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Preface 
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thank Bob Peters and Lex van Gijsel who helped me at DevLab with the pragmatics of my 
research.  Also all people who cooperated with the case descriptions, thank you for the time and 
effort. Finally I thank Cor Korsmit, Els van Eil and Tessie Nieuwesteeg for moral support during 
my thesis and university education. 
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Management summary 
DevLab (an open innovation research institute) has started a project to commercialize the 
technology they develop. The project is called “experiment innovation alliance wireless sensor 
network (EIA)”. Therefore a new organization structure (company) will have to be created 
because the statutes of DevLab prescribe that the organization itself remains pre-competitive. 
This thesis creates a framework of design propositions that can be used in the alliance formation 
process. It also provides a framework of design principles (pragmatically validated design 
propositions) for a launch strategy in general, and in the festival/event market. 

This thesis follows the general research question: 
What are the relevant design propositions to consider when launching WSN into 
the festival/event market  acknowledging the context of pre-competitive 
collaboration (cf. DevLab) and the need for alliance formation? 

There are two resolutions to consider to the research question; a framework regarding alliance 
formation and a framework regarding launch strategy.  

The first step that has been conducted was a literature review to obtain relevant design 
propositions. The field of alliance formation has been selected in order to obtain knowledge 
about alliance formation between SME’s. Another important research body is new product 
development, from which launch strategy aspects are considered. Finally, the market for the 
product has been considered (which was predetermined as the festival/event market). Therefore 
the literature regarding the event market has been explored. 

A total of 10 design propositions have been formulated regarding alliance formation. Regarding 
the launch strategy 15 design propositions have been formulated.  

The propositions regarding alliance formation have been tested on support and completeness 
(realizing partial practical validity) using an available dataset of semi-structured interviews with 
both experts and DevLab members. 8 Members and 7 experts have been interviewed. The 
purpose of the interviews has been, finding out what members and experts consider to be 
important in alliance formation. With the answers of the members, the support for the proposed 
framework has been evaluated. The experts’ opinions have been used to evaluate the 
completeness of the framework.  

The propositions regarding the launch strategy were validated using two case descriptions of 
launches of technical products in the event market.  

The overall research question has been answered by the supported and (partially) pragmatically 
validated design propositions. First the propositions regarding alliance formation are summed 
up and subsequently those regarding launch strategy. 
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Alliance formation design propositions: 

• Let the alliance develop a different field of expertise than its partners; 
• Apply a stage gate system in the new product development with strict and tough gates 

that projects should pass along all phases; 
• Work exclusively in pre-assigned fields and assign IP rights on that basis; 
• Use the lead user method to generate ideas: 

1. Identify users that are at the leading edge of the given trend. 
2. Identify the users from this set that would obtain relatively high benefits from 

adopting a solution to trend related needs.  
3. An additional, very practical method for identifying lead users involves 

identifying those users who are actively innovating to solve problems present at 
the leading edge of a trend.  

• Involve a user in incremental innovation with which you have an embedded relationship. 
• Involve a mix of influential users in radical innovation with heterogeneous information 

which whom and among there are no strong ties. 
• Strictly separate competitive and pre-competitive IP; 

The last mentioned design proposition has been abstracted from the expert interview results 
and was not synthesized from literature, thereby contributing to the completeness of the 
framework. 

Six out of the ten propositions regarding alliance formation have been supported by the 
interview results. For the other propositions it is recommended to set up a workshop bringing 
together all DevLab members and discuss the partially- or unsupported propositions. This 
workshop should alter or reject propositions in order to formalize a final framework to start the 
experiment with. 
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Launch strategy design propositions: 

• Integrate at a low level; 
• Focus integration efforts on information sharing; 
• Do not integrate too many functions. 

The three propositions mentioned above consider a cross functional product development and 
launch team. The alliance will be developing and launching the product, and that is why this is 
relevant for the launch (as well as the alliance formation). 

• Design the product considering: emotional appeal to the customer; help customers cope 
with an innovation’s incongruity while preserving its newness, and test this using 
computer simulation and prototyping. 

• Develop a product that contributes to the improvement of programming/financial 
planning/marketing or service provision of an event. 

• Use a bowling pin type strategy by first approaching an event organization that has an 
entrepreneurial culture. 

• If the above is not possible implement the technology in a product that has already been 
adopted.  

• Develop a product, which appeals/ is based on the needs of, all stakeholders of an event. 
• Incorporate the gathering information/ interaction with the visitor about the perceived 

event experience into the product. 
• Provide sufficient education and information to staff that will be working with the 

product and minimize the additional workload. 

Regarding launch strategy the framework has been pragmatically validated and can be used for 
future launch decisions.  

This thesis contributes to literature by applying a design science approach to launch strategy 
and alliance formation. In particular, I have evaluated how the development of design 
propositions can result from synthesizing previously published research and validating these 
with case descriptions of strategies used for the launch of an innovative product. 
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1.  Introduction 
The survival of commercial organizations depends on the launch of new successful products 
(Griffin, 1997). Successfully commercialization of products has been proven critical for 
performance and launch strategy is a driver of new product performance (Calantone et al., 1988; 
Cooper, 1979; Cooper et al., 1988; Cooper et al., 1990; Maidique, 1984). Launching an 
innovative and unknown product in a (new) market has been proven to be challenging (Hultink 
et al., 1997). Therefore it is important to design a proper strategy in order to give a product 
launch the highest possible chance of success. In today’s worldwide competitive environment it 
is crucial for companies to develop new and improved approaches in the new product 
development to remain competitive in the market (Cormican et al., 2004; Perry-Smith, 2006). 
Companies also attempt to bring their products faster to the market and at the same time at 
lower development costs (Munsch, 2009). One of the most recent developments to improve and 
fasten the new product development process is the increased use of elements of the Open 
Innovation paradigm (Chesbrough, 2003). Open Innovation is defined as “the use of purposive 
inflows and outflows of knowledge to accelerate internal innovation, and expand the markets for 
external use of innovation, respectively” (Chesbrough, 2006, pg 2).Open innovation can be used 
by companies to work together on (pre-competitive) research in order to make the time to 
market shorter and the development less expensive (Damanpour, 2010). DevLab, the research 
institute for whom this thesis has been made, is such an open innovation pre-competitive 
research institute. They have defined a project called “experiment innovation alliance wireless 
sensor network (EIA)”. From this project the objectives for the thesis are derived. The first 
objective is to develop a preliminary framework for the alliance formation that can be tested in 
the rest of the project. The second objective is to define a framework for a launch strategy of a 
WSN product in the festival/event market (from now on called event market). The results are 
therefore also split into two sections; one regarding the alliance formation and the other 
regarding launch strategy. More detailed information about DevLab and its technology will be 
given in the subsection Environment.  

In order to come up with these two frameworks and contribute to the organizational science, an 
adapted version of the research and development cycle in organizational design research 
(Romme et al., 2006) has been used. This approach draws on a research cycle involving 
organization and marketing science, design propositions, design of solutions, and 
implementation and experimentation. A detailed description can be found in the Method 
section. 

This thesis follows the general research question: 

What are the relevant design propositions to consider when launching WSN into 
the event market acknowledging the context of pre-competitive collaboration (cf. 
DevLab) and the need for alliance formation? 

This research question is elaborated into multiple sub questions described in subsection 
Research questions. 
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1.1  Environment  
Eleven SME’s in the Eindhoven region are doing pre-competitive research with a time span of 5-
7 years under the cooperation DevLab. DevLab, at the moment, is an alliance that focuses on 
pre-competitive research and is therefore not involved in expanding markets for external use of 
innovation; this is up to the members themselves.  

In April 2011 DevLab signed a collaboration agreement with the Holst center.  This agreement 
enables mutual access to intellectual property for research purposes. This gives both parties the 
opportunity to combine complementary technologies to create more valuable research projects, 
a new form of open innovation. 

Six years of research has resulted in a technology that has a lot of market potential. This 
technology is called MyriaNed which is a WSN technology. A WSN is a wireless network of 
distributed autonomous devices (nodes) that use sensors to monitor physical and environmental 
factors at the same time in different places. The size of these nodes can vary between a grain of 
sand and a shoebox. The gathered information is distributed using an ad hoc network. The 
network is ad hoc because it does not rely on a preexisting infrastructure. Instead, each node 
potentially participates in forwarding the data to the intended receiver(s). This makes it ideally 
suited for dynamic environments. The size of such a network is not limited and can potentially 
contain an indefinite amount of nodes. 

DevLab is starting a project to commercialize the technology it has developed. The project is 
called “experiment innovation alliance wireless sensor network (EIA)”. Therefore a new 
organization structure (company) is to be created because the statutes of the organization 
prescribe that DevLab itself remains pre-competitive. Because DevLab is only doing, pre-
competitive research it is not able to follow up on business opportunities. However DevLab is 
highly involved in researching and identifying such opportunities. DevLab has defined a list of 
markets with the most potential. The project definition of EIA dictates that three markets will be 
extensively researched. A market is defined as (Moore, 2002): 

• A set of actual or potential customers 
• for a given set of products or services 
• who have a common set of needs or wants, and 
• who reference each other when making a buying decision. 

Based on practical considerations (like current contacts, competitors etcetera) the chosen 
market for this research is the event market (from business events like tradeshows to festivals 
like Woodstock).  

This research is a primary step in the EIA project. The objective is to design a launch strategy 
and consider alliance formation issues. For alliance formation, it is important to consider that 
under the conditions of the project definition a market partner can be included.  Customers have 
been recognized as an important source to achieve successful innovations (Bonner et al., 2004). 
Innovations have the purpose of fulfilling customer needs such as solving a problem 
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(Chesbrough 2003) and therefore involvement of a customer is a useful contribution in the 
project EIA. 

Apart from experimenting with commercialization, EIA also requires to do this in an alliance 
setting, due to the DevLab background and customer involvement needed. In addition to the 
(future) entrepreneur(s) initiating and leading the venture, there are three other (groups of) 
stakeholders in the alliance: 

• The technology is developed by multiple firms (DevLab members) and each of these 
firms should benefit from the launch; 

• DevLab as an organization should benefit from the launch; 
• The customer(s) who becomes involved in optimizing the value proposition should 

benefit; 

All these stakeholders need to benefit and need to agree with the strategy.   

The DevLab members contribute one percent of their gross salary sum to the budget of DevLab. 
All Intellectual Property (IP) from DevLab is shared according to an open innovation model; 
that is, they can all use and commercialize it. As they have invested in the research activities and 
are the shared owners of DevLab and its IP, they need to (be able to) benefit from a 
commercialization initiated by DevLab. 

DevLab itself is depending on the contribution of its members and on subsidies from different 
funds. The subsidies are an uncertain source of liquidity; it is impossible to guarantee a long 
term amount of subsidies. Every application needs to be approved and DevLab is experiencing a 
recent decline in approved applications and application possibilities. To become less depending 
on these uncertain subsidies DevLab would like to benefit from a shared commercialization. 

The customer who provides the market knowledge and value proposition characteristics will 
need a reason to partake. To create a win-win situation between the other partners in the 
alliance and the customer, the customer should be able to benefit from participating as well.  

1.1  Contribution of this research 
The thesis contributes to literature by applying a design science approach to launch strategy and 
alliance formation. In particular, I have evaluated how the development of design propositions 
can result from synthesizing previously published research and validating the propositions 
regarding launch strategy by evaluating the use in cases of implemented strategies used for the 
launch of an innovative product. Thereby picking up where Romme et al. (2006) left off; 
restructuring organizational design in design principles. These rules and propositions can serve 
as a conceptual framework for productive interaction and collaboration between practitioners, 
consultants and academics.  An important aspect of innovation and therefore launch strategy is 
not only scientifically relevant but also relevant for the field of technical innovation science. 
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1.2  Research questions 
The main research question has been divided into two separate sub questions according to the 
research objectives.  

1.2.1  Research questions regarding alliance formation 
The first objective has been, to develop a preliminary framework for the alliance formation. The 
accompanying sub questions are: 

- What are the relevant design propositions known in literature regarding alliance formation? 

DevLab itself is the (successful) result of alliance formation among industrial electronics firms. 
Therefore the focus of this thesis’ alliance formation is to introduce a customer into an alliance.   

- And in particular what are the relevant design propositions in the selection of a customer to 
join the new product development process? 

For this first objective it is important to evaluate whether there is support among DevLab 
members for these design propositions. Therefore the next research question has been added: 

- Which design propositions are supported by the DevLab members? 

1.2.2  Research questions regarding launch strategy 
The second objective is to define a framework for a launch strategy of a WSN product in the 
event market. The design propositions regarding the launch strategy are divided in two groups; 
general propositions and propositions aimed at the event market. 

- What are the relevant design propositions known in literature about the introduction of an 
innovation in general? 

- And in particular what are these known design propositions in the event market? 

These design propositions are pragmatically validated using data from case studies and 
interviews. For the pragmatic validity these research questions have been formulated: 

- Which design propositions are valid when considering alliance formation in the DevLab 
setting? 
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2.  Theoretical framework 
Research on innovation has several angles instead of just one; there are different types varying 
in depth, scope and objective. There are different types of innovation identified by this research; 
administrative versus technical, product versus process and incremental versus radical. Radical 
innovations are complete new industries, products or markets. They are technologically so 
advanced that they make older technologies obsolete (Chandy et al., 1998). The complete 
opposite is incremental innovation; improvement of existing technologies. This makes current 
technologies better suited for customer wishes and increases relevance (Koberg et al., 2003). 
Both are important for an organization to survive but radical innovation is harder for 
small/medium enterprises (SME’s) due to the high risk and high costs (Kumar et al., 2010). In 
DevLab, a group of SME’s works together in an open innovation setting. The theoretical 
background of this is explained below. 

2.1  Open innovation 
According to Chesbrough (2003), a shift in the business environment is taking place from doing 
research, development and market introduction in a closed environment of one organization to 
a more open approach. This means that companies combine both internal and external 
resources to improve their new product development process and thereby their competitiveness. 
This shift implies two different ways to improve the new product development process. First, the 
knowledge from outside the organization can be used to improve an organizations’ new product 
development process. Second, knowledge, ideas and concepts that are available inside the 
organization can be more easily brought out of the organization, for example by a spin-off.  

2.2  SME’s and the open innovation paradigm 
In- and outsourcing knowledge could be beneficial for companies, as it may help them to acquire 
missing key capabilities and knowledge required to innovate. SME’s could especially benefit 
from participating in open innovation because it shortens time-to-market of a product launch. 
In addition, it reduces the level of individual risk because the total risk is spread over multiple 
firms. Eventually, participation in open innovation reduces costs because companies can benefit 
from each other’s core competencies. These benefits provide a further increase in flexibility in 
the way that a company offers value (Lee et al., 2010) In a different approach, participation in 
open innovation may be inevitable for SME’s in particular, because these enterprises lack 
sufficient financial resources and specialized workers, which are accessible in an open 
innovation approach (Damanpour, 2010). Grant et al. (2004) shows that these advantages are 
especially apparent under conditions of uncertainty and early mover advantages. 

Realizing open innovation in SME’s is more complicated compared to its larger counterparts. 
SME’s often do not possess sufficient resources or the opportunities required to facilitate 
research and development projects that are necessary in order to participate in open innovation 
projects (Vrande et al., 2009), while large multinational companies do possess these 
resources(Vossen, 1998). For example, SME’s have less ability to access external resources and 
technological assets that they can exchange with larger firms (Narula, 2004) However, SME’s 
and larger firms both excel at different types of innovation (Vossen, 1998). SME’s mainly 
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consider external resources as means of gaining access to marketing and sales channels in later 
stages of innovation that are focused on commercialization (Chesborough et al., 2003)) 

A study among Dutch and Belgian SME’s (Vrande et al., 2009) has shown that SME’s usually 
gain ideas by interacting with customers, networking and involving non-R&D personnel in 
innovation. Less common practices are (in or out) licensing of intellectual property and 
outsourcing R&D.  

Especially for SME’s that exploit industrial goods, co-development strategies and user-initiated 
innovation are popular ways of gaining close contact with customers, minimizing development 
costs and minimizing failure costs and risks. The biggest barriers towards implementing an open 
innovation practice exist in the reserved organizational culture and organizational structure. In 
addition, the administrative burdens of companies can disfavor an open innovation approach 
(Vrande et al., 2009). Employees have to be aware of the opportunities that open innovation 
offers, and the organization must allow personnel to explore these possibilities. 

The overall conclusion regarding the SME’s ability to implement the open innovation paradigm 
compared to large firms is rather obvious: SME’s suffer from important competitive 
disadvantage compared to large firms especially for the development of radical innovation.   
Interestingly however, SME’s appear to enjoy a clear competitive advantage in the product 
category that follows next in terms of novelty of innovation, but has considerably smaller market 
potential (Kumar, 2010). As such, there appears to be a marked divergence in the approach 
adopted by the SME’s and large companies.  

2.3  Pre-competitive research collaboration 
The ability of SME’s to participate in open innovation might be easier realized by collaboration 
and the bundling of their strengths. Governments in many countries have supported programs 
of collaborative, pre-competitive R&D in enabling or generic technologies. Quintas et al. (1995) 
has done a long-term study of 6 years into the UK Alvey advanced information technology 
program. This research is focused on the relationship between pre-competitive, collaborative 
R&D and wider firm strategies and processes. The underlying premises of the paper are that the 
benefits of pre-competitive R&D are long-term rather than short-term, systemic rather than 
discrete, and accessible only through analysis of processes rather than by counting outputs or 
calculating return on investment.  It shows that research oriented projects in an autonomous 
setting achieve the most satisfactory outcomes. Mowery et al. (1989) has pointed out, research 
collaboration alone is insufficient. In order to exploit the benefits of pre-competitive R&D 
collaboration, the products of research need to be transferred and assimilated within 
exhibitioner firms. Therefore, a mechanism needs to exist to link the R&D effort with business 
units (Quintas et al., 1995). This confirms the need for the EIA project for DevLab and its 
members, because the project is initiated to create this link. 
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3.  Method 
In the method section the rigor and relevance of the thesis is discussed. Furthermore the project 
approach is explained in detail.  

3.1  Rigor and relevance 
Design-oriented research uses general knowledge to design specific solutions for specific 
problems. First, design is aimed at the artificial (processes or objects). The objective is to make, 
not to describe or explain. Second, design is problem-oriented: its objective is to contribute to 
the solution of a practical problem. Third, design can, but not necessarily, be based on scientific 
theories. Finally, design typically involves sets of prescriptions or rules. Van Aken (2005) even 
uses the term ‘design-oriented’ instead of the term ‘prescriptive’. 

Research-like projects, in contrast to design-like projects, are aimed at describing, explaining 
and predicting phenomena. This project is mainly focused at solving the problem at hand, 
however, it also tries to describe, explain and predict phenomena.  

In the rest of this section the balance of the thesis between rigor and relevance has been 
discussed along criteria of rigor and relevance (Shrivastava, 1987) 

3.1.1  The criteria of rigor versus relevance; descriptive or prescriptive  
Although the science based design process describes the current findings of the literature and 
validates these for organizational science, it is dominantly aimed at providing a useful tool. 
Furthermore, the assignment deals with a certain organizational problem, indicating that the 
problem solving process is field-problem driven (Van Aken, 2005). These aspects indicate a 
prescriptive nature of the research assignment.  

The deliverables of this project consist not only of conclusions and recommendations, but also 
include a list of design propositions for the introduction of WSN in the event market. These 
strategy guidelines guide the company in what it could do. So, the thesis involves both 
descriptive and prescriptive aspects.  

3.1.2  The criteria of rigor versus relevance; generalization 
The solution given involves generalization to a small extent. It informs (alliance formation and 
launch strategy) researchers as to how they can enhance the practical value of their research 
findings. By using the method that has been used in this thesis future research can serve to build 
a cumulative body of knowledge and practice. Also, future studies can explore the application of 
this method in other disciplines regarding a different topic, resulting in a theoretical framework 
in another field. 

Although the framework of design propositions is specifically made in order to fulfill the 
objectives of this thesis, it also shows what is already available and thereby identifying areas that 
need further research (for more information see Future research).  
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This thesis also confirms the findings of Van Burg et al. (2008) that the process is bidirectional; 
it does not only move from science to practical application but also the other way around. There 
are also propositions derived from practical suggestions that can be an inspiration for a research 
topic.  

3.1.3  The criteria of rigor versus relevance; formalization 
Formalization is the act of making formal (as by stating formal rules governing classes of 
expressions). This can be done with common formal qualitative and quantitative techniques. 
Due to the complexity and the pragmatic approach it is hard to validate results using methods 
for propositional explicit knowledge like statistical models. Therefore a more pragmatic 
validation method is needed. 

3.1.4  Conclusion on the rigor-relevance discussion 
As has been stated previously, the thesis shows a balance between rigor and relevance. The 
rigorous research contributions consist of: validation of current literature findings in the context 
of DevLab. The relevant research contributions consist of; two frameworks that are applicable in 
the context of DevLab and their project EIA. 

3.2  Project approach 
First the process of this thesis is briefly introduced on the basis of Figure 1. Accordingly all steps 
are further introduced in the accompanying subsections.  

Body of literature 
regarding alliance 

formation

Body of literature 
regarding new product 

development and launch

Synthesis of design 
propositions regarding 

alliance formation

Synthesis of design 
propositions regarding new 
product development and 

launch

Validation of design 
propositions with an 

experimental approach
(case descriptions)

Partial validation by 
evaluating support of 

practitioners and 
completeness of the 

framework by experts

 

Figure 1 Visualization of the project approach. 

As a first step organization and marketing sciences have been explored to determine the relevant 
bodies of literature. Second key articles have been identified from several literature databases. 
As a third step the found literature has been explored to synthesize design propositions from it. 
However the situation which has been described in the section Environment, is not typical. 
Obviously, commercial alliance formation in a SME open innovation cooperation and launch 
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strategy for a technical product in the event market, are very specific contexts. In context where 
only limited evidence, that has a direct connection with the design problem, is available, bodies 
of basic theory and research can suggest robust design options (Hodgkinson et al., 2008). 
Therefore both the limited specific available knowledge as well as the more general theories 
have been used.  

These design propositions are all written down in CIMO logic design propositions. This is the 
point where the two frameworks are further developed with different methods.  

The framework regarding alliance formation will be pragmatically validated in the EIA, as the 
title dictates this project is an experiment to validate the possibility of alliance formation. The 
end result of the whole project will validate the framework. Therefore only a first step is taken 
towards validation. From raw interview data that has been collected in an earlier phase of the 
EIA, the support and completeness has been evaluated.  This step will be clarified in subsection 
Evaluation of support and completeness for the framework regarding alliance 
formation. 

The framework regarding the launch strategy will be pragmatically validated using case 
descriptions. This step will be clarified in subsection Pragmatic validation of the 
propositions regarding launch strategy. 

All these previously mentioned steps have emerged from an adapted version of the research and 
development cycle for organizational design research (Figure 2) (Romme et al., 2006). This 
method has been used to build the two frameworks. A short introduction of the concepts in this 
cycle in organizational design is presented below. 

 

Figure 2 Adapted research and development cycle. 

Organization and marketing sciences. This is the body covering all key concepts, theories and 
experientially verified relationships for explaining organizational processes. All other concepts 
are built on this theoretical foundation. 

Design propositions. Any coherent set of preliminary design rules that have not been 
(sufficiently) tested in practice. The term design proposition is (contrary to technological rule 
which suggests a rather mechanistic precise instruction) a guideline for design. Such a guideline 
can be expressed in a CIMO logic format. CIMO logic can be described as ‘if you want to achieve 
outcome (O) in context (C) then use intervention (I). The M stands for mechanism which is the 
part that explains how it works. One of the benefits of using CIMO logic design propositions is 
that by describing data in one format, it logically increases the possibility to make cross-
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disciplinary design propositions (Denyer et al., 2008). It also increases the practical relevance 
because it transforms the data into solution-oriented (prescriptive) knowledge (Denyer et al., 
2008). 

Design of solutions. A representative design of the intended solutions, developed under the 
guidance of the design propositions. An organization design should be a tailor-made 
representation of the intended design in visual diagrams depicting communication flows. Over 
time, when the design is implemented and practiced, people increasingly use narrative 
representations (Romme et al., 2006).  

Implementation and experimentation. When a tailor-made organizational design is 
implemented in the complex environment of an organization, the effect of the performance can 
be evaluated. If the right processes are obtained by the implementation the outcome should be 
the expected one. However testing this requires a high pragmatic commitment to develop 
practices that are useful. Key idea is that organization designs, produced from construction 
propositions, should be extensively tested in practice. This will validate the propositions 
practically. 

Pragmatic validation can be build up using the three methods described by Worren et al., 
(2002). A proposition that has been pragmatically validated is called a design principle or design 
rule. In addition, explicit construction principles and design rules facilitate the transfer of 
learning outcomes between different projects that draw on similar principles and rules (Romme 
et al., 2006). 

3.2.1  Evaluation of support and completeness for the framework regarding 
alliance formation 

As explained previously, alliance formation is something that needs to be taken into account as 
well. Which model is suitable for an alliance depends on the purpose of the alliance, which could 
either be inventing new technology in a collaborative way (exploration) or collaboratively 
developing market applications, which could even be commercialized jointly (Narula, 2004). 
SME’s are in general more focused on commercialization because, they always have to focus on 
the current (short term) market demands based on their current technological achievements. 
They often lack the capacity to develop radical innovations (Kumar, 2010) and create 
manufacturing facilities, marketing channels and global contacts to introduce them effectively to 
the market (Narula, 2004). This is one of the reasons why DevLab was formed. DevLab is (and 
according the statutes must) performing pre-competitive exploratory research in order to 
develop radical innovations.  

Contradictory to these statutes the objective of DevLab also states to meet the capacity issue 
mentioned by Narula (2004). In order to meet this objective, DevLab considers forming another 
alliance similar to DevLab but focused on commercialization of the technology developed by 
DevLab.  

A method of assessing pragmatic validity is to use the level of adoption as an indicator (Worren 
et al., 2002). This method assumes that widely and extensively used strategies must have value 
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for those using them. However the risk of this assumption and method is that other factors 
influence the diffusion as well. For instance the marketing and distribution channels of a 
proposition have an impact on the level of diffusion. In order to make this alliance work it needs 
to be adopted by the people forming the alliance.  At this point the alliance is initiated for the 
DevLab members and therefore their support is needed (Landy et al., 2004).  The objective is to 
find out for each design proposition if it is supported and, if not why not. The supported 
propositions can be used in the experiment (of EIA) but for the propositions that are not 
support, support needs to be created. If this is not possible maybe the proposition cannot be 
used.  

In order to enhance the completeness of the alliance formation framework the aspects summed 
up in the article by Campione (2003) has been used. To make sure that the framework is 
complete the synthesized data from the literature review has been analyzed to check whether 
there is some proposition missing. For this purpose interviews with alliance experts were 
analyzed.  

In a previous stage of the EIA, a month before this research was initiated, an interview was done 
with eight members (out of a total of eleven) and seven alliance experts to find out what is 
important to consider in the alliance formation. The interviews were semi-structured (Spector, 
2008), which implies that although the questions are open, there is a pre-set questionnaire that 
has been followed. The questionnaire mend for the members of DevLab can be found in 
Appendix IV: Questionnaire DevLab members.  The interview results have also provided a 
framework of considerations. By comparing this framework to the one synthesized from 
literature in this thesis both support and completeness have been assessed.   

The experts who participated were chosen on the following criteria (Ericsson et al., 2007; 
Dreyfus et al., 2005): 

- Performance that is consistently superior to that of its peers; 
- Produced concrete  results; 
- True expertise can be replicated  and measured in a lab; 
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3.2.2  Pragmatic validation of the propositions regarding launch strategy 
Worren et al. (2002) suggests three methods to assess pragmatic validity. The first method is 
explained in the subsection Evaluation of support and completeness for the 
framework regarding alliance formation. This method uses the level of adoption as an 
indicator. This can only be controlled and observed in a long term case study because it would 
involve adoption process as well as the level of adoption to evaluate the validity of the principles. 
For the launch strategy the thesis research is limited to six months and therefore this method 
could not be used.  

The second one is to use the various tools available to retrieve the opinion of the users of a 
strategy (Worren et al., 2002). For example, asking (potential) users to rate different versions of 
the proposed strategy. As the launch strategy propositions are proposed for an alliance that does 
not yet exists it is impossible to ask the future users. 

The final method is; using an experimental methodology (Worren et al., 2002). For instance: 
simulate a business case of two different strategies in two similar situations and evaluate the 
performance. Differences in performance may be attributable to the degree of pragmatic validity 
of the strategy employed. To test the validity of the launch strategy related propositions two 
different cases of launches have been compared to the launch propositions. Two different 
strategies based on different methods within the design propositions were suggested and 
elaborated on. The result is two case stories which show the way the strategies are implemented 
and perceived by the customer. This is similar to what Worren et al. (2002) describes as 
experimentation.  
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4.  Research findings 
As a first step, the three relevant bodies of literature for this study were determined. The field of 
alliance formation was selected in order to obtain knowledge about alliance formation between 
SME’s. Another important research body is new product development, from which launch 
strategy aspects are considered. Finally the literature regarding the event market (The closest 
field of research is tourism (Carlsen et al., 2010) has been considered, because this is the chosen 
market in which a product should be launched.  

As a second step, key articles were identified from several literature databases. ABI/Inform was 
used in order to find articles in the first two research fields. Emerald databases were used to find 
papers in the latter field. Quality appraisal has been done in three steps. First, the paper was 
published in a journal with a high impact factor (beyond 1.5) or in a specific topic-oriented 
journal such as Technovation or International Journal of Event and Festival Management. Next, 
from this set of selected articles, those articles that carried the highest number of citations were 
chosen. Finally, the papers were searched for ‘generative mechanisms’ that explain the factors 
and causal mechanisms behind the conclusions and implications (Denyer et al., 2008; Van 
Aken, 2004).  

The next steps are described in two sections: 

- The literature and interview results regarding alliance formation; 
- The literature and case study results regarding launch strategy; 

4.1  Framework regarding alliance formation 
Who wins and who loses from innovation is determined by the ownership of complementary 
assets, not solely on R & D capabilities (Teece, 1986). Especially for smaller firms alliance 
formation could contribute to the chance of success as described in Theoretical framework. 
The added value of an alliance is the complementary assets that are integrated similar to cross 
functional integration which has been included in Framework regarding launch strategy. 

Campione (2003) states that more than half of all alliances formed, will fail for different 
reasons. To make collaboration work, the following areas of special attention are defined 
(Campione, 2003): 

• The contract; 
• Project selection; 
• IP issues; 
• Success anticipation (which is incorporated in the next section regarding launch 

strategy); 
• Customer involvement; 

This research will be used as a framework for the areas of attention of the literature review. Each 
of these areas has managerial implications for alliance formation. Using design propositions a 
framework will be built for an organizational design. The design propositions will be written in 
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CIMO logic and the results are presented in Appendix I: Design propositions regarding 
alliance formation. In this section the syntheses process is described with all reference to the 
relevant literature for the design (preliminary) proposition. Only the interventions will be 
summed up in this section. 

4.1.1  Propositions regarding contract decision-making 
Contracts are an important aspect of an alliance (Mowery et al., 1996; Campione, 2003) 
especially a joint venture (Duysters et al., 2010). The question is what the contract should 
contain and when it should be drawn up.  

Contract decisions do not completely depend on the activities in alliances and their associated 
costs. Instead the choices also depend on the trust that emerges in relationships over time 
through repeated experience. However neither costs nor social factors should dominate the 
discussion about contract decisions (Gulati, 1995) while they both influence each other (Feams 
et al., 2008). This leads to the following (preliminary) intervention (for a more detailed 
description and explanation of the full proposition see Table 14 pg. 59): 

1. Base the contract decision making both on social and cost/benefit factors. 

When looking at knowledge transfer it is established that equity joint ventures are more effective 
than contract-based alliances such as licensing agreements (Mowery et al., 1996). Furthermore, 
lower levels of transfer occur in unilateral contracts than in bilateral non-equity arrangements 
(Mowery et al., 1996). The alliance will need to consider on what level to operate in order to 
maximize the chance of success, therefore the next proposition is synthesized (full proposition 
in Table 15 pg. 59): 
 
2. Choose an alliance hierarchy similar to a joint venture or in case this is not possible; 

bilateral non-equity arrangements.  

However even a joint venture can fail when it lacks added value compared to the alliance 
partners separately (Nakamura et al., 1996). Joint ventures could be used by its partners as 
extended grounds for competition. When the alliance develops convergent with its partners it 
can be used to learn about a joint venture partner and becoming less dependent on the partner 
over time (Nakamura et al., 1996). This will result in alliance partners not needing the alliance 
anymore because they can do the same on their own. However the joint venture could also be 
formed to develop complementary yet different expertise for the parent companies (Nakamura 
et al., 1996). Divergent development results in declining technological overlap with its partners, 
and then the alliance becomes a vehicle for accessing rather than acquiring capabilities. Here a 
joint venture is a true form of cooperation over time that when successfully implemented leads 
to savings in the development of competitive capabilities (Nakamura et al., 1996). In Table 16 
(pg. 60) the entire accompanying proposition following from this can be found, below the 
intervention is given: 

3. Let the alliance develop a different field of expertise than its partners. 
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4.1.2  Propositions regarding project selection 
There is a well-known problem in the technology management field; the problem of defining 
optimal technology portfolios (set of projects) in the face of complementary, overlapping 
development projects (Suh et al., 2003). Conceptually, early decisions in product development 
processes have the highest leverage. In other words the “fuzzy front end" of a new product 
development process has a big effect on a product's ultimate success. (Hauser et al., 2006). The 

stage gate method is a 
method that uses gates to 
move products along in the 
new product development 
process to even beyond the 
launch. It ensures that 
projects are effectively and 
efficiently fully developed or 
killed off.  A visual 
representation of such a 
stage gate system is shown 

in Figure 3. Each stage is a 
set of best practice activities that are essential for the progress of the project. It is however not a 
linear system because at a gate are four decision possibilities; go, kill, hold or recycle. Also it is 
not supposed to be a rigid control system but rather a fluid system that is tailor made for the 
organization in which it should function.   

The stage gate method 
consists of stages and 
between stages, gates as 
shown in Figure 4. Each 
stage consists of; 
deliverables, criteria and 
output. To make the stage 
gate method work it is 
essential to make tough 
gates in order to kill or 
hold projects that lack 
prospects (Cooper, 2008).  

An effective stage gate 
system is essential to sound portfolio management (Cooper, 2008) and therefore the 
proposition in Table 17 (pg. 60)  is synthesized from which the intervention is below:  
 
4. Apply a stage gate system with strict and tough gates that projects should pass along all 

phases of product development (Cooper, 2008).  

As stated previously the early stages have the highest leverage and the first stage of idea 
generation (ideation) long has been recognized as the critical start to the new product process 

Figure 4 Description of a stage and a gate in the stage gate method by 
Cooper (2008). 

Figure 3 Example of a stage gate system by Cooper 
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(Hauser et al., 2006). Rather than starting from market needs, radical innovation frequently 
starts from technology capability. These projects, due to their technology development nature, 
spend a long time in the fuzzy front end (Hauser et al., 2006). MyriaNed is an example of a 
project that started from a technological point of view. On top of that the open innovation 
setting of DevLab requires a different approach in the stage gate method (Cooper, 2008). 
Therefore Cooper (2008) updated the stage gate method to incorporate an open innovation 
setting. Regarding the commercialization this project can be defined as a first stage project 
(Cooper, 2008). For this stage the optimization suggested is (the whole proposition can be 
found in Table 18 pg. 61): 

5. Do not just look for customer problems to be solved or unmet needs to be satisfied but also 
look for inventors, start-ups, small entrepreneurial firms, partners, and other sources of 
available technologies that can be used as a basis for internal or joint development. 

4.1.3  Propositions regarding intellectual property 
An especially relevant aspect is described as “the Crown Jewels”; the protection of important 
intellectual property of the different partners in an alliance (Campione, 2003). As an innovator 
you want to benefit most from the development of IP. However other parties (imitators and 
followers) can also profit from it (Teece, 1986).  

There are multiple ways of protecting and benefitting from IP like for instance; trade secret, first 
mover advantage and patenting (Swann, 2009). The ownership of other assets often determines 
who wins or loses from innovation (Teece, 1986). Therefore it is also necessary to have 
complementary assets and infrastructure. Teece (1986) developed a framework based on the 
relative positioning of imitators regarding complementary assets and the degree of intellectual 
property protection that evaluates both the appropriate strategy as well as the chance of success.  

There is an approved patent on the core technology that is used by DevLab (the MyriaNed 
gossiping protocol; US_20090316679_A1; WO_2010082116_A1; WO_2010100554_A1). 
However this is not yet a commercially valuable technology.  The technology is still in a pre-
paradigm phase and no standards are made yet. Therefore it is still important to consider these 
issues when evaluating follow up inventions. For every project that is initiated in the discovery 
stage (as explained in section Propositions regarding project selection) the framework of 
Teece (1986) can be used to evaluate the appropriate strategy as well as the chance of success. 
This can be helpful in making a gate decision as well as in determining the strategy in later 
stages. Therefore the following intervention is introduced: 

6. Determine the mode in which the IP is according to the Teece framework as an evaluation 
tool in portfolio management.  

(A full description of this proposition can be found in Table 19 pg. 62.) 

Another issue is the IP distribution between alliance partners. The IP could be owned by the 
either the alliance, or the partners of this alliance. A way of dealing with the IP distribution 
between alliance partners is described by Campione (2003). He states that the alliance partners 
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can bring in IP but also new IP can be created by the alliance. When for instance the alliance 
develops a product for which a protectable application and a protectable production process are 
developed the partners could agree that one gets the rights to the application and the other to 
the production process. This idea is elaborated in Table 20 pg. 64 and design proposition 7. 
 
7. Work exclusively in pre-assigned fields and assign IP rights on that basis. 

4.1.4  Propositions regarding customer involvement 
To address both strategic and operational decisions, industry practice has evolved a form of 
customer input that has become known as the “Voice of the Customer.” The voice of the 
customer is a hierarchical set of "customer needs" where each need (or set of needs) has 
assigned to it a priority which indicates its importance to the customer (Hauser et al., 2006). 
Developing products based on the voice of the customer can be key to the success of new 
product development (Griffin, 1997; Gulati, 1998). 
Users selected to provide input data to consumer and industrial market analyses have an 
important limitation: their insights into new product (and process and service) needs and 
potential solutions are constrained by their own real-world experience (Von Hippel, 1986). 
Fulfilling customer needs that lead to breakthrough products demands an extraordinary strategy 
of customer involvement. Leading-edge user studies (Von Hippel, 1986) can be developed to 
identify this type of needs. 

Lead users are users whose present strong needs will become general in a market months or 
years in the future (Von Hippel, 1986). Lead users can be defined as users that display two 
characteristics:  
• Lead users face needs that will be general in a market-but face them months or years 

before the bulk of that market encounters them, and 
• Lead users are positioned to benefit significantly by obtaining a solution to those needs. 

Since lead users are familiar with conditions which lie in the future for most others, they can 
serve as a market forecast. Moreover, since lead users often attempt to fill the need they 
experience, they can provide radical new product concept instead of incremental product 
concepts. 
How to incorporate lead user studies into marketing research? Von Hippel (1986) suggests a 
four-step process: 
1. Identify an important market or technical trend; 
2. Identify lead users; 
3. Analyze lead user need data;  
4. Project lead user data onto the general market of interest; 

Step one is predefined as the event market and the upcoming technology WSN. The third and 
fourth steps are not in the scope of this thesis but are to be considered in the EIA. For the second 
step some design principles have been derived. First Von Hippel (1986) gives its own 
suggestions (further explained in Table 21 pg. 64): 
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8. Use the lead user method to generate ideas: 
1. Identify users that are at the leading edge of the given trend; 
2. Identify the users from this set that would obtain relatively high benefits from adopting 

a solution to trend related needs; 
3. An additional, very practical method for identifying lead users involves identifying 

those users who are actively innovating to solve problems present at the leading edge 
of a trend; 

Bonner et al. (2004) adds to this research by describing two different views based on network 
theory on how selecting users might influence product success. The network theory by Coleman 
(1988) suggests that strong, embedded ties between different social entities motivate open 
exchange of proprietary information and increase the ability to exchange rich, complex 
information, which is important in new product development. However, innovation research 
suggests that firms can become too close to their users. Strong ties have their benefits but weak 
ties do as well. Granovetter (1983) described the strength of weak ties which is taken a step 
further by Burt (2004) in his theory of structural holes. These theories suggest that idea 
generation and new opportunities can more frequently be found at the other end of a weak tie 
because this information is not spread around so easily. These two concepts are translated by 
Bonner et al. (2004) in respectively “user relational embeddedness” and “knowledge 
heterogeneity”.  

The key findings regarding the effect of both concepts on new product success are described in 
the next two interventions (Table 22 and Table 23 pg. 65 for the full propositions): 

9. Involve a user in incremental innovation with which you have an embedded relationship 
(Bonner et al., 2004).  

10. Involve a mix of influential users in radical innovation with heterogeneous information 
which whom and among there are no strong ties.  
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4.1.5  Interview results 
As stated in the section Method semi structured interviews have been used. This implies that 
open questions were asked (as shown in Appendix IV: Questionnaire DevLab members) 
to start a discussion regarding the subject of alliance formation.  

The available dataset consists of raw data from 8 DevLab members (out of a total of 11 members 
at the moment) and 7 experts. From these, interviews statements have been filtered that are 
relevant in evaluating the completeness of the framework and support for the framework. A total 
of 27 different relevant statements were made. A statement can be made in negative or positive 
terms. For instance, the statements “make clear agreements before initializing the alliance" 
versus "do not make clear agreements before initializing the alliance". These two contrasting 
statements are presented as one statement with a member agreeing and a member disagreeing. 
The results are presented in tables in which the columns show how many members and experts 
were agreeing (pro) or disagreeing (con). If there is contrast between statements themselves or 
between statements and design proposition, a more illustrative explanation of the statement is 
given. These results are synthesized from the argumentation behind the statements if one was 
given. 

First, an overview of the general findings in the data: 

• Experts agree on every topic, every statement that has been made by an expert is 
supported or neglected by other experts; 

• Experts could not answer DevLab specific questions and therefore have not made 
statements in this context; 

• There is not always an agreement among the DevLab members; 
• Also between the experts and the members there are differences; 

The results are presented in this section as a comparison between the interviews results with the 
result of the literature analysis. In other words; the answers to the interview questions are put 
next to the literature findings (in the appropriate context). 
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4.1.5.1  Contract decision making 
Regarding contract decisions a total of 11 relevant statements were made. The statements are 
listed in Table 1 and Table 2.  
 
Table 1 Interview results regarding alliance formation (1). 

 DevLab 
members 

Experts 

Pro Con Pro Con 

Trust is the basis for every collaboration 5 0 7 0 

Make clear agreements before initializing the 
alliance 

3 1 5 0 

Alliances based on strict contracts will fail 2 0 2 0 

An allowance should flow back to DevLab from 
every commercial product 

2 2 1 0 

Rules hinder alliance formation, they should be 
introduced during the process 

2 2 1 0 

A proportionality factor for turnover and profit 
should be determined beforehand 

2 1 1 0 

 

The results in Table 1 show that DevLab members support that the social aspect should play a 
role in contract decision making (design proposition 1). Five members state that trust is the 
basis for every alliance. This is also reflected in the fact that multiple interviewees state that 
alliances based on a strict contract will fail. One member even stated that clear agreements 
beforehand are not necessary.  

The cost aspect is faced with contradictions. One member agrees that cost and benefit issues 
need to be addressed beforehand while one member disagrees. Making clear agreements on this 
is stated to be important by three members but one member disagrees. Even so regarding the 
content of such an agreement members differ in opinion as well. This is reflected by the 
statement regarding an allowance to DevLab. Recent discussions about costs and benefits for 
the launch of a development kit with MyriaNed showed that it is very hard to reach consensus 
about this. A DevLab member stated: “DevLab would never have existed if we would have made 
specific agreements at the start”. This illustrates that members who oppose, believe that if 
similar considerations were made during the formation of DevLab, it would never have been 
formed.  

Even broader: the issue of other terms in the contract (rules the alliance should play by) is also a 
point of discussion. Two members have stated this should be done beforehand while two other 
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members disagree and think this should be done during the process. Similar to the 
argumentation above some members are against this aspect because DevLab itself would never 
have existed if this would have played a role during the formation of DevLab. 

Overall DevLab’s members agree on the social aspect, but the cost aspect does not show a 
general consensus. 

Table 2 Interview results regarding alliance formation (2). 

 DevLab 
members 

Experts 

Pro Con Pro Con 

Alliance formation can contribute to 
competition among DevLab members 

3 0 5 0 

Commercial research creates competition 
among DevLab members 

4 0 1 0 

The legal entity for a product commercialization 
should be PLC 

1 1 4 0 

Create a commercial DevLab division 2 3 0 2 

An alliance will fail due to lack of commitment 
of the members 

2 0 3 0 

 

Table 2 shows the four resulting statements regarding the alliance hierarchy. Regarding 
competition between DevLab members; three members all agree that this might be an issue. 
Literature has also shown that this can be a reason an alliance is formed and subsequently 
deformed (Nakamura et al., 1996). This supports the design proposition that suggests making 
sure the alliance develops a different field of expertise than its partners (3rd design proposition). 
. This makes the shares in the alliance on formation transferable which implies that members 
can participate and depend on each other to make the alliance a success. This ensures 
commitment from all members which is vital for alliance success according the members (Table 

2). (Also it implies that profit is the objective, in contrast to DevLab for which knowledge 
creation is the main objective.) A majority of the DevLab members do not make a statement 
about this because they have not considered this yet but one state it should be a PLC and 
another states it should not. The argumentation of the pro PLC member is similar to what 
literature has suggested. The member, who is against this, is against commercial activities in 
general because he believes DevLab should remain the way it is. 

Another approach would be to create a commercial division within DevLab. This could do 
commercial research thereby offering all members market (opportunity) knowledge. Three 
members did not think this is a good approach in line with the argumentation regarding 
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competition creation (and the later explained size difference problems). Two other members 
state this is the right approach.  

So although there is consensus about the need for an approach that reckons with possible 
competition issues there is not about the realization. But one member support the proposed 
design propositions (2). 

For the completeness the considerations of the experts have been examined. Regarding alliance 
formation contract decisions all found design propositions are supported. Also no additional 
propositions were made so regarding contract decisions the framework is complete.  

4.1.5.2  Project selection 
Regarding the project selection decisions a total of six relevant statements were made. The 
statements are listed in Table 3 and Table 4. 

Table 3 Interview result regarding a stage gate approach. 

 DevLab 
members 

Experts 

Pro Con Pro Con 

The objectives of the alliance should be well 
documented in measurable milestones 

3 0 4 0 

 

As shown in Table 3 three members made a statement favoring a stage gate approach on project 
development. This regards both the alliance formation process as well as the alliances project 
portfolio.  

The design proposition that suggests a stage gate approach (4) for the project is supported by 
the DevLab members.  

In a stage gate system there are different stages which require different sets of capabilities. The 
5th design proposition makes suggestions on what is important to consider in an open 
innovation setting like DevLab’s. The main focus is acquiring ideas in collaboration with 
external and internal partners and making the technology available to external innovators. 
DevLab members in particular have mentioned related issues several times during the 
interviews. They disagree on every mentioned statement on this topic (Table 4). Both internal 
and external source exploitation is considered differently by the members. Theory suggests that 
the open innovation character should prevent projects from staying in the fuzzy front end due to 
technology push. Instead by making it open it would imply a more market oriented (market 
pull) approach. Not all DevLab members agree on this and rather commercialize it themselves 
and keep out external and even internal parties. 
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Table 4 Interview results regarding collaboration initiatives. 

 DevLab 
members 

Experts 

Pro Con Pro Con 

DevLab should promote WSN to a broad 
audience 

3 0 3 0 

Demonstrate example projects to potential 
customers 

3 2 0 0 

Arrange a matchmaking event 2 2 0 0 

Organize a demonstrator event for DevLab 
affiliates 

2 2 0 0 

Organize brainstorm sessions for member 
entrepreneurs 

2 1 1 0 

 

This is however not always because of the, by theory suggested, fear for competition but also 
because some believe alliance formation is just too complicated. Another reason might be that 
they are under the impression that the technology is not ready yet and therefore it is irrelevant 
at this point (Table 5). When the results are evaluated in more detail it shows that out of the 
seven total statements from members opposing collaboration suggestions, four also gave one or 
more statements stated in Table 5. 

Table 5 Other reasons why DevLab members might be against collaboration initiatives. 

 DevLab 
members 

Experts 

Pro Con Pro Con 

The market is not ready for WSN applications 3 0 1 0 

WSN as a technology is not ready for market 
application 

3 0 0 0 

Selecting a suitable alliance partner(s) is (too) 
complicated 

2 1 0 1 

 
Regarding the completeness, experts agree to the proposed and have not suggested extra 
propositions regarding project selection. 
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4.1.5.3  Intellectual property 
Regarding the intellectual property design principle a total of two relevant statements were 
made. The statements are listed in Table 6 and Table 7.  

Table 6 Statements regarding the size difference and IP. 

 DevLab 
members 

Experts 

Pro Con Pro Con 

The size differences among DevLab members 
creates "power" issues 

1 0 3 0 

IP protection hinders alliance formation 3 0 5 0 

 

A relatively big company in an alliance is better equipped to profit from generated IP as stated 
before.  As described in the theoretical framework; the bigger partners in an alliance can have a 
disproportional advantage from newly created intellectual property. A member noted this too 
and made a statement about it during the interviews (Table 6). This supports the argumentation 
for the necessity of an adjusted IP distribution according to firm size (7).   

Unfortunately, no statements were made about the evaluation of protect ability in an early stage. 
There is however a statement about the effect of IP protection on alliance formation which is 
shown in Table 6. The statement refers to alliance partners working together and having to bring 
in or distribute property rights. Apparently members believe that this can lead to problems in 
alliance formation. Therefore it is useful to consider ways to prevent this from happening. A way 
is looking at the issues in an early stage and making clear agreements on it. Whether members 
will support this approach remains to be seen but there is support for an approach to deal with 
this. 

Table 7 Suggested design proposition. 

 DevLab 
members 

Experts 

Pro Con Pro Con 

Competitive and pre-competitive IP should be 
strictly separated 

2 0 4 0 

 

Regarding the completeness Table 7 shows a statement that does not have a direct relationship 
with a design proposition found in literature. However in the specific situation of DevLab; open 
innovation in a pre-competitive research environment, looking at commercial opportunities 
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might result in IP difficulties. Therefore the statement in this case seems a vital pragmatic 
design proposition. It is suggested by the experts and DevLab members alike. The result 
proposes the design proposition shown in Table 24 pg. 66. 

4.1.5.4  User involvement 
Regarding user involvement a total of three relevant statements were made. The statements are 
listed in Table 8. Although the statements look alike there are subtle differences between them 
that are relevant for the validation of the design propositions. 

Table 8 User involvement statements (1). 

 DevLab 
members 

Experts 

Pro Con Pro Con 

A launch customer of a member should be 
included in the commercialization 

3 0 0 0 

A market partner(s) should be found to 
collaborate in the commercialization 

3 0 3 0 

An external party should identify the 
requirements of an end product 

5 0 1 0 

 

The first stated statement (Table 8) implies a context comparable to the one in the design 
proposition. For the next two propositions the following definitions apply: 

The strength of a relationship is evaluated on the frequency of interaction, emotional closeness 
and duration of contact. The definition of an embedded relationship is that the relationship 
scores high on all three characteristics. The definition of a weak relationship is that the 
relationship scores low on all three characteristics. (Granovetter, 1983) 

Table 22. When a member has a past customer that they want to include in an alliance with 
them the relationship between both will be embedded because of the history of working together 
on a project. Also because DevLab members in general are business to business companies that 
develop a product by orders of and in close collaboration to their customer. All these statements 
were positive and thus support the design proposition.  

The second stated statement (Table 8) considers a user (market partner) that is not embedded 
with the members. There was no mentioning of the knowledge background but what is pointed 
out is the need for commercial capacity (Table 9).  
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Table 9 User involvement statements (2). 

 DevLab 
members 

Experts 

Pro Con Pro Con 

The individual DevLab members do not have 
the commercial capacity to launch WSN 

3 0 0 0 

 

So although there is no mentioning of heterogeneity in customer background there will be 
heterogeneity in the alliance. All members have different expertise (Appendix III: 
Competence matrix of DevLab members, Figure 9) and they will be looking for 
commercial capacity in the market partner. Therefore the result is pragmatic support for the 
theory expressed in the design proposition. 

The final statement in Table 8 is relevant pragmatic support for the lead user approach in 
product development. This approach suggests that product requirements for a breakthrough 
product demands leading-edge user studies. The interview results show that five members 
support this proposition.  
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4.1.6  Conclusion regarding alliance formation 
In conclusion to the subsection regarding alliance formation below an overview of the 
propositions and the outcome of the interviews has been given in Table 10. 

Table 10 Overview of design proposition support regarding alliance formation. 

Proposition Support 

• Base the contract decision making both on social and cost/benefit factors. 
• Choose an alliance hierarchy similar to a joint venture or in case this is not 

possible; bilateral non-equity arrangements.  
• Let the alliance develop a different field of expertise than its partners. 
• Apply a stage gate system with strict and tough gates that projects should 

pass along all phases of product development (Cooper, 2008).  
• Do not look only for customer problems to be solved or unmet needs to be 

satisfied but also look for inventors, start-ups, small entrepreneurial 
firms, partners, and other sources of available technologies that can be 
used as a basis for internal or joint development. 

• Determine the mode in which the IP is according to the Teece framework 
as an evaluation tool in portfolio management.  

• Work exclusively in pre-assigned fields and assign IP rights on that basis. 
• Use the lead user method to generate ideas: 
• Identify users that are at the leading edge of the given trend. 
• Identify the users from this set that would obtain relatively high benefits 

from adopting a solution to trend related needs.  
• An additional, very practical method for identifying lead users involves 

identifying those users who are actively innovating to solve problems 
present at the leading edge of a trend.  

• Involve a user in incremental innovation with which you have an 
embedded relationship. 

• Involve a mix of influential users in radical innovation with heterogeneous 
information which whom and among there are no strong ties. 

• Separate competitive and pre-competitive IP strictly. 

 
 
 

√ 
√ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

√ 
√ 
 
 
 
 
 
 

√ 
 

√ 
 

√ 
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4.2  Framework regarding launch strategy 
To successfully launch a product into a market, a gap needs to be closed (Popovic et al. et al., 
2004; Di Benedetto, 1999; Moore, 2002). This gap is called the chasm by Moore (2002); the 
step a product has to take in order to cross over to a big part of the market. In other words; the 
innovation is adopted by the majority. Crossing the chasm has been proven difficult by 
numerous companies due to for instance the lack of reference and trust and not meeting market 
needs (Moore, 2002). In this section an overview is given of the underlying design propositions 
that play a role in the launch of an innovation.  

There is limited literature on festival/event management innovation and failure and limited 
information available to festival/event managers regarding the nature of festivals that facilitate 
innovation or failure. (Carlsen et al., 2010). So there are much relevant aspects that still need to 
be researched (Getz et al., 2010). The closest field of research is tourism (Carlsen et al., 2010), 
and from this the results are presented in the event specific section. However, as stated in the 
Project approach, it is also possible to derive robust propositions from more general knowledge 
and these are described in the first subsection General launch design proposition. 
 
Finally these results from literature are compared with two case studies of launches in order to 
learn which are used in practice and what results they yield. 
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4.2.1  Launch strategy design propositions 
A launch strategy is made for à product in à market. In this case the focus is on a product with 
WSN technology in the event market. Therefore some market specific design propositions are 
discussed as well as general propositions for a technical product. Similar to the alliance 
formation synthesis process, a lead article is used to ensure all aspects are considered, in this 
section that lead article is Hultink et al. (1997). As stated in the Project approach, general 
literature with basic theories were used as well as market specific propositions.  

First the general design propositions are presented, next the event market specific (and event 
market adjusted) propositions are presented. The way of presenting is the same as in the section 
Framework regarding alliance formation. Complete CIMO logic design principles are 
given in Appendix II Design propositions for the launch strategy. 

4.2.2  General launch design proposition 
Hultink et al. (1997) showed that a complete launch strategy consists of both strategic and 
tactical launch decisions. This concept is 
explained in Figure 5. These tactical and 
strategic launch decisions must be mutually 
reinforcing to produce new product success. 
For instance when you choose to launch a 
more innovative product than the 
competition, the appropriate pricing 
strategy should be skimming. If an equally 
innovative product is launched a market 
penetration pricing policy is appropriate. 
This also works the other way around; if you 
want to exploit your current distribution 
channel, a more incremental product 
strategy is appropriate. Therefore it is 
important to consider tactical and strategic 
launch decisions jointly.  

 
  Figure 5 Impact of launch decisions on new product 

performance (Hultink et al., 1997). 
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The launch strategy described as “Niche innovator” is stated to be the most successful launch 
strategy. This strategy is followed in order of overall success ratio by; “Niche follower”, “Mass 
marketer”, “Would-be-me-too”. Table 11 shows the typology of the two most successful 
strategies.  

Table 11 Typology of the two most successful launch strategies (Hultink et al., 1997). 

 Niche innovator Niche follower 

Strategic launch decisions   

 Product innovativeness More innovative More innovative 

 Product newness  New products-lines 

 Targeting strategy Niche Niche 

 Number of competitors ≤ 3 ≤ 3 

 Driver of NPD Mix market/Technology Mix market/Technology 

 Innovation strategy Innovator Follower 

Tactical launch decisions   

 Branding decisions  Branding name 

 Product assortment breadth Broader Same 

 Distribution channels  New channels 

 Distribution intensity Exclusive Exclusive 

 Distribution expenditures Higher Same 

 Pricing policy Skimming  

Overall success ratio 95%* 66%* 

* The success ratios are based on projects that got to the market and were not killed prematurely. Also it is based on a 
sample size of 41 and 67 for respectively innovators and followers. 

The introductions that were examined in this research were physical goods in a business to 
business setting. This is a similar setting to that of the DevLab members. It is sometimes 
impossible to use the niche innovator strategy for instance when a competitor has already 
launched a similar product. In this section detailed and general design propositions are 
described with the guiding general design propositions (further explained in Table 25 pg. 67): 

1. Depending on the market and alliance situation use a Niche innovator or Niche follower 
launch strategy.  
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Innovating is costly, time consuming and risky and therefore other tradeoffs have to be made as 
well. For instance cost and time required for an innovation have the potential to decrease the 
market appeal or financial success. Therefore some product development propositions have 
been made as well. 

In addition to Hultink et al. (1997), Di Benedetto (1999) suggests that product performance can 
be positively influenced by the strategic launch activity expressed in the following intervention 
(design proposition Table 26 pg. 67): 

2. Organize the market information-gathering activities and follow up on this. 

In essence this emphasizes and goes into detail about the market part of the proposition by 
Hultink et al. (1997) that the driver of new product development should be a mix of market and 
technology.  

Regarding tactical launch activities Di Benedetto (1999) also has a contribution to the 
proposition of Hultink et al. (1997). Di Benedetto suggests two different approaches for two 
different types of products. For a regular product where the objective is to profit from it as soon 
as possible, the following proposition has been made: 

3. For a high early profit pay careful attention to (entire proposition in Table 27 pg. 68): 
• High quality of selling effort, advertising, service, and technical support; 

• Good management of key aspects of the launch: marketing plans, overall launch 

direction, and the launch itself; 

• Good management of the support programs: distribution channel activities, sales force 

training, good pricing level, and advertising program execution; 

However there is also a different kind of product for which early profitability is not the priority. 
These products are called network products (Leibenstein, 1950); a product that increases in 
value for the customer with the number of products in use (like for instance the telephone). For 
this type of product the long term success does not depend on early profit. Rather it depends on 
a network effect implying that first a large market share needs to be acquired.  If the objective is 
to increase market share as fast as possible a different approach is needed as explained in Table 
28 pg. 68 with the following resulting intervention: 
 
4. Pay great attention to launch timing relative to competition and customers. Have logistics 

involved in formulating distribution strategies, coordinating with sales management, 
developing inventory strategies, and planning after-sale service.  

Both above propositions are forms of cross functional integration which on its own is associated 
with product success (Troy et al., 2008). Cross-functional integration is defined as pooling 
resources and skills from different functions, providing flexibility in workforce and capital 
resources and enhancing the utilization of organizational resources (Troy et al., 2008).  
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Although the integration of different functions may increase the success of new products 
through effective communication, functional diversity can also increase decision complexity and 
cause confusion.  

Therefore it is important to integrate effectively and to do so Troy et al. (2008) proposes the 
following three design characteristics (summed up in Table 29 pg. 69): 

5. Integrate at a low level; 
6. Focus integration efforts on information sharing; 
7. Do not integrate too many functions in one team; 

Value of an innovation and the perceived value of an innovation are two different concepts. 
Considering launch strategy the first is thoroughly discussed above but the latter is not. There is 
however also a need to consider (Rindova et al., 2007):  

• Emotion in the perception of value; 
• Strategic importance of product form design; 
• The importance of the symbolic and aesthetic properties of technological artifacts; 

Product design influences customer’s perceptions of the value potential of their product 
innovations (Rindova et al., 2007). Therefore it is important to incorporate design in the 
product development and launch. Table 30 pg. 70 shows the resulting design proposition from 
which the intervention has been given below. 
 
8. Design the product considering: 

• emotional appeal to the customer; 
• help customers cope with an innovation’s incongruity while preserving its newness, 
and test this using computer simulation and prototyping; 

 

4.2.3  Event specific launch design propositions 
Trying to introduce an innovative product into the event market requires a market specific 
launch strategy. In this section underlying design propositions for such a strategy are placed 
apart from literature.  
 
The drivers that stimulate innovation are organizational processes or community and cultural 
change stimuli. Event organizers are confronted with a number of changes and challenges of 
both a practical and technical nature that present opportunities as well as threaten the viability 
of events (Carlsen et al., 2010). Moreover, the changes and challenges confronting events are 
universal in that all event managers will face them eventually (Carlsen et al., 2010). These 
challenges are due to (as stated by Hassanien et al., 2011):  

• The evolution and growth of the event industry 
• The dynamic and competitive nature of events industry 
• The increased interest in the role of venues in the revitalization of tourist destinations 
• Community development 
• Responding to market demand 
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Musgrave (2011) adds another challenge namely the increasing importance of sustainability and 
the need for innovation to contribute to this challenge.  
 
These stimuli show that there is a need to innovate across a range of event management areas 
including programming, financial planning, marketing and service provision (Carlsen et al., 
2010). So in the most broad sense value can be added in one of these event management 
concerns as described by the following intervention (design proposition in Table 31 pg. 70): 
 
9. Develop a product with WSN that contributes to the improvement of programming 

/financial planning/marketing or service provision.  
 
With innovation comes the risk of failure. Events with an “entrepreneurial culture” (value 
creativity and innovation) have been described open to innovative market opportunities that 
generate added value (Getz et al., 2010). Therefore it might be an option to use the “bowling pin” 
strategy (Moore, 2002). But the bowling pin strategy suggests finding an easy accessible market 
at first. The angle of approach in this case is more of a market segment; event organizations with 
an entrepreneurial culture. Using the bowling pin strategy in a different way in order to cross 
the chasm in this market has been defined in a design proposition (Table 32 pg. 71) from which 
this is the intervention: 

10. At first, approach an event organization that has an entrepreneurial culture. 
 
But if this is not possible (for instance because the current network does not involve such an 
event and so they are hard to reach) there is another approach in crossing the chasm: 
 
11. Implement the technology in a product that is already adopted.  
 
This way the customer’s trust does not have to be won only that of the supplier (Popovic et al. et 
al., 2004) as further explained in Table 33 pg. 71. 
 
With this approach the event organizer can rely on the reference the adopted product’s company 
has which the new alliance has yet to build up. These references are needed to build trust and 
trust is needed to get the product adopted by the majority (Moore, 2002). 
 
Taking this one step further it is important to know who in the organization to contact (Carlsen 
et al., 2010). In case of event organizations stakeholders, staff and volunteers not only provide 
information to determine the funding, market and festival exhibitioner models, but are also 
beneficiaries of event innovation (Carlsen et al., 2010; Davidson, 2011). Not only the needs of 
stakeholders need to be addressed but also staff and volunteers than they also provide the 
organization with information regarding innovation.  This is in line with the value proposition 
model by (Osterwalder et al., 2010) as described in the design proposition in Table 34 pg. 72. 
 
12. Develop a product that appeals / is based on the needs of, all stakeholders of an event. 
 
To the topic addressed in User involvement shows that all people involved can provide an 
innovator with requirements for the innovative product. Based on the needs of events a list is 
given that can help persuade an event to adopt a WSN product (In other words market 
opportunities described by literature). 
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One idea to convince at least two stakeholders is: 
 
13. Incorporate the gathering information/ interaction with the visitor about the perceived 

event experience into the product. 
 
First; Event managers, they indicated the importance of attaining ‘institutional status,’ 
occupying a unique ‘niche’ in the community, sustaining committed stakeholders, and practicing 
constant innovation (Andersson et al., 2008). The satisfaction of visitors is the direct result of 
this and evaluating this is valuable to event management. By examining factors that lead to 
increased satisfaction and perceived value the event management increases the chance of 
visitor’s intention to revisit the event (Kim, 2010).  It is critical therefore that event organizers 
use both formal and informal methods of data collection to ascertain clearly visitor perceptions 
of the quality of events and that this information be communicated fully post-event so that 
subsequent events may be consistently improved on (O’Neill et al., 1999; Wooten et al., 2009). 
Since WSN has communication and information gathering possibilities it might be able to 
contribute to this very need.  
Second; exhibitioners, their point of view as described by Crowther (2011) is that events provide 
a tool to realize diverse marketing-related objectives. This potential often fails to be fully 
realized, due to a lack of strategy and intent. The opportunities an event provides to an 
exhibitioner are: 

• Pervasive and targeted communication; 
• Meaningful experiences; 
• Participative environment; 
• Strengthening relationships; 

 
The outcome for an exhibitioner could be: 

• Sales; 
• Brand communication and development; 
• Media and word of mouth; 
• Strengthening relationships with existing customers and stakeholders and creating 

relationships with new customers; 
• Intelligence and learning about the market in general, and you customers in particular; 

 
Exhibitioners value an event on these outcomes and therefore contributing to either increasing 
these outcomes and/or the measurability can be beneficial. The concluding design principle is 
given in Table 35 pg. 72. 

Another stakeholder in the event market is the event venues. Additionally to event management, 
exhibitioners and visitors the focus of the launch strategy could also be extended with event 
venues. A recent innovation partially adopted by venue managers is the use of social media as a 
marketing tool. At a statistically significant level, those with a defined social media strategy 
report increased revenue, while those without a defined social media strategy do not 
(Rothschild, 2011). However only a small portion of event venues is using social media and give 
the following reasons for that (Davidson, 2011): 

• The absence of a standard in the market that is used by everyone. 
• The lack of expertise and/or interest among staff members 
• The extra workload and lack of additional personal working with this innovation 
• Lack of measurement of the additional revenue or in other words; no way to determine 

the return on investment of the innovation 
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To increase chance of launch success the launch strategy should take these issues into account. 
The first issue is already addressed in the general design propositions. In the 12st design 
proposition the second issue is partially resolved while the previous one addresses the last 
mentioned issue. The additional knowledge gained from this research regards the need for 
increase in expertise and a minimization of additional workload caused by the adoption of the 
product.  This is summarized in the design proposition in Table 36 pg. 73; the intervention: 
 
14. Provide sufficient education and information to staff that has to work with the product and 

minimize the additional workload.  
 
A worldwide trend that has also affected the event market is the trend to become sustainable 
Musgrave, 2011). According to Henderson (2011) event managers must “gain a better 
understanding of the motivations of their audience in relation to sustainability and work 
towards clearer means to demonstrate that their event meets these sustainable development 
needs”. The current range of products with WSN contains a lot of products related to the 
increase of sustainability. This could also be an opportunity in the event market and therefore 
the design proposition in Table 37 pg. 73 has been formulated with the resulting intervention 
below: 
 
15. Increase (the demonstration) of sustainability with the product. 
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4.2.4  Case study results 
In the section below the results of two case studies will be presented. The first case study 
elaborates on the project “New Festival Concept”. This project has been rewarded with the first 
round “innovation culture expression”; a Dutch subsidy arrangement.  

The second case study concerns the Event gadget introduced yearly on “HET instrument”. A 
completely new technical product yearly developed since 2007. The evolution from the first 
generation to the fourth generation and the change in product and strategy is described. 

4.2.4.1  Case study New Festival Concept (1) 
Around 1961 Philips bought a company in Austria who had invented a Near Field 
Communication (NFC) technology. The head of Natlab (Philips’ research facility in Eindhoven) 
gave an order to a communication manager to do something with NFC. This communication 
manager was also responsible for organization Philips’ yearly Corporate Research Exhibition 
(CRE; an event in which all Philips research departments show their innovations). For this event 
he made a “credit card like” plastic card which included the NFC technology. With this card 
visitors could give their personal budget (innovation currency units) to the innovations that 
were shown.  This project ran for three year, in the final year they mapped the results per market 
and per timeframe on screens (living roadmaps). The amount given to a specific innovation was 
an indicator. When this was similar for Philips employees and strategic customers the 
innovation turned green. When there was a notable difference, the innovation turned orange. 
According to the communication manager this is the only collaborative event output in the 
world up to this point. 

He told about this concept to the director of another event called STRP and became an 
entrepreneur (from here on called “The entrepreneur”) to commercialize this concept. The 
entrepreneur used the pilot at CRE as a starting point and developed a product with STRP and 
its partners. The startup consisted of four parties; a company that builds applications, a designer 
who was responsible for the interface, a mobile application developer, and a business innovator 
(The entrepreneur) who’s responsibility was the concept development. They worked closely 
together with the STRP festival organization to integrate with the festival. 

However the integration with the festival did not go according to plan. The contact person of 
STRP, due to inexperience, was not representative for the wishes of the festival. The festival 
would take care of service and distribution; due to a lack of volunteers the application was only 
used by a 30th of the visitors. Also the NFC technology was integrated in a system with Microsoft 
Windows 7 touchscreens chosen by the STRP festival. However the readers and interfaces were 
not designed to work in Windows 7 and so there were a lot of compatibility issues. 

Technically the product worked but they did not do a full scale test and ran into problems. First 
they underestimated the amount of coding that had to be done in order to make it work. Second 
they underestimated the amounts of error that will occur when coding (and the amount of 
recoding that needs to be done). Finally the system stalled due to overload on the database and 
so there were capacity issues.  
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This year (2011) the alliance has expanded by attracting creativity from the TU/e and 
professionalism form a large semiconductors company (NXP). First priority is to make the most 
impacting application for this year’s event. They are looking at several potential partners that 
could contribute to the extension of possibilities. Different from last year they will cut parts of 
the functionality to keep the programming simple and apprehensible.  NXP will provide 
hardware and some infrastructure. 

Based on last year’s event and this year’s progress TNS-NIPO (a Dutch marketing information 
organization) has offered to promote this product to other festival organizers. But first they have 
to show during this year’s event that they have a working product.  

4.2.4.2  Learning outcome of case 1 
The learning outcome from this case can be divided in market characteristics and the 
entrepreneur’s way of conquering this market. 

Characteristic for this market is that there are a lot of events where piloting is an option but to 
go to a commercial event you will have to prove concept and reliability. Also events can be 
clustered and many events have similarities to other events. That is why event managers used to 
think that they are in competition with other events. The launch of this product showed that 
there is a network effect possible between events. You could let visitors know about other events 
based on what they liked at a certain previous event. In this way events can help each other 
increase their visitor numbers.  

The entrepreneur’s way of building his business is a prime example of effectuation as described 
by Saravathy (2001). The principles of effectuation are (Sarasvathy, 2001): 

• Affordable loss, rather than expected returns 
• Strategic alliances, rather than competitive analysis 
• Exploitation of contingencies, rather than preexisting knowledge 
• Control of an unpredictable future rather than prediction of an uncertain one 

The entrepreneur has no preset plan that he executes. Rather he depends has next move on what 
is happening at the moment and what his competences, and the competences that he can draw 
upon from his environment, are. Traditional geological marketing, which dictates that you look 
for a new market or a hole in an existing market for your technology and try to fill it, does not 
need to be applied. Instead iterative marketing has been used by the entrepreneur. Iterative 
marketing involves looking at your current network and technological possibilities and making a 
product for which there is a current demand. Not in the first place to make money but rather to 
extend the network and interest new parties for the possibilities. In the end the objective of the 
launch is to get to know people that have a new and improved idea building upon the current 
status of the product. Also building references with which you can convince and build trust for 
new customers. 
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4.2.4.3  Case study Event gadget (2) 
This case study revolves around a federation for technology related companies (from now on 
called the event organizer) founded in 1956. One of their main activities is organizing events for 
the different fields of their members for instance Electronics & Automation, LED event and the 
biggest technology related event of the Benelux; HET Instrument.  Since 2007 the event 
organizer introduces a gadget on some of its events. The objective of this is to increase contact 
moments between exhibitioners and visitors. This is stated by the event organizer as one of the 
main issues that they deal with. Every year they try to come up with an innovative new product 
that contributes to the contact between exhibitioner and visitor. They do not only come up with 
a new gadget every year but they also change strategy to increase the efficiency of the new 
product development. There are two dimensions on which the development process can be 
explained and evaluated; marketing effort and product development. Marketing is on the 
horizontal dimension and product development is on the vertical dimension in Figure 6.  

 

Figure 6 Case description of gadget development. 

In 2007 it started with the Wi-Fi sniffer, a gadget that can sniff Wi-Fi connections. For this 
gadget the event organizer just game up with the idea to launch a gadget at the event HET 
Instrument. It introduced this thought to the members. Some took it up and together they 
developed the Wi-Fi sniffer. There were no requirements both on the marketing dimension as 
on the product development dimension. 2000 Wi-Fi gadgets were produced and overall the 
gadget was a success. Visitors seemed to respond to the gift and the technology inside made 
them curious. However it did not directly contribute to the contact moments. 
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The next year (2008) the event organizer took matters more in their own hands with the 
introduction of the accelerator sensor. (The event organizer focused more on the vertical 
dimension of Figure 6). This gadget had to be assembled on sight and six components need to be 
collected from different stands. This created contact moments and gave an opportunity of the 
exhibitioners to show their possibilities. Production was a challenge because it started late and 
development and was underestimated. However still some exhibitioners did not think it showed 
enough of their possibilities. The event organizer saw the gadget being collected by 80% of the 
subscribers, who had to subscribe separately from the event subscription itself.  

In 2009 a wireless temperature sensor was developed. The focus of the event organizer shifted 
to both horizontal and vertical (Figure 6). It was a complex product incorporating components, 
chips and development from different members. Production of the gadget was done on sight, to 
show how production worked. Again a lot of visitors subscribed for this gadget. However on the 
first day of the event the production could not be started up. The event organizer got a lot of 
complains from visitors and toke those blows instead of referring to the producer. On the second 
day problems were solved and the production ran as planned. 

The previous year (2010) the RF Soundgadget was developed which was essentially a puzzle 
with a lottery ticket as reward for solving it. Visitors should walk around with the gadget and at 
some random stands a flashlight went off and that meant the visitor should go in and collect a 
virtual piece of the puzzle. If six pieces were collected a sound played and the gadget could be 
traded for a lottery ticket.  

This gadget should have been simpler than the previous wireless temperature sensor. Also the 
logistics were made more straightforward with doing production before the event. The event 
organizer still was focused on the vertical dimension but shifted even more to the horizontal 
dimension (Figure 6). One result was a change in the subscription procedure to increase gadget 
circulation. Subscribing for the gadget was now an option in the subscription procedure of the 
event itself which made for a lot more subscription, but only 50% of the gadgets were collected. 
This raised question of the appeal of the gadget to the different target groups. Traditionally the 
appeal of the gadget was shown in the aftersales; when lots of visitors contacted the event 
organizer after the event regarding the gadget it showed that it had appealed to the visitors. In 
this case there was a significant drop in aftersales compared to previous gadgets. Also the 
product showed technical difficulties but these did not yield major problems because it was 
presented as an experimental product.  

In general three problems were detected during these product launches: 

• Every party involved was working from its own perspective not taking into account other 
parties’ issues.  

• Logistics was not considered from the beginning and so every development was a sprint 
at the end. 

• There was no perfect balance between marketing efforts and showing what exhibitioners 
can do. 
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The first problem is mainly due to the business model behind the gadget. Funding is raised not 
in money but in hours and raw material. This implies that the developer had to work with 
sponsored components that it does not usually work with. Also this problem is one of the causes 
of the second problem. Because all companies worked separately on their piece of the product a 
lot of assumptions were made about what others were doing. When these assumptions turned 
out to be false the responsibility was placed with the event organizer to solve the problem. 

Another reason for the time pressure was the underestimation of the assembly time especially 
with the RF soundgadget (estimated at 80 hours it turned out to take 200 hours).  

Regarding the balance between marketing and showing what exhibitioners can do, one issue is 
already stated; the sponsoring of components. Companies that cooperate in the gadget alliance 
want contact moments in return. It turns out to be difficult to make sure that visitors visit the 
different stands of the contributors. The puzzle concept increases this and works well in 
breaking the ice. However not every target group is reached because the gadgets thus far were 
not aimed at them. For instance software coders and test and measurement related 
professionals could not see their field of expertise in the gadgets.  

The event organizer is constantly balancing between being the leader in the development 
process and making sure the marketing objectives are met. It is proven difficult to work with an 
alliance in which the partners have a lot of freedom and no clear instructions. One leader should 
be appointed that can use whatever components it likes. This requires a change in business 
model and for the 2011 gadget there is a new method. The event organizer is going to make the 
marketing requirements for the product and any developer can present a concept that meets 
these requirements. One concept is chosen and the developer will be in charge of the entire 
development. The components will not be sponsored but instead the developer gets paid and 
can choose its own components. In other words the event organizer is completely focused on the 
horizontal dimension and leaves the vertical dimension to a developer (Figure 6). 

For this year (2011) the requirements will be; first and foremost appeal to the target group, but 
also; code errors that can be solved to create new functionality and test and measurement 
options on the event. With these requirements a broader audience might be interested. 

4.2.4.4  Learning outcome of case 2 
From this case the learning outcome has partially been described already. First it showed that 
the event organizer is most suitable to provide the product requirements. Second working in an 
alliance requires a leader that guards the process of all subcomponents. Finally it showed the 
importance of logistics in new product development and launch. 
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4.2.5  Results in comparison to the design propositions 
Out of the total of 15 design propositions regarding the launch strategy, 9 were used or should 
have been used according to both case studies. These (Table 12 marked with a + or = in both 
columns) are therefore supported by the case study results.  

Table 12 Design propositions of launch strategy compared with the case study results. 

Design proposition Case 1* Case 2* 

5. Integrate at a low level + -= 

6. Focus integration efforts on information sharing + -= 

7. Do not integrate too many functions + -= 

8. Design the product considering: emotional appeal to the customer; help 
customers cope with an innovation’s incongruity while preserving its newness, 
and test this using computer simulation and prototyping. 

+ + 

9. Develop a product that contributes to the improvement of programming 
/financial planning/marketing or service provision of an event.  

+ + 

10. Use a bowling pin type strategy by approaching an event organization that has 
an entrepreneurial culture first. 

+ + 

12. Develop a product, which appeals/ is based on the needs of, all stakeholders of 
an event. 

-= + 

13. Incorporate the gathering information/ interaction with the visitor about the 
perceived event experience into the product. 

+ + 

14. Provide sufficient education and information to staff that has to work with the 
product and minimize the additional workload. 

-= -= 

* The symbols stand for + Has been used, - Has not been used, +/- Has been used partially. And if a design 
proposition has not been used, should it be used in the future (=) or not (≠) or not applicable (●) 
 

All three propositions regarding the team composition (proposition 5, 6, 7) have been used in 
the first case. The team consists of three different fields of expertise, who do not work together 
full time and focus their effort on information sharing. The team members are all directly 
working on the product and launch which implies integration at the lowest level. This resulted in 
the expected outcomes of the launch.  In the second case (especially during development of 
accelerator sensor, wireless temperature sensor and RF soundgadget) there were too many 
parties involved. Also management worked together while the employees developing the 
product did not communicate and made assumptions about what others are doing. This implies 
that information sharing and low level integration have not been used. The 2nd case description 
shows that this led to problems and that following these propositions would have yielded the 
expected results. 

The 8th design proposition was followed by both as a primary objective. In both cases the 
primary objectives were, to make something appealing. Especially in the first case coping with 
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the innovation (making it look like a credit card which is a concept that most people 
understand) was used to ease the adoption. The second case followed this proposition as well 
but the complete opposite is applicable to the target group. In this case the product should be 
hard to understand to challenge the technicians.  

From the 9th proposition the marketing and service provision was enhanced in both case 
descriptions. In the first case the feedback provided the visitors with a service of point of interest 
and sharing via social media. The second case the service was enhanced by handing out gadgets 
that could be used at home. Also it provided the exhibitioners with extra service of contact 
moments. In both cases it also adds to the general appeal of the event and therefore it adds to 
the marketing scheme of the event. 

Both cases describe events that are very innovative and entrepreneurial (related to the 10th 

design proposition). On top of that the first case shows explicitly that starting with such an event 
is essential. 

Regarding the 12th design proposition the first case initially did not follow this proposition. The 
needs are not fully communicated from the customer to the entrepreneur and therefore there 
was no perfect fit. This resulted in lack of support from the entire organization. This lack of 
support resulted in a lack of usage during the event. This supports the validation of the 
proposition. Also the second case has followed it and there it did yield the expected results. 

The 13th design propostion is followed by both. In the first case both aspects; information 
gathering as well as interaction has been used, while in the second case only interaction has 
been created. However they are looking at ways to gather information about the different target 
groups attending the event using the gadget by focusing on the market aspect. The use of faulty 
coding implies that they are able to find out if programmers can be interested with the gadget as 
well. In the first case the result was a collective event output on the exhibitioners and their 
perceived value to the visitors. In the second case the puzzle element yielded interaction 
between exhibitioners and visitors which was one of the objectives. 

Finally the, by the case descriptions shown, critical 14th proposition. In both cases the 
proposition has not been followed which unfortunately resulted in low performance. The first 
case describes that lack of education as the cause of the lack of usage during the pilot. Because 
the product needed explanation and the volunteers did not give enough, the product was not 
adopted by the majority of the visitors. In the second case a similar problem occurred. Therefore 
both will be focusing on this in the future which supports the proposition. 
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The remaining 6 design propositions are, not or partially, supported (shown in Table 13) and 
there are different reasons for that. Either the case study showed that the design proposition 
should not be followed (is not pragmatically valid in this case) or is irrelevant due to a different 
context.  Per design proposition the results are discussed below. 

Table 13 Design propositions that have not been proven (completely) valid by the case studies. 

Design proposition Case 1* Case 2* 

1. Depending on the market and alliance situation use a Niche Innovator or 
Niche follower launch strategy.  

+/- +/- 

2. Organize the market information-gathering activities and follow up on this. -≠ + 

3. For a high early profit pay careful attention to: 

High quality of selling effort, advertising, service, and technical support 

Good management of key aspects of the launch: marketing plans, overall 
launch direction, and the launch itself 

Good management of the support programs: distribution channel activities, 
sales force training, good pricing level, and advertising program execution 

-≠ +/- 

= 

4. Place great attention on launch timing relative to competition and 
customers. Have logistics involved in formulating distribution strategies, 
coordinating with sales management, developing inventory strategies, and 
planning after-sale service. 

-● -● 

11. Implement the technology in a product that is already adopted. ●= ●≠ 

15. Increase (the demonstration) of sustainability with the product. -● -● 

* The symbols stand for + Has been used, - Has not been used, +/- Has been used partially. And if a design 
proposition has not been used, should it be used in the future (=) or not (≠) or not applicable (●) 
 
The 1st design proposition is a general proposition that can also be divided into 12 different 
propositions for every tactical and strategic launch decision. Both case studies have decided 
similar to Niche innovator except for one aspect and that is the tactical decision regarding 
pricing. On this, both studies have decided to use a different strategy. With the first case study 
this is due to the lack of reference which is needed to be able to use price skimming. The second 
case study describes an initiative from the event organizer and not from the developer 
perspective. In this case the objective the roles are reversed (exhibitioners are customer and 
need to contribute). This makes price skimming impossible.  

As already explained in the first case description learning outcome, market information 
gathering is not organized because of the effectuation approach (2nd design propositions). Rather 
than gathering the information this approach depends on exploiting contingencies.  
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A similar argumentation as the first is applicable to the 3rd design proposition which also 
consists of multiple implications. And similar to the previously discussed design principle 
determining a launch direction and marketing plan before the launch are opposite to the 
effectuation approach.    

The 4rd design proposition is indicated as irrelevant because both case studies did not include a 
network product that was launched. 

For the 11th design proposition the second case has special environmental requirements. The 
Event gadget as a concept could be implemented in a device that is already used in the event 
market however that would disable the exhibitioners to show off their products. Therefore in 
this particular case it is not applicable. In general however it could be applicable but it is 
irrelevant in this case because the 10th design proposition has been used. 

The final design proposition (15th) has not been discussed in the case descriptions and using 
these case studies no remark can be made about the pragmatic validity of this proposition. What 
can be concluded that it is unnecessary to follow this principle to launch a successful product 
into the event market since both case descriptions are examples of the contrary.  
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5.  Conclusion 
This section concludes the work by giving an overview of the results. First the research question 
has been answered using the main findings. Subsequently the implications for both managers 
and literature are discussed. Finally the limitations and suggestions for future research are 
presented.  

5.1  Overview of the main findings 
The findings are presented as the answer to the different research questions concluding with the 
main research question separated into the two subsections alliance formation and launch 
strategy. The presentation of the found design principles is combined with the pragmatic 
validation results.  

5.1.1  Conclusion regarding alliance formation 
First only design propositions are presented that are supported by the results. The remaining 
propositions are subsequently presented with an explanation regarding the lack of support. 
Similar to the presentation of the design propositions in the section Framework regarding 
alliance formation, only the interventions are given. The entire propositions can be found in 
Appendix I: Design propositions regarding alliance formation. 

Which design propositions are supported when considering alliance formation in the DevLab 
setting? 

• Let the alliance develop a different field of expertise than its partners. 
• Apply a stage gate system with strict and tough gates that projects should pass along all 

phases of product development. 
• Work exclusively in pre-assigned fields and assign IP rights on that basis. 

There was also one proposition that was distilled from the interview results which could not be 
found in the literature. This proposition is supported and therefore mentioned here:  

• Strictly separate competitive and pre-competitive IP. 

What are the relevant design propositions in the formation of an alliance (not supported)? 

• Base the contract decision making both on social and cost/benefit factors. 

That the decision on how to formulate a contract should be defined by social factors like trust is 
generally supported. However the cost aspect is not supported by everyone and is therefore up 
for discussion. Overall this design proposition is not supported. 

• Choose an alliance hierarchy similar to a joint venture or in case this is not possible; 
bilateral non-equity arrangements. 
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No general consensus was reached on the legal entity of the alliance so it might be an idea to 
explore the possibility of bilateral non-equity arrangements. However, regarding this possibility 
no data was found and therefore no conclusion can be drawn. 

• Look not only externally for customer problems to be solved or unmet needs to be 
satisfied but also to inventors, start-ups, small entrepreneurial firms, partners, and other 
sources of available technologies that can be used as a basis for internal or joint 
development. 

On this design proposition the results are divided. Both internal and external source 
exploitation is considered differently by the members. This is however not always because of 
the, by theory suggested, fear for competition but also because some believe alliance formation 
is just too complicated. Another reason might be that they are under the impression that the 
technology is not ready yet and therefore it is irrelevant at this point (Table 5 pg. 23). When the 
results are evaluated in more detail it shows that out of the seven total statements from 
members opposing collaboration suggestions, four also gave one or more statements opposing 
the fear of competition argumentation. So no consensus is reached but there is room for 
discussion. 

• Determine the mode in which the IP is according to the Teece framework as an 
evaluation tool in portfolio management. 

Whether this is the pragmatically valid approach cannot be evaluated using the results from this 
research (no statements were made). However the results did show that it is necessary to 
consider ways to prevent conflict on IP distribution. A possibility of dealing with this issue is 
looking at IP protection and distribution possibilities in an early stage and making clear 
agreements on it. 

And in particular what are the relevant design propositions in the selection of a customer to 
join the new product development process? 

• Use a lead user approach to determine the product requirements: 
1. Identify users that are at the leading edge of the given trend; 
2. Identify the users from this set that would obtain relatively high benefits from 

adopting a solution to trend related needs; 
3. An additional, very practical method for identifying lead users involves identifying 

those users who are actively innovating to solve problems present at the leading edge 
of a trend; 

• Involve a user in incremental innovation with which you have an embedded relationship. 
• Involve a mix of influential users in radical innovation with heterogeneous information 

which whom and among there are no strong ties. 

All these design propositions are supported by the interview results. 
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5.1.2  Conclusion regarding launch strategy 
Similar to the above presented overview regarding alliance formation, an overview will be given 
below regarding the launch strategy propositions developed previously. For this section the 
entire propositions can be found in Appendix II Design propositions for the launch 
strategy. 

Which design propositions are valid to be followed during the preparation of a launch in the 
event market? 

• Integrate the development team at a low level, meaning that the actual people working 
on the product and its launch work together and not their managers.  

• Focus integration of the different functions in the product development and launch team 
efforts on information sharing. 

• Do not integrate too many functions in the product development and launch team. 
• Design the product considering; emotional appeal to the customer, help customers cope 

with an innovation’s incongruity while preserving its newness, and test this using 
computer simulation and prototyping 

• Develop a product that contributes to the improvement of programming /financial 
planning/marketing or service provision of an event  

• Use a bowling pin type strategy by approaching an event organization that has an 
entrepreneurial culture first 

• Implement the technology in a product that has already been adopted.  

Although the second case study showed that this was not pragmatically valid (because it would 
disable the exhibitioners to show off their products), the Event gadget as a concept could be 
implemented in a device that is already used in the event market. It is also not necessary to 
apply if it is possible to reach a customer with an in-house developed product. 

• Develop a product, which appeals/ is based on the needs of, all stakeholders of an event. 
• Incorporate the gathering information/ interaction with the visitor about the perceived 

event experience into the product. 
• Provide sufficient education and information to staff that has to work with the product 

and minimize the additional workload. 

What are the relevant design propositions known in literature about the introduction of an 
innovation in general? 

• Depending on the market and alliance situation use a Niche innovator or Niche follower 
launch strategy. 

This design proposition is a general proposition that can also be divided into 12 different 
propositions for every tactical and strategic launch decision. Only the pricing tactic differs from 
the proposed one. So although this proposition is not fully supported it is still important to 
consider the other 11 aspects. 
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• Organize the market information-gathering activities and follow up on this. 

Market information gathering is not organized in the first case in this case an approach is used 
called effectuation more on this approach in the section Implications. Rather than gathering 
the information this approach depends on exploiting contingencies.  
 

• Place special attention on: 
1. High quality of selling effort, advertising, service, and technical support 
2. Good management of key aspects of the launch: marketing plans, overall launch 

direction, and the launch itself 
3. Good management of the support programs: distribution channel activities, sales 

force training, good pricing level, and advertising program execution 

Similar to the previous explanation also in this case determining a launch direction and 
marketing plan before the launch are opposite to the effectuation approach. 

• Pay great attention to launch timing relative to competition and customers. Have 
logistics involved in formulating distribution strategies, coordinating with sales 
management, developing inventory strategies, and planning after-sale service. 

This proposition cannot be evaluated using the two given case studies because they did not 
include a network product that was launched. 

And in particular what are these known design propositions in the event market? 

• Increase (the demonstration) of sustainability with the product. 

The final design proposition has not been discussed in the case descriptions and using these case 
studies no remark can be made about the pragmatic validity of this proposition. What can be 
concluded that it is unnecessary to follow this principle in order to be successful, the case 
studies showed this. 
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5.1.3  General conclusion – answer to the general research question 
What are the relevant design principles to consider when launching WSN into the 
festival/event market regarding the situation of DevLab and the need for alliance 
formation? 

The overall research question is answered by the supported and pragmatically validated design 
propositions. First the propositions regarding alliance formation are summed up and 
subsequently those regarding launch strategy. 

• Let the alliance develop a different field of expertise than its partners. 
• Apply a stage gate system with strict and tough gates which projects should pass along all 

phases of product development. 
• Work exclusively in pre-assigned fields and assign IP rights on that basis. 
• Separate competitive and pre-competitive IP strictly 
• Use a lead user approach to determine the product requirements: 

4. Identify users that are at the leading edge of the given trend; 
5. Identify the users from this set that would obtain relatively high benefits from 

adopting a solution to trend related needs; 
6. An additional, very practical method for identifying lead users involves identifying 

those users who are actively innovating to solve problems present at the leading edge 
of a trend; 

• Involve a user in incremental innovation with which you have an embedded relationship. 
• Involve a mix of influential users in radical innovation with heterogeneous information 

which whom and among there are no strong ties. 

 

• Integrate the development team at a low level, meaning that the actual people working 
on the product and its launch work together and not their managers.  

• Focus integration of the different functions in the product development and launch team 
efforts on information sharing. 

• Do not integrate too many functions in the product development and launch team. 
• Design the product considering: emotional appeal to the customer; help customers cope 

with an innovation’s incongruity while preserving its newness, and test this using 
computer simulation and prototyping 

• Develop a product that contributes to the improvement of programming /financial 
planning/marketing or service provision of an event  

• Use a bowling pin type strategy by approaching an event organization that has an 
entrepreneurial culture first 

• Implement the technology in a product that is already adopted (The Event gadget as a 
concepts could be implemented in a device that is already used in the event market 
however that would disable the exhibitioners to show off their products. Therefore in this 
particular case it is not applicable.) 

• Develop a product, which appeals/ is based on the needs of, all stakeholders of an event. 
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• Incorporate the gathering information/ interaction with the visitor about the perceived 
event experience into the product. Table 35 

• Provide sufficient education and information to staff that has to work with the product 
and minimize the additional workload. 

5.1.4  Additional case description outcomes 
In addition to the framework validation, the case studies have provided the following learning 
outcomes: 

Characteristic for this market is that there are a lot of events where piloting is an option but to 
go to a commercial event you will have to prove concept and reliability. Also events can be 
clustered and many events have similarities to other events. That is why event managers tend to 
think that they are in competition with other events. There is also a possibility to launch a 
network product by referring to other events on the basis of information gathering of visitors.  
You could let visitors know about other events based on what they liked at a certain previous 
event. In this way events can help each other increase their visitor numbers. The product would 
gain value by being used on many events. 

There is a way to build a business (and from that launch a product) called effectuation 
(Sarasvathy, 2001) and this is suitable for the event market. The application of effectuation to 
business development makes that this is an iterative and entrepreneurial process, which aids in 
realizing a feasible business with the potential to make the business grow. Traditional geological 
marketing dictates you look for a new market or a hole in an existing market for your technology 
and try to fill this does not need to be applied. Instead the usage of iterative marketing; looking 
at the current network and technological possibilities and making a product for which there is a 
current demand could be an option.  

Also an event organizer is most suitable to provide the product requirements of a marketing tool 
while they are specialized in the marketing side of running an event.  

Finally a note regarding alliance formation which was discussed in a case study; working in an 
alliance requires a leader that guards the process of all subcomponents in the event market.  
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5.2  Implications 
In this section the implications of this thesis are explained. The implications have been divided 
in managerial implications and implications for the field of research.  

5.2.1  Managerial implications 
Coming back to the project which this research is part of (EIA), the objective was to find design 
rules that can be followed setting up the experiment. There are some design propositions that 
are fully supported (the answer to the general research question) and can therefore be followed 
to increase the chance of success. The design propositions that did not get full support might 
also still be interesting because all of them had some support (from DevLab members as well as 
experts). With some discussion and brainstorming a common ground may be found especially 
regarding proposition 5. This proposition might be rejected purely based on background issues 
and when those are cleared, it can be used to benefit from. Therefore it is recommended to 
initiate a workshop with the DevLab members to find common ground and work out the 
differences. In this process the design propositions can be altered to fit the specific needs of the 
members. 

Several general managerial implications can be found. The framework of design propositions 
regarding alliance formation can be evaluated and applied by anyone facing alliance formation 
issues. Also the general launch propositions are not market specific and give an overview of what 
to consider coming up with a launch strategy. 

Finally the results also show, that launch strategy and alliance formation have cross-over 
propositions. The propositions regarding integration should be considered in alliance formation 
but are important for new product development and launch in the end. This implies that team 
composition should be considered during alliance formation but considering what product will 
be launched in the end. 

5.2.2  Research implications 
The resulting framework of pragmatically validated design propositions (design principles) 
makes several contributions.  

It informs (alliance formation and launch strategy) researchers as to how they can enhance the 
practical value of their research findings. By using the method that has been used in this thesis 
future research can serve to build a cumulative body of knowledge and practice. Also, future 
studies can explore the application of this method in other disciplines regarding a different 
topic, resulting in a theoretical framework in another field. 

The overview of design principles also shows what is already available and thereby identifying 
areas that need further research (for more information see Future research).  
The results of this thesis show that the design science method is applicable to the marketing and 
new product development context that it has been used in. Also the CIMO logic formulation 
shows the requirements of research findings in order for them to have practical value. 
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This thesis also confirms the findings of Van Burg et al. (2008) that the process is bidirectional; 
it does not only move from science to practical application but also the other way around. The 
found design proposition shown in  

Table 24 is purely based on practice and can be an inspiration for a research topic. This also 
counts for the learning outcomes of the case studies, for instance the use of effectuation in an 
alliance setting. 

5.3  Limitations 
Firstly, a literature review for the broad category of alliance formation and launch strategy is a 
difficult task due to the extensive background knowledge needed for studying, classifying, and 
comparing these articles. Although the innovation management master and bachelor industrial 
engineering provided me with background knowledge, the first limit of this thesis is the author’s 
limited knowledge in presenting an overall picture of this subject. Also non-English publications 
are not considered in this thesis. 

The scoop of this project is limited to the DevLab environment. This environment dictates the 
use of one radical invention. Thereby making an innovation management approach like strategic 
buckets (Chao et al., 2008) were many different inventions are placed in buckets, balanced in 
risk and reward, not applicable.  However in a general setting this approach might have to be 
part of the framework. The results are therefore limited to a setting with one invention and 
should be extended to make it generally applicable.  

Furthermore the design propositions regarding alliance formation were validated by means of 
the insight of experts and alliance members. The scoop of this project does not allow for an 
experiment to be set, to test the principles to design an alliance formation and organization.  

The design principle shown in Table 24 has been abstracted from the interview results and was 
not synthesized from literature; therefore general applicability has not yet been established. 

The limitation of the methods of data collection is that they are largely experiential and 
narrative. Thus establishing validity in a more robust manner is not possible with these 
methods. Denyer et al. (2008) stated that for validation, design propositions have to be field-
tested to enhance their pragmatic validity. The complete framework should therefore be used in 
actual alliance formation and product launch, and observed, to establish pragmatic validity.  

Finally the propositions regarding launch strategy are validated on ex post facto basis. The 
launch strategies used in the case descriptions did not follow the principles when coming up 
with their strategy, they were used regardless. 
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5.4  Future research 
This thesis offers many opportunities for future research. Some suggestions are summed up in 
this section.  

The suggested design principles have to be thoroughly tested using experimentation and 
applying work. Experiments could be done with alliance formation processes and launch 
strategies based on the suggested principles. This could help prioritize and find interactions 
between the found principles. 

Also the framework should be extended with the possibilities of multiple technological 
development projects with different risks as is normally the case in research and development 
settings.  

Regarding collaboration in a pre-competitive research environment it might be interesting to 
research the strict separation of competitive and pre-competitive IP when transitioning to 
commercialization. This was strongly suggested by the interviews as an important principle to 
follow (Table 24). 

One learning outcome of a case is that the use of effectuation seems to work in the event market. 
Effectuation should be researched on effectiveness per market because it might be more 
successful in some markets than others. It is also interesting to research whether it is possible to 
apply effectuation in an alliance setting. Forming the alliance and let the alliance independently 
perform effectuation.  

Another learning outcome was the need for a leader in the alliance of different companies when 
they collaborate in new product development. This suggests that there is an important 
leadership role in alliance existence. Further research is needed to confirm this theory. 
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Appendix I: Design propositions regarding alliance formation 
In this appendix all CIMO logics regarding alliance formation are summed up in tables. 

Table 14 Design proposition 1. 

Context 

Alliance formation, contract decision making 

Intervention 

Base the contract decision making both on social and cost/benefit factors. 

Mechanism 

Incorporate but not let any of the two dominate the contract decisions, ensures that the 
contract is balanced between strict and binding. If for instance only cost factors are 
incorporated the contract might be so tight that it creates a lack of trust and freedom to 
anticipate environmental changes. However if only social factors play a role there might not 
be a contract at all and the collaboration is based on trust alone. This could result into 
problems when the benefits or costs are divided. 

Outcome 

A decrease in potential alliance conflict. 

 

Table 15 Design proposition 2. 

Context 

Alliance formation, contract decision making 

Intervention 

Choose an alliance hierarchy similar to a joint venture or, in case this is not possible, bilateral 
non-equity arrangements (Mowery, 1996). 

Mechanism 

With a shared equity joint venture the partners are depending on each other to make the joint 
venture a success. Thereby securing effort of everyone involved and taking away a ground for 
competition. 

Outcome 
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Optimized knowledge transfer in the alliance. 

 

Table 16 Design proposition 3. 

Context 

Alliance formation, contract decision making 

Intervention 

Let the alliance develop a different field of expertise than its partners. In other words; the 
objective of the joint venture should not be to learn about each other and see it as 
competition advantage. (Nakamura, 1996) 

Mechanism 

By providing the partners with divergent knowledge, they will not merely learn each other 
but also obtain new knowledge. When they know everything they wanted to know about each 
other the joint venture will still be valuable since it provides new insights.  

Outcome 

Therefore the life expectancy is not limited by the partners. 

 

Table 17 Design proposition 4. 

Context 

Alliance formation, contract decision making 

Intervention 

Formulate strict and tough gates which projects should pass along the product development. 
(Cooper, 2008) 

Mechanism 
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First an explanation of the funneling effect behind a stage gate method. 

 

Figure 7 New product development funnel. 

The new product development funnel as shown in Figure 7 describes the process where you start 
with a set of ideas and narrow this set down to fewer but better product concepts.  

By having tough gates in place the poorer projects are eliminated early in the process (funneling 
effect). Therefore the minimum is invested in poor projects and what remain has the highest 
chance of success. 

Outcome 

The overall result is a better portfolio. 

 

Table 18 Design proposition 5. 

Context 

Alliance formation, contract decision making 
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Intervention 

Look not only externally for customer problems to be solved or unmet needs to be satisfied in 
the ideation phase of new product development but also to inventors, start-ups, small 
entrepreneurial firms, partners, and other sources of available technologies that can be used 
as a basis for internal or joint development. 

Mechanism 

In an open innovation setting it is possible to share ideas and brainstorm about your ideas 
which results in new, more and better ideas in the ideation phase of the new product 
development process.  

Outcome 

Improved value creation during the stage gate process. 

 

Table 19 Design proposition 6. 

Context 

Project selection based on IP protection 

Intervention 

Determine the mode in which the IP is according to the Teece framework (Teece, 1986) as an 
evaluation tool in portfolio management. 

Mechanism 
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Figure 8 Contract and integration strategies and outcomes for innovators (Teece, 1986). 

The framework shown in Figure 8 predicts the outcome of a new product launch on the basis of 
the legal/technical appropriability/protect ability (horizontal), the need for complementary 
assets (horizontal), and the market power of competitors/imitators (vertical). It also provides 
the project with the appropriate strategy regarding the complementary assets. A project can 
therefore be assessed on the potential outcome as well as the ease of the strategy that needs to 
be followed. By taking this into account you are forced to evaluate the IP protection possibilities 
before they are necessary.  

Outcome 

• Insight in IP protection possibilities in an early stage. 
• Improved project portfolios due to selection on IP protect ability/strategy and outcome. 
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Table 20 Design proposition 7. 

Context 

An alliance formation between different partners with their own expertise. 

Intervention 

Work exclusively in pre-assigned fields and assign IP rights on that basis (Campione, 2003). 

Mechanism 

Making the bigger partners (that might have interest in different fields) sensitive to the small 
company’s needs and commitments. 

Outcome 

The small company can get the rights that of special interest to them while the bigger partner 
benefits from the other IP developed (like for instance the methods and equipment needed to 
develop the IP for the small partner). 

Table 21 Design proposition 8. 

Context 

In the development process of a radical innovation after spotting a trend. 

Intervention 

1. Identify users that are at the leading edge of the given trend. 
2. Identify the users from this set that would obtain relatively high benefits from adopting a 

solution to trend related needs.  
3. An additional, very practical method for identifying lead users involves identifying those 

users who are actively innovating to solve problems present at the leading edge of a 
trend.  

(Von Hippel., 1986). 

Mechanism 

To build interest among users for cooperation they need to be able to benefit from the results as 
well. Therefore it is important to find users that are not only at the leading edge but also in need 
of the solution. 

Outcome 

A cooperative user with leading edge suggestions. 
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For the next two propositions the following definitions apply: 

The strength of a relationship is evaluated on the frequency of interaction, emotional closeness 
and duration of contact. The definition of an embedded relationship is that the relationship 
scores high on all three characteristics. The definition of a weak relationship is that the 
relationship scores low on all three characteristics. (Granovetter, 1983) 

Table 22 Design proposition 9. 

Context 

In the development process of an incremental innovation 

Intervention 

Involve a customer with which you have an embedded relationship (Bonner et al., 2004). 

Mechanism 

Because of the embedded relationship; open exchange of proprietary information and the ability 
to exchange rich, complex information is increased. 

Outcome 

This is important in new product development because the information results in increased 
product performance. 

 

Table 23 Design proposition 10. 

Context 

In the development process of a radical innovation 

Intervention 

Involve a mix of influential customers with heterogeneous information which whom and among 
there are no strong relationship (Bonner et al., 2004). 

Mechanism 

Heterogeneous customers bring new and diverse viewpoints and expertise into the NPD project. 

Outcome 
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The variety in information spurs dramatic increases in innovation. 

 

Table 24 Design proposition regarding the separation of pre-competitive and competitive IP. 

Context 

Commercialization from and open innovation pre-competitive research cooperation 

Intervention 

16. Strictly separate competitive and pre-competitive IP. 

Mechanism 

By preventing a mix in competitive and pre-competitive IP rights multiple scenarios are 
prevented from happening: 

• The pre-competitive research might focus more on supporting the competitive objectives 
because this results in direct benefits, thereby undermining the original objective. 

• The pre-competitive research does not favor any member of an alliance while 
competitive research can, if it is more in line with the competences and customer 
network of one of the members. 

• Dividing the benefits from pre-competitive IP is straight forward while there are no 
financial benefits and everyone has to make these benefits for themselves. With 
competitive IP this is opposite and therefore results in problems with the spread of 
dividends.  

Outcome 

This decreases the potential for conflict among alliance partners. 
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Appendix II Design propositions for the launch strategy 
In this appendix all CIMO logics regarding launch strategy are summed up in tables. 

Table 25 Design proposition 1. 

Context 

Developing a launch strategy for an innovative technical product 

Intervention 

Depending on the market and alliance situation use a Niche innovator or Niche follower 
launch strategy (Hultink et al., 1997). 

Mechanism 

The chance of launch success depends on multiple tactical and strategic launch decisions. 
Niche innovator and Niche follower are the most successful sets of decisions. Every decision 
and their mutual enforcement contribute to this. For example addressing a niche market is 
proven easier because of the mechanism in  
Table 32.  

Outcome 

This increases the chance of launch success 

 

Table 26 Design proposition 2. 

Context 

Developing a launch strategy for an innovative technical product 

Intervention 

Organize the market information-gathering activities and follow up on this (Di Benedetto, 
1999). 

Mechanism 

By thoroughly testing the product in use and its advertising, study customer feedback during 
and after the launch, and carefully interpret the findings of market testing you get a better 
understanding of the product-market fit. 

Outcome 
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This increases the chance of launch success 

 

Table 27 Design proposition 3. 

Context 

Developing a launch strategy for an innovative technical product 

Intervention 

Pay careful attention to: 

• High quality of selling effort, advertising, service, and technical support 

• Good management of key aspects of the launch: marketing plans, overall launch 

direction, and the launch itself 

• Good management of the support programs: distribution channel activities, sales force 

training, good pricing level, and advertising program execution  

(Di Benedetto, 1999) 

Mechanism 

Marketing and distribution costs make up the largest portion of the delivered cost of the 
product. Thus, breakdowns in marketing or distribution logistics contribute more to new 
product failure than technical breakdowns 

Outcome 

high early profit returns on a new product launch 

 

Table 28 Design proposition 4. 

Context 

Developing a launch strategy for an innovative technical product 

Intervention 

Place great attention on launch timing relative to competition and customers. Have logistics 
involved in formulating distribution strategies, coordinating with sales management, developing 
inventory strategies, and planning after-sale service. (Di Benedetto, 1999) 
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Mechanism 

If service policies or channel/trade promotions are not in place prior to the launch, or if channel 
cooperation or coordination is not well developed ahead of time, the launch may be delayed 
from the point of view of the producer firm and/or the distributor (M). With a better 
understanding of the antecedents of launch timing, the firm can take steps to correct the 
controllable factors that may negatively affect the timing of future launches. 

Outcome 

high market share 

 

Table 29 Design proposition 5, 6, 7. 

Context 

Cross functional integration to benefit new product development and launch 

Intervention Mechanism 

Integrate at a low level Integration can enhance new product success 
by increasing communication in the 
organization, too much organizational 
complexity can be dysfunctional. 

Focus integration efforts on information 
sharing 

The importance of information to the new 
product process is the most important (more 
important than culture that stimulates 
cooperation). 

Do not integrate too many functions Although more functions can contribute to 
greater creativity and ideas for new products, 
increased confusion and conflict can also 
result as more divergent viewpoints come 
together. 

Outcome 

An effective cross-functional integration 

 

  



70 

 

Table 30 Design proposition 8. 

Context 

Developing an innovative product. 

Intervention 

Design the product considering: 
• emotional appeal to the customer; 
• help customers cope with an innovation’s incongruity while preserving its newness, 

and test this using computer simulation and prototyping (Rindova et al., 2007). 
Mechanism 

The outer form in which the technology is embodied affects the understandings and 
meanings that come to surround the technology. As such, the outer form is critical to the 
perception, recognition, and creation of value through product innovations. 
Outcome 

Increased creation of value through product innovation. 

 

Table 31 Design proposition 9. 

Context 

Developing a WSN product for the event market 

Intervention 

Develop a product with WSN that contributes to the improvement of programming 
/financial planning/marketing or service provision of an event (Carlsen et al., 2010).  
 
Mechanism 

These are the main concerns of an event with which they are dealing at the moment. When 
WSN solves one or more of these issues it contributes  

Outcome 

A value proposition that appeals to the target group 
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Table 32  Design proposition 10. 

Context 

Developing a WSN product for the event market 

Intervention 

Use a bowling pin type strategy by approaching an event organization that has an 
entrepreneurial culture first (Getz et al., 2010 and Moore, 2002). 
 
Mechanism 

By starting with an entrepreneurial event it is easier to sell the product and this customer can 
be used as a reference for future customers.  

Outcome 

An easier adoption overall 

 

Table 33 Design proposition 11. 

Context 

Introduction of an innovation at a less innovative event. 

Intervention 

Implement the technology in a product that is already adopted (Popovic et al. et al., 2004). 

Mechanism 

During the process of crossing the chasm, the new product is generic enough; it can be sold 
also to other prospects may be used in different applications and in different market 
segments. The classical mechanism of marketing, also works in the case of a small technical 
start up however the relative importance of various marketing notions and processes is 
different for the start-up than for an established business. For example, the start-up has no 
chance unless its product differentiates strongly from anything else in the market. By using 
the references of the existing product and its manufacturers you don’t need to convince the 
hard to reach decision makers.  

Outcome 

Thereby introducing the product to a mass market without the launch difficulty of doing it 
solo. 
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Table 34 Design proposition 12. 

Context 

Developing a WSN product for the event market 

Intervention 

Develop a product, which appeals/ is based on the needs of, all stakeholders of an event 
(Osterwalder et al., 2010 and Carlsen et al., 2010). 
 
Mechanism 

Every stakeholder of an event has influence on decision makers or are decision makers that 
choose to adopt the product or not and that is why the product should appeal to at least one 
of them and has added value for most of them. 

Outcome 

An easier adoption overall 

 

Table 35 Design proposition 13. 

Context 

Developing a WSN product for the event market 

Intervention 

Incorporate the gathering information/ interaction with the visitor about the perceived event 
experience into the product (Andersson et al., 2008; Kim, 2010; Crowther, 2011) 
 
Mechanism 

By examining factors that lead to increased 
satisfaction and perceived value the event 
management increases the chance of visitor’s 
intention to revisit the event (Kim, 2010).   

Exhibitioners value an event on outcomes 
like for instance the worth of mouth it 
generates. If this can be measured the 
exhibitioner can evaluate the success of their 
effort and adjust to that.  

Outcome 

Both event managers as well as exhibitioners will be able to optimize their marketing efforts 
of the event. 
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Table 36 Design proposition 14. 

Context 

Developing a WSN product for the event market 

Intervention 

Provide sufficient education and information to staff that has to work with the product and 
minimize the additional workload (Davidson, 2011). 
 
Mechanism 

 With sufficient education and information the product will be used properly thereby 
showing its potential in added value. Also when the workload is minimized the product is 
less expensive for the event thereby making it more attractive. 

Outcome 

An easier adoption overall 

 

Table 37 Design proposition 15. 

Context 

Developing a WSN product for the event market 

Intervention 

Increase (the demonstration) of sustainability with the product (Henderson, 2011; Musgrave, 
2011).  
 
Mechanism 

 Because sustainability is an important issue in the event market contributing to 
improvement is of great added value. Also showing sustainability to the visitors and 
exhibitioners contributes to the appeal of the event. 

Outcome 

Increased chance of adoption 
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Appendix IV: Questionnaire DevLab members 
 

1. What are the main activities of your company? And which markets do you 
serve?  
 
This question is asked to get some background of the company you are dealing with. 
 

2. Which trends do you see in the market that could be an opportunity for 
WSN?  
 
The alliance activities will be focussed on the commercialization of WSN. 
 

3. In what way do you use WSN at the moment in your own business activity? 
 
To prevent DevLab to generate competition between themselves and their members it is 
good to know what the members are doing with WSN at the moment.  
 

4. Imagine that your company would commercialize a WSN product, how 
would you do that?  
 
-  Which steps would you take? 
- What activities will be performed in those steps? 
 
To find out what the members lack in expertise. 
 

5. Imagine that an alliance with DevLab members was formed, would you like 
to partake? 

Did you partake in a commercial alliance before? 
No:  Why not? 
Yes: What would you like your role to be and how was this alliance formed?  
 
Would the company be interested in alliance formation at all or does it want to create its 
business solo? Is their use for a commercial DevLab and if yes what do you imagine it 
looks like?  

 
6. A objective of this thesis is defining design principles for successful alliance 

formation. What principles can you suggest in order to garantee successful 
collaboration?  
 
- How can we deal with the time technology and IP that must be brought in? 
- In what way should the cost and benefits be divided? 
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- On what level should the alliance be formed? (Joint venture, contract basis, 
commercial DevLab devision) 

 
7. In what way can the performance of DevLab be enhanced? What should 

change to make this happen? 
 
What do you think about showing the possiblities of DevLab IP to outsiders? Should 
market partners be able to get involved? Any other suggestions? 
  

8. Is there anything you like to add that I did not ask a question about? 
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