for the sufficient 

integration with the mainstream businesses. Rice et al. (2002) make a similar distinction between 

champions in their study on the commercialization of radical innovations. One of their seven 

propositions for transition management includes the ‘identification and recruitment of senior 

management champions’ and the charging of their responsibility for the transition process. The 

authors state that the transition of a radical innovation projects needs a push from senior management 

level and a pull from the business unit side in order to be successful. This implies that two champions 

will manage the transition process: one senior manager, and one business unit manager. Practical 
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evidence showed that the use of the business unit champion mitigates the effects of the NIH syndrome 

and diminishes organizational resistance towards the transition. The authority of the senior 

management champion provides the process with enough importance and safeguards the project 

against resistance from other business groups and lower management. Although the abovementioned 

sources provide useful insight in the role of champions, the most extensive contribution comes from 

Venkataraman et al.(1992). In their chapter on the progress in research on corporate venturing, the 

authors describe several championing roles that are consistent with the phases of the corporate 

venturing process. Since every phase has its own challenges, each phase requires different venturing 

roles in order to mitigate problems. For reasons of scope, the ‘incorporation’ championing role, 

related to the institutionalization
7
 phase is selected for this review. According to Venkataraman et al. 

(1992), the incorporation role involves the preparation of the new venture for the institutional 

citizenship. One or more powerful agents need to educate both venture and corporate parent and 

ensure the alignment of practices, norms, values and routines of the new venture and the rest of the 

organization. Furthermore, they should prepare the venture for corporate citizenship. The 

incorporation champion should also mediate in discussions on venture strategy between stakeholders 

and create internal acceptance for the new venture. The authors furthermore argue that the champion 

plays a large role in the institutionalization of venture personnel and facilitates legitimization of the 

new venture within the firm. 

One of the causes of the ‘two cultures’ problem is the fact that the new business development 

activities are deployed using a different mindset, culture and beliefs than mainstream business. The 

established firm became established through operational excellence, by standardizing and optimizing 

processes and procedures. The established firm manages the business units and groups that reside 

inside the corporate boundaries in this operational excellence-mindset; deadlines and targets must be 

met, budgets must be held and planned development must be achieved. The main goal of this kind of 

performance measurement is control and predictability, not creativity and entrepreneurship, which 

were the key aspects of the venture’s life so far (Sharma, 1999). However, the corporate venture 

requires flexible performance management systems. Moreover, the resignation of qualified venture 

personnel due to radical changes in their performance management may have a hazardous influence 

on future venture performance (Sykes, 1986). Put otherwise; the performance measurement systems 

used within the corporate parent are not suitable for the development of the corporate venture 

(Burgelman & Sayles, 1986; Kanter, 1989). However, when the venture is at the foothold of 

transitioning into the corporate structure, its performance measurement and management systems 

need revision. This results in the following research-based principle: 

Principle 4: in order to smoothen the corporate venture transition process and increase post-

transition venture performance, the established firm should implement a performance measurement 

and reward system that is tailored to both the ventures’ and the corporation’s requirements. 

According to Kanter (1989), the fundamental differences in management style between NBD and the 

mainstream business and the more bureaucratic pattern defining the established business cause the 

cultural clashes that become apparent in the use of performance measurement systems. The critical 

aspect in this principle is the notion that both mainstream and newstream management needs to be 

satisfied. Tension between established business managers and venture managers is built up due to the 

freedom of the latter versus the tight budget of the former (Kanter, 1989). Govindarajan and Trimble 

(2006) use another perspective to deal with these issues. The authors state that due to the fundamental 

differences in business requirements, the corporate parent needs to assess the corporate venture’s 

                                                      
7
 See section on corporate venturing processes, p.23 
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business performance on measures that help reduce the uncertainty in the venture’s business 

predictions. The authors argue that these metrics are mostly non-financial and are rarely the measures 

that are used by the corporate parent itself.  

One of the main aspects in corporate venture transition is the management of the process itself. It 

seems that stakeholders involved in the process, such as the business unit and corporate venture 

manager, are not capable of integrating a corporate venture into the organizational structure of the 

established firm. Many problems caused by bad timing of the transition and the cognitive gap between 

the both organizational entities may be solved when the established firm pays close attention to the 

management of the transition process.  

Principle 5: in order to increase the effectiveness of the corporate venture’s transition process, the 

established firm should put effort in (pre) transition management: 

 5a: conduct transition readiness assessment (both sides) 

 5b: create transition teams  

 5c: create transition plan: timetable, tasks, roles, responsibilities, hand-off criteria 

 5d: organize funding for the transition process   

5e: review transition process 

The seven managerial interventions for transition uncertainties in high-tech firms developed by Rice 

et al. (2002) form the bases of this design principle. The order of the sub-principles however, is 

inspired on an earlier publication of the same study (Leifer et al., 2001). The authors imply that a pre-

transition readiness assessment from both the venture as the corporation side is necessary before 

further transition management activities are executed. As was depicted in the problems section, the 

timing of the transition is critical for post-transition venture success. Kanter (1989) already 

demonstrated the importance of pre-transition management by saying that the business unit managers 

should be involved in the newstream business process. The main reason for doing so is to bridge the 

gap between the established and new business development trajectories. Garvin and Levesque (2006) 

later supported this insight, when they argued that ‘transition works best when it begins early in the 

life of a new business (p. 109). The authors find that business unit managers are more eager to inherit 

an organization, which they are familiar with due to involvement in venture definition phases. Garvin 

and Levesque (2006) furthermore state that the challenge begins with the timing of the corporate 

venture hand-off to the receiving business unit. The readiness assessment needs to determine whether 

this timing is right, as Rice et al. (2002) propose it. The transition readiness assessment entails 

information sharing and negotiation between the corporate venture and the receiving business unit. 

The goal is to achieve mutual agreement on the amount of progress that both parties need to achieve. 

The venture for example needs to reduce as much uncertainty in market, technology and business 

model domains and the receiving unit needs to develop a receiving capacity to smoothen the 

transition. The last research-based principle deals with this pre-transition capability in more detail. 

Rice et al. furthermore argue that a third party, who has specific knowledge and capabilities of 

transition processes, should conduct the assessment. The authors argue that the use of a properly 

assembled transition team will enhance the chances of a successful transition process. The transition 

team should include three sets of individuals: 1) venture personnel; 2) business unit personnel, 3) 

transition management experts. Corporate management should place key venture personnel, such as 

the venture manager either in the transition team or on the advisory board. The champions that were 

addressed earlier in this section may be included in this transition team as well. Furthermore, the 

authors indicate that when transition capabilities are not available in both business unit and venture 
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side, corporate management should intervene and manage the leadership. An important aspect of this 

team configuration is the retention of the venture manager, whose post-transition position should be 

within the new business unit. The transition team develops a detailed transition plan, based on the 

outcomes of the mutual transition readiness assessment. This plan should entail an transition 

timetable, tasks, roles and responsibilities of the team members. In addition, Garvin and Levesque 

(2006) argued for the establishment of detailed hand-off criteria to increase the transition speed. There 

can be quantitative criteria: revenue or size thresholds, number of customers, market share target; or 

qualitative criteria: strategic clarity, stability and experience of leadership, competitive advantage. An 

important notion to these criteria is that in order to avoid legitimacy crises and organizational inertia 

to the adoption of the corporate venture, these criteria need to be agreed upon in advance from both 

the venture and the business group side. Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991) term this the blueprint for 

consolidation, which is created in the pre-transition stage-setting phase for acquisitions. The authors 

define five aspects to this transition plan: 1) selecting a single leader to manage the transition process; 

2) choosing the management team that will lead (acquiring or acquired firm); 3) setting up a transition 

structure including specific task forces in the key transition areas; 4) managing to a transition calendar 

and 5) communication throughout the process. The fourth aspect for transition management practices 

concerns the funding of the process. Due to problems concerning the responsibility of the transition, 

and fundamental differences in business drivers between the receiving business unit (reach break-

even) and the corporate venture (continue expansion and experimentation), the authors suggest that 

corporate management secures additional funding and resource support for the transition activities. 

Leifer et al. (2001) finally argue that the whole process of readiness assessment, team and plan 

development and funding enables the established firm to develop an ‘transition competency’ and 

provides a natural mechanism of reviewing and learning from these kind of complex processes. Since 

the transition of the corporate venture is part of the organizational evolutionary process, and large 

established companies maintain a portfolio of corporate venture initiatives, becoming good at 

transition is very valuable. 

The corporate parent - venture interface is complex because several mechanisms influence the 

interface, and because different drivers and mindset determine the behavior of both parties. The 

corporate firm needs to develop internal and external capabilities in order to deal with the mechanisms 

and increase transition effectiveness. Developing these capabilities may mitigate problems concerning 

organizational inertia and misfits between new and established business. This introduces the last 

research-based principle: 

Principle 6: in order to facilitate the corporate venture transition process, the established firm should 

develop different internal and external capabilities in the pre-transition phase. 

6a: internal R&D development and investment to increase absorptive capacity and familiarity 

6b: external communication capabilities to support the corporate parent - corporate venture 

interface, and relations with the parent company. 

Comparing the transition process model -as shown by Table 11, Appendix I- with recommendations 

made by Roberts and Berry (1985), Tripsas (1997) and McGrath and Keil (2007) results in interesting 

similarities. The ‘pre-acquisition’ and ‘foundation building’ phases of the model are based on the 

practical idea that a lot of preliminary work can be done before the actual transition starts in order to 

mitigate problem areas.  
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The similarities between the model and the recommendations of Roberts and Berry (1985) and 

McGrath and Keil (2007) can be described using the mechanisms that are developed by Tripsas 

(1997). Tripsas studies the dynamic technical capability of established firms when confronted with 

radical, competence destroying technological change. Teece, Pisano and Sheun (1992) define 

dynamic capability as ‘the ability to renew, augment and adapt its core competencies over time’ (p. 

18). Tripsas identifies external integrative capability as one of two core elements of dynamic 

technical capability. External integrative capability entails two elements: 1) internal R&D investments 

that develop absorptive capacity (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990), and 2) strong external communication 

infrastructure to facilitate external knowledge transmission. Before the actual transition process can 

take off, the corporate parent needs to create an external communication infrastructure to facilitate the 

sharing of knowledge between the corporate venture and the organization. This process will increase 

the awareness and knowledge of the receiving business groups, and will mitigate the effects of the 

not-invented-here syndrome. McGrath and Keil (2007) describe this as the establishment of networks 

that support the creation of informal, personal relationships between established business leaders and 

venture teams.  

In order to be able to understand the identity of the corporate venture in the context of the corporate 

organization and to be able to reap benefits from its new business development activities, the 

established firm needs to build absorptive capacity. In high-tech environments, this absorptive 

capacity is crucial for the value capturing process. If the established firm is not able to understand the 

knowledge created in the corporate venture, it will not be able to recombine it with existing 

knowledge and profit from recombination benefits (Ahuja & Katila, 2001). To facilitate the transition 

of the new venture, the established firm needs to internally develop some absorptive capacity in the 

form of known-how on the technology, business model or market characteristics that are core in the 

corporate venture. The educational investments defined by Roberts and Berry (1985) serve both 

elements of external integrative capability; to increase the familiarity with certain new technology 

and/or market absorptive capacity is build up accordingly and because of these investments, the 

established firm needs to develop an external communication network.  

Although the abovementioned set of interventions makes sense from an theoretical point of view, it 

requires insights from corporate venturing processes in practical situations to find out whether these 

research-based principles are relevant. The next chapter in this report will elaborate on the multiple 

case study that was conducted in order to derive practice-based principles. 
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Chapter 4: Multiple Case study 
As was already depicted in Chapter 2 on methodology, a multiple case study at two companies was 

conducted in order to increase the understanding of how corporate venture processes work in practical 

situations, and to derive practice-based principles from these experiences. This chapter elaborates on 

the cases that were selected, shares the main results of the extensive analysis that was conducted and 

concludes with the derivation of practice- based principles. 

Within case description 
In total, six ventures were selected based on the criteria described in Chapter 2 to perform the multiple 

case study on. The ventures were balanced over both companies: three at company A, three at 

company B. In order to support the analysis in the next section, brief descriptions of these corporate 

ventures are provided: 

Alpha  

The Alpha venture originated in company A’s Corporate R&D labs, and was perceived as a 

promising, radical new technology, targeting new markets. The Alpha project was launched into 

Alpha BV., an internal corporate venture of company A. After ten years of development and some 

initial sales, Alpha had a filled pipeline with new projects for new markets, while most uncertainty on 

technology side was resolved. Though the venture had developed into a candidate for a sustainable 

business, its size in terms of sales and personnel did not take off in that direction. As a result, the 

corporate parent lost faith in the venture and was planning to divest it in late 2006. However, with the 

introduction of a strategic vision on innovation by corporate management, the Innovation Director of 

one of company A’s divisions recognized the potential of the technology and decided to opt for a 

transfer of Alpha BV to one of his BU’s. 

Beta 

Highly pressured by increased and sharpened legislation on paint-ingredients, a newly acquired 

division of company A was in urgent need of commercializing innovations for their current market. 

Although the legislation changes were a challenge for A on its own, current and new competitors saw 

the potential disruption of the industry. In order to build and maintain competitive advantage in their 

highly volatile market, the division started Beta; a market platform of products that were innovative, 

but close to the current clients. A secondary goal of the Beta platform was to introduce a customer-

oriented mindset to company A, by focusing on the success of innovations in the market, rather than 

their technological superiority. Although this new mindset seemed the right thing to do according to 

the circumstances, lack of strong marketing competences and ownership uncertainty made the Beta 

platform an organizational orphan. By creating a New Business Development organization separated 

from the running business division, the ownership of customer contacts and new product innovations 

became ambiguous. This ambiguity enhanced the precarious relationship between NBD and the 

mainstream business organization at both division and BU level.  

Gamma 

The innovation vision imposed on company A resulted in a strategic review moment at the divisions 

in company A. While setting up the roadmap for this strategy, a New Business Development manager 

asked Company A’s Venturing Division to scan A’s environment in the direction of the new strategy 

in order to find promising ventures to start a new corporate business around. The Venturing division 

found many, amongst them Gamma, a ten year old high-tech start-up from Sweden. Gamma, at that 

time, was struggling to get its business ramped up, and after being acquired earlier, was having 

difficulties with mainstream corporate companies. Company A started with an educational investment 

in Gamma, which led to a distribution agreement on their most popular product: Gammalicious. 
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However, since company A’s division had a strategic incentive to invest in the venture, the division 

decided to secure their access to the new market and technology opportunities by acquiring the 

venture. With the acquisition, Gamma was entering its fourth corporate parent’s organizational realm. 

Delta 

Originated by the Advisory board at company B, and further developed from concept to reality by the 

effort of a executive educational program, the Delta venture was positioned in the incubator as a 

promising new business opportunity. Moving through the several phases of the venture development 

program, the link with a mainstream business host became obvious and with the transfer of the 

venture manager to this BU, venture transition was at breach. Although the venture was still residing 

in the Alpha phase, just before launching its first product on the market, corporate management 

decided to transfer to the mainstream business, a decision that was made on figurative criteria, but 

suited the circumstances. Afterwards, the transition was rather troublesome, and could have been 

better, thereby inhibiting valuable lessons on corporate venture transition processes for this study. 

Omicron 

The Omicron venture started completely internal within company B, when three researchers in an area 

of technology mastered by company B, got the idea to apply it to different fields. Although the 

mainstream business had build tremendous experience with this technological treat, and made a large 

business out of it, the area targeted by Omicron is completely new. The venture is moreover the first 

in the pipeline to reach the third development phase and thus a novelty for both mainstream and 

newstream business. Omicron is now working very hard to get the required mainstream business 

alignment, after the division uttered its commitment and started paying for its development. Being in 

this position, the venture faces several difficulties in aligning with its future business host and 

provides a good perspective on the working of the newstream – mainstream business interface. 

Zeta  

Zeta is an internal corporate venture that started as a combination effort between a project from one of 

company B’s divisions and a project that originated in corporate R&D. The venture started around 

2006, and it moved to the incubator organization once that was installed in 2007. Although the 

venture was adopted in the Seed phase, it followed a different path then prescribed by the venturing 

methodology used at company B. Since the venture requires the network of the mainstream business 

host for further development and ramping up of sales, several projects were started in cooperation 

with future business host organizations in different countries. The venture experienced severe tensions 

and conflicts during these projects and is now at the beginning of a new transition trajectory, that will 

move them from the incubator organization to the mainstream business side of company B.  

Analysis 
This part explicates the outcomes of the cross-case analysis, as it is described in the methodology 

chapter and will address three main, interrelated topics concerning corporate venture transition in 

established high-tech firms. The chapter will start discussing the problems, tensions and conflict areas 

related to corporate venture transition processes identified in the detailed case studies. The second part 

of the chapter will briefly address the actual corporate venture transition process, characteristics of its 

phases and the relation to the tensions. The chapter concludes with the derivation of practice- based 

principles that will target the problem areas earlier on with interventions to be done by key actors in 

the transition process. 
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Tensions   

The collision of newstream activities and the mainstream business organization in a high-tech 

established firm creates tension, results in problems and causes conflicts
8
 between people, structures 

and processes. Both companies acknowledge that organizing for NBD in an established firm is a 

difficult process and that tensions are likely to occur. This part will address the tensions, problems and 

conflicts that were experienced with corporate venture transition processes at the companies under 

study. Furthermore, underlying connections between causes and effects of the practical problems, 

tensions and conflict areas are depicted by means of a cause and effect overview, which is provided in 

Figure 6, Appendix I. Finally, the problems are  related to proposed solutions which are used as input 

for the derivation of practice-based principles in the corresponding part of this chapter. This paragraph 

starts with an overview of tensions related to the cases in which they were found and to the phase of 

the venture transition process to which they apply, categorized as strategic, organizational, managerial 

and cultural tensions: 

Tension\case Phase\case Alpha Beta Gamma  Delta Omicron Zeta 

Strategic 

Hard to find mainstream landingspot Pre-transition X  X  X  

Hard to establish alignment with 

mainstream business 

Pre-transition  X  X X X 

Transition timing hard to determine Pre-transition X X  X   

Capability gap All X X X X X X 

Organizational 

Mainstream processes and structures not 

suitable for ventures 

Post-transition  X  X X  

Resource allocation battles  Post-transition X X  X X  

Ambiguity on venture development and 

ownership  

All  X   X  

Fear of cannibalizing mainstream 

business 

Post-transition  X  X X X 

Mainstream enforces structures and 

mindset 

Post-transition   X X   

Managerial 

Internal resistance towards venture Pre-transition X X X X X X 

Governance structure tensions 

� Functional governance 

� Different reporting structure 

Post-transition   X X X X 

Fear for cannibalization of mainstream 

business 

Post-transition  X    X 

Paradoxical mainstream management 

requirements 

All  X  X X X 

Different mainstream mindset All  X X X X X 

Venture has no priority at mainstream 

business 

Pre-transition; 

post transition 

X X  X X X 

Cultural 

Lack of entrepreneurial spirit in 

mainstream  

Pre- and post 

transition 

 X X X X X 

Managerial culture differences 

- Punishment for failure vs. 

punishment for inaction 

All   X  X X X 

Dominant logic Pre and post 

transition 

X   X X X 

Two cultures problem (us vs. them) Pre-transition  X  X X X 

Table 3: tensions related to corporate venture transition 

Strategic 

Company B’s cases indicate the difficulty of proper alignment with a future business host in pre-

transition, primarily caused by the organizational distance between the mainstream business and the 

                                                      
8 The terms ‘tension’, ‘problem’ and ‘conflict area’ are used interchangeably to address the same deficiency. 
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newstream business development domains, as was painfully experienced by one venture manager. 

The more distinct the venture is from the mainstream business, the harder it gets to create incentive in 

the mainstream business organization to adopt the venture and start investing in its development, 

thereby emphasizing the importance of a proper organizational design for the newstream – 

mainstream business interface. The specific venture characteristics play an important role as well: 

according to a corporate NBD manager, a venture distinct but not too distinct from the mainstream 

business in terms of technology and market characteristics relative to the mainstream business has the 

best chances for proper mainstream alignment. Remarkably, there was no problem with future 

business host alignment in the success cases, which may be related to their low operational 

relatedness (being distinct), or the reduced venture uncertainty at the moment of transition. In order to 

facilitate venture alignment in the pre-transition phase, company B organizes Venturing Seminars, in 

which personnel from both newstream and mainstream business meet in an informal way to discuss 

specific ventures, their business cases and venturing related topics. 

When mainstream alignment is troublesome, it automatically becomes harder to find the right 

organizational home or landing spot for a successful corporate venture, as was suggested by three out 

of six cases. Because newstream activities are organized separated from the mainstream business, and 

the mainstream business lacks incentives for opportunity exploration, finding a ‘natural’ landingspot 

for the corporate venture is a complex task. As one venture manager puts it: ‘it is an enormous 

challenge to find the proper place to land in the mainstream business, to find out which type of people 

you will work with and what the culture is like in that particular mainstream business section’. 

Moreover, the mainstream business is a rather complex organization, so to find the right fit on 

strategic, organizational and cultural aspects, to name a few, is a very complex process. Although the 

extent to which a venture ‘fits’ with its mainstream business host is rather venture specific, ‘fit-

criteria’ mentioned in multiple cases include: strategic fit, technology and target market fit, 

distribution channel fit and brand fit. Unfortunately, missing the right landing spot may have 

devastating effects on post-venture performance, since a misfit with the mainstream business host will 

hamper the venture from capitalizing on useable mainstream assets and capabilities, which is referred 

to as one of the most important benefits of corporate venture transition. Both companies under study 

use pre-transition review moments and have put in place venture oversight boards in order to monitor 

the venture’s development and to determine the right organizational home in the mainstream business.  

The underlying mechanism that causes the abovementioned strategic tensions concerns the gaps in 

knowledge and capabilities between the venture and its future business host, caused by the separated 

development. The mainstream business has accumulated a wide area of technological and market 

intelligence and know-how and capabilities suited for exploiting their business, while the corporate 

venture has developed a knowledge base in a direction formerly unknown to the mainstream business 

and capabilities suited for exploring these new opportunities. Although these differences between 

mainstream business and the corporate venture are very venture specific, all cases have suggested the 

importance of these gaps in capabilities and knowledge for newstream – mainstream alignment. For 

example, as noted by the BU Director involved in the transition of the Alpha venture, the mainstream 

business needed to understand the business opportunity and market targeted by Alpha. As he noted: “ 

there were an awful lot of details and data, and before you have any know-how on the markets, the 

business partners, the customers and the value proposition that was delivered, phooh, that takes 

time”. Finally, as was denoted by Omicron’s venture manager, the mainstream business is by 

definition lacking capabilities and knowledge concerning the venture’s business, since the venture is 

‘new’  and by definition different from the mainstream business. In the Beta case, the new (marketing 

driven) approach towards customers inhibited by the venture was not understood by the mainstream 
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counterpart and created a lot of tension. One way to avoid these tensions is by educating the future 

business host in the pre-transition phase on key differences between the venture and the mainstream 

business, such as differences in sales strategy or business model.  

As depicted by the cause and effect overview, one of the root causes of many corporate venture 

transition problem areas concerns the timing of the venture’s transition. Failing to get this timing right 

will result in large conflicts and tensions in transition and post-transition phases. As was implied by 

the Delta venture’s transition process, pre mature venture transition results in large governance related 

tensions. Determining the right transition timing is difficult because both the venture and the 

mainstream business need to be prepared, and failure has devastating consequences on post-transition 

venture performance. Different transition timing criteria could be identified; first,  both venture and 

mainstream business host need to benefit from the transition. This implies that the venture has some 

sales to add to the mainstream business, that the venture has an acceptable level of uncertainty and 

that the mainstream business organization entails assets, capabilities and resources that will enhance 

the venture’s development, such as easy access to production facilities or customers. This implies that 

alignment in pre-transition is crucial to create these benefits. These mutual benefits depend on the 

specific characteristics of the venture; so is there a good enough fit with the future business host in 

terms of first market, technology development and recombination, distribution channels and business 

model. With identifying these aspects, uncertainty will reduce on the venture’s behalf, however when 

corporate management is unable to provide answers to these questions, it is too early to transfer. 

Third, the venture’s maturity can be measured on several parameters: to what extent is the product 

developed, to what extent is the market developed, what is the time-to-market, what is the status of 

regulatory approval and which legal hurdles are there still?   

Organizational 

Three of six cases, but at both companies, provide indications that the mainstream systems and 

processes are not suitable for governing entrepreneurial behavior. All cases provide different reasons 

for this notion; as one BG Director indicates that “although corporate management may change the 

KPI’s and targets for us to accept more ventures, the systems we use are not suitable for such high 

levels of uncertainty”. The Delta venture manager supports this statement by indicating that his 

products need to be created in the parent’s company supply chain planning and management systems, 

but that it is hard for them to provide a proper estimate of the goods sold per quarter. Although this 

creates tension between the venture and its future business host, and although this complicates the 

transition process, it is a logical effect of transferring ventures to mainstream business hosts, as 

pointed out by company B’s corporate NBD manager. The systems and structures at the mainstream 

business are not designed to adopt ventures, they are design to support the mainstream business 

activities. The fact that the mainstream systems are not capable of dealing with venture uncertainty 

explain why the success cases, Alpha and Gamma, did not pointed to this tension. Another 

explanation could relate to the ‘separated transition’ of the NBD and running business activities of the 

venture to their corresponding functions in the mainstream business host. The occurrence of transition 

problem is highly related to the timing of the transfer, and corporate and venture management at 

company B have argued that keeping the venture under the incubator’s governance until the venture is 

able to operate autonomously and uncertainty is reduced might help the venture in post-transition. 

The fact that the mainstream structures and systems are not suitable for venture development is 

closely related to another, fundamental difference and traditional conflict area between the corporate 

venture and its mainstream business counterpart: organizational inertia. As was indicated by two of 

four cases that completed their transition to the mainstream business, the venture managers found it 

very hard to cope with the bureaucratic ways of working in the mainstream business. The venture gets 
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to deal with this mainstream business mindset from the beginning, and needs to adopt to this new way 

of working. As conveyed by Gamma’s venture manager: ‘And if you come from a small 

entrepreneurial company, you can be horrified by (mainstream, SdJ) discussions because they take 

time and effort, and I can be very stressed by the need of spending time at internal discussions instead 

of spending time on further business development’. The organizational inertia that is institutionalized 

in the mainstream business organization might paralyze the venture and hamper its post-transition 

development and performance. High levels of venture uncertainty
9
, a mismatch in processes and 

governance structures and the novelty status of the venture in post-transition results in resource 

allocation conflicts. As was displayed by four of the six cases and explicated by the cause and effect 

overview, conflicts related to mainstream resource allocation play a considerable role in corporate 

venture transition processes. As was indicated by the corporate manager related to the Omicron 

venture; ‘the businesses don’t necessarily have the financial ability to invest these discretionary 

dollars and often can’t accept the risks associated with the true new venture since there is a likelihood 

that it might fail’. This quote implies the risk-averse mindset that has institutionalized in the 

mainstream business organization and which hampers mainstream managers to adopt corporate 

ventures. Moreover, the manager argues that corporate should support these investments, to avoid the 

business group using future business host funds for the venture’s investments, which in turn results in 

internal resistance and other tensions. Besides the troubles of investing mainstream dollars in venture 

development, also the allocation of corporate management support results in friction between the 

mainstream business and the corporate venture, since the venture might get ‘special corporate 

attention’, while in terms of revenues it resembles close to nothing. Corporate management at 

company B argues that the mainstream business should have discretionary dollars to invest in the 

support and adoption of corporate ventures to rejuvenate their business portfolio.  

In addition to earlier statements on tensions related to the gap between the newstream business 

development and mainstream business organization, the Beta and Zeta ventures experienced a 

different set of tensions due to the high level of similarity with the mainstream business organization. 

When the venture has a strong fit with its mainstream business host in terms of market and clients, a 

fear of cannibalization is created at the mainstream business: ‘(…) the mainstream business will be 

shivery when your venture comes in and ruins the valuable client relationships’. Another conflict area 

is identified when the technology inhibited in the venture is similar or comparable to the technology 

exploited in the mainstream business. In that case, the mainstream business host tends to enforce its 

structures and processes on the venture since it recognizes the technology and wants to lever the 

potential of the new market or new application that the venture has developed. By enforcing a strong 

functional governance structure with many control measures and processes to stimulate operational 

excellence, the mainstream business tends to remain in control over its business, but meanwhile 

widening the gap between the incubator ecosystem and the mainstream business ecosystem and 

thereby hampering venture development and transition. These tensions emphasize the importance of 

finding the proper venture landing spot, the right organizational design for the newstream- 

mainstream business interface and post-transition governance structure. 

Managerial 

Being an effect of several organizational tensions described earlier, all cases have provided 

indications of internal resistance at the mainstream business side towards the proposed transition of 

the corporate venture. Internal resistance resembles the unwillingness and aversion against 

collaborating with venture personnel and may result in thwarting behavior of mainstream employees 

                                                      
9 The concept of venture uncertainty is used here as the gap between what is know and what should be known concerning technology, 
market and business model topics related to the venture’s business. 
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in all phases of the venture transition process. Several causes of internal resistance at the mainstream 

business were identified: 1) the venture has a different risk profile; 2) distinction between newstream 

and mainstream organizations; 3) venture competes with mainstream for resources; 4) no perceived fit 

with mainstream business; and 5) fear of mainstream business customer relationship cannibalization. 

A corporate venture manager argues that although the mainstream business shows (financial) 

commitment to adopt the venture, internal resistance may still hamper the alignment activities: ‘we 

are getting paid by our business host, and we are now aligning with the running business,(…) which 

is troublesome. There seems to be a sort of natural resistance in that business to do such things’.   

Furthermore, as was indicated by the Gamma and Omicron ventures, effects of the so-called Not-

Invented-Here syndrome may enhance internal resistance at the mainstream business. As can be 

derived from Table 1 and the cause and effect overview, internal resistance can be identified as a 

major problem in the corporate venture transition process, which has many causes, results in several 

other tension areas once not mitigated and has a devastating effect on venture performance in all 

phases of the transition process. In order to successfully transfer the venture towards the mainstream 

business, internal resistance should be controlled. Both companies under study argue for the use of 

corporate champions to cultivate the mainstream opinion towards venturing and have put in place pre-

transition stakeholder analysis to create key transition actor commitment. 

Internal resistance at the mainstream business often results in the venture not getting the right priority 

in different phases of the venture transition process. This hampers mainstream - venture alignment in 

pre-transition, will frustrate the transition phase and is a cause for several post-transition problems and 

may eventually result in poor post-transition performance of the venture. The Alpha BU manager 

argues that due to its focus on core activities and running the day-to-day business, mainstream 

business personnel have little incentive and time to collaborate with corporate ventures. Moreover, the 

Omicron venture manager argues: ‘there is little mainstream interest during the venturing process in 

the venture, because the mainstream’s only concern is: how to make more money? How to increase 

my profit without increasing my expenses? They are only interested when you pin-point to them that 

your venture may contribute to their profitability’. This attitude or mindset is hard to cope with when 

the venture requires more investments in order to ramp up its business. According to Table3, the only 

venture not experiencing a lack of priority in the mainstream business is Gamma. There may be 

several explanations for this difference, however it is interesting to note that Gamma was acquired 

based on the strategic incentive of its future business host, who contacted Company A’s Venturing 

department to help them find new business opportunities. There was a clear strategic incentive at the 

mainstream business to adopt the Gamma venture, while the other ventures were developed and 

transitioned based on different incentives. At company B, the ventures are most of the time offered to 

the mainstream business in order to find a fit and establish alignment, while with Gamma it was the 

other way around. Furthermore, the transition manager involved in the Gamma venture transition 

played a strong championing role at both sides of the organization. This case indicates the importance 

of mutual transition incentive in pre-transition in order to mitigate the effects of newstream – 

mainstream tensions and enhance venture transition success. 

As depicted by the cause and effect overview, one of the main causes for the low venture priority in 

mainstream business concerns tensions related to the mainstream governance structures. Multiple 

cases provide insights in the differences between both governance structures. For example, company 

B’s cases indicated that the mainstream business organization is too much focused on functional roles, 

in contrast to the more generalists’ employees working for in the venture. As one venture manager 

indicated: “I can say I had some plans myself and I was a bit concerned that I saw myself going from 

running a small company to being a plant manager, (…) this type of working is possible in a small 
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company, but in a big company this is not possible, since the operations are simply too big and there 

is an attitude, a perception to put people into functional boxes”. When the post-transition governance 

structure is too functional and some of the venture’s functional roles (e.g. purchasing) are centralized, 

the venture might lose momentum and smother. This governmental structure enhances the 

organizational inertia that hampers post-transition venture development. One venture manager argues 

that some extent of post-transition venture autonomy would enhance the chances of the venture 

surviving in the mainstream business organization.  

As a result of the risk-averse, control minded mindset in the mainstream business, mainstream 

business managers live by the idea that they want to control their businesses once they pay for it. In 

case of Company B, this creates tensions in the pre-transition phase when the venture attempts to 

align with the mainstream business. When the mainstream business host commits to adopting the 

venture, and investing in its development, the mainstream business requires control and influence 

venture development. Although this behavior is rather predictable, too much of mainstream influence 

is detrimental for the venture’s development since the mainstream business lacks the capabilities to 

successfully develop ventures. As the corporate NBD manager put it ‘ so we (NBD organization, SdJ) 

said: of course you (mainstream business)  are in control since you pay, and of course you set 

strategic priorities, but when you want to hire a new employee; you call in the expertise of the HR 

manager. In case of  radical new business development, we ask you to hire us”. The presence of this 

tension seems to be stronger when the venture resembles high similarity with mainstream technology 

or target markets, since it also creates a fear of cannibalization. This control minded mindset at the 

mainstream business is something that is hard to cope with since it is institutionalized in the 

mainstream business culture, and requires a good pre-transition alignment and interventions of 

mainstream and venture champions in order to mitigate its effects. 

In pursuit of problem mitigation, new problems may be created. The established firm enforces 

paradoxical management requirements on mainstream business management when she decides to 

give its mainstream management performance indicators to adopt ventures and develop new 

businesses. Although newstream and mainstream alignment is crucial for successful corporate 

venturing, these types of governance structures require strong corporate leadership. As was argued by 

a corporate NBD manager; “When I review your performance, then I have two reviews: one on your 

operational excellence  and one review on your business creation process (…) this is however the 

situation where you need to ensure that this type of hybrid reviews is enforced from the CEO down to 

division management and further down”. Furthermore, these paradoxical management requirements 

are hard to cope with for mainstream management, partly due to the fact that the mainstream business 

culture is not suitable for this kind of management behavior: ‘although these managers have enough 

seniority to fill in both roles, they need enough flexibility and space to do so’, according to a corporate 

manager at company B. This problem area is inherent to corporate venturing and newstream – 

mainstream interface issues, and is hard to mitigate. Corporate management at company B argues that 

with by establishing a clear corporate venturing strategy and methodology, its effects may be less 

severe, although it takes time to change a corporate culture.  

Cultural 

Being one of the main differences between newstream and mainstream business, almost all venture 

managers involved in this study have argued for the lack of entrepreneurial spirit in the mainstream 

business culture and the fact that this absence created tensions. The functional governance structure 

and tensions related to organizational inertia are products of this lack of entrepreneurial spirit in the 

mainstream business and thereby provide the venture team with serious adoption issues. Moreover, 

the internal bureaucracy and the compliance is killing the valued entrepreneurial mindset of the 
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venture. As the Gamma venture manager indicates: “.. finding a customer and making a business (as 

a venture) is very easy, you just pick up the phone, get to an agreement and send the invoice, and get 

the money. Company A has procedures, they have administrative processes as SAP, and those 

processes put formal requirements on what you do and don’t”. The fact that the mainstream lacks 

entrepreneurial instincts in its corporate culture is be no surprise: risk aversion is institutionalized in 

the mainstream culture. Besides the organizational tensions experienced due to the risk averse 

mentality in mainstream business, it also causes cultural conflicts.  

The difference in mindset between the mainstream business and the corporate venture in terms of risk 

profiles results in several other conflict areas. For example, it affects the way in which personnel is 

managed and on what grounds choices are to be made
10
 and how they are rewarded. There are  

tensions related to managerial culture differences: punishment for failure vs. punishment for inaction. 

Mainstream decision making is driven by the institutionalized norms and beliefs on, amongst others, 

what amount of risk to take. This is reflected by the way mainstream managers’ performance is 

measured and rewarded, which is completely different from the way performance is measured and 

rewarded in the newstream business ecosystem. Since the governance structure at the mainstream 

rewards risk avoiding behavior, adopting a high risk venture is the way to get punished. The next 

quote provides a nice illustration;” So at NBD there is punishment for inaction: the venture needs to 

make mistakes, in order to learn and that’s where the biggest culture shock with the mainstream 

business occurs. When the transition is preliminary (too early), the venture finds itself in a culture 

where mistakes are not accepted”. Because these beliefs are deeply embedded in the corresponding 

mainstream and NBD cultures, growing up in the NBD culture and then changing to mainstream 

culture creates tension. Furthermore, this tension is the cultural product of the organizational 

separation that was discussed earlier, since with the institutionalization of those beliefs two distinct 

cultures are created. The effects of these tensions was painfully experienced by Beta venture and 

NBD management. The distance between NBD and the mainstream business host had become rather 

large and due to bad communication, a chasm originated; ‘the chasm between both organizations 

created a sort of ‘us-them mentality. See, mainstream business has aversion against every type of 

change, however they need to realize that they can improve their work with the innovations developed 

in NBD’. In order to mitigate the effects of this ‘two cultures problem’, managers have argued to 

create venture awareness in the mainstream business, and prepare the venture team for more structures 

and bureaucracy. Allowing the venture to have more autonomy once it has completed the transition 

may be another way addressing these fundamental cultural differences. 

Another effect of the strong culture at the mainstream business concerns the origination of dominant 

logic, where the ways of working in the mainstream business are the standard for doing business and 

thereby hampers the opportunity exploration capabilities. At company A, the effects of dominant logic 

were mentioned by the Alpha venture manager, when he pointed out that the mainstream business was 

not at all interested in applications other that the one they already had in their portfolio of the 

venture’s technology. The same occurs at company B, according to the corporate NBD manager: ‘(...) 

when I talk with a BU lower in the organization, which is targeted at market segment Z, then the first 

target market segment of the venture has to be Z, otherwise they are not interested; h the result of the 

limited scope at the mainstream business”. The dominant logic hampered the opportunity recognition 

at the mainstream business side, which nearly resulted in the divesture of the venture, due to low 

volumes. Now, with recombination of the technology with other BU’s, the venture’s technology is 

strongly embedded in the business group. This implies that dominant logic may have detrimental 

                                                      
10
 See the cause and effect overview in Figure 6, Appendix I 
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effects on the venture’s chances of survival once at the edge of aligning with the mainstream business 

and that its effects are experienced in practice situations. 

One final remark on the conflict areas, tensions and problems between newstream and mainstream 

business, as was suggested by all the cases: the fact that tensions occur does not make them a bad 

thing. Given the distinct characteristics of the NBD and mainstream business organizations within the 

corporate firm, and their distinct goals, it is rather logical that these tensions occur. Some tensions are 

good: they help the venture change their mindset or adapt their culture in order to grow, other tensions 

may hamper the venture’s development, when they result in lacking support or priority for example. It 

is not the purpose of this study to find out how to avoid these tensions from happening, most of them 

will occur anyway. The section on practice-based design principles will elaborate on how the 

detrimental effects of these tensions can be mitigated, thereby enhancing the venture’s and 

mainstream business’ performance. Before dealing with these principles, the next section will first 

briefly address the corporate venture transition process and adds relationships between the process, 

newstream – mainstream interface and the tensions mentioned above.. 

Corporate venture transition process 

The corporate venture transition process can be divided in three phases: pre-transition, transition and 

post-transition. Although these phases seem rather obvious, understanding these separate phases and 

their corresponding tensions and key activities is necessary to mitigate the negative effects of these 

tensions and to enable corporate management to take proper actions.  

Pre-transition 

According to multiple cases, the pre-transition phase starts at the moment the venture is created. Since 

the main goal of corporate venturing, in the companies under study, is to develop new businesses and 

thus eventually transfer the corporate venture to the mainstream business, the latter is involved in the 

early stages of venture development. Throughout the pre-transition phase, activities related to 

mainstream alignment and transition phase preparation are conducted. Key activities include the 

search for a mainstream business landing spot, determination of the proper transition timing, building 

a business case and acquiring insight in the main differences between the venture and its future 

business host. At company B, an important moment in this pre-transition phase is the investment 

meeting, where the venture needs to get mainstream buy-in from potential future business hosts in 

order to enable further mainstream alignment. Figure 7 in Appendix I depicts the sequence of these 

activities against the phases of the venture development stage gate process. 

Transition 

The transition phase entails the physical transition moment of the venture to the mainstream business 

host. During the transition phase, operational activities such as the alignment of business processes 

and structures, legal and financial mutations, internal and external communications and the physical 

move of employees are carried out. The integration manager at company A argued that some business 

functions require additional attention, since they may diverge from the mainstream way of working in 

that functional area. Once corporate management has decided to transfer the venture to the 

mainstream business host, a detailed transition plan and program is developed in pre-transition, and a 

‘hand-off’ date or ‘transfer moment’ is defined. From that day on, the venture is part of the 

mainstream business and the post-transition phase starts. 

Post-transition 

When the venture is officially handed over to the mainstream business’ area of control, many things 

change in the environment of the corporate venture. Many tensions surface once the venture needs to 
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comply to the mainstream mindset and culture, while the mainstream business will need to cope with 

the venture’s uncertainty and distinct culture. Activities in post-transition include reviewing the 

transition period and further alignment with mainstream businesses and processes. According to 

several venture managers, it is important for post-transition survival of the venture when the 

mainstream business allows the venture to have more autonomy and flexibility in terms of governance 

and reporting. The venture transition process ends when the venture is integral part of the mainstream 

business, and is no longer entitled as ‘venture’.  

Practice-based principles 

Now that corporate venture transition tensions are addressed and related to the different stages in the 

venture transition process, this analysis chapter concludes with the derivation of practice-based 

principles. The principles are meant to provide general rules for established firms to follow in order to 

mitigate the tensions and thereby increase the chance on successful corporate venturing. These 

principles are based on the abovementioned analysis of the different topics concerning the corporate 

venture transition process. As was already pointed out in the methodology section, the principles are 

derived based on the methods proposed by Plsek et al. (2007). The design rules Plsek et al. (2007) 

derive are of the same heuristic form of the practice-based principles proposed by the design science 

methodology (Romme & Endenburg, 2006). The same CIMO logic will be used here as with the 

derivation of the research-based principles, which is described in the methodology section. Figure 10 

in Appendix V shows the final set of practice-based principles. 

As was discovered in many cases; new business development is often done “on the fly”, without any 

strategy or program. Some ventures just started out of the blue, and the established firm was faced 

with large challenges and long discussions on what to do with it, and how to solve its issues. 

Moreover, the gap between NBD and mainstream business organization is causing tensions at all 

occasions when both domains intersect. Cases from both companies therefore indicated that deploying 

an clear venturing or NBD strategy, with a well defined organization and distribution of roles and 

responsibilities as being one the most important and fundamental aspects in successful corporate 

venture transition processes. Hence, the first practice-based principle;  

Principle 1: the established firm should use a semi-structured organizational design for the 

newstream- mainstream business interface by defining clear responsibilities and roles, installing a 

venturing board and should implement a clear and sustainable venturing program. 

Unwillingness at the mainstream business side to cooperate with ventures, due to tensions related to 

the not-invented-here syndrome, driven by dominant logic and the gap between NBD and the 

mainstream business has a detrimental effect on the venture’s chances to become part of the 

mainstream business.  Furthermore, the ambiguity concerning the responsibility and the execution of 

the venturing program makes newstream-mainstream business alignment much harder to accomplish 

and is a major threat to successful corporate venture transition. 

The effects of a poorly embedded NBD organization and ambiguity on the execution of the corporate 

venture program, its structure and strategy relates to a wide variety of tensions and problem areas that 

were experienced by venture and NBD manager in all cases. For example, forces of dominant logic 

will become stronger, internal resistance towards the other side of the company is likely to build up 

and venture and incubator organizations will have difficulties in finding the proper landing spots in 

the mainstream business organization and establishing mainstream alignment. When company A 

recognized these problems with their newstream – mainstream alignment, they altered the 
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organization by embedding NBD functionally with several mainstream business personnel. Although 

some tensions were resolved this way, others were created.  

The implementation of a corporate venturing program will articulate the organizational design to day-

to-day operations and will enable the establish firm to manage the corporate venturing process. This 

corporate venturing program will be defined in terms of important milestones, arrangements on 

venture financing and governance, venture deliverables and involved actors from both newstream and 

mainstream business domains at certain stages in the process. This program approach results in pre-

transition activities such as investment meetings where mainstream business representatives may 

assure financial commitment to the venture’s further development. Although it is no guideline to 

venturing success, adopting a methodology to structure the venturing program will decrease teething 

problems and will enhance corporate control over the program. Company B struggled with the venture 

program strategy and found it hard to get all stakeholders aligned on the deliverables and goals of the 

program. By installing a venturing board, the venturing program receives high level management time 

and attention, and enough organizational wit to be sustainable. Moreover, since CEO’s, CFO’s and 

strategic management from business group level are members of their corresponding venture 

oversight boards, newstream – mainstream alignment is easier to monitor and it enables corporate 

management to take action when certain tensions occur.  

This organizational aspect lies at the core of successful corporate venturing and thus is one of the 

main underlying factors for successful venture transition. Thereby it has some far stretching 

consequences, in the sense that there will be large amounts of discretionary funding required, there 

needs to be unambiguous CEO support, and it will affect the KPI’s and other performance measures 

of managers at all levels, both at mainstream and newstream business. 

Although the organizational structure and the strategy and program behind the NBD activities needs 

to be in place, there still exists a gap between mainstream business organization and new business 

development activity. This gap is rather normal for an established firm, and there is no need to resolve 

this gap, however, multiple cases indicate that by bridging this gap, which exists on multiple 

organizational dimensions (strategy, culture, management, etc.) will be beneficial for the corporate 

venture transition process in general and for both the venture and the mainstream business host in 

particular. This results in the second practice- based principle: 

Principle 2: The established firm should  facilitate cooperation between the newstream business 

development and mainstream business activities, such that 

a) mainstream business is employed with capabilities and culture required for successful venture 

adoption 

b) ventures are allowed to make use of mainstream business assets and capabilities when 

necessary 

 

As is shown by the cause and effect overview, problems related to mainstream alignment are heavily 

intertwined with other tensions and conflicts. It remains rather hard for ventures to connect and align 

with the mainstream business in the earlier phases of the venture’s development, since they have no 

priority on the mainstream agenda, due to their size and high levels of uncertainty. The alignment of 

future business host and the corresponding venture is however very important for the venture’s 

development, as was shown in the parts on transition benefit. Easy alignment with mainstream 

business units for knowledge sharing and borrowing (Govindarajan & Trimble, 2005) purposes will 

smoothen the to-be performed transition exercise, because a mutual incentive for that transition can be 

created this way. Corporate venturing is a joint effort between the mainstream business and the NBD 

organization, and mutual incentive for alignment and transition is critical to make the venturing 
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process successful. According to a NBD manager at company A: ‘to deliver successful innovations, 

the responsibility lies at both newstream and mainstream business organizations’. This implies that 

both the venture and its future business host need to approach each other to bridge the gap between 

both organizational domains and enable cooperation. 

Not bridging the newstream- mainstream gap will result in bad venture alignment in pre-transition, 

with a wide variety of negative effects on the venture’s development, the  transition process and the 

performance of the venturing program, mainstream business and the venture in post-transition. 

Multiple cases indicated the benefit and need of  bridging the gap between newstream and mainstream 

organizational domains. According to learning documents of Delta, the venture needs to pursuit this 

alignment actively by understanding the ways of working at the mainstream business, by performing a 

stakeholder analysis in order to smoothen the transition process and to involve the mainstream 

stakeholders in an early phase of the transition process. Since mutual transition incentive needs to be 

created, half of the responsibility for venture transition success lies with the mainstream business. 

However, the venture’s benefits of the transition to the mainstream business are better articulated that 

the benefits for the mainstream business, indicating that the advantages of the transition for the 

mainstream business are venture specific, while the transition advantages for the venture are more 

general. This means that it is in the interest of the NBD organization and the venture to create 

transition incentives at the mainstream business side. In order to do so, the venture requires space to 

present itself, and the mainstream business needs to have a receptive attitude towards the ventures. 

The mainstream business management needs to understand the venturing program, and will need to 

act on that. This implies that risk profiles will change and that different KPI’s may be used to evaluate 

the new business development part of the mainstream business manager’s tasks. Zeta venture manager 

expects that by creating more venture awareness, the entrepreneurial mindset at the mainstream 

business will be enhanced, and thereby tensions related to post-transition governance, internal 

resistance and dominant logic will be dissolved. However, senior management argues that altering the 

corporate culture towards more entrepreneurial mindset will be hard to accomplish, since corporate 

culture is hard to change. There are more ways to bridge the gap between newstream; venture 

awareness may be created by organizing seminars and review meetings addressing the progress of the 

companies’ ventures, as is done throughout both companies. For example, company B organizes a 

quarterly venturing seminar where a diversity of internal and external parties are connected. 

According to official company B documentation, ‘in these seminars practical examples of venturing 

will be presented and discussed with the aim of mutual learning and associated networking’ 
11
.  

Furthermore several cases have indicated the use of formal and informal networks between both 

organizational domains that facilitate opportunity discovery and exploitation, as was the case in Alpha 

and Gamma. Another way to increase the mainstream involvement in venture development and bridge 

the newstream mainstream gap concerns the stakeholders involved in the venture’s development. 

Conducting a stakeholder analysis in pre-transition and involving those stakeholders in the early 

phases of the venture’s development will increase the venture’s awareness in the mainstream business 

and makes the future business host  a participant in the venture’s development, rather than a receiver 

of the venture once the transition has taken place. Moreover, involving stakeholders early in the 

venture’s development may provide the NBD organization some input for the determining the most 

suitable landing spot for the venture. 

To grow and achieve competitive advantage, the venture may require to capitalize on the mainstream 

business’ resources and assets. According to four of six venture managers, access to clients and 

                                                      
11
 Source: confidential website company B 
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distribution channels increased dramatically once they resided in the mainstream business 

organization and this development was crucial for the market expansion of their business. Pre-

transition activities related to increase venture – business host collaboration include venture business 

case reviews and support sessions. As declared by Omicron’s venture manager; ‘company B is an 

excellent company, with large amounts of knowledge and experience at your disposal, there is no 

need to look outside’, this is an important venture transition benefit.   

Providing mainstream business the opportunity to work with higher risk profiles when working with 

and adopting ventures may change their perspective on business opportunities and will increase their 

‘openness’ towards new ideas, hence their ‘opportunity recognition capability’, although it might 

increase the paradoxical management requirements for mainstream business management. In other 

words, forces of dominant logic will become less once these mainstream business managers know that 

they may pursuit different ideas in collaboration with the NBD organization.  

Although it seems reasonably fair to align the newstream and mainstream business organizational 

domains to some extent during the venture’s development process, the alignment on its own is no 

guarantee for acceptation and commitment to investments and sharing of resources and knowledge. In 

order to make both the venture and the mainstream business host support each other in making the 

venturing program a success, some internal pitching and selling needs to be done by key believers in 

the venture’s business in order to get everyone on board. This introduces the third practice – based 

principle: 

Principle 3: The established firm should identify and entitle strong champions in venture, mainstream 

and corporate domains which should be active in all phases of the venture transition process in order 

to mitigate (culture-related)tensions and smoothen alignment and transition activities. 

The institutionalized culture at the mainstream business unit is, as was already pointed out, not 

receptive for uncertain endeavors as corporate ventures. Since the venture has been developing for 

about 5 years before the actual transition is being made, a distinct culture has been created within the 

venture as well, influenced by the incubator ecosystem. Without intervention, these fundamental 

differences in culture and mindset at both organizational entities will have a devastating effect on the 

venture’s development, the transition process and post-transition performance of both venture and 

future business host.  In several cases, venture managers clearly stated that their development was 

hampered by internal resistance towards their ‘uncertain business’; the organizational inertia 

characterizing the mainstream business and the fact that the venture got low priority.  

In order to address these problem areas, several cases from both companies argue that there are certain 

key actors in the mainstream, newstream and corporate organizational domains that need to intervene 

on occasion to create commitment for the alignment and transition of the corporate venture. For 

example, one of the main factors in Alpha’s transition success concerned the activities employed by 

several activities of venture, mainstream and corporate managers to get venture transition support 

from corporate, mainstream and venture key personnel.  

Multiple cases indicated that the success of the mainstream champion depends on the entrepreneurial 

experience of that individual. Furthermore, business host managers with entrepreneurial experience 

adopt a venture in a different manner than managers shaped by the mainstream business and the 

entrepreneurial mindset at the receiving business side is important for venture awareness, dealing with 

its high-risk profile and related issues of resource allocation, venture priority and newstream – 

mainstream alignment. The champion roles need to be in place in all phases of the transition process, 
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however with different incentives and at different places. To achieve newstream – mainstream 

alignment and corporate support, the corporate and mainstream champions are particularly relevant 

and necessary during the pre-transition phase of the venture transition process. The mainstream and 

the corporate champion need to convince resisting managers that the venture will benefit the business 

unit, and that they will provide  their support and cooperation in making the transition successful. The 

venture manager needs to do the same at the venture side, and needs to pitch and sell the venture’s 

business to get mainstream support and awareness. Furthermore, with a strong mainstream and 

corporate champion, it becomes easier for the receiving business host to support the venture in 

alignment and resource sharing, since decision making is influenced in favor of the venture. During 

the actual transition, venture and mainstream champions are important to mitigate problems, and 

manage the transfer of personnel. Furthermore, mainstream champions will facilitate the transition 

process by arranging organizational issues such as office space and so on. In order to ensure good 

post-transition performance of the venture, the mainstream and corporate champions are very 

important to enable the venture to find its way in the organizational structure and provide it with 

enough support to become an integral part of its business host. By identifying and creating these 

champion profiles and finding the people with the right characteristics to fulfill them, corporate 

management creates the right tools to mitigate a wide variety of conflict and problem areas related to 

the cultural differences between newstream and mainstream businesses. Moreover, specific tensions 

related to different phases in the transition process can be controlled this way as well.  

Although different champion roles will facilitate newstream – mainstream business alignment and 

will support the corporate venture in its transition, many problems and conflict areas surface when the 

actual venture transition phase takes place. Problems related to post-transition performance of the 

venture for example are often direct traceable to bad transition phase management. Furthermore, 

problems that occur during the transition, such as misalignment in production facilities or severe 

reactions on cultural differences are often related to bad transition preparation, and a lack of corporate 

support.  

Principle 4: In order to make the transition of the venture successful and mitigate post-transition 

tensions, corporate management should put effort in transition preparation and (pre) transition 

management; 

4a. Create a corporate venture transition team with dedicated roles on the critical business 

functions, and a dedicated, experienced transition manager. 

4b. Conduct a pre-transition capability  assessment to identify the critical differences between 

receiving BU and venture. 

4c. Use a clear transition process protocol with defined milestones, actors, deliverables, 

planning and end-state blueprint. Evaluate the process afterwards and assemble the key 

learnings.  

This principle has effects on multiple levels, and in multiple transition phases. On a strategic level, the 

established firm should put effort in performing capability and transition readiness assessments, while 

the transition team composition, stakeholder analysis and transition planning relate to the tactical level 

of the process. The operational level concerns the actual transition steps, planning and evaluation. 

Strategic 

When the established firm ignores the gap in capabilities between the venture and its future business 

host, the alignment and transition of that venture towards the its organizational host in the mainstream 
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business will suffer from all sorts of tensions related to dominant logic, and misfits in structures and 

systems. Furthermore, the chance that the venture is forced premature into a receiving unit with little 

or no match is more likely when the gaps between both organizational entities are not identified. 

Several cases have indicated that the systems and structures of the mainstream business are not 

suitable for the venture, and thus assessing the different capability sets at both sides will smoothen 

this transition. By performing a thorough evaluation of the strengths of the future business host in the 

pre-transition phase, the venture may discover opportunities that will enhance its development and 

may become a competitive advantage. Furthermore, this evaluation will bring insight in which 

capabilities are lacking, and need to be taken into account in transition. By monitoring and reviewing 

the venture’s development, the mainstream business host creates its own incentive for the transition 

and gets insight in where to support the venture in its development to increase its value for the 

business in post-transition. Furthermore, these kind of evaluations or assessments will ease decision 

making concerning the timing of the transfer, create awareness on the venture’s teething problems and 

enhance alignment between the venture and its future business host.  More important, as was indicated 

by the integration manager at company A, it is of key importance in venture transition that some 

functional dimensions are covered with dedicated resources, since they need special attention. For 

example, a venture with a distinct revenue model may need dedicated resources in the pre-transition 

and transition phases on the sales alignment, since large differences exists between the traditional 

sales approach conducted by the mainstream business host, and the particular sales approach utilized 

by the venture team. By identifying these capability gaps, important input is created for the 

composition of the transition team.  

Tactical 

By establishing an unambiguous transition strategy, transition team and the end-state blueprint of the 

venture in the mainstream business, the transition process itself will run smoothly. Based on the 

findings from the capability and readiness assessments a clear transition planning (with milestones 

and identified landing spot), communication strategy and the critical business functions (and related 

personnel) in the transition team may be developed. When the established firm manages to 

accomplish this level of transition preparation, many tensions with the transition process itself will be 

mitigated and the venture will be embedded smoothly in the mainstream business. For example, with 

a thorough transition preparation, the employees at the mainstream business are aware of the venture, 

and its capabilities and needs. Support may be provided easily and post-transition problems related to 

mindset or cultural issues as the “two cultures problem” will be mitigated. Moreover, when both 

parties share the same vision and responsibility in embedding the venture in its new organizational 

home, there will be no post-transition setbacks in customer follow-up and overall venture 

performance.  

Although the actual steps and milestones in the corporate venture transition process are rather venture 

specific, some activities are required despite the context, in order to make the transition successful. 

Important transition preparation and execution activities include;  

Operational 

1.Due diligence  

2.Fact finding 

o Review of technology and product portfolio of venture 
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3.Capability gap assessment 

o Define critical business functions for transition 

o Venture understand the way of working of the business host 

o Assess the proposed landingspot 

o Assess operational alignment 

o Venture value assessment with key stakeholders 

o Create clear business case with: 

� Key value drivers 

� Organizational set up 

� Business critical functions 

� Integration model  

4. Create transition plan and make sure it is checked periodically during pre-transition phase 

o Define transition team composition 

o Involve relevant organizational roles 

o Define organizational end-state 

o Create blueprint of to-be organization in post transition 

5. Prepare hand-over and transfer documents 

By deploying these activities and thereby putting effort in transition preparation and (pre) transition 

management, the established firm ensures a smooth transition and integration of the venture in the 

mainstream business, by reducing uncertainty and ambiguity at both venture and mainstream business 

host. 

Once the venture is transferred to the mainstream business, some rather nasty problem and tension 

areas may surface that could destroy all the work that was done in earlier phases. According to 

corporate NBD managers, the hard part starts once the venture is transferred. The venture will be 

judged by the rules of the mainstream business, and despite the effort in pre-transition, many ventures 

fail to succeed. Notions from several cases and statements on key success factors clearly explicate the 

requirement for some level of venture autonomy in post-transition phase, hereby introducing the 

following practice-based principle: 

Principle 5:  To mitigate the negative effects of differences in managerial structures and mindsets 

ventures in post-transition phase need to be allowed more autonomy and flexibility on governance 

than their fellow business units/ post-transition ventures need to be protected for some time after 

transition.  

When the established firm fails to provide the venture with the right ecosystem in the post-transition 

phase, it may still destroy the venture without knowing it. This problem is rather intertwined with 

many aspects of corporate venture transition, for example the problems related to the differences in 

mindset and reporting structure are enhanced when the venture is transferred prematurely, or when the 

receiving business unit manager has no experience with ventures or entrepreneurship or when a strong 

mainstream business champion is lacking. The problems that the mainstream business cause on post-

transition development of the venture may be mitigated by a cocktail of the abovementioned 

principles, but some levels of venture autonomy are essential for the venture to deploy itself and 

integrate into the mainstream business organization. A corporate venture is, even though it has 

completed its stage gate process and is self sustainable, not capable of adjusting its mindset and 

culture overnight to the way of working in the mainstream business. It is important that the venture 

aligns during its pre-transition phase in order to facilitate this adjustment, as indicated by an earlier 

principle. Since the transition is a joint-effort between newstream and mainstream, the mainstream 
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may facilitate the venture’s transition by not enforcing its structures and mindset on the venture’s 

development program. Leaving the venture rather stand-alone in the mainstream business was one of 

the main success factors in the successful venture transition at company A. Multiple venture managers 

at company B have indicated that the governance model at the mainstream business is very influential 

on the post-transition performance of the venture. The venture manager at Delta stated that the 

autonomy Delta enjoyed in post-transition was very beneficial for the venture’s performance. Venture 

autonomy in mainstream business means that the venture may operate on its own within the 

mainstream business structure, and that the mainstream business does not enforce its functional best 

practices on the venture. The mainstream business has to understand that the venture is something 

different from traditional business, and that it needs to be managed differently as well, at least for 

some time. Due to the fact that the reporting structures are completely different at the mainstream 

business,  and need to work with close to certain forecasts on production levels and financials, the 

venture needs higher levels of flexibility and independence than an established business in order to 

survive in that ecosystem. Depending on the post-transition development of venture sales and growth 

and characteristics of the business  the mainstream business host may decide which functional areas to 

transfer to mainstream control, and which functions to be performed by the venture team. By creating 

an environment which allows the venture to remain somewhat stand-alone within the business host 

and which allows for some additional venture uncertainty in forecasting and reporting, the mainstream 

business facilitates the venture in its post-transition development towards a integrated part of the 

mainstream business, which is the eventual goal of the corporate venture transition process.   

As shown by the cause and effect overview, and argued in earlier sections of this analysis chapter, the 

correct timing of the transition and the determination of the landing spot are critical aspects in 

corporate venture transition processes and are complex decisions to make. The established firm 

should take these issues into consideration when preparing venture and mainstream business for a 

potential transition, hence the last practice-based principles: 

Principle 6; The established firm should identify the right mainstream business landing spot in pre-

transition phase in order to mitigate the negative effects strategic misfits and venture alignment in 

pre- and post transition phases. 

Principle 7: The established firm should determine the right moment of venture transfer according to 

defined venture transition timing criteria, in order to mitigate negative effects of venture uncertainty 

and capability gaps in pre-and post transition phases. 

As addressed by the transition problems part of this chapter, finding the right moment of transitioning 

the venture is a major challenge in corporate venturing. Many problems and tensions surface when the 

venture is transferred too early or too late. Based on several cases, a list of transition decision making 

criteria could be established. This list is not exhaustive, nor should all these criteria be met; but there 

are a few fundamental demands that should be met in order to find the right moment of transition.  

Criteria 

Strategic fit 

Mutual incentive for transition 

Clear synergies in functional areas 

Venture needs to have some critical mass in order to contribute to profitability mainstream 

Acceptable risk and uncertainty venture 

Venture maturity criteria (time-to-market etc.) 

Table 4: list of main venture transition criteria 
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The criteria provide general guidelines to decide on venture transition timing, however creating 

mutual incentive was emphasized as being critical for transition success. The main difference between 

success and failure cases on this issue concerns the fact that Gamma was acquired driven by strategic 

incentive from a mainstream business division at company A, and Alpha was transitioned due to 

insight and belief of a new corporate innovation manager, while in the failure cases the ventures were 

offered to the mainstream business by the NBD organization. This indicates that the mainstream 

business requires enough incentive to want or need the venture in its business portfolio.  

Corporate management at the established firm should put effort in determining the landing spot for the 

venture in the mainstream business, due to the fact that the wrong landing spot has a direct and 

devastating effect on post-transition performance of the venture. By monitoring the venture’s 

development in pre-transition phase, and by conducting capability assessments, the venture’s 

characteristics and potential fits with the mainstream business hosts can be identified. The discussion 

section of this reports addresses a model that will support corporate management in determining the 

venture’s landing spot based on specific venture characteristics. 

The timing of the venture’s transition remains a large challenge for corporate management at 

established firms. Not getting the timing right will result in major problems during the transition and 

thereafter. One of the ventures in this study indicated that most of the tensions experienced were 

caused by premature transition. This implies furthermore that the established firms involved in this 

study also find difficulties in venture transition timing. Although the venture transition timing is very 

venture specific, regarding the venture’s development process and given the idea that there needs to 

be mutual incentive for the transition, a general moment in the venture development stage gate model 

can be identified as ‘transition zone’, as explicated  in Figure 7 in Appendix I. The discussion section 

will further elaborate on the transition timing model that will support corporate management in 

determining the optimal timing for venture transition, based on general venture development. 

The analysis in this chapter has explicated the main problems that were experienced in the six 

different ventures at established firms A and B with regard to venture transition and the newstream – 

mainstream business interface. Due to the specific venture characteristics, some interesting insights 

could be derived that may be responsible for transition success or failure. Problems related to internal 

resistance and the difficulty of proper mainstream alignment and venture transition timing were found 

in (almost) all cases, thereby indicating their importance for venture transition success. The derived 

research- based principles address these tensions, and provide guidelines for practitioners facing these 

challenges. However, the abovementioned principles were derived solely on the indications, 

statements and notions made by the interviewees from both companies and the official company 

documents used in this study. Although these principles shed light on practical solutions and 

directions for solving problems concerning corporate venture transition, the principles for successful 

corporate venture transition are more valid and generalizable when compared with the research-based 

principles derived in Chapter 2. A compared set of principles will combine practical insights with 

findings grounded in academic literature, opting for a set design principles that is generalizable over 

multiple contexts. The next chapter will address the combination of both sets of principles. Table 14 

in Appendix V provides a comparison between the practice and research-based principles. 
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Chapter 5:  Synthesis and Validation 
The eventual goal of developing design principles is to enable successful corporate venture transition 

in high-tech established firms, thereby supporting practicing managers in managing this process and 

corresponding decision making, as well as increasing the academic understanding of corporate 

innovation and NBD practices in general and the corporate venture process and its transition phase in 

particular. 

Synthesis 
Following van Burg et al.(2007), the practice-based and research-based principles are compared and 

synthesized into a set of design principles. The actual process of constructing the design principles 

according to Figure 1
12
 is demonstrated by Table 14 in Appendix V.  

Although both its research and practice-based components have received extensive attention, the final 

set of design principles requires a brief clarification. As was noted in the analysis chapter and as can 

be derived from Table 8 in Appendix 1, the tensions and problems found in literature and practice 

show reasonable similarity. Main difference between both sets of principles concerns the role of the 

mainstream governance structure in post-transition (with only limited attention in literature). Table 5 

depicts the design principles, according to the CIMO logic. 

                                                      
12
 See page 13 

Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

For example the prevention of 

tensions related to: 

1. Avoid strategic and organizational tensions in 

corporate venture transition and development by: 

• choosing a semi-separated organizational 
design 

• creating (a) corporate venture oversight 
board(s) 

• creating a corporate venture development 
program and goals aligned with mainstream 

business strategy 

Semi-separated organizational design will 

mitigate effects of ‘separation’ (Burgelman 

and Sayles, 1986; Garvin, 2004), such as 

institutionalization (Scott, 1987) and 

increase venture legitimacy (van Dijk, 

2008) 

 

Oversight board increases opportunity 

identification (Rice et al., 2006) and 

increases control over process. 

 

Misfits with the acquiring division, 

organizational resistance and poor 

connectedness. 

 

Hard to find venture - mainstream 

alignment, dominant logic, N-I-H, 

internal resistance, misfits between 

mainstream processes and structures 

and venture requirements 

2. Avoid cultural and managerial problems in all 

transition phases by identifying and entitling 

strong champions at venture, mainstream  and 

corporate sides. 

Champions may act as knowledge brokers 

(McGrath and Keil, 2007; Burgelman and 

Sayles, 1986) 

 

Corporate involvement gives venture 

transition priority ( Rice et al., 2001) 

 

Education of both venture and receiving 

BU aligns cultures (Venkataraman et al. 

1992) 

 

Political and cultural issues, N-I-H, 

internal communication problems, 

dominant logic 

 

Lack of entrepreneurial spirit, 

internal resistance, dominant logic,  

3.  Put effort in transition preparation and (pre) 

transition management by: 

• defining a transition team, with dedicated roles 
on critical business functions and an 

experienced transition manager 

• conduct a pre-transition capability assessment 
to identify critical business functions for 

transition 

• develop and use a transition protocol with 
defined milestones, actors, deliverables and 

end-state blueprint. Evaluate the process 

afterwards and assemble learnings. 

Formalizing transition procedures will ease 

decision making and diminish uncertainty 

(Garvin and Levesque, 2006, Rice et al., 

2002) 

 

 

Strategic fit will ease the alignment process 

 

Proper timing will enhance venture 

transition benefit for both venture and 

mainstream 

transition timing, cognitive gap 

between both entities, dominant 

logic 

 

transition timing, capability gaps, 

dominant logic, mainstream 

processes not suitable for venture, 

internal resistance 
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Validation Study  
The validation study will consists of a single review by experts on integration processes.  

The company selected for this expert review can be considered as leader in their field and boast about 

many years of experience. According to increase the reliability of the review, a company other than 

the ones involved in this study was selected.   

The validation study was conducted by the Post-Merger Integration department of Capgemini 

Consulting. The Cap Gemini Post-Merger Integration department deals with pre-deal and post-deal 

services around mergers and acquisitions, post-merger integration (PMI), commercial and vendor due 

diligence, portfolio management and many more aspect concerning mergers and acquisitions. PMI has 

many years of experience in advising established firms on their integration processes of recent 

acquisitions, and thus may provide valuable additions to the design principles. 

The overall experts impression of design principles was rather good; the additions were mostly related 

to more practical issues. For example, one of the managers argued that most of the problems they 

encountered in the integration of mergers and acquisitions could be solved by proper pre-transition 

management. These activities were regarded crucial for integration success, as well as the use of 

standardized protocols and processes to guide the integration process, since the venture is surrounded 

by uncertainty while in transition. According to the experts, in order to improve corporate venture 

transition success, the third design principle should get priority, however, the more general principles 

should be in place anyway to make sure that the venture is enabled to transfer to the mainstream 

business organization. 

The foregone chapters have addressed the derivation of research- and practice-based principles, 

demonstrated the synthesis of these sets into a final set of design principles and with this chapter an 

external perspective on these principles is provided. Although this review validates some of the 

outcomes of this study, some issues require additional attention. The next chapter discusses these 

issues. 

• Determine the right transition timing and find 
the proper landingspot 

 

4. Help venture and mainstream align by  

facilitating newstream – mainstream cooperation 

in all phases of the transition process to: 

• involve mainstream early in venture 
development 

• equip mainstream with capabilities and mindset 
required for venture adoption: 

• internal R&D capabilities 

• communication capabilities for 

opportunity recognition 

• embed venture adoption in mainstream KPI’s 
 

By demonstrating synergy effects, mutual 

incentive for transition is created  

 

Internal networks increase the mainstream 

opportunity recognition in pre-transition 

phase (McGrath and Keil, 2008) 

 

Change in mainstream management culture 

makes mainstream more receptive for 

venture (Garvin and Levesque, 2006) 

 

Absorptive capacity is required to adopt a 

venture successfully (Cohen and Levinthal, 

1990) 

Lack of entrepreneurial spirit 

mainstream, two cultures problem, 

N-I-H, organizational inertia, 

internal resistance, opportunity 

recognition mainstream 

 

 

Venture has no priority for 

mainstream, hard to find mainstream 

alignment, fear for cannibalization, 

internal resistance 

Help the venture with post-transition integration 

and development by allowing it to have more 

flexibility and autonomy than its fellow business 

units. 

Transition process needs to be a gradual 

scale, venture needs continuity of 

governance mode for some time (van de 

Vrande et al. 2006). 

Resource allocation battles, 

dominant logic, mainstream enforces 

structures and mindset, governance 

structure not suitable for venture 

development. 

Table 5: Overview of design principles 
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Chapter 6: Discussion 
The analysis chapter improved the understanding of corporate venture transition processes at high-

tech established firms, how this process is related to tensions and which interventions were done by 

managers to mitigate the effects of these tensions. Prior research on corporate venturing and corporate 

entrepreneurship has been limited in its descriptions of the corporate venturing process, and although 

problem areas were explicated, only a few sources (O'Connor & DeMartino, 2006; Leifer  et al.,  

2001) have addressed ways to mitigate the effects of these tensions on corporate venture transition. 

For example, problems related to resource allocation (Leifer et al. 2000); legitimacy (Garvin & 

Levesque, 2006; Van Dijk, 2008), corporate cultures (Garvin & Levesque, 2006), mainstream 

landingspot (Garvin, 2004), internal resistance (Buckland et al., 2003; Burgelman & Sayles, 1986), 

and with transition timing (O'Connor & DeMartino, 2006) were also found at the companies involved 

in this study. This emphasizes the role of the research-based principles as foundation for the design 

principles that were created in Chapter 5. Moreover, although many of the abovementioned sources 

indicated the occurrence of these problems, only few (O'Connor & DeMartino, 2006; Leifer et al., 

2000) have actually discussed directions  to mitigate their effects. This discussion section will 

elaborate on issues identified as critical for corporate venture transition success by both academic 

scholars as practitioners. 

Spinning – in ventures 

As was depicted by the analysis chapter, the access to new markets, technology areas and additional 

revenues are considered as the main driver for mainstream business to adopt a corporate venture. This 

implicates that for a venture to be attractive to the mainstream business, it has made some early sales 

and is growing rapidly in its target market, which denominates the venture being in a ‘competitive 

state’. This finding is in contrast to Van de Vrande et al. (2006), who argue that the main difference 

between acquisitions and spin-ins is the fact that the spin-in process refers to a venture in pre-

competitive state (‘i.e. when sales are equal to zero’, (p. 356). The cases in this study imply indeed 

that spinning – in is different from high-tech start-up acquisition, but on different grounds than argued 

by Van de Vrande et al. (2006). Due to high levels of venture uncertainty and low sales characteristic 

for the early venture development phases, transferring ventures in pre-competitive state would cause 

more problems than benefits for the mainstream business organization. Moreover, all cases suggest 

that the incentive for venture transition is stronger at the venture side than at the mainstream business 

side, and that both mutual benefits are required to successfully spin-in corporate ventures. This results 

in the following proposition: 

P1: In order to provide mainstream business with enough incentives for successfully spinning-in a 

corporate venture, the venture is required to be in a competitive state, e.g. has to have made its first 

sales.  

Determining the moment of transition 

The abovementioned venture transition timing is acknowledged by both academic scholars as 

practitioners as being one of the main challenges of corporate venturing. Leifer et al. (2001) pointed 

out that the venture and the future business host have different perceptions of the venture’s readiness 

for transition when it comes to project transition from incubation or R&D to a receiving unit in 

operations or mainstream business. Moreover, the authors indicate that that both the future business 

host as the market place need education on the new value proposition of the product and technology 

developed by the venture, which causes tensions with premature venture transition. It was found in 

my study that both failure cases suffered from these transition timing issues, and involved actors 
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indicated that premature transition was one of the main causes for the transition failure. Besides these 

mainstream strategy director stated: ‘that you really need to make sure that when

transferring it into the business, you are at the point where you think it (the venture, SdJ)

make sales, or the market growth section’. O’Connor and DeMartino (2006) found that due to 

premature acceleration and integration of new venture, projects were ‘force fitted’ into existing 

business units, thereby possibly missing opportunities. Several sources have indicated that besides the 

incentives at both venture and mainstream business, the third incentive for venture transition is caused

by the constrained capacity of the incubator organization, which might force ventures to transfer 

prematurely. In order to gain insight in the right moment of venture transition the requirements 

described above play an important role. It is hereby suggested that, besides transition criteria 

mentioned earlier, the venture needs to be in competitive state to create enough incentive at the future 

business host to adopt and the venture to require the mainstream business assets and capabilities and 

and future business host need to be aligned in order to create sufficient absorptive 

capacity and reduce venture uncertainty. This novel insight has implications for determining the 

proper moment of venture transition in terms of its own development, the development of the market 

and the adoption of its products/technology. Relating the abovementioned criteria to the venture 

development process, the transition phases and the Technology Life Cycle Curve (TLCC) 

Technology Adoption Life Curve (TALC) (Moore, 1991), which are 

position of a product in terms of market adoption and maturity, results in the following figure:

phases (based on practical evidence and Mason and Rohner (2002)), the transition process phases

(adapted from Rogers (1983); Moore (1991)) 

Defining the transition point as the point when the venture is capable of adding some sales to the 

L, uncertainty is reduced to acceptable levels and when the venture

needs to expand its market and develop into a mature market player, this point corresponds with ‘the 

As was pointed out in the analysis chapter, multiple cases indicated that 

capitalizing on the mainstream business assets and resources was the main incentive to transfer, in 

order to realize the growth potential. Making the transition from a venture targeting the Early

Adopters to a mature business delivering its products to Early and Late Majority requires large 

investments and changes on cultural and organizational levels of the venture, when it transfor
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skill set compared to introducing products to Innovators and Early Adopters, hence the “chasm”  in 

the TALC (Moore, 1991). The corporate venture may have large benefits in this particular moment of 

its development over “normal” high-tech start-ups, and there are several perspectives for proving this 

point. First of all, the corporate venture will have less hassle in acquiring the right capital assets 

required for scaling up its business to target the Early Majority. It may be no surprise that many 

ventures stall in their development, trying to find ways to scale-up their business and move to the next 

level. The support of a strong, established corporate firm will facilitate the venture in this crucial point 

in its development. Second, and maybe more important, the venture will experience large benefits 

from the strong branding and image position of its corporate parent. According to Moore (1991), the 

main reason why many ventures fail to reach the Early Majority consumers is because they lack 

reliable references on their product’s performance. This is a fundamental difference between the Early 

Adopters and Early Majority consumer types, and relates to the consumer’s perception of 

trustworthiness and reliability of the product and the company that is responsible for it. Moore 

furthermore argues that Early Majority consumers need good references in order to adopt the new 

product, and the Early Adopters do not provide good references. When the corporate venture becomes 

part of the mainstream business, it may use the mainstream branding, marketing and sales force in 

order to expand its business, which may enhance the venture’s product offering with the right 

credentials and trustworthiness required to get adopted by the Early Majority and mainstream market. 

This is an advantage that is hard to acquire being a stand-alone high-tech start-up. Being more 

specific, the corporate firm might well be the best place for developing radical innovations and 

corporate ventures, once it is able to align newstream activities with the mainstream business 

organization. Abovementioned reasoning results in the following propositions: 

P2a: A corporate venture has critical advantages over “normal” high-tech start-ups in terms of 

business expansion, due to untroubled access to critical resources and assets of the parent company, 

on the condition that the parent company succeeds in aligning its newstream and mainstream 

business organizations. 

P2b: The corporate venture will benefit the most from its corporate parent when the transition takes 

place at the moment the venture faces challenges related to “crossing the chasm” in the Technology 

Adoption Life Cycle. 

Finding a mainstream landing spot 

In addition to the design principle dealing with the troublesome, strategic aspect of finding the right 

organizational home for the venture, insights from multiple cases and academic literature are 

combined to create a framework supporting decision making concerning the most natural landingspot 

for the venture in the mainstream business. Several scholars have addressed the complex issue of 

finding the right landingspot; for example, Garvin (2004) argued that one of the biggest concerns in 

corporate venturing is the venture becoming an ‘organizational orphan’
13
. According to Leifer et al. 

(2000), there often is a typical misfit between the needs of the corporate venture and the business 

unit’s current capabilities in manufacturing, sales and marketing and so on, which was also found in 

this study and denominated as the capability gap
14
. These capabilities are related to the venture’s 

product-market combination (PMC) which entails the combined novelty of the market targeted and 

the technology inhibited in the product. This indicates the importance of the specific venture 

characteristics and the fit of these characteristics with the mainstream business host for finding the 

                                                      
13
 See page 26 on problem areas found in literature 

14
 See page 40 on tensions  



right landingspot. Furthermore Leifer 

the mainstream business model is another force that hampers the corporate

authors argue that in order to avoid tyranny of the existing business model, the venture should reduce 

its risk by sticking close to the business unit and its business model. The Beta and Delta ventures 

exemplified the role of certain aspects in the mainstream business model that may cause tensions in 

venture transition, for example different revenue models and differing value chain positions between 

venture and mainstream business host. On the contrary, getting this fit right will 

advantages, as was shown by the Delta case. Furthermore, sticking too close the business unit and its 

business model will cause fear of cannibalization of mainstream business assets, thereby hampering 

venture alignment. These notions indi

issue of finding the right organizational home for the venture.  Combining these important dimensions 

of venture characteristics with the transition options that were defined in Rice 

the following framework for venture landing spot 

Figure 4: venture landing spot framework

Based on the framework developed by Ansoff 

are used to identify the extent to which the venture entails radical innovation and are set out against 

the extent of innovation in the business model used by the venture. The terminology 

and new is arbitrarily chosen for reasons of convenience and is used to compare the venture against 

the mainstream business at the established firm on

Base PMC concerns ventures that have a product

established firm, while adjacent

the product, or the market targeted by the product is new. Th

exploited by the established firm. The third category on the horizontal axis addresses the ventures that 

inhibit a new PMC, both technology a

not been targeted or used earlier. 

segmentation holds for the venture’s business model, 

the value chain, distribution channel and revenue model. 

the venture’s business and the corresponding way of working. Although many dimensions and 

definitions of business models have been developed over the years, the ventures under study 

demonstrated that these dimensions are the main different

                                                     
15
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right landingspot. Furthermore Leifer et al. (2000) argue that the dominant logic institutionalized in 

the mainstream business model is another force that hampers the corporate venture transition. The 

authors argue that in order to avoid tyranny of the existing business model, the venture should reduce 

its risk by sticking close to the business unit and its business model. The Beta and Delta ventures 

ain aspects in the mainstream business model that may cause tensions in 

venture transition, for example different revenue models and differing value chain positions between 

venture and mainstream business host. On the contrary, getting this fit right will 

advantages, as was shown by the Delta case. Furthermore, sticking too close the business unit and its 

business model will cause fear of cannibalization of mainstream business assets, thereby hampering 

venture alignment. These notions indicate the important role of the business model in the complex 

issue of finding the right organizational home for the venture.  Combining these important dimensions 

of venture characteristics with the transition options that were defined in Rice et al.

the following framework for venture landing spot determination: 

: venture landing spot framework (based on Ansoff, 1958;1965 and Rice et al., 2002)) 

Based on the framework developed by Ansoff (1958; 1965), characteristics of the venture’s offering 

are used to identify the extent to which the venture entails radical innovation and are set out against 

the extent of innovation in the business model used by the venture. The terminology 

rbitrarily chosen for reasons of convenience and is used to compare the venture against 

the established firm on both business model and PMC characteristics.

PMC concerns ventures that have a product-market combination that is already ex

jacent PMC concerns offerings of which either the technology inhibited in 

the product, or the market targeted by the product is new. The PMC is adjacent

exploited by the established firm. The third category on the horizontal axis addresses the ventures that 

PMC, both technology and market are completely new to the established firm and have 

used earlier. These are the so-called breakthrough ventures.

ture’s business model, being defined on three dimensions: position in 

the value chain, distribution channel and revenue model. These dimensions are main ch

the venture’s business and the corresponding way of working. Although many dimensions and 

definitions of business models have been developed over the years, the ventures under study 

demonstrated that these dimensions are the main differentiators between mainstream and venture 
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business models. A base business model implies that 2 or more characteristics of the business model 

are similar to the mainstream business model, while a new business model is different on all three 

dimensions. Adjacent business models have one or two dimensions in common with the mainstream 

business. Dynamics underlying this framework concern the fact that the venture’s characteristics need 

to be distinct from the business unit, but not too distinct. There needs to be a strategic fit with the 

future business host, but the capability gap can’t be too wide in order to enable newstream – 

mainstream alignment. Transitioning into an existing business unit or transformation of the venture 

into a new business unit are options referred to as spinning-in the corporate venture; the venture is 

placed under the control area of the mainstream business. Spinning –out, or spinning-off refers to the 

divesture of the venture, which may continue as a stand-alone high-tech start-up licensing the 

technology from its former corporate parent.   

This results in the third and fourth proposition: 

P3: Venture characteristics as product-market combination and several business model dimensions  

are criteria to determine the  correct landingspot in the mainstream business organization.  

P4: For successful spinning-in a corporate venture, the venture should have base or adjacent 

business model and PMC characteristics in order to increase venture legitimacy, and to avoid 

tensions related to cannibalization, resource allocation and mainstream dominance. 

Although many similarities were found between academic literature and the companies under study, 

some deviating insights could be derived as well. For example, as can be derived from the Theoretical 

framework, many scholars have discussed the difficulty firms face with funding and financial metrics 

related to the corporate venturing process and the transition period. The analysis in this study 

indicates that these problems were not found at the companies involved, thereby implying that their 

financial structures were sufficient to deal with corporate venturing. Company A is known for its tight 

financial-driven management culture, while company B has put in place a distinguished venturing 

methodology in order to deal with these financial issues. Both aspects cannot be considered as crucial 

success factors for corporate venturing, they are rather pre-conditional for managing innovation in the 

context of an established, high-tech firm. 
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Chapter 7: Conclusions, Contributions, Limitations and Directions 

for Further Research 
This final chapter addresses the main conclusions that can be derived from this study, as well as the 

several contributions to both academics and practitioners involved in corporate venturing. The chapter 

concludes this report with the acknowledgement some of the main limitations and by providing 

directions for further research. 

Conclusions 

By combining insights from academic scholars on corporate venturing and corporate entrepreneurship 

with the practical experiences inhibited in the tacit knowledge of managers and entrepreneurs in high-

tech established firms, and guided by the design science methodology, this study attempted to 

increase the understanding of the corporate venture transition process, related tensions and possible 

solutions and resulted in the creation of a set of design principles and propositions, thereby fulfilling 

the goal of the research: 

To create knowledge that contributes to finding solutions for the alignment of newstream 

business with the mainstream business organization, by combining insights from both 

practice and academic scholars.  

 

The design principles are the product of this study and its main research questions and fulfills the goal 

in the research: 

To develop design principles for successful corporate venture transition processes in 

established, high-tech firms. 

 

By analyzing, combining, synthesizing and discussing the tensions and organizational issues related to 

corporate venturing and the corporate venture transition process from both practical as theoretical 

points of view, this study attempted to answer the following research questions: 

How are successful corporate venture transition processes organized? 

How do successful corporate venture transition processes mitigate the detrimental effects of 

newstream – mainstream business tensions on post-transition performance of both the venture 

and the established firm? 

Based on the findings in this study, the venture transition process is perceived successful when the 

venture becomes an integral part of the mainstream business organization. Since the venture transition 

process starts when the venture is created and ends when the venture is spun-in or spun-out, actions 

and interventions in all phases of the process contribute to some extent to the successful organization 

of the corporate venture transition process. So, aspects of a successfully organized venture transition 

process include: 

• a semi-separated organizational design for the newstream – mainstream business interface 

• early involvement of  mainstream business management in the development of the ventures 

• emphasized (pre) transition management, in terms of transition team and dedicated transition 

manager 

• dedicated champion roles at the different organizational entities 

• aligned mindsets and mutual responsibility and incentive for venture transition 

• post-transition support for venture integration and mainstream by means of venture autonomy 

and adjusted performance measurement. 
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According to several sources of academic literature and practitioner experience, the key aspects of the 

venture transition process are directly related to problem and tension areas. For example, when failing 

to install a clear organizational design for the newstream – mainstream business interface, it is very 

likely that the ventures will fail to align with a mainstream business host and eventually fail to 

successfully transfer to the mainstream business organization, or successfully capitalize on relevant 

mainstream business assets, which in turn influences its post-transition performance. To answer the 

second research question, it needs to be noted that the relationship between corporate venture 

transition process success and post-transition performance of both venture and mainstream business 

host was evidently suggested by practitioners and sources of academic literature, but remains 

unproven by this study. Strong indications suggest that by at least attempting to mitigate and control 

problem and tension areas concerning corporate venture transition, the established firm increases the 

chance on higher post-transition performance of both venture and the mainstream business host. 

Furthermore, it is noted that many factors, both internal and external, influence the post-transition 

performance of the venture and the mainstream business host. By implementing the proposed design 

principles, the established firm may increase control over the venture transition process outcomes and 

thereby provide the ventures a good starting position for further development and expansion.    

Contributions 
The main contribution of this research project concerns its main driver: scholarly research so far has 

shown limited attention for the corporate venture transition process, although its main challenges are 

known and are still actual in high-tech established firms. By developing insight in the corporate 

venture transition process and the creation of design principles for successful corporate venture 

transition and organization of the newstream – mainstream interface, this study contributes to the 

exclamation made by Miles and Covin (2002); additional promising research objectives (for 

corporate venturing research) include the identification of (…), process attributes associated with 

successful corporate venturing, and change models for effectively balancing “mainstream” and 

“newstream”(e.g. venturing) activities in the evolving organization’ (p. 36). 

 

To address the complicated issue of finding the right landingspot or organizational home in the 

mainstream business for the corporate venture, the model of Ansoff (1958; 1965) was extended by 

adding the business model dimension and applied in its extensive form to describe the venture’s 

characteristics with respect to the mainstream business. The venture exit options described by Rice et 

al. (2002) were applied in order to build the framework as it is depicted in Chapter 6. By combining 

these insights, both practitioners and scholars now have insight in how to determine the right 

landingspot for a corporate venture. 

 

In order to tackle the challenging issue of venture transition timing, the model of Moore (1991) was 

combined with insights from the six cases. By relating the different phases in the venture’s 

development stage gate process (based on company A and B) with the three transition phases and the 

position of the venture’s product on the Technology Adoption Life Cycle, insight was created in when 

to transfer the venture to the mainstream business. In addition to earlier mentioned transition criteria, 

and in contrast to Van de Vrande et al.(2006), the best suitable moment for venture transition 

correlates with the ‘chasm’ in the technology adoption cycle. This is a new insight and due to its 

general character, will probably hold for most ventures in most companies. 

 

This study contributes to the understanding of the corporate venture transition process and the 

complex newstream – mainstream business interface at high-tech established firms by relating the 

problems and tensions concerned with this interface to practical situations and the solutions offered by 

practitioners. Academic knowledge on this topic is enhanced with the experiences of actors in the 

field, while the academic knowledge base where this thesis is built upon gets more validity and value, 

now that these insights are utilized in practical situations. The high-tech established firms involved in 

this study labeled the literature review and analysis as particularly useful for the tensions they were 
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facing with the corporate venturing process, and the alignment of newstream and mainstream business 

development. 

 

The final contribution concerns the six design principles and the four propositions addressed in 

Chapters 5 and 6, in which the knowledge that this thesis is build upon is applied in practice situations 

and by which the practical experiences have increased the scholarly understanding of corporate 

venture transition processes at high-tech established firms. 

Limitations and Directions for Further Research 
One of the main concerns of this study is the use of ‘performance’ as dependent variable. Performance 

is hard to measure, and in case of corporate ventures, determined by a wide variety of causes. It was 

suggested that venture performance would be increased by adopting the principles recommended by 

this research, however there is no hard evidence that supports this suggestion. Part of this limitation is 

because of the fact that post transition venture performance is subject to a vast array of influences 

from both inside as outside the corporate parent.  

 

A general limitation lies in the fact that only six ventures were used as data set, and that there was a 

large variety in case characteristics. Although this was no problem for the exploratory nature of this 

study, more case similarity would have increased the quality of the findings. 

 

Also the fact that this study is exploratory in nature, and that interviews were used as main data source 

inhibits a limitation, since only suggestions could be made based on the findings, where further 

empirical support would have increased the reliability of these findings. 

 

The relation between corporate venture transition process success and the post-transition performance 

of both venture and mainstream business host was suggested and indicated by both academic 

literature and practitioner experience, but no proof was found that this relationship exists. Future 

research could use more ventures and more empirical data on venture performance (sales, time-to-

market) to investigate this relationship.  

 

Although the design principles developed here provide an indication how corporate venture transition 

processes should look like, these principles need further empirical testing on other corporate ventures 

at other high-tech companies in order to find out whether they hold. Furthermore, the design 

principles are now presented in random order and although some suggestions were made on 

prioritizing them, no direct indications were found to prefer one over the other. Future research could 

investigate which principle is most contribution to post-transition venture performance. 

 

Although an attempt was made, the mechanisms found underlying the practice-based principles and 

the design principles are primarily based on mental gymnastics of the researcher, so it is interesting to 

find out why certain principles work the way they work and how they affect post-transition 

performance for the venture or the corporate parent. 

The propositions suggested in the discussion chapter need further elaboration and empirical testing. 

Furthermore, both models on timing and landingspot determination are based on the theoretical 

models of Moore (1991), Rogers (1983) and Ansoff (1958;1965) and on evidence from six corporate 

ventures, which implies that in order to refine and proof the proposed models, further empirical 

testing is required. The model on landingspot determination requires further elaboration, for example 

by investigating how related the different dimensions need to be in order to provide a good fit, and 

which other dimensions of the business model may influence the landingspot determination. By 

mapping a larger amount of ventures on their transition moment, their position in the marketplace at 

that time and the post-transition performance, more insight may be generated in the optimal corporate 

venture transition point and its relation to post-transition venture performance. 
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Finally, although this study has addressed the roles of champions and corporate management in the 

corporate venture transition process, the leadership perspective was not pursued in much detail. What 

kind of leader is required in what phase of the transition process and from which organizational side 

does he/she needs to belong are interesting questions that deserve more attention. 
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Appendix I: Tables and Figures 
 

 

Search string: Articles found Articles Selected Articles excluded 

Corporate venturing 96 2  94 

Corporate entrepreneurship 178 29 149 

Established firm, new business development, 

radical innovation 

22 10 12 

New business, transformation, strategy 48 1 47 

New venture, transition; integration; transfer 90 7 83 

Technology commercialization, strategy 61  1 60 

New business opportunity, established firm - - - 

Intra-preneurship 74 1 73 

Opportunity exploitation 50 2 48 

TOTALS 689 54 635 

Table 6: Overview of articles found, selected and excluded 

Characteristic/case Alpha Beta Gamma Delta Omicron Zeta 
A/B A A A B B B 

Success/Failure Success Failure Success Failure N.A. N.A. 

Competitive/Precompetitive Competitive Competitive Competitive Competitive Precompetitive Competitive 

Development phase 5 3/5 5 4 3 3 

Internal/External CV Internal Internal External Internal Internal Internal 

Operational relatedness Low High Low High High High 

Strategic Importance High Medium High High  High high 

Table 7: Venture characteristics 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: innovation funnel, adopted from Kirschbaum (2005) 
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Job Title Number 

Newstream Perspective  

General  or Venture Manager 4 

R&D Manager 1 

Technology Manager 1 

Mainstream Perspective  

Business Unit Director 2 

Business Group Director 2 

Innovation Director  1 

VP Marketing and Strategy Division 1 

Corporate/other Perspective  

NBD Manager Incubator 1 

Sr.Dir Marketing and Strategy Incubator 1 

Integration Manager 1 

Corporate NBD Director 1 

Table 8: Distribution of individuals interviewed 
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Literature Practice 

Organizational 

Legitimacy  

Funding of transition process  

Performance measurement system differences Mainstream processes and structures not suitable for venture 

Newstream - mainstream communication  

 Resource allocation 

Financial measures  Mainstream enforces structures and mindset 

 Venture ownership and responsibility ambiguity 

 

Managerial 

Internal resistance Internal resistance at mainstream 

Different governance structures; Tensions due to differences in governance structure Functional 

governance 

Resource allocation and control Control over clients and business at mainstream 

Paradoxical management requirements Paradoxical management requirements 

Different mindset mainstream Different mainstream mindset 

Not Invented Here Syndrome (N-I-H)  

 Reporting structures different at mainstream 

Neither venture nor mainstream is capable of 

managing transition period 

  

 Venture no priority at mainstream business 

Strategic 

Organizational home  Hard to find the right landing spot 

NBD organization; configuration;  Mainstream alignment hard to establish 

transition timing  

� enforced transition into BU 

Transition timing decision making 

Education of BU and market  knowledge gap between mainstream - newstream 

Cultural 

Corporate culture Lack of entrepreneurial spirit at mainstream 

Culture clash Punishment for failure vs. punishment for inaction 

Two cultures problem (us vs. them) Two cultures problem (us vs. them) 

Dominant logic Dominant logic 

Table 9: comparing conflict areas: theory and practice, in random order 
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Table 10: Management interventions for RI project transfer (Rice et al., 2002) 

Phase 
Action 

1. Pre-acquisition 

• Start cultural assessment 

• Identify business/cultural barriers 

• Assign integration manager 

• SWOT analysis 

• Develop communication strategy 

2. Foundation Building 

• Introduction of integration manager 

• Mutual relationship building 

• Mutual development integration plan, 100-days 

and communication plans 

• Senior management support 

• Provide sufficient resources and assign 

accountability 

3. Rapid Integration 

• Process mapping and management to accelerate 

integration 

• Use the audit staff for process audits 

• Use feedback and learning to adapt integration 

plan 

• Initiate short term management exchange 

4. Assimilation 

• Develop common tools, practices, processes and 

language 

• Longer-term management exchanges 

• Use audit staff for integration audit 

• Utilize corporate education center 

Table 11: Phases and actions of acquisition integration processes at GE, based on Ashkenas, DeMonaco and Francis 

(1998) 

  

Managerial Approach: 

1. Conduct a transition readiness assessment 

2. Assembling a transition team 

3. Establishing an oversight board 

4. Developing a transition plan 

5. Providing transition funding from corporate sources 

6. Laying the groundwork for a big market 

7. Engaging senior management champions 



V 

 

  

Figure 6: Tensions cause and effect overview 
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Figure 7: transition process key activities and mainstream involvement curve, against venture development phases 
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Appendix II: Context description 
In order to gain insights in the mechanisms of corporate venturing in high-tech established firms, a 

practical perspective is highly recommended. Therefore, this thesis builds on two practical 

environments in which corporate venturing activities are executed, from now on referred to as 

Company A and Company B. Both practical contexts are described in this section. 

Company A 

Company A has a long history with corporate innovation. By divesting old technology platforms and 

investing in new technology platforms, Company A evolved into a multi-national, multi-business, 

multi-industry technology leader in high performance materials and key supplier to a very broad and 

diverse range of industries and companies. In order to develop in this evolutionary sense and to make 

innovation an important strategic driver, Company A has put in place several departments and 

functions. For example, initiated by an innovation-driven strategy in 2005, innovation is given priority 

at board level with the assignment of the Chief Innovation Officer (CIO),  with similar subordinate 

functions at division, business group and business unit levels. Functions include NBD Director, 

Innovation Manager, NBD Manager and so on. Each division has its own New Business Development 

function, which is responsible for the development of existing and the creation of new businesses for 

that particular division.  

Corporate management realized that radical innovation projects need to be developed and nurtured 

separated from the traditional business, and therefore created the Innovation Centre at corporate level. 

Besides the development of radical innovation projects, the Innovation Centre supports innovation 

projects in the mainstream businesses, and leads corporate licensing, venturing and IP activities 

employed at Company A. The Venturing department scans the environment for business opportunities 

that may become of strategic value in the future. The Venturing department invest small amounts, also 

known as ‘educational investments’ (Roberts & Berry, 1985) in promising start-up ventures, in order 

to create a knowledge base and get in a position for further investment and development in that certain 

strategic direction. Besides financial support to the venture, the Venturing department offers internal 

and external ventures the opportunity to access corporate knowledge, resources and networks to boost 

development. The Venturing department plays an  important role in Company A’s innovation process 

as an interface between the corporation and the venturing community. As will be shown by the 

Gamma-case,  the Venturing department may play a crucial role in the strategic development of 

innovations at Company A’s business groups.  

The division is organized in four different business units (BU’s) and a separate Adjacent Markets 

platform. New business projects that are adjacent to markets targeted currently by the different BU’s, 

are nurtured in the Adjacent Markets growth platform. Once the uncertainty of different projects and 

products is reduced and a clear strategic fit with a business host is found, these projects are transferred 

to the mainstream business organization by integrating them into one of the four BU’s. Company A 

has put in place a framework or stage-gate model to monitor and steer the development of such new 

business projects: 

1. Idea Generation 

2. Feasibility 

3. Development 

4. Scale up and Validation 

5. Transfer to Running Business 



New business projects or venture opportunities may come

Centre, Rho R&D or from the Venturing department and may be placed in the adjacent markets 

platform when the position of the project and its corresponding business is unclear at first hand.  

When the project develops further, through Feasibility and Development, insight in the business plan 

and business model will be gained. These insights will help the corporate management of the Rho 

division in deciding where to place the new business project. The stages in this model a

characterized by clear criteria for passing. During these stages, newstream and mainstream business 

interaction increases and becomes maximal at the final development stage, which makes projects that 

have completed this framework and are (successfully) 

case material for this study. Chapter 4 on the multiple case study will provide a more thorough 

description of these cases.  

Figure 8: Newstream –mainstream business interface at company A

Company B  

Although Company B started small more than 100 years ago, rapid growth through innovations and 

mergers and acquisitions enabled the company to evolve in to a large high

selling to a wide range of consumers and business customers in several domains of electronic 

equipment. Being a technology-

new products to the marketplace. To be more specific, the company once was known as a b

invention factory, but was failing on the commercialization and the value capturing parts of the 

innovation process. This lack of ‘commercialization capability’ of course did not go unnoticed by 

corporate management, which introduced a strategy fo

that focused on the end-user satisfaction of the product or technology, rather than on technological 

superiority. The company was to become more consumer and market driven.  In order to do so, it 

separated the most promising innovation activities from the mainstream business organization. 

Company B chose to structure its new business development and growth strategy according to three 

main pillars: R&D Service, IP/Option Creation and Licensing and Incubation. The i

of main interest in thus study, which is dedicated to creating transfers to divisions. The incubator 

holds around 60 emerging units/ ventures and has a shareholding in 15 + companies.  As many large 
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divided in several business groups, which in their turn are divided in several business units.  Besides 
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the three major business divisions, there is the Corporate Technology (CT) division which is 

responsible for corporate R&D and the creation of radical new businesses.  

Company B divides their new business opportunities in three horizons: roadmap, the incremental 

innovations that improve existing product market combinations, adjacency; innovations that stretch an 

existing market or technology  and breakthrough; the radical innovations that are completely new to 

the company and to the world. This distinction determines where the innovation projects should be 

managed: roadmap projects in the BU itself, breakthrough projects  as far from the BU as possible in 

the Corporate Technologies division, and the adjacency projects somewhere in between at Business 

Group or divisional level.  A separate organization was created to deal with all three new business 

horizons, the so called Venture Business Organization. The Venture Business Office (VBO) is 

residing in the Corporate Technologies division and therefore has easy access to corporate R&D 

findings, Intellectual Property expertise and supports the mainstream businesses in their new business 

development activities from a corporate point of view.  

The VBO is meant to review potential new business ideas, decide on starting ventures around them 

and support the development of these internal corporate ventures through a stage-gate model, based 

on the Bell Mason Framework for Venture Development (Mason & Rohner, 2002). The Bell-Mason 

framework (BMF) and the VBO will receive some additional attention in Chapter 2
16
. The BMF 

considers five phases in venture development, and is utilized as a stage-gate model. Besides an 

objective classification of venture maturity, the framework allows Company B to use a common 

language in its NBD activities (Klopp, 2006). Each phase has corresponding challenges and 

milestones to meet in order to proceed to the next stage. The stage-gate process entails the following 

phases: 

1. Pre-Seed 

2. Seed 

3. Alpha 

4. Beta 

5. Market Calibration 

 

Breakthrough ventures may start from corporate R&D and develop in about 3 to 7 years into mature 

businesses, by surpassing the venture development assessments at each gate. A corporate sponsored 

oversight committee reviews the venture’s progress together with the VBO management. Since a 

venture is not allowed to re-do a stage, failing to pass a gate most of the time results in the divesture 

or termination of the venture. At each phase, the venture is assessed by the venture oversight board 

and they can decide what to do with the venture: several exit options exist: 1) kill, 2) license-out, 3) 

management buy-out, 4) IP and 5) divesture (sell). Once a venture has reached the final phase of the 

stage-gate, and a clear fit with a mainstream business host has been established, the venture transfers 

to the mainstream business organization. The incubators in the CT division are dedicated to nurture 

venture specific for each mainstream business domain, which is in line with the premier goal of the 

venturing program to develop new businesses best suitable for the growth strategies of Company B’s 

mainstream business domains. Although the future business host needs to be identified at the Alpha-

stage, and clear transition criteria exist, Company B faces difficulties on when and how to integrate 

these ventures successfully into the mainstream business organization. 

Due to the fact that  the VBO is in place only for 3 years now, some ventures have made it to transfer 

to the mainstream business organization, while others are preparing to do so. These processes are 

                                                      
16
 See for example page 32. 
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Appendix III: Case study – and interview protocol 
 

Step 1: conducting interviews 

 

Main research questions: 

 

How are successful corporate venture transition processes organized? 

 

How do successful corporate venture transition processes mitigate the detrimental effects of 

newstream – mainstream business tensions on post-transition performance of both the venture and the 

established firm? 

 

How are successful corporate venture transition processes organized? 

- What makes the process successful? 

- What are key areas of interest of the corporate venture transition process? 

- 'If you had to describe the transition process as a step-by-step activity, which steps would you 

define?' 

- could you place these steps on a time line?' 

- 'could you prioritize these steps?  

- On which criteria’s? Importance? Effect on success? Impact on success?  

- Is there a clearly defined start and end of the transition? 

- What were important events? 

- Who initiated the transition? 

- Which organizational roles are involved in this process? 

- Who was responsible for the process? 

- Are there detailed descriptions or a general process blueprint? 

- What is your overall feeling about the transition of the venture? 

 

 

 How do successful corporate venture transition processes mitigate the detrimental effects of 

newstream -    mainstream business tensions on post-transition performance of both the venture and 

the established firm?  

- What tensions and problem areas can be defined concerning the alignment of newstream 

business with the mainstream business organization? 

- When do these tensions occur? 

- How do these tensions occur? 

- Why do these tensions occur? 

- How do these tensions and problem areas affect post-transition performance of both venture 

and established firm? 

- How is post-transition performance defined and measured? 

- (Why do these tensions affect these performance measures) 

- What is the influence of tension on effectiveness of new business development activities? 

- What is the influence of tensions on innovative behavior of the mainstream business 

 

How do the key aspects relate to tensions and problem areas concerning the alignment of newstream 

businesses with the mainstream business organization? 

 

General Interview goals: 

- Create a description of the corporate venture transition process. 

- Create a description of the context of the corporate venture transition process: 

- Newstream – mainstream business interface. 

 

 



XII 

 

BU Manager: 

- What was your first reaction on the transition of … venture to your BU? 

- Why did you respond that way? 

- How did it affect your role in the transition process? 

- To whom did you report on the transition process? 

- How did you manage internal problems? 

- In hindsight, has the venture enhanced your BU performance? 

- Who was responsible for the funding? 

- In hindsight, would you adopt this venture again? 

- What would be alternative actions/organizations of the transtition process? 

 

Venture Manager 

- What was your first reaction on the transition of your venture to the … BU? 

- Why did you respond that way? 

- How did it affect your role in the transition process? 

- To whom did you report on the process? 

- How did you manage internal problems? 

- In hindsight, do you think transition towards the BU has enhanced your venture’s 

performance?  

- Did you have a choice not to transfer to the venture? 

- What would be alternative actions/organizations of the transition process? 

- What are the main changes in your work now that the venture is part of the BU? 

 

- Who was responsible for the funding? 

- Who decided to transfer? 

- When did they decide to transfer? 

- Where you involved in that decision? 

 

General/Corporate Manager: 

- When did you decide to transfer … to … BU? 

- Which decision making criteria do you use? 

- How is the interface between the incubator and the business units organized? 

- Why is it organized like that? 

- Where there special attention areas in this transition process? 

- Who was responsible? 

- Did you experience any problems before, during or after the transition? 

 

Step 2: Creating interview-transcripts; 

 

A detailed word-by-word description of the interview will be made and send to the interviewee for 

feedback. Once the feedback is received the next step can be performed. 

 

Step 3: Coding the transcript 

 

Since this is an exploratory case study, no direct coding rules are defined beforehand. However, the 

first interview will influence the coding for the other interviews, since there needs to be some pattern 

recognition.  

 

Coding strategy 

 

transition process: 

Key activities 

Priority and timeline 

Responsibility 
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Funding 

Roles involved 

 

Newstream-mainstream tension 

Identified tensions 

Influences of the tensions 

 

Context descriptions 

 

Step:  4: Analyzing the codes 

 

 After addressing all the codes, codes are grouped and aggregated into several dimensions. The 

following structure was used, based on open coding insights and the structure of the thesis (tensions, 

solutions, principles, transition process and newstream – mainstream interface) 

 

CV transition process: 

- phases - description of specific stages or phase in the transition process (such as pre-transition) 
- events - description of certain events during the process (such as a review meeting) 
- activities - descriptions of specific activities (such as challenging venture business case, or 
mapping venture's processes) 

- actors - references to different persons involved in the transition process (such as: then i spoke to 
Mario (which is the NDB manager)) 

- perceptions - notions of how the interviewee perceived the process (such as, 'that was prepared 
thoroughly') 

- timing - indications of important dates, and time spans, as well as notions such as 'it was 
transferred too early' 

- decision making - all references to decision making moments: such as 'and then we decided to talk 
to our manager' 

- communication - all indications related to specific communication concerning the transition 
process (such as: 'we informed the stakeholders upfront on the transition plans') 

- documentation - references to certain documents that supported the transition (such as: we made a 
blueprint of the to-be organizational structure) 

- organization - indications of certain organizational aspects of the transition process (such as: 
multiple layers involved in decision making) 

- team - references to different team members ( may overlap with actors) 
- aspect - key aspects of the transition process: (we emphasized on the Legal situation, or IP was 
very important when we prepared the transition planning) 

  

newstream - mainstream interface 

- tensions - references to tensions or conflicts that occurred or were mitigated 
- BU champion - indications of actions, capabilities or characteristics of a championing role taken 
by the BU director or manager 

- venture champion - idem but for the venture 
- corporate champion - idem but for corporate responsible 
- solutions - notions of solutions found for transition conflict, tensions or disadvantages (such as: '') 
- internal relationships - indications of personal internal relationships (such as: 'i heard of this 
venture during an innovation centre review moment)  

- external relationships - indication of personal external relationships (such as: 'i heard of this 
venture through an old classmate') 

- BU benefits - indication of clear benefits experienced by the BU due to the transition of the 
venture (such as: 'with the venture's technology, we are able to get on the agenda of big industry 

players, it opens doors') 

- venture benefits - idem but then for the venture (such as: now we are aligned with the BU, it is 
much easier to get access to bigger companies) 
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- venture disadvantage - indication of clear disadvantage experienced by the venture due to the 
transition to the BU (such as: 'now we focus on market expansion, there is little room for new 

development') 

- Bu disadvantage - idem but ten disadvantage experienced by the BU due to the transition of the 
venture (such as: 'takes a lot of my time') 

- opportunities - notions indicating the opportunity exploration and exploitation in this NBD 
interface (such as: recombination opps. for venture's technology or BU manager that looks for new 

opps in venturing meetings) 

- organizational aspects - indications of certain organizational aspects of the newstream - 
mainstream business interface (such as: people recognized the benefit of the venture's technology, 

or: instead of Hybrane BV, it is now Hybrane, a product of A) 

  

context description: 

- NBD organization : comments on the general organization of the new business development 
activities (such as: we have an innovation centre, which ...) 

- venture description: comments on the structure, size, position, technology of the venture (such as: 
we started as a venture within the innovation centre) 

- corporate description: comments on organizational aspects of the company from corporate; (such 
as: we don't know whether this PMC fits our PMC strategy) 

- environment description: comments on environmental aspects of the venture/BU (such as: due to 
new regulations, we feel the need to innovate) 

- interface description: comments on how the interface looks like (such as; the model A has chosen 
for this innovation implies that the incubators need alignment with the BU's in order to make 

innovation work) 

  

Other 

- trash bin of things that i could not categorize (yet). Such as: IP power is important for taking the 
lead in development of the venture 
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Appendix IV: Cross-case comparison matrices 
This appendix provides insight in some of the cross-case comparison matrices that were developed 

based on the extensive coding of the interviews.  

 
Due to confidentiality restrictions Table 13 could not be showed. 
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Appendix V: Construction of research- based, practice- based  and design principles 
Practices (a.o.) Practice – based principle Design Principle Research – base principle Underlying theory/literature (a.o) 

CONFIDENTIAL Choose a semi-separated 

organizational design, structure and 

strategy for the new business 

development program 

 

1. Avoid strategic and 

organizational tensions in corporate 

venture transition and development 

by: 

• choosing a semi-separated 
organizational design 

• creating (a) corporate venture 
oversight board(s) 

• creating a corporate 

venture development 

program and goals 

aligned with mainstream 

business strategy 

Choose a semi-separated  

organizational design for the 

corporate parent - venture interface 

 

 

Create a advising service and 

Oversight Board 

 

 

 

Implement a performance 

measurement and reward system 

that is tailored to both the ventures’ 

and the corporation’s requirements 

Burgelman and Sayles, (1986) 

Garvin, (2004) 

Buckland et al. (2003)   

 

 

Van Dijk (2008); Rice et al. (2001); 

Mason and Rohner (2002) 

 

 

 

Govindarajan and Trimble (2006); 

O’Connor and DeMartino (2006); 

Buckland et al.(2003); Garvin and 

Levesque (2006); Prahalad and 

Bettis, (1986) Vanhaverbeke and 

Peeters (2005); Kanter (1989) 

Rice et al. (2002) 

 

 

 

CONFIDENTIAL Identify and entitle strong 

champions in venture, mainstream 

and corporate domains which 

should be active in all phases of the 

venture transition process 

2. Avoid cultural and managerial 

problems in all transition phases by 

identifying and entitling strong 

champions at venture, mainstream  

and corporate sides. 

Identify and entitle multiple 

champion roles 
Burgelman and Sayles (1986); 

McGrath and Keil (2007)  

Venkataraman et al. (1992) 

Mason and Rohner (2002) 
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 CONFIDENTIAL Put effort in transition preparation 

and (pre) transition management 

such as: 

• Create a corporate venture 
transition team and transition 

manager 

• Conduct a pre-transition 
capability  assessment to identify 

critical business functions for 

transition. 

• Use a clear transition process 
protocol with defined milestones, 

actors, deliverables, planning and 

end-state blueprint and review 

moments. 

 

 
Find the right landing spot in 

mainstream business and determine 

the optimal timing for venture 

transition 
 

 

3.  Put effort in transition 

preparation and (pre) transition 

management by: 

• defining a transition team, with 
dedicated roles on critical 

business functions and an 

experienced transition manager 

• conduct a pre-transition 
capability assessment to identify 

critical business functions for 

transition 

• develop and use a transition 
protocol with defined milestones, 

actors, deliverables and end-state 

blueprint. Evaluate the process 

afterwards and assemble 

learnings. 

• Determine the optimal transition 
timing and find the proper 

mainstream landingspot 

 

Put effort in (pre) integration 

management, for example 

establishment of transition teams 

and development of hand-off 

criteria: 

• conduct transition readiness 
assessment (both sides) 

• create transition teams 

 create transition plan: timetable, 

tasks, roles, responsibilities, 

hand-off criteria 

• organize funding for the 
transition process 

• review transition process 

Leifer et al. (2000);  

Leifer et al. ( 2001); Rice et 

al.(2002); 

Govindarajan and Trimble (2005) 

Kanter (1989); Garvin and 

Levesque (2006); Haspeslagh and 

Jemison (1991) 

CONFIDENTIAL Corporate management should 

facilitate cooperation between the 

newstream business development 

and mainstream business activities, 

such that: 

• Mainstream business is employed 
with capabilities and culture 

required for successful venture 

adoption 

• Venture is allowed to make use 
of mainstream business assets 

and capabilities when necessary 

 

4. Help venture and mainstream 

align by  facilitating newstream – 

mainstream cooperation in all 

phases of the transition process to: 

• involve mainstream early in 
venture development 

• equip mainstream with 
capabilities and mindset required 

for venture adoption: 

• internal R&D capabilities 

• communication 

capabilities for 

opportunity recognition 

• embed venture adoption in 
mainstream KPI’s. 

Develop different internal and 

external capabilities in the pre-

transition phase: 

• internal R&D capabilities for 
absorptive capacity 

• External communication 
capabilities for opportunity 

recognition 

 

Implement a performance 

measurement and reward system 

that is tailored to both the ventures’ 

and the corporation’s requirements 

Van de Vrande et al. (2006) 

 Tripsas (1997); Tripsas and 

Gavetti, (2000);  McGrath and Keil 

(2007);  Cohen and Levinthal 

(1990); Govindarajan and Trimble, 

2006 

 

 

 

Govindarajan and Trimble (2006); 

O’Connor and DeMartino (2006); 

Buckland et al.(2003); Garvin and 

Levesque (2006); Prahalad and 

Bettis, (1986) Vanhaverbeke and 

Peeters (2005); Kanter (1989) 

Rice et al. (2002) 

CONFIDENTIAL Make sure ventures in post-

transition phase have more 

autonomy and flexibility on 

• 5. Help the venture with post-
transition transition and 

development by allowing it to 

 

 

 

Van de Vrande et al. 2006 
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governance than their fellow 

business units 
have more flexibility and 

autonomy than its fellow 

business units. 

 Govindarajan and Trimble (2006); 

O’Connor and DeMartino (2006); 

Buckland et al.(2003); Garvin and 

Levesque (2006); Prahalad and 

Bettis, (1986) Vanhaverbeke and 

Peeters (2005); Kanter (1989) 

Rice et al. (2002) 

 

Table 12: construction of research-based, practice-based and design principles 

 
Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

For example the prevention of problems related to: 

1.Choose the right organizational design for the corporate 

parent - venture interface 

Organizational theory, institutional theory Misfits with the acquiring division, organizational 

resistance and poor connectedness, dominant logic (due to 

institutionalization due to separation) 

2.Create a advising service and Oversight Board Organizational theory Opportunistic behavior, organizational inertia, and loss of 

strategic oversight. 

3.Identify and entitle multiple champion roles Organizational theory, institutional theory Political and cultural aspects, not-invented-here syndromes 

and internal communication. 

 

4.Implement a performance measurement and reward 

system that is tailored to both the ventures’ and the 

corporation’s requirements 

Performance management theory, institutional theory, 

organizational theory 

The ‘two cultures’ problem,  

resignation of qualified venture personnel and  

misalignment of performance measurement systems. 

5.Put effort in (pre) transition management, for example 

establishment of transition teams and development of 

hand-off criteria 

Organizational theory,  Transition timing, cognitive differences and forces of 

dominant logic. 

 

6. Develop different internal and external capabilities in 

the pre-transition phase 

Social Capital theory, capabilities theory, portfolio theory Organizational inertia, communication and capturing 

value. 

Table 13: Overview of research-based principles 
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 Pre-transition Transition Post-transition 
Tensions Hard to establish alignment with 

mainstream business 

 

Hard to find mainstream 

landingspot 

Transition timing hard to determine 

 

Knowledge and Capability gap 

 

Mainstream enforces structures and 

mindset 

Organizational Inertia 

 

Paradoxical mainstream 

management requirements 

 

Different mainstream mindset 

 

Venture has no priority at  

mainstream business 

 

Lack of entrepreneurial spirit in 

mainstream Managerial culture 

differences 

� Punishment for failure vs. 

punishment for inaction 

Dominant logic 

 

Two cultures problem (us – them) 

Knowledge and Capability gap 

 

Organizational Inertia 

 

Paradoxical mainstream 

management requirements 

Different mainstream mindset 

 

Venture has no priority at 

mainstream business  

 

Managerial culture differences 

� Punishment for 

failure vs. 

punishment for 

inaction 

Knowledge and Capability gap 

Mainstream processes and 

structures not suitable for 

ventures  

Resource allocation battles 

Fear of cannibalizing 

mainstream business 

Mainstream enforces structures 

and mindset 

Organizational Inertia 

Governance structure tensions 

� Functional 

governance 

� Different reporting 

structure 

Fear for cannibalization of 

mainstream business 

Paradoxical mainstream 

management requirements 

Different mainstream mindset 

Venture has no priority at 

mainstream business 

Lack of entrepreneurial spirit in 

mainstream Managerial culture 

differences 

� Punishment for 

failure vs. 

punishment for 

inaction 

Dominant logic 

Practice-based 

Principles 

1.Choose the right organizational 

design, structure and strategy for 

the new business development 

program 

 

2: identify and entitle strong 

champions in venture, mainstream 

and corporate domains which 

should be active in all phases of the 

venture transition process 

 

3: put effort in transition 

preparation and (pre) transition 

management. 

 

4. corporate management should 

facilitate cooperation between the 

newstream business development 

and mainstream business activities, 

such that 

a) Mainstream business is 

employed with 

capabilities and culture 

required for successful 

venture adoption 

b) Venture is allowed to 

make use of mainstream 

business assets and 

capabilities when 

necessary 

 

6: landing spot and transition 

timing 

2: identify and entitle strong 

champions in venture, 

mainstream and corporate 

domains which should be 

active in all phases of the 

venture transition process 

 

3: put effort in transition 

preparation and (pre) transition 

management. 

 

4. corporate management 

should facilitate cooperation 

between the newstream 

business development and 

mainstream business activities, 

such that 

 

a) Mainstream business 

is employed with 

capabilities and 

culture required for 

successful venture 

adoption 

b) Venture is allowed to 

make use of 

mainstream business 

assets and 

capabilities when 

necessary 

 

2: identify and entitle strong 

champions in venture, 

mainstream and corporate 

domains which should be 

active in all phases of the 

venture transition process 

 

4. corporate management 

should facilitate cooperation 

between the newstream 

business development and 

mainstream business activities, 

such that 

a) Mainstream business 

is employed with 

capabilities and 

culture required for 

successful venture 

adoption 

b) Venture is allowed to 

make use of 

mainstream business 

assets and 

capabilities when 

necessary 

 

5:  make sure ventures in post-

transition phase have more 

autonomy and flexibility on 

governance than their fellow 

business units 

 

Figure 10: Overview of practice-based principles, related to tensions and transition phases 
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Appendix VI: Organizational Designs 
This appendix describes different sources of academic literature on corporate venturing, strategic 

management and organizational theory of which all address the organizational design of the corporate 

parent – corporate venture interface and related areas of decision making. 

Transition Decision-making 

Scholars from different fields have established a variety of (theoretical) frameworks that support firms 

in their decision-making process of how to manage matured external corporate ventures and when to 

decide to integrate corporate ventures with mainstream businesses. This part elaborates on the most 

fundamental from different bodies of literature. 

 

Mergers and Acquisitions literature provides some useful insights in post-acquisition performance and 

decision-making, for example; many authors have studied the transition of the acquired firm with the 

organizational structure of the acquiring firm (Pablo, 1994; Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991) in post-

acquisition situations. 

For example, Pablo (1994) studied how task, cultural and political characteristics of acquisitions 

influence the level of integration. Pablo points out that there are three primary sets of issues in 

acquisition situations: the task objectives of an acquisition, organizational tolerance for cultural 

diversity and the potential for political action between both firms.  

Pablo describes integration design choices by a continuum, ranging from autonomy to absorption. 

Low levels of integration relate to limited technological and administrative changes. A moderate 

integration relates to significant changes in the value chain, when both companies share physical and 

knowledge-based resources. High levels of integration concern the extensive sharing of all resources 

(financial, physical and human), and the adoption of the acquiring firm’s operating, control and 

planning systems, procedures and a complete structural and cultural absorption of the acquired firm. 

Pablo concludes that task characteristics are dominant for decision making in integration, but that 

cultural and political characteristics are important as well.  

 Task characteristics concern two dimensions: strategic and organizational. Task 

characteristics relate to the strategic intent of the acquisition, or the recognition of synergetic potential 

deriving from interdependencies between the value chains of the companies (Pablo, 1994). The author 

defines the strategic task as sharing of the critical skills and resources that form the foundation for 

value creation. The organizational task concerns the preservation of unique capabilities of the 

acquired firm that can be of strategic importance in the future. When the sharing of resources is the 

main motivator for the acquisition, the emphasis of the integration will be on the strategic task 

characteristics. When the acquisition of new capabilities (such as a business model) is the main 

motivator for the acquisition, the emphasis of the integration will be on the organizational task 

characteristics. 

Cultural characteristics address the degree of multiculturalism of the acquiring firm as being a 

predictor of the level of integration. When the acquiring firm represents high levels of 

multiculturalism (perception towards different cultural systems), a low or at most moderate level of 

integration is preferred. When the acquiring company represents low levels of multiculturalism, the 

level of integration needs to be high, since the acquiring firm will not allow other values, philosophies 

and practices to be present in the new organization. 

Political characteristics concern ‘the degree to which power is likely to be used to achieve 

preferred organizational actions and outcomes’ (p. 810). This leads to power differential (based on the 

difference in size of acquiring and acquired companies) and compatibility of acquisition vision to be 

determinants of the level of integration. In case of the acquisition of an external corporate venture by 

its corporate parent, the power differential is large and compatibility of acquisition vision is high. 

Pablo remains undecided on the desired level of integration in this case: high levels of vision 

compatibility require a low level of integration, which might offset the effects of large power 

differential. 
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In their extensive volume on the management of acquisitions, Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991) identify 

two key dimensions in acquisition integration: strategic interdependence and organizational 

autonomy. Furthermore, the authors propose four types of integration approaches. The following 

section addresses both dimensions and integration approaches. 

In order to capture value from the acquired company, transfer of strategic capabilities to the acquiring 

company need to take place. In order to transfer these capabilities successfully, the strategic 

interdependence between both organizations needs to be managed. In case of corporate venture 

integration, corporate management at the established firm needs to determine which types of 

capability to transfer in order to capture value. The type of capability transfer (resource sharing, 

functional skill transfer and general management capability transfer) determines the level of 

integration, and thereby the integration challenges the established firm faces.  

When resource sharing is the main acquisition driver, both firms need to connect at the 

operations-level. In order to avoid functional overlap and duplication, an integration process that 

completely dissolves the organizational boundaries at the operating level is most suitable. 

 In case of functional skill transfer, people and teams need to move across organizational 

boundaries in order to transfer these capabilities. This type of integration will challenge the autonomy 

of the acquired firm, since it concerns the transaction of key personnel and the knowledge that resides 

in them. A variety of mechanisms, for example co-R&D or co-development, can be used to transfer 

knowledge, information or know-how between the acquired and the acquiring company. 

 Transferring general management capability can create value by increasing strategic or 

operational insight, coordination, or control. When this is the main driver for the acquisition, 

integration requires partly direct, substantive involvement in general management decisions, or the 

adoption of management systems, controls, budgets and plans. The authors state that this type of 

integration is perceived less disruptive than the other two, and that direct involvement of hierarchical 

superiors was considered more legitimate than the involvement of functional counterparts. The 

authors suggest that integration decision makers should identify one dominant capability type as the 

source of value creation. 

Haspeslagh and Jemison furthermore argue that the pursuit of capability transfer itself may destroy 

the capability that is being transferred.  The critical preservation of capabilities within the acquired 

firm requires boundary protection and organizational autonomy, while the integration process 

requires boundary disruption, boundary dissolution and institutionalization of the acquired firm. As 

will be addressed in the next chapter, dealing with organizational autonomy needs is one of the most 

important challenges in every integration process.  

Haspeslagh and Jemison suggest that the acquiring firm should provide autonomy when the survival 

of the strategic capabilities of the acquired firm is closely related to its organizational culture. 

Furthermore, the authors state that when the acquirer has no experience in the business of the acquired 

firm, organization-wide autonomy must be allowed. In case of corporate venture integration, a venture 

utilizing a new business model should receive complete autonomy. Haspeslagh and Jemison 

furthermore indicate that the acquiring firm should allow partial autonomy to those areas and aspects 

of the acquired firm that entail important strategic capabilities. In case of corporate venture 

integration, this would result in the autonomy of certain R&D functions, since they may inhibit 

critical knowledge on technology or market requirements.  The abovementioned dimensions for 

acquisition integration results in three types of integration approaches, as depicted by figure 4: 
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 Figure 11: types of integration approaches (adopted from Haspeslagh and Jemison, 1991) 

In case of low organizational autonomy and low strategic interdependence, the acquired company can 

become part of a holding with the acquiring company, and no integration is required. When 

acquisitions have a high need for strategic interdependence but low organizational autonomy, the 

acquiring firm will completely absorb the operations, organization and culture of the acquired firm, 

and align it with the existing operations, organization and culture were necessary. In case of high 

needs for autonomy but low needs for interdependence, the acquiring firm will preserve the strategic 

capabilities of the acquired firm. This often entails arms-length governance structures, which typically 

consist of financial/risk sharing and general management capability transfer. In a corporate venturing 

situation, this type is similar to incubation or nurturing processes. The third and last type of 

acquisition integration described by Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991) concerns high needs for both 

organizational autonomy and strategic interdependence. Symbiotic acquisitions resemble high 

tensions due to mutual dependency and the maintaining of both organization’s culture and autonomy, 

while at the same time functional skills and general management transfers take place. Symbiotic 

acquisitions require the acquiring company to adapt its culture and organization gradually to the 

acquired firm, in order to preserve its autonomy. This type of integration is however less likely to 

occur in corporate venturing processes, mostly due to the large power differential (Pablo, 1994). 

 

From research on corporate entrepreneurship, the practical book of Buckland et al. (2003) provides 

insight in decision-making criteria for corporate venturing activities. The authors defined three criteria 

for deciding which ventures to ‘own’: strategic fit, financial attractiveness and strategic importance.  

For the integration decision, it is important to identify how to allocate the weight among them. As was 

depicted by several examples from practice, strategic importance is often valued over financial 

attractiveness. However, they indicate that the venture non-executive board,--which is loaded with the 

new venture’s management on behalf of the company—needs to continually review whether the 

business is viable, and decide whether to integrate it into the firm or not. As the corporate venture 
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develops, its business model and strategy may change which may complicate the decision making 

process.  

In a recent study on governance modes for external technology sourcing, Van de Vrande et al. 

(2006) emphasize that the decision to in-source or outsource, or to divest or acquire business 

opportunities depends on the business model of the company. They argue that technology on its own 

has no value, and that a business model unlocks potential economic value. The business model of the 

company determines whether the new technology connects to products and or services that existing or 

future customers will value. The business model of the company is very important for the ability of 

the established firm to recognize the value of new technology and is therefore an integration decision-

making criterion. According to Van de Vrande et al. (2006), the business model determines whether 

new businesses are developed inside the company, licensed out, licensed in or acquired in later stages 

of the new business development process. Although the companies’ business model supports the firm 

in identifying new business opportunities, at the same time it constrains the company in finding new 

ways of doing business. Several authors have found that relying on successful business models makes 

incumbents struggle in extracting value from new business opportunities (Kanter et al., 1991; 

Christensen, 1997; Chesbrough , 2003; Vlaar, De Vries, & Willenborg, 2005).  

Roberts and Berry (1985) introduced the fundamental dimensions ‘newness’ and ‘familiarity’, 

which relate to both market and technology. The authors define technology newness as the degree to 

which the technology is embodied in the products of the established firm, and newness of the market 

concerns the degree to which products have not formerly been targeted at that particular market. 

Roberts and Berry furthermore define familiarity as the degree to which knowledge of the technology 

and characteristics of the market are present within the company. Figure 5 provides a schematic 

overview of different entry strategies based on newness and familiarity of technology and market 

dimensions.  
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  Figure 12: Optimal entry strategies for new business opportunities (based on Roberts and Berry, 1985) 

Although the authors have established their model for determining the optimal entry strategy for 

attractive business opportunities, its dynamic character makes it interesting for this study.  

The dynamic framework has built in a natural evolution path from the upper right corner toward the 

lower left corner. This movement implies that the established firm gradually internalizes the external 

corporate venture when the firm learns more about the new market and the new technology (Keil, 

2002). This internalization process is critical for the understanding of the mechanisms that are in place 

in the pre-integration stage of the new business development process. 

Finally, Burgelman and Sayles (1986) use two dimensions to frame nine different design 

alternatives for structuring the relationship between the new business and the corporation. The 

dimensions that are used are strategic importance and operational relatedness. Strategic importance is 

an indication of the importance of the new business development activity for corporate strategy and 

development. Operational relatedness concerns the degree to which the new business activity is 

related to the core capabilities of the corporation. By definition, the decision of integrating external 

corporate ventures or technology acquisitions for reasons of strategic renewal concerns high levels of 

strategic importance.   

 

 

As is depicted by Figure 13, high strategic importance includes three different organization designs 

for corporate entrepreneurship. 
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Figure 13: Organization Designs for Corporate Entrepreneurship (Burgelman, 1984) 

High strategic importance indicates that the new business needs to be incorporated into the exiting 

corporate structure of the focal firm, which demands high levels of control. When operational 

relatedness is high, the corporate parent needs to ensure that it uses both new and existing capabilities 

and skills well through integration of workflows and personal relationships between professionals in 

both new and existing businesses need to facilitate knowledge transfer.  According to Burgelman and 

Sayles, the ‘need for direct integration of corporate ventures is most likely to occur in highly 

integrated firms, where radical changes (…) could threaten the overall strategic position of the firm’ 

(p. 183). It remains unclear however, what direct integration into the mainstream business exactly 

includes. The authors state that established firm should integrate the high strategic, mediocre 

operational related new business with within the mainstream business by means of a new-

product/business department. A new-product/business department is a separate department that is 

created around an entrepreneurial project in that division or group of the operating system where 

potential for sharing capabilities and skills is significant. An important note on this design is that 

corporate management should closely monitor the venture’s development and ensure that the venture 

is not incorporated into the overall strategic planning of the business unit or group. The third design 

that Burgelman and Sayles describe for highly strategically important businesses is the integration by 

means of a special business unit. In this case a special dedicated new-business unit is created which is 

usually 100% owned by the parent company.  

The corporation might decide to combine and integrate some of these business units at a later moment 

in time. The reason of not doing so in the first place has everything to do with the operational un-

relatedness of the corporate venture; it does not ‘belong’ to any of the existing divisions and faces 

legitimacy problems. This implies that operational relatedness is required to solve some of the 

integration difficulties that corporate ventures face. 

Buckland et al. (2003) also addresses the integration of the corporate venture through a 

special business unit. The authors defined the integration of an external corporate venture as spinning-

in, which can be accomplished by two organizational forms: a wholly owned business unit and a 

majority owned –arms length subsidiary. The authors suggest to use the majority owned subsidiary 

form instead of the business unit. With the wholly owned-arms length subsidiary form the corporate 

parent remains 100% control over the new venture, but with its own budget and reporting structure the 

venture can operate relatively free (Buckland et al., 2003). Moreover, the authors opt for the use of a 

venture non-executive board to steer the venture through the new business development stages and 

reviews the development of the new venture’s business models and strategies on behalf of the 

company. 

Rice et al. (2002) provide similar options in their study on the commercialization of 

discontinuous innovations. The authors attempt to answer the question in what operating home the 

discontinuous innovation should be received and provide three options: 1) existing business unit, 2) 

new business unit and 3) spin-off organization. Transition to an existing business unit: when the 

venture develops internally, it is often transferred into an existing business unit, due to costs and risks. 

This transfer may eventual result in a “forced-fit”, which will cause organizational resistance from the 
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receiving business unit.  To use Roberts and Berry’s typology; the higher the newness and 

unfamiliarity, the harder it is to fit the venture into an existing business unit. The authors argue that 

“force-fitting” may have fatal consequences: the BU may fail to support the venture accordingly and it 

may kill the venture’s development by driving it through its systems and procedures of measurement. 

In this particular case, the authors label the integration of the corporate venture as a ‘transition 

process’. 

The authors do not mention the described difficulties related to the timing of the transition attempt. 

Integrate the venture too early, and uncertainty, risks and costs will cause the receiving business unit 

to suffocate the venture’s development.  

The second option that the authors provide concerns the establishment of a new business unit to 

receive the venture. The established firm may use this option for the transition of highly radical 

innovations, which unconnected to any of the current business at all. The creation of a new business 

unit for institutionalizing the corporate venture actually indicates the transformation of the venture 

towards a new business unit. Therefore, it supports the distinction between the several options to label 

the transition process here as ‘transformation process’. 

The third option that the authors depict concerns the creation of a ‘spinoff organization’ to receive the 

venture project. The authors indicate that established firms might use this option when there is low 

strategic fit and the firm is unwilling to leverage the innovation to stretch its competency base. The 

establishment of a spinoff organization means that a new, stand-alone company is created, with no ties 

to the established firm except for the fact that it uses/licenses technology formerly developed in the 

established firm. Because the venture is not integrated into the organizational structure in this case, 

reasons of clarity allow for labeling this particular option as ‘divesture process’. 

 

O’Connor and DeMartino (2006) provide another study that addresses organizational design and 

structure of the corporate parent - venture interface. The authors have identified seven different 

organizational structure models that describe the form of the interface between the corporate parent 

and the venture, based on cases from 12 large multinational firms. The firms are market leader in both 

established and emerging markets. Due to reasons of scope and space, this paragraph will only review 

the models that address the acceleration capability of the established firm, which are the holistic 

sequential -, corporate venturing -, and self-similar models. Appendix II provides graphical 

representations of the models discussed in this paragraph. 

The holistic sequential model addresses all three capabilities and thereby extends the interface 

between the corporate ventures and the traditional business units. In this case, the established firm 

protects and coaches the new business opportunity in the evolution process to become commercially 

viable. The hand-over to the business unit occurs when the venture is capable of competing for its 

own resources. It extends the appropriateness of an incubator, since it protects the promising new 

ventures from dominant logic and organizational inertia, two well-known problems for corporate 

venture transition. This organizational design is especially fertile for those business opportunities that 

fall between existing business units, or entail radical technology and/or radical new business models. 

The CTO and the venture governance board are the decision-makers in this model. Two derivations 

exist: the established firm may use an independent business angel, or incorporate business angels 

within a certain operating units, as being growth platforms. In the latter case, the operating unit 

manages both its matured businesses and its new business development activities simultaneously, 

alike an ambidextrous organization. However, forces of dominant logic seem to be severe in this 

configuration. 

Not surprisingly, the corporate venturing model focuses solely on the acceleration capability of the 

corporate parent. The corporate venturing model focuses on driving those projects that are most 

developed in terms of commercial reality. Corporate management structures advisory boards for each 

venture, to ensure strategic fit and to educate the operating management about growth businesses. 

Although the original mandate of this model is to accelerate high potential corporate ventures and to 

grow white space businesses, in the illustrating case this mandate expanded over time towards the 

grow of businesses outside the corporation’s core businesses. The latter configuration entails the 

creation of wholly owned subsidiaries, rather than transition with mainstream businesses.  

The third model that fits the selection criterion of acceleration capability is the self-similar model. 

This model addresses both the incubation as acceleration capabilities of the established firm. In the 
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self-similar model, corporate management creates a corporate level radical innovation organization, 

and mimics that form in smaller scale organizational units throughout the firm. It seems to combine 

the disparity of the CE approach and the organizational aspects of the CV approach. This self-similar 

structure requires high levels of senior-management involvement, and the creation of a senior 

leadership team consisting of CTO, CSO and a corporate controller is required. This approach is set 

up for all divisions of the established firm that inhibit RI projects. When a project begins to show high 

potential and opportunities that may be of interest for all divisions, the project becomes part of the 

corporate level RI organization. According to O’Connor and DeMartino, this model enables the 

established firm to grow new businesses directly into the existing businesses by promoting RI 

activities at both corporate as divisional levels.  

 

Different organizational designs have shown different ways to manage the corporate parent - venture 

interface, and based on several decision making criteria and dimensions, corporate management can 

decide whether and when to start the transition process of the corporate venture. 
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