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To adapt their competitive advantages for successful strategic renewal, established

companies must apply suitable innovation activities. One way to achieve this is the

establishment of corporate venturing units that create organizationally consequential

new business innovation for their parent company. However, the understanding of

the distinctive organizational characteristics for such strategic corporate venturing is

limited. To address this gap, our abductive study develops a conceptual organiza-

tional framework by linking key concepts of strategic renewal with corporate ventur-

ing. This framework is subsequently compared with insights emerging from the

qualitative data of 29 corporate venturing units. This comparison allows us to define

six types of units with different possible roles for the strategic renewal of the parent

company, and a final exploratory organizational framework with distinctive organiza-

tional characteristics for strategic corporate venturing. These include a set of

dynamic capabilities with corresponding resources as possible enablers for a planned

innovation logic that requires interlinked-ambidextrous structures. These findings

provide a foundation for an empirical model of strategic corporate venturing, as well

as novel insights for establishing dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity within inter-

linked organizational entities. Practitioners can build on these findings to leverage

corporate venturing units as a systematic and organized innovation activity for stra-

tegic renewal.

K E YWORD S

continuous innovation, corporate innovation, corporate venturing, corporate venturing units,
dynamic capabilities, innovation management, new business innovation, organizational

ambidexterity, strategic corporate venturing, strategic renewal

1 | INTRODUCTION

‘In view of technological developments, current trends

and volatile market conditions, the automotive industry

is confronted with seemingly impossible tasks. [The

company] must also face megatrends such as digitisa-

tion, robotics, and industry 4.0, and develop new solu-

tions for itself and its customers’. (#281)

This statement from a leading automotive supplier exemplifies the

challenges facing almost every established company worldwide in

dealing with exponential technological growth, shorter product life

cycles, ever-increasing customer demands, and other dynamic

changes (Barreto, 2010; Brews & Purohit, 2007; Du & Chen, 2018). In

such a fast-changing and uncertain environment, carefully built and

protected competitive advantages no longer guarantee growth for

established companies (Basu & Wadhwa, 2013; Graetz, 2002).
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Instead, companies must engage in strategic renewal to continually

adapt their competitive advantages, including their capabilities,

resources, know-how, business model, and other aspects of their

competitive profile (Hill & Georgoulas, 2016; Reimsbach &

Hauschild, 2012).

Most traditional strategic management and planning

approaches do not provide solutions to the stated strategic

renewal challenge because they focus on building the most effi-

cient way to exploit and optimize existing sustainable competitive

advantages (Dogan, 2017; Glaser et al., 2015). Instead, established

companies must engage in innovation to develop new competitive

advantages (Basu & Wadhwa, 2013; Bouncken et al., 2007;

McGrath, 2013). The research domain of ‘corporate entrepreneur-

ship’ encompasses all entrepreneurial activities that promote such

innovation in established companies (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990;

Kuratko et al., 2015).

Within corporate entrepreneurship, Corporate Venturing

(CV) represents one focused innovation activity, which is often

undertaken by so-called Corporate Venturing Units (CVUs)—

dedicated organizational entities tasked with the creation of new

business innovation in the form of new product/market combina-

tions (Birkinshaw & Hill, 2005; Gutmann, 2019; Kuratko &

Audretsch, 2013; Remneland Wikhamn & Styhre, 2019). CVUs exist

in many different organizational forms, such as digital innovation

labs, hubs, incubators, accelerators, company builders and venture-

client units, that are regularly examined and classified in the aca-

demic literature (e.g., Battistini et al., 2013; Bierwerth et al., 2015;

Gutmann, 2019; Holotiuk & Beimborn, 2018; Kanbach &

Stubner, 2016; Weiss & Kanbach, 2022). These many emerging vari-

ations underline the popularity of CV as an innovation activity in

recent years, which also shows in the market data: 90% of DAX

companies in Germany currently operate one or more CVUs

(mm1, 2020), and an open CVU database from the consulting com-

pany ‘hy’ (2023) identifies over 200 such units across Germany,

Austria, and Switzerland. A McKinsey and Company (2021) study

showed that, globally, 55% of executives view business building as

a top-three priority for 2022 (up from 28% in 2018–2020). Like-

wise, research from Capgemini (2021) and Thompson et al. (2020)

determines that 75% of companies regard CVUs as a leading source

for innovation in the next 5 years, up from only 2% in the last

5 years.

Based on this importance of CV for modern innovation manage-

ment, many scholars suggest leveraging it for strategic renewal

(e.g., Basu & Wadhwa, 2013; Hill & Georgoulas, 2016; Narayanan

et al., 2009). In this case, ‘strategic corporate venturing’ (SCV) would

need to develop organizationally consequential new business innova-

tions that could lead to new competitive advantages for the parent

company (Covin & Miles, 2007; Vanhaverbeke & Peeters, 2005;

Weiss & Kanbach, 2022). While this suggestion provides an important

possibility to systemize and organize innovation for strategic renewal,

literature that specifies such possible interconnection of CV and

strategic management is thin, and a commonly accepted

framework for SCV is currently missing (Hill & Birkinshaw, 2008;

Kola-Nystrom, 2008; Reimsbach & Hauschild, 2012; Weiblen &

Chesbrough, 2015). This leaves a relevant gap in research: to develop

a better empirical understanding of SCV that explains how to leverage

CV for strategic renewal (Bierwerth et al., 2015; Campbell

et al., 2003; Hill & Georgoulas, 2016).

CV is first and foremost an organizational phenomenon

(Burgers & Jansen, 2008; Narayanan et al., 2009). Especially with the

presented various emerging organizational forms of CVUs, their orga-

nizational characteristics are thus an important focal point of analysis

to determine their stronger or weaker role in the strategic renewal of

the parent company. Indeed, scholars often examine the different

ways to organize CVUs regarding their influence on successful new

business creation—but mostly without adopting a strategic renewal

perspective (Dushnitsky & Birkinshaw, 2016; Hill & Georgoulas, 2016;

Kullik et al., 2018; Makarevich, 2017; Sharma & Chrisman, 1999;

Uittenbogaard et al., 2005). Consequently, a specific research ques-

tion can be formulated as a first step to address the stated research

gap: ‘what are the distinctive organisational characteristics that can

determine the role of CVUs in the strategic renewal of the parent

company?’

To address this question, the study applies an abductive research

process (Adler, 2006; King et al., 2021). Following a theoretical con-

ceptualization of a framework for SCV, this process includes the

inductive collection and analysis of qualitative data from contempo-

rary CVUs in 29 European companies. Subsequent insights are com-

pared with the conceptual framework's proposed organizational

characteristics in a more deductive analysis to classify and identify dif-

ferent types of CVUs from the strategic renewal perspective and

develop a final, exploratory framework of SCV grounded in empirical

data and theory.

The findings suggest distinctive organizational characteristics to

better leverage CVUs for strategic renewal. These characteristics

reflect established key concepts from strategic renewal theory that

are applied to CV and specified through the insights from qualitative

data. That way, the developed organizational framework for SCV con-

tributes to corporate entrepreneurship by defining the underre-

searched link between CV and strategic management (Hill &

Georgoulas, 2016). Furthermore, the findings offer new insights for

the integration of currently disconnected key concepts concerning

the antecedents and process logics of strategic renewal (Schmitt

et al., 2018). Finally, the study underlines the importance of corporate

venturing (units) as a relevant tool in modern innovation management,

as suggested for instance by Battistini et al. (2013), or Vanhaverbeke

and Peeters (2005). Hereby, SCV offers an organized and systematic

approach for organizationally consequential (new business) innova-

tion, which is especially important in todays' business environments

with high complexity and uncertainty (Tidd, 2001). Accordingly, cor-

porate managers can use the findings to better address the strategic

renewal challenge through CV, and CV managers can assess and

potentially adjust the organization of their units to better leverage

them for strategic renewal, while innovation managers can better

assess and choose suitable CVU types for their intended innovation

purposes.
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2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 | Strategic renewal through innovation

While no commonly accepted definition exists for strategic renewal

(Agarwal & Helfat, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2018), it usually involves

changes in organizational structures or corporate-level strategy

(Sharma & Chrisman, 1999), resources (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990), com-

petitive positioning (Huang, 2009), business models (Basu &

Wadhwa, 2013) or other aspects of companies' status quo (Miles &

Covin, 1999). Therefore, this study understands strategic renewal as a

targeted change of companies' status quo through the development

of new competitive advantages in the pursuit of future profitable

growth.

Strategic renewal is only relevant in uncertain and fast-changing

environments in which traditional strategic management and planning

approaches that focus on sustaining and efficiently exploiting compet-

itive advantages are of limited value (Dogan, 2017; Glaser et al., 2015;

McGrath, 2013). Following contingency theory (Tidd, 2001), estab-

lished, complex companies in such environments face the organiza-

tional challenge to develop and apply a capability for innovation to

continuously develop new competitive advantages for future growth

in an organized and systematic way (Boer & Gertsen, 2003; Cantarello

et al., 2012; Vanhaverbeke & Peeters, 2005). How this challenge can

be resolved remains an ongoing debate in the literature, for which

scholars recently propose to adopt a more multidimensional perspec-

tive (Schmitt et al., 2018; Van Lieshout et al., 2021).

2.2 | Corporate venturing as an innovation activity
for strategic renewal

The required change in the strategic management and planning

approaches of established companies led to the emergence of the

new research domain of ‘corporate entrepreneurship’ (Kuratko

et al., 2009). Defined by Guth and Ginsberg (1990) and Stopford and

Baden-Fuller (1994), it encompasses all entrepreneurial behaviours

and processes to promote innovation in established companies. Con-

sequently, an examination of specific corporate entrepreneurial inno-

vation activities is crucial for addressing the strategic renewal

challenge (Basu & Wadhwa, 2013; McGrath, 2013).

Within corporate entrepreneurship, CV presents such a specific

innovation activity, focused on creating new business for existing

organizations (Birkinshaw & Hill, 2005; Gutmann, 2019; Kuratko &

Audretsch, 2013; Uittenbogaard et al., 2005). ‘New business’ usually
refers only to product/market combinations (including services and

business models) that are new to the company, its industry, or

globally – in contrast to improvements of existing products, new pro-

cesses, incremental business model changes, or other forms of innova-

tion (Kuratko et al., 2009). Thus, CV complements traditional

innovation activities, such as research and development or new prod-

uct development, with a faster, more open, and more flexible process,

specifically for the creation of such new business (Battistini

et al., 2013; Kola-Nystrom, 2008; Michalski et al., 2006; Richter

et al., 2018; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2008). Highly uncertain and complex

business environments, driven by accelerating technology cycles, the

importance of business model innovation, and trends like open inno-

vation and customer-driven innovation, require such an innovation

process (Tidd, 2001). Accordingly, many scholars highlight CV as an

important activity for modern innovation management that usually

has to deal with such environments (e.g., Gobble, 2018; Gold &

Berg, 2017; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2008; Richter et al., 2018; Selig

et al., 2019; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2008).

As a specific innovation activity, CV includes processes for build-

ing, partnering with, or investing in new ventures which can lie inter-

nally or externally of the company (Birkinshaw & Hill, 2005;

Gutmann, 2019; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2008; Kuratko &

Audretsch, 2013). It is often employed in dedicated corporate ventur-

ing units, providing a systematic and organized approach to innova-

tion (Gold et al., 2010; Makarevich, 2017; Remneland Wikhamn &

Styhre, 2019; Uittenbogaard et al., 2005). Due to CVUs' varying, and

always-emerging, organizational specifications, different terms apply

to them in practice (and often also in theory), such as innovation labs,

hubs, incubators, new business development units, company builders,

or accelerators (Gutmann, 2019).

Due the importance of CV as a focused approach for new busi-

ness innovation, many scholars suggest a high potential to leverage it

for successful strategic renewal (e.g., Burgelman, 1983; Burgers

et al., 2009; Dushnitsky & Lenox, 2005; Glinyanova et al., 2021; Hill &

Georgoulas, 2016; Huang, 2009; Narayanan et al., 2009). Realizing

this potential requires CV to change an organizations' status quo

through new business innovation (Bierwerth et al., 2015;

Burgelman, 1983; Burgers et al., 2008; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2008; Kola-

Nystrom, 2008; Reimsbach & Hauschild, 2012). In contrast to more

peripheral innovation activities, such SCV must hence lead to the cre-

ation of organizationally consequential new business for the strategic

renewal of established companies' competitive advantages (Weiss &

Kanbach, 2022).

In their extensive literature review, Hill and Georgoulas (2016,

p.18) point out that ‘little attention (…) has been devoted to the cen-

tral issue of how strategy and venturing relate to each other’. More

specifically, they see more theoretical underpinnings of a potential

SCV missing. Indeed, the few existing studies on the intersection of

CV and strategy do not propose a holistically and theoretically

grounded concept for SCV but instead focus only on the examination

of specific elements. These include the role of middle managers

(Burgelman, 1984), organizational linkages (Tidd & Taurins, 1999), pro-

cesses (Kola-Nystrom, 2008), organizational types (Hill &

Birkinshaw, 2008; Weiss & Kanbach, 2022) or the different relation-

ships between CV and strategy (Basu & Wadhwa, 2013; Covin &

Miles, 2007; Vanhaverbeke & Peeters, 2005).

Besides these few exceptions, the focus of CV research and prac-

tice usually lies in the effective creation of new business independent

of the existing organization, and not on the development of new com-

petitive advantages for the strategic renewal of the parent company.

This reflects the separation of CV from other innovation activities in
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the corporate entrepreneurship domain, notably from ‘strategic entre-
preneurship’ (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013).

Following this logic, strategic entrepreneurship includes all activities

that lead to changes within an existing organization, while CV inno-

vates separately to it (Corbett et al., 2013; Kuratko et al., 2009). Only

a few scholars question this proposed dichotomy and suggest a com-

plementarity of the two activities in the sense of SCV (e.g., Hill &

Georgoulas, 2016; Simsek & Heavey, 2011; Urbano et al., 2022).

Consequently, this dominant research focus hinders to fully lever-

age CV for strategic renewal purposes, as no commonly accepted

framework for SCV exists (Bierwerth et al., 2015; Campbell

et al., 2003; Narayanan et al., 2009). Indeed, CV is called-on to deliver

peripheral activities only, instead of organizationally consequential

innovations (Burgers et al., 2008; Burgelman & Välikangas, 2005;

Campbell et al., 2003). A deeper understanding how CVUs can engage

in strategic renewal is therefore required to address this general gap

and develop a holistic organizational framework of SCV (Hill &

Georgoulas, 2016; McGrath et al., 2006; Selig et al., 2019).

Gaining such an understanding is complex, as many different

organizational CVU forms exist, and keep emerging (Weiss &

Kanbach, 2022). While these are theoretically classified in various

typologies and frameworks (see Gutmann, 2019, for an overview),

their limitations do not allow the specification of CVU types relevant

for strategic renewal: no typology is commonly accepted; older ones

do not cover the many contemporary CVU types; and none explicitly

present specifications for SCV (Hill & Georgoulas, 2016; Weiss &

Kanbach, 2022). Overcoming these limitations requires the identifica-

tion and specification of distinctive organizational characteristics for

SCV to define potentially relevant types of CVUs for strategic renewal

(Hill & Birkinshaw, 2008; Reimsbach & Hauschild, 2012; Weiblen &

Chesbrough, 2015).

2.3 | Strategic corporate venturing

A first conceptual basis for an SCV framework with possible distinc-

tive organizational characteristics can be derived from the theoretical

integration of CV with established antecedents and process logics of

strategic renewal. Based on Schmitt et al. (2018), antecedents include

the key concepts of dynamic capabilities and organizational ambidex-

terity as possible sources of strategic renewal, and the process dimen-

sion differentiates between induced or autonomous logics regarding

the initiation and unfolding of strategic renewal initiatives. According

to this existing theory, any CVU would need to embrace these con-

cepts to successfully develop new competitive advantages through

organizationally consequential new business for its parent company.

2.3.1 | Dynamic capabilities as antecedents for SCV

A resource-based view on strategic renewal considers competitive

advantages to be rooted in a company's resource base (Barney, 1991;

Schmitt et al., 2018). From this perspective, (continuously) developing

new competitive advantages requires ‘dynamic capabilities’ to extend

and reconfigure this resource base (Teece et al., 1997; Teece &

Pisano, 1994). Despite the concepts great popularity, the question

how dynamic capabilities manifest in practice remains a strong debate

(Birkinshaw et al., 2016; Leemann & Kanbach, 2021). Adding to this

debate, CVUs would need to establish and apply dynamic capabilities

to enable strategic renewal. Indeed, some scholars associate dynamic

capabilities with innovation processes and routines, such as new prod-

uct development, partnerships and alliances, research and develop-

ment, and business model innovation (e.g., Björkdahl &

Börjesson, 2012; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Schmitt et al., 2018;

Shoemaker et al., 2018; Simsek & Heavey, 2011; Zahra et al., 2006).

Furthermore, dynamic capabilities are considered to allow rapid inno-

vation and distinctive new business models (Shoemaker et al., 2018),

which relates them directly to CV as a focused innovation activity.

The required link between dynamic capabilities and CV is thus possi-

ble, although rarely examined explicitly (Phan et al., 2009). The few

studies investigating this link often apply Teece's (2007) analytical

framework that proposes specific sensing, seizing, and transforming

capabilities for the development of new competitive advantages.

‘Sensing’ describes the identification or creation of new opportunities

for the company; ‘seizing’ the exploitation of these opportunities with

relevant solutions for the market; and ‘transforming’ the adaptation

of the required processes and resources to scale and capitalize on the

new solutions. CV is usually associated with some of the capabilities

only, specifically sensing and seizing (Hill & Birkinshaw, 2008; Hill &

Georgoulas, 2016; Narayanan et al., 2009). Such a perspective would

not necessarily allow SCV, as the transforming capability is especially

relevant for strategic renewal (Burgers et al., 2008; Shoemaker

et al., 2018). In that sense, Roseno et al. (2013) argue that CV requires

a specific set of dynamic capabilities, and Enkel et al. (2012) propose

specific sensing, seizing and organizing capabilities for new business

creation. This existing literature therefore suggests that CVUs could

potentially engage in a strategic renewal process, enabled by a specific

set of dynamic capabilities (Enkel & Sagmeister, 2020;

Vanhaverbeke & Peeters, 2005). Accordingly, dynamic capabilities are

a potentially distinctive organizational characteristic for CVUs to

enable its development of organizationally consequential new

business.

2.3.2 | Ambidexterity as an antecedent for SCV

Another possible antecedent for strategic renewal draws from the

learning-based view (Schmitt et al., 2018). This perspective focuses on

the challenge of simultaneously exploring new business for future

profitable growth while exploiting the existing business for current

profits (March, 1991). Balancing these two activities is usually seen as

a trade-off, as ‘exploitation’ builds on established, optimized routines

and processes, while ‘exploration’ requires flexibility, independence

and adjustment (Madsen, 2010; March, 1991). To engage in strategic

renewal and continuous innovation, established companies must

resolve this trade-off through ‘organisational ambidexterity’: the

WEISS and KANBACH 319



ability to leverage existing assets and capabilities to gain competitive

advantages in new areas (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2008, 2013; Tushman &

O'Reilly, 1996; Van Looy et al., 2005). Following this learning-based

perspective, SCV would need to establish and apply organizational

ambidexterity to combine the exploration with new opportunities

with the exploitation of the current business. This perspective com-

plements the described antecedent of dynamic capabilities, as both

concepts are usually regarded as distinct from one another: dynamic

capabilities deal with the strategic choices to be made for successful

strategic renewal, while ambidexterity focuses on organizational con-

figurations that allow strategic renewal to take place in a running,

established business (Schmitt et al., 2018; Zimmermann &

Birkinshaw, 2015). However, the exact relationship between these

two complementary concepts is still not sufficiently examined

(Popadiuk et al., 2018). Despite the two concepts' distinction, most

authors in the strategic renewal domain understand ambidexterity as

a dynamic capability (Van Lieshout et al., 2021; Weiss &

Kanbach, 2022). Only few scholars offer a more differentiated picture.

Birkinshaw et al. (2016) suggest the combination of the organizational

configuration for ambidexterity with an associated set of dynamic

capabilities, which together determine whether a company—or here: a

CVU—engages in strategic renewal. To further strengthen this pro-

posed complementarity, they match exploration with sensing capabili-

ties and exploitation with seizing capabilities, while the transforming

capability then refers to the organizational configuration for

ambidexterity.

Weiss and Kanbach (2022) built on this proposition to suggest

the possibility of CVUs to engage in sensing (exploration) and/or seiz-

ing (exploitation), as well as potentially transforming to combine

exploration and exploitation. This suggestion goes in line with a study

of Hill and Birkinshaw (2014) who pointed out that CVUs can develop

an ambidextrous orientation themselves, that is, building new assets

(exploration) based on existing resources (exploitation). In that sense,

ambidexterity is understood as a nested phenomenon that can exist

on different levels of analysis within an organization, such as CVUs

(Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014). However, the role that CVUs can play to

enable an interplay of exploration and exploitation remains insuffi-

ciently explored, and only few scholars currently engage in this per-

spective (e.g., Burgers et al., 2009; Hill & Georgoulas, 2016; Raisch &

Birkinshaw, 2008). In contrast, most literature considers only support-

ing roles of CV for ambidexterity as they employ the traditional,

organization-wide level of analysis (Birkinshaw et al., 2016). This per-

spective includes especially the structural separation between organi-

zational entities focusing on exploration (e.g., R&D, product

development, business development) and others focusing on exploita-

tion (e.g., business units) in the sense of dual structures

(Christensen, 1997; Duncan, 1976). In this organizational configura-

tion, CVUs are usually regarded only as exploratory functions, or

sometimes also as exploitative—but not as ambidextrous themselves

(e.g., Gutmann, 2019; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2008; Schildt et al., 2005).

Another possible role for CV follows the concept of conceptual ambi-

dexterity, which suggests employees or teams to switch between

exploration and exploitation behaviours individually (Gibson &

Birkinshaw, 2004). CV is then not organized in specific units,

but companies rather provide the organizational frame, such as intra-

preneurship programs or project support, for individual employees

and teams to explore new business alongside their existing daily

business and thus achieve organizational ambidexterity (Gibson &

Birkinshaw, 2004; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008).

Despite the broad application of these organizational configura-

tions, it remains questionable if they can resolve the ambidexterity

challenge, as they only push the exploration/exploitation dilemma

down on the level of lower organizational units, or to individual

employees (Birkinshaw & Gupta, 2013). Indeed, in neither of these

traditional roles do CVUs establish or apply organizational ambidex-

terity directly, which hinders leveraging them for strategic renewal

(Weiss & Kanbach, 2022). This dilemma suggests following the per-

spective of ambidexterity as a nested phenomenon and take a unit-

level perspective, allowing for ambidextrous CVUs that could directly

contribute to strategic renewal. In this perspective, the organizational

ambidexterity within a CVU unit acts as another, distinctive organiza-

tional characteristic for SCV, which is complementary to its dynamic

capabilities.

2.3.3 | SCV as a deliberate strategy process

The process logic represents another key concept for strategic

renewal, as it explains how strategic renewal initiatives unfold

(Schmitt et al., 2018). Scholars usually differentiate between deliber-

ate or autonomous processes (Burgelman, 2002; Kraus &

Kauranen, 2009). An autonomous strategy process unfolds indepen-

dently from an existing strategic direction, usually through bottom-up

initiatives from a company's lower levels (Schmitt et al., 2018). Usu-

ally, CV is seen as such an autonomous process, as it provides new

strategic options that lie outside a planned strategic direction

(Burgelman, 2002, 1983; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008).

However, SCV may need to exhibit a more deliberate strategy

process to provide strategic renewal, as some scholars doubt the pos-

sibility of initiating relevant strategic change through uncoordinated,

autonomously emerging initiatives (Hamel & Prahalad, 1989; Schmitt

et al., 2018). In their view, strategic renewal initiatives follow a desired

direction formulated and planned by corporate management. Indeed,

some studies describe the possibility of CVUs to match their

innovation initiatives with the business strategy (e.g., Burgelman,

1983, 2002; Covin & Miles, 2007; Michalski et al., 2006;

Vanhaverbeke & Peeters, 2005). Examining this possibility, Kuratko

et al. (2009) argue that more successful corporate ventures originate

as planned initiatives in contrast to opportunistic innovations. Thus,

the engagement in a deliberate strategy process that allows CVUs to

conduct planned innovation initiatives is considered another poten-

tially distinctive organizational characteristic for SCV that could

enable the development of organizationally consequential new busi-

ness. As existing literature rarely takes a multidimensional perspective

of the different key concepts for strategic renewal, if and how such a

deliberate strategy process relates with dynamic capabilities and
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ambidexterity remains a question for the following empirical research

(Schmitt et al., 2018).

2.3.4 | Conceptual framework of SCV

CVUs can be seen as a relevant organizational tool for strategic

renewal, as they apply a systematic and focused approach to new

business innovation. However, exploiting this potential requires them

to establish and apply distinctive organizational characteristics for

SCV that allow them to develop organizationally consequential new

business. Taking a multidimensional perspective, we propose that

these organizational characteristics should reflect the established

antecedents and process logics of strategic renewal somehow

together. Based on the presented theoretical background, these

required key concepts include organizational ambidexterity, dynamic

capabilities and a deliberate strategy process that potentially allow

the creation of new competitive advantages through the creation of

organizationally consequential new business. This proposition leads to

a first conceptual framework of SCV (Figure 1).

This framework visualizes strategic renewal as a change of a com-

panies' competitive advantages, for which SCV could potentially pro-

vide a concrete process if it can incorporate the required key

concepts. As the specific relationships between these key concepts

cannot clearly be determined from the existing literature, only their

potential complementarity and reciprocal nature is visualized through

multiplication signs (�). Accordingly, this conceptual framework

requires further grounding in empirical data to possibly identify CVUs

types that possess such distinctive organizational characteristics for

strategic renewal. Such empirical data then allows the specification of

the proposed (and possibly additional) organizational characteristics

and their relationships to derive an enhanced organizational frame-

work for SCV grounded in theory and data.

3 | METHODOLOGY

3.1 | Research design

For the further development from a conceptual towards an explor-

atory SCV framework, this study applies an abductive research design

(Alvesson & Kärreman, 2007; King et al., 2021; Klag & Langley, 2013;

Locke et al., 2008; Reichertz, 2007). It combines a discovery-driven,

inductive collection and first analysis of qualitative data from a

multiple-case study of contemporary CVUs with a deductive

comparison of the emerging insights with the proposed organizational

characteristics from the conceptual framework (Arino et al., 2016;

Klag & Langley, 2013; Locke et al., 2008; Suddaby, 2006). To maxi-

mize trustworthiness and transparency, the research design follows

established best practices for exploratory qualitative research, as

briefly described in the data sampling, collection, analysis and synthe-

sis steps of the structured research process (Eisenhardt, 1989, 2021;

Goffin et al., 2019; Langley et al., 2013; Yin, 2009).

3.2 | Data sampling

The investigation of potentially distinctive organizational characteris-

tics for SCV requires a relevant set of contemporary CVUs in which

these can occur. Accordingly, the study applied a theoretical sampling

of CVU cases based on shared criteria that provide the required com-

parability of cases for the focal phenomenon, and distinctive criteria

that provide the required differentiation to offer potential insights

across cases (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Eisenhardt, 2021). Shared cri-

teria include specifically the common definition of a CVU (para-

phrased from Hill & Birkinshaw, 2014, p. 1900) as a ‘distinct
organisational entity that the parent firm controls, with responsibility

for developing and/or investing in business opportunities that are

new to the organisation’. Other shared criteria include the size of the

parent company (>EUR 50 million in annual revenue or >250

employees), its age (>5 years), the company's location (Europe), and

age of the CVU (>1 year).

Distinction criteria included different industries for the company

and different practical designations for the CVUs, for example, inno-

vation labs, hubs, incubators, venture-client, or accelerators. These

increase the possibility of good differentiation between organizational

characteristics and types due to potentially diverging strategic

renewal needs from different industries and diverging organizational

designs from differently designated CVU types.

Based on these criteria, we collected a final sample of 29 CVU

cases until reaching theoretical saturation, with no further novel evi-

dence (in the sense of new organizational characteristics) appearing

and sufficient coverage of the distinctive criteria (Table 1).

3.3 | Data collection

To apply the strategic renewal perspective to CV, the data collection

aimed at gaining first-hand insights into the organizational characteris-

tics of the different CVUs with a focus on the possible creation of

F IGURE 1 Conceptual framework of strategic corporate venturing (SCV).
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organizationally consequential new business (instead of new business

independent of the parent company). These insights were collected

through semi-structured interviews, based on a carefully crafted inter-

view guide that was regularly refined during the simultaneous data

analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Eisenhardt, 2021; Yin, 2009). To fol-

low an inductive approach to the data collection and avoid any narrow

‘testing’ of assumptions, the proposed organizational characteristics

from the conceptual framework were used as inspiration for the inter-

view guide, but not directly discussed with the participants. Instead,

we included more open question around the CVU's tasks, processes,

structures, behaviours and similar possible themes that reflect the

inherent perspectives of organizational learning, resource configura-

tion and strategy-making.

Based on the focus on CVUs' organizational characteristics, rele-

vant actors in CVUs were used for data collection, assuming they

know the inner workings and organizational setups of their units best.

We avoided asking the responsible managers in the parent company

about the perceived impact of the CVU on strategic renewal, as this

could have led to a premature determination of relevant organiza-

tional characteristics for strategic renewal based on anecdotal

TABLE 1 CVU sample overview.

# Company Countrya Industry

Age

years

Size

employees CVU

Age

years

Size

employees

1 Van Marcke Belgium Wholesale/Trading 92 1500 Innovation management 4 1

2 NOZ (Digital) Germany Media/Publishing 54 3000 HHLab 3 13

3 Rehau Germany Engineering 73 20,000 Unlimited X 4 12

4 Luminus Belgium Energy 43 2000 Innovation Management 5 5

5 Henkel Germany Chemical Industry/Consumer

Goods

144 50,000 Henkel dX Ventures 3 35

6 Triglav Slovenia Financial Services 120 5000 Digital Strategy and
Innovation

4 25

7 Bayer Germany Pharmaceuticals 157 100,000 CoLaborator 9 n/a

8 Lufthansa Germany Airline/Logistics 68 138,000 Lufthansa Innovation Hub 7 50

9 Airbus Germany Aerospace/Defence Supply 51 133,000 BizLab 6 53

10 Brit Insurance UK Financial Services 26 710 BritX 2 4

11 ZF Germany Automotive & Industrial Supply 105 150,000 Innovation Lab 8 (3) 18

12 Wärtsilä Finland Machine Manufacturing 186 19,000 SparkUp 4 3

13 HELLA Germany Automotive & Industrial Supply 122 36,000 FastForward 7 11

14 Post Finance Switzer-

land

Financial Services/Banking 115 3660 VNTR 6 15

15 KfW Germany Public Services/Banking 73 7300 Digital Business
Development

3 6

16 Müller Switzer-

land

Consumer Goods/Nutrition 132 26,600 Müller Ventures/
Incubator

3 4

17 BSH Germany Household Appliances 54 60,000 Startup Kitchen 3 5

18 MHP (Porsche) Germany Professional Services 25 2800 MHP Agile Innovation 2 8

19 Sparkasse Germany Financial Services 145 1500 Innovationhub/Innovation
Management

3 3

20 MediaMarkt Saturn Germany Retail 41 53,000 N3XT 7 10

21 TUI Germany Travel & Hospitality 97 48,000 Innovation & Strategy Dpt. 4 5

22 Merck KGaA Germany Pharmaceuticals & Chemical

Industry

353 58,100 Merck Innovation Centre 6 70

23 Hypoport Germany Software Services 20 2131 Step Innovation Hub 2 20

24 Reckitt (RB) UK Healthcare & Consumer Goods 135 43,500 Digital Innovation 10 n/a

25 Johnson & Johnson Germany Pharmaceuticals 135 132,000 New Business Division 7 150

26 OBI Germany Retail 51 48,000 NEXT 1(4) 5

27 HIMA Germany Engineering Services 113 800 Himalaya Exploration Lab 1 4

28 Continental Germany Automotive & Industrial Supply 149 236,000 Co-Pace 4 14

29 Körber Germany Machine Manufacturing 26 10,500 Körber Digital 2 150

aNote: While some CVUs operate in multiple countries, the main responsibility lies in the same country as the company's headquarters.
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evidence, instead of from the comparison with prior theory as defined

in the abductive research design.

In preparation for the data collection, pilot interviews ensured the

comprehensibility and relevance of the questions and demonstrated

that multiple accounts per case did not provide significant additional

value, as the discussed topics covered general organizational charac-

teristics that tended to be factual in nature (Goffin et al., 2019). Thus,

using one company representative per case only could provide a suffi-

cient account of the organizational characteristics of each CVU, and

free-up research resources to include a more diverse set of CVUs in

the study and reach theoretical saturation. Consequently, other

specific measures were taken to triangulate the data. These included

the use of archival data gathered from external and internal docu-

ments, and additional review and validation of the results with the

participants (Goffin et al., 2019). More than half the CVUs partici-

pated in this, with additional colleagues acting as ‘knowledgeable

agents’ (Gioia et al., 2013) who could confirm the initial information

and resulting interpretation.

During the data collection between September 2020 and April

2021, we conducted 29 interviews via videoconferencing in English

or German that averaged 50 minutes, accompanied by archival data,

as shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2 Data collection overview.

# Company CVU case
Interview
duration in minutes Language Archival data

1 Van Marcke Innovation management 50 min English Internal presentation, company website

2 NOZ (Digital) HHLab 49 min German Internal presentation, CVU website, CVU LinkedIn

3 Rehau Unlimited X 56 min German Internal brochure, CVU website, CVU LinkedIn

4 Luminus Innovation Management 69 min English Internal presentation, Wikipedia, CVU website

5 Henkel Henkel dX Ventures 58 min German Internal presentation, CVU website, CVU LinkedIn

6 Triglav Digital Strategy and
Innovation

67 min English Internal presentation, company website, Emails

7 Bayer CoLaborator 42 min English Internal articles, internal presentation, CVU website

8 Lufthansa Lufthansa Innovation Hub 56 min German Business magazine study, internal brochure, CVU

website

9 Airbus BizLab 33 min German Internal articles, CVU website

10 Brit Insurance BritX 49 min English Internal presentation, press articles, annual report

11 ZF Innovation Lab 46 min German Internal presentation, CVU website

12 Wärtsilä SparkUp 62 min German Internal brochure, company website, annual report

13 HELLA FastForward 53 min German Internal presentation, press articles

14 Post Finance VNTR 55 min German Internal presentation, CVU website, internal book,

emails

15 KfW Digital Business
Development

50 min German Internal presentation, company website

16 Müller Müller Ventures/Incubator 51 min German Internal brochure, CVU website, CVU LinkedIn

page

17 BSH Startup Kitchen 46 min German Internal presentation, CVU website, CVU LinkedIn

18 MHP (Porsche) MHP Agile Innovation 46 min German Internal brochure, company website

19 Sparkasse Innovationhub/Innovation

Management

23 min German Company website, CVU podcast, press articles

20 MediaMarkt Saturn N3XT 44 min German Internal brochure, CVU website, press articles

21 TUI Innovation & Strategy Dpt. 55 min German Company website, press releases

22 Merck KgaA Merck Innovation Centre 1 h English Internal blog articles, company website

23 Hypoport Step Innovation Hub 45 min German Internal articles, CVU website, CVU LinkedIn

24 Reckitt (RB) Digital Innovation 40 min English Company website, press articles

25 Johnson & Johnson New Business Division 38 min German Internal brochure, company website, press articles

26 OBI NEXT 53 min German CVU website, press releases

27 HIMA Himalaya Exploration Lab 53 min German CVU website, CVU LinkedIn, press releases

28 Continental Co-Pace 55 min German CVU website, annual report, press releases

29 Körber Körber Digital 36 min German CVU website, business magazine study
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TABLE 3 Overview of analytical results.

Cross-case analysis Cross-case synthesis of differentiating characteristics

Dimension
Common
characteristics

Differentiating
characteristics

Descriptive
characteristics

Distinctive
characteristics

Ambidexterity Exploration Only exploring

Exploitation Exploring/exploiting in parallel

Balancing Balancing (ambidextrous)

Anchoring Independent

Capabilities Sensing Only sensing

Seizing Sensing + seizing

Transforming Sensing, seizing + transforming

Criteria for innovation Business/resource fit

Customer/market fit

Direction From inside Inside-in

From outside Outside-in

To inside Inside-out

To outside Outside-out

(Human & Financial)
resources

None None

Access (project-based) Only access (project-based)

Control (own) Control (own)

Function Build Build

Partner Partner

Invest Invest

Governance Cost Centre Cost Centre

Profit Centre Profit Centre

Innovation logic Opportunistic Opportunistic

Planned Planned

KPIs Qualitative Qualitative

Quantitative: Activity-

based

Qualitative + activity-

based

Quantitative: Impact-

based

Qualitative + impact-

based

Objectives Financial objectives Strategic objectives

Strategic objectives Strategic + financial

objectives

Organization Integrated Integrated

Separated Separated

Process Partly structured Only partly structured

Structured Structured

Structures Link to business units/

functions

Separated (business units + ecosystem

links)

Link to corporate

strategy

Separated-integrated (business unit +

TMTa links)

Link to top

management team

Contextual (business units links only)

Link to ecosystem Interlinked (all)
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3.4 | Data analysis

The analysis consists of multiple steps that can be divided into different

stages (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2003, 2009). Firstly, we conducted a

within-case analysis to define all possible organizational characteristics

from the analysis of each case individually. This analysis combined a first

inductive coding of the empirical data with a subsequent deductive cate-

gorization and synthesis of the emerging insights in comparison with the

proposed conceptual framework (Klag & Langley, 2013; Suddaby, 2006).

Secondly, we performed a cross-case analysis to specify common and

differentiating characteristics from the comparison of all cases; and

thirdly, we undertook a cross-case synthesis to identify and specify the

distinctive organizational characteristics for strategic renewal.

The transcribed interviews together with archival data and manual

research notes provided the basis for this qualitative data analysis

(Glaser & Strauss, 2014; Suddaby, 2006). We used coding of this raw

data as the primary underlying analysis process from which to eventually

propose exploratory insights gained by comparing the qualitative data

with the existing literature. The definition of lower- and higher-level

codes enabled a stepwise abstraction and categorization of primary

insights to derive higher-level concepts—specifically, ‘characteristics’
aggregated in ‘dimensions’ to define possible ‘types’ (Charmaz, 2006;

Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Eisenhardt, 2021; Gehman et al., 2018). Firstly,

we highlighted all potentially relevant insights and quotes about organi-

zational characteristics in each case, following an inductive approach to

derive insights from the data. We then applied open coding to these

insights to derive possible case-specific organizational characteristics.

We applied a more deductive approach here, as we compared them with

the key concepts for strategic renewal as described in the conceptual

framework, as well as with existing CV frameworks (Corbin & Strauss,

1990; Suddaby, 2006). Next, axial coding on the open codes, again in

comparison with existing theory, allowed the abstraction of aggregated

dimensions for the identified organizational characteristics as a basis for

the subsequent cross-case analysis and synthesis.

While all raw data could be coded in the same way on a textual

basis, a mix of digital and analogue tools supported these different

stages of analysis for structured and creative insights (Corbin &

Strauss, 1990; Maher et al., 2018; Pratt et al., 2020; Walsh

et al., 2015). Furthermore, discussions between the co-authors and

the exchange of early analysis results within a broader research group,

with practitioners, and eventually with the participating CVUs, helped

avoiding a strong single-researcher bias.

The initial, inductive data collection and coding of each case

covers 29 transcripts and 88 documents resulting in 1171 quotes con-

cerning possible organizational characteristics. Through open and axial

coding and comparison with existing literature, these quotes could be

aggregated into 41 organizational characteristics in 15 aggregated

dimensions as the basis for the cross-case analysis. Consequently,

these included some dimensions with corresponding characteristics

that were derived purely from the qualitative data, specifically ‘Finan-
cial Resources’, ‘Human Resources’, ‘KPIs’, ‘Criteria for Innovation’,
‘Governance’, ‘Process’ and ‘Structure’. Other dimensions could be

formulated from the comparison with the proposed conceptual frame-

work, namely ‘Ambidexterity’, ‘Capabilities’ and ‘Innovation logic’; or
from the comparison with existing CV typologies and frameworks,

including ‘Anchoring’, ‘Direction’, ‘Objectives’, ‘Function’, ‘Organisa-

tion’ and ‘Type of Innovation’.
For the subsequent cross-case analysis of these dimensions and

characteristics, the individually analysed cases were regarded as a het-

erogeneous sample. Cross-case comparison allowed to derive nine

common organizational characteristics that appeared in all cases, and

29 differentiating organizational characteristics that appeared in

some, but not all cases only (Table 3).

The last step of the analysis, the cross-case synthesis, involved

comparing the differentiating characteristics from the cross-case anal-

ysis with the proposed conceptual framework, and testing different

grouping and filtering possibilities for the appearance of specific sets

of these characteristics across different CVUs. Eventually, this proce-

dure allowed us to specify 21 descriptive characteristics in eight

dimensions, and 15 distinctive characteristics in five dimensions

(Table 3). The descriptive characteristics did not offer further opportu-

nities for classification. For instance, they appeared in a few cases

only, or multiple times but in random combinations with other over-

lapping characteristics. Nor did they appear to be relevant when com-

pared with existing theory on strategic renewal. Consequently, they

were not considered to be relevant for the final conceptualization of

different CVU types from a strategic renewal perspective. In contrast,

the distinctive characteristics appeared as clear patterns that led to

specific groups of cases and are possibly relevant for SCV based on

the comparison with the conceptual framework of SCV. Thus,

TABLE 3 (Continued)

Cross-case analysis Cross-case synthesis of differentiating characteristics

Dimension
Common
characteristics

Differentiating
characteristics

Descriptive
characteristics

Distinctive
characteristics

Type of innovation Incremental Only incremental

Only non-incremental

Non-incremental Incremental + non-

incremental

No. of characteristics 9 29 21 15

aTMT: Top management team (including corporate management, corporate strategy).
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different groups of CVUs each share a set of these distinctive organi-

zational characteristics that differs from other groups, which allows us

to derive different types of CVUs from a strategic renewal

perspective.

4 | FINDINGS

Our findings address the research question by describing different

types of contemporary CVUs based on identified sets of distinctive

organizational characteristics that can potentially serve to determine

the role of a CVU in the strategic renewal of the parent company.

Consequently, the findings section focuses on these distinctive orga-

nizational characteristics, which occupy five dimensions: capabilities,

resources, innovation logic, ambidexterity, and structures. Based on

this focus, the identified common (as well as the purely descriptive

differentiating) organizational characteristics are not further discussed

because they provide general insights into the organization of CVUs

but no significant added value for the research question.

4.1 | Distinctive organizational characteristics
for SCV

4.1.1 | Capabilities

The capabilities dimension specifies the organizational skills a CVU

possesses, manifested in their activities. Based on the comparison

with the conceptual framework, the inherent organizational charac-

teristics include sensing, seizing, and transforming capabilities. One

CVU even applied this theory directly by setting up sensing, seizing,

and transforming teams. Thus, this theorized analytical framework

can be grounded in our empirical data. Following this categorization,

eight CVUs only cover sensing capabilities to identify new opportuni-

ties that the organization then must pick up: ‘We have New Venture

Lead ‘Scouts’ and Partnering Offices embedded in further innovation

hot spots across the world’ (#25). Covering a further step, 12 CVUs

also possess seizing capabilities. They can address identified opportu-

nities by establishing projects to examine, conceptualize and test

them before they are executed outside the CVU: ‘All innovations are

tested and further developed [here] before they reach the markets’

(#26). Nine CVUs add transforming capabilities to display all three

capabilities. Beyond identifying and addressing opportunities, they

also drive the execution inside or outside the organization by allocat-

ing, recombining, or building the required resources to scale the

opportunity into a new business and align it with the organization:

‘The lab is doing the pilot projects. And today we can go as far as run-

ning the venture until the moment it reaches a certain maturity’ (#26).

As a result, the capabilities dimension offers an ideal foundation to

determine the role of a CVU from a strategic renewal perspective, as

a unit that possesses all dynamic capabilities should have the best

starting point from which to create organizationally consequential

new business for SCV.

4.1.2 | Resources

The establishment and application of sensing, seizing, and transform-

ing capabilities require specific financial and human resources. Conse-

quently, differentiating between ‘no resources’, ‘access to resources

from the organisation upon request’, and ‘direct control of resources
independent of specific needs’ aligns with the units' dynamic capabili-

ties. The nine CVUs covering all dynamic capabilities also have direct

control over their resources and, thus, a high degree of autonomy in

allocating them: ‘We really have a lot of resources, and we also build

everything ourselves’ (#29). In contrast, the 12 CVUs covering sensing

and seizing capabilities only have project-based access to resources

from the rest of the organization. This limits their independence and

eventually the units' influence in organizational change: ‘I have the

overview of all the different projects and then I work with the project

team. And all the projects have project-based resources’ (#4). Lastly, the

eight CVUs that possess sensing capabilities only have no resources

or access to the relevant resources to further address or execute the

identified opportunities. Thus, all seizing and transforming activities

depend on the rest of the organization, which must therefore build

the required dynamic capabilities outside the unit: ‘The financial and

human resources for these projects are not located in the innovation area

but in other units for further implementation’ (#25). While resource

availability provides a first indication of how to establish the required

capabilities within a unit, it does not offer a further distinction for dif-

ferentiating organizational approaches. However, it again underlines

the strong potential of CVUs that cover all sensing, seizing, and trans-

forming capabilities to have a direct strategic renewal impact provided

they have control of the required financial and human resources to

apply them autonomously.

4.1.3 | Ambidexterity

As with the concept of dynamic capabilities, the dimension of organi-

zational ambidexterity was derived from the conceptual framework

yet proved visible in the empirical data directly: ‘Organisational ambi-

dexterity is essential for our long-term success’ (#14). In this context,

CVUs could be expected to fulfil the exploration role in which they

identify and develop new competitive advantages for the future busi-

ness independently of the existing organization: ‘The goal is to find

ideas and business models and possible products that at first glance seem

to be outside of the classic company strategy’ (#11). Surprisingly, we

identified only three purely exploratory CVUs. Ten units cover exploi-

tation activities in parallel with exploration but did not combine them:

‘The [support of core business/exploitation] is 20 – 30 percent of the lab

capacity’ (#3). Unexpectedly, 16 CVUs not only engage in exploration

and exploitation in parallel but combine both to leverage the core

business for new opportunities by connecting with both the external

environment and internal stakeholders. In contrast to separate, auton-

omous units, these ‘ambidextrous’ CVUs manage to increase the

potential success of their venturing projects by connecting them with

existing ‘unfair’ competitive advantages of the core business – and,
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reciprocally, the success of the core business with new competitive

advantages from the ventures: ‘[The new business] should already be

something where we have some kind of Unfair Advantage that we can

leverage. In any form. It doesn't just have to be assets that we own as a

company, but maybe also a partnership that we have with a supplier or

with other companies, that exist there’ (#5). For instance, this combina-

tion of exploration and exploitation can include to place people from

the internal organization directly within the CVU to leverage their

know-how for specific projects: ‘We got them on a six months commit-

ment, because the innovation team that we set up, none of us had spe-

cialist industry knowledge (…). So we needed that support within our

team to be able to even do the design of the projects, because it enabled

us not to be too dependent on the different business units or functions’

(#10). These insights thus underline the need—and possibility—of

ambidexterity in CVUs to successfully develop organizationally conse-

quential new business.

4.1.4 | Structures

The structures—in the sense of interfaces with the internal organiza-

tion and external environment—offer some background on the

diverging CVU ambidexterity. While clearly observable in the data,

the important role of this dimension is also described in some exist-

ing literature, especially in Hill and Birkinshaw (2014) and Weiss and

Kanbach (2022), who highlight the importance of a relational context

with internal and external interfaces for ambidextrous CVUs. This

allows us to categorize the different structural logics according to

Weiss and Kanbach's (2022) proposed classifications with separated,

separated-integrated, contextual, and interlinked-ambidextrous

CVUs. In this context, the three strictly exploratory CVUs are some-

what separate from the organization. They display strong links to the

external environment but only weak interfaces with the internal busi-

ness units and even less with the strategy or top management team

(TMT), which may sometimes hinder their further development:

‘What is missing at the moment, and this is something I would actually

like to see different, is a strong connection with strategy’ (#20). The

three CVUs covering exploration and exploitation in parallel offer a

way to solve this challenge: a separated-integrated structure. They

bridge their organizational separation with a connection to the top

management team or corporate strategy, which must then provide

the required strategic balance between exploration and exploitation

activities: ‘We have come to terms with corporate strategy quite well in

the meantime and can both work very well together. With the divisions,

it is much more difficult and complex to get into the processes’ (#11).

This balance can also be reached through a well-established connec-

tion to the employees in the business units rather than the top man-

agement team. Seven other CVUs that are also engaged in parallel

exploration and exploitation rely on such a setup. They provide a

framework that allows the core business employees to balance explo-

ration and exploitation themselves, usually with temporary project

teams: ‘We need a team that commits and says: ‘I want this. I want to

run this’’ (#18).

In contrast to these different structures for organizational ambi-

dexterity, the 16 directly ambidextrous units achieve a combination

of exploration and exploitation through strongly interlinked struc-

tures. They connect with the business units, corporate strategy func-

tion, and top management team, as well as the external environment:

‘We are an authentic part of the technology ecosystem but feel equally

at home in the corporate environment. By linking both worlds, we dis-

cover unique potentials and build bridges to use them’ (#8). Based on

these differences that correspond to the ambidextrous orientation of

the CVUs, the structural interfaces do not offer another distinctive

dimension of their own. Instead, they add important aspects to the

understanding of the displayed ambidexterity by differentiating

‘interlinked-ambidextrous’ from ‘separated’ exploring, as well as

‘contextual’ and ‘separated-integrated’ exploring and exploiting

units.

4.1.5 | Innovation logic

The innovation logic dimension specifies the strategy process charac-

teristic. As proposed in the conceptual framework, CVUs in our sam-

ple apply either a planned or opportunistic logic for their innovation

initiatives, depending on their involvement with the corporate strat-

egy. Accordingly, the 13 CVUs with an opportunistic innovation logic

engage in autonomous strategic renewal as they collect, filter, and

execute various ideas independently of the company's formal strat-

egy: ‘The initial idea can arise somehow in all places. It can arise from an

internal need or from external observations. And there is no framework or

whatever, or even just a thematic focus’ (#15). This innovation logic ful-

fils the essential function of a venturing or innovation unit, addressing

emerging ideas and opportunities, but does not provide for creating

organizationally consequential new business. In contrast, 16 CVUs

employed a planned innovation logic in which new ventures flow from

their involvement in a deliberate strategy process. ‘We are organised in

such a way that we have a very clear search strategy and a clear orienta-

tion as to where we want to go. And this strategic orientation is always

ultimately a guideline for action and a benchmark for what we are looking

for’ (#25). The required engagement of these CVUs in a collaborative

strategy process with corporate management or strategy functions

starts early-on to define a general focus for the CVU's activities: ‘when
we set up an innovation team, we spent three months basically focused

on strategy. We connected [the companies] business strategy to our incu-

bation delivery to make sure there was a crossover’ (#10). Subsequently,

the continuous iteration of strategy defines and aligns more specific

strategic search fields for the innovation activities: ‘Once we've got a

first working title, a first search field, we then challenge that with the

strategy team’ (#14). Thus, the planned innovation logic results from

the combination of strategy and innovation: ‘The way that we

approached it, was aligning innovation to our strategic goals and setting

out our view of the future and the strategic objectives of innovation. So

straight from the outset, trying to intertwine strategy and innovation in

one entity’ (#10). The innovation logic for the innovation initiatives

that results from this CVU's engagement in deliberate, collaborative
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strategy processes can thus be seen as another distinctive organiza-

tional characteristic for SCV. Notably, the 16 CVUs with a planned

innovation logic are the same that display interlinked-ambidextrous

structures. A possible explanation is that these ambidextrous-

interlinked structures permit the required collaborative strategy-

making for the planned innovation logic.

4.2 | CVU typology

The appearance of the described distinctive characteristics across

some, but not all, CVUs allows us to identify different clusters of

CVUs with common sets of distinctive organizational characteristics

each (Table A1). As a result, a typology can be defined from these

clusters to visualize and explain the corresponding types among the

main dimensions. As presented in the previous section, some dimen-

sions align with others (i.e., ‘resources’ with ‘capabilities’, and ‘struc-
tures’ with ‘ambidexterity’ and ‘innovation logic’). From this set,

‘innovation logic’ could therefore be chosen as the first main dimen-

sion due to its clear division into planned or opportunistic approaches,

which were also mentioned in theory as a variable that may be rele-

vant for CV success and strategic renewal (Kuratko et al., 2009;

Schmitt et al., 2018). From the other dimensions, ‘capabilities’ was

chosen as a second axis s dynamic capabilities represent a meta-level

on the configuration of ‘resources’, which thus have less explanatory

power as a distinct dimension and is thus linked with the capabilities

dimension here. Based on these two main dimensions, ‘ambidexterity’
and ‘structures’ could be matched according to the six resulting types

of CVUs that are differentiated explicitly by their sensing, seizing,

and/or transforming capabilities and their planned or opportunistic

innovation logic.

We label these resulting types ‘Scout’, ‘Enabler’, ‘InnovationLab’,
‘Connector’, ‘Developer’ and ‘StrategyLab’ (Figure 2). To address the

research question, they are briefly described below, and we explain

their potential role in the strategic renewal of the company. This

serves as a basis for the subsequent development of the final explor-

atory organizational framework for SCV in the discussion section.

Among the types with an opportunistic innovation logic, Scout

units focus on exploring new opportunities outside the existing orga-

nization to invest in, or partner with, start-ups. As separated CVUs

with no significant resources for further addressing or executing iden-

tified opportunities directly, they focus on sensing, and predominantly

appear in corporate venture capital or other separate units that

engage with external start-ups. Due to their limited interlinks to the

main organization, restricted capabilities and opportunistic approach,

they are not well suited to directly engage in strategic renewal but

rather for capturing and better understanding unforeseen

opportunities.

Compensating for some of the Scout units' strategic renewal defi-

ciencies, Enabler units can access the required resources to further

address identified opportunities with employees and project teams

from the organization. They provide a frame to explore or exploit new

or existing opportunities, respectively, to build new business. Conse-

quently, further execution and resource allocation for transforming

capabilities depend on the innovative employees not located within

the unit. Due to their opportunistic innovation logic and restricted

capabilities, the possible leveraging of this contextual structure for

strategic renewal is reduced. Instead, these units, typically internal

F IGURE 2 Corporate Venturing Unit
(CVU) typology.
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incubators and accelerators or similar units, support intrapreneurship

to ensure that the organization addresses emerging internal

opportunities.

In contrast to the previous types, the InnovationLab units possess

sensing, seizing, and transforming capabilities, and control the

required financial and human resources within the unit to directly

drive venturing projects. However, these CVUs do not follow a

planned innovation logic when applying these capabilities, instead

focusing on the opportunistic exploration of new opportunities, and

sometimes exploiting existing ones, to build (and possibly partner with

or invest in) new business. As they do not combine exploration and

exploitation, the top management team (which is usually directly

responsible for or strongly connected with the unit) must achieve the

balance between exploration and exploitation to overcome the poten-

tial tensions inherent in their separation. This setup is visible in so-

called innovation hubs, digital labs, or comparable units that bundle

the required skills and resources to innovate independently of the

core business. Such CVUs can benefit companies by diversifying their

offering with separate businesses. However, the opportunistic

approach, without an ambidextrous combination of exploration and

exploitation within the unit, hinders the systematic creation of organi-

zationally consequential business for strategic renewal, despite capa-

bilities and resources being available.

The remaining three types display the same differentiation with

their directly available capabilities and respective resources but can be

distinguished from the former CVUs by their planned innovation logic,

and their corresponding interlinked structures and ambidexterity. Con-

nector units focus on sensing targeted opportunities from the external

environment in coordination with the current business. Through their

organizational links, they balance internal business needs with exter-

nal solution possibilities and match them to enable value creation.

CVUs of this type, such as so-called ‘venture client’ vehicles, digital
venture units, or strategic partnerships, are well positioned to enable

the pursuit of organizationally consequential new business. However,

with limited capabilities and resources, their degree of strategic

impact ultimately depends on the organization and the development

and execution with external parties.

Further strengthening the possible strategic impact, Developer

units also focus on targeted opportunities but complement their sens-

ing with seizing capabilities to address them. As with Enabler units,

they achieve this through project-based access to required resources

but can request these directly for a planned project rather than

depending on employees to come up with initial ideas. Their inter-

linked structures allow them to leverage the current business for new

opportunities ambidextrously, which can be seen in units such as

innovation management, digital innovation teams, and corporate/

business development. However, they still need the transforming

capabilities of the organization to execute the potential new competi-

tive advantages for future profitable growth.

Like the InnovationLab, the StrategyLab closes the remaining

capability gap by possessing the additional transforming capabilities

with high autonomy regarding the required financial and human

resources. As a planned innovation type, it uses these capabilities

intentionally to build, partner with, or invest in new business by

leveraging the existing competitive advantages of the current busi-

ness. This ambidextrous behaviour is again achieved through inter-

linked structures, connecting the operationally independent unit with

relevant core business units, corporate functions, the top manage-

ment team, and the external ecosystem. Consequently, those units,

such as digital labs, corporate venture builders and some of the inno-

vation hubs, can directly create organizationally consequential new

business for the strategic renewal of their companies' competitive

advantages, acting as a ‘hybrid model’ between strategic development

and the innovation function.

Overall, the typology shows that the proposed organizational

characteristics for SCV can indeed be identified (and specified) in

some CVUs (Table A2). Accordingly, interlinked-ambidextrous CVUs

with a planned innovation logic may be leveraged for the strategic

renewal of the company, as they actively link innovation activities

with strategic management. Among this group, the StrategyLab type

represents the strongest contender for direct impact on the strategic

renewal of the parent company, as this type also possesses all

required dynamic capabilities for creating and executing organization-

ally consequential new business. This result is directly observable in

the empirical data as well, as these units tend to deliberately differen-

tiate their approach from other CVUs and claim to have a significant

impact on the organization: ‘I am not a fan of these post-it's painting ‘I

want the world reinvented’ people who haven't got into the strategy or

the core cost leverage’ (#26). As suggested in existing theory, the high

strategic legitimacy of such a CV approach could also lead to higher

success for the CVU itself: ‘There is no other venturing approach that

has worked so well so far. So, I really believe that we have cracked the

code’ (#29).

As these descriptions show, classifying the CVUs by the identified

distinctive characteristics and corresponding types allows to deter-

mine different potential roles for them in the strategic renewal of the

parent company. As CVUs rarely achieve the intended strategic

renewal task (Narayanan et al., 2009), such a typology provides a

clearer view of the required organizational design for SCV and an

empirical foundation for the subsequent development of the final

exploratory framework for SCV.

5 | DISCUSSION: CONTRIBUTIONS AND
AVENUES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

5.1 | Implications for theory

The proposed typology of contemporary CVUs strongly differs from

existing CV framework and classifications, which underlines the argu-

ment that these usually do not adopt a strategic renewal perspective

that focuses on the creation of organizationally consequential new

business. Instead, organizational characteristics in existing literature

usually concern differences in new business creation only, for instance

differentiating between external and internal CV, strategic and finan-

cial objectives, or exploration and exploitation (Gutmann, 2019; Hill &
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Birkinshaw, 2008; Reimsbach & Hauschild, 2012; Weiblen &

Chesbrough, 2015). Based on our analysis from a strategic renewal

perspective, CVUs differ in other dimensions. The resulting typology

thus allows to better explain the different possible roles of CVUs in

the strategic renewal of the parent company, based on their distinc-

tive organizational characteristics.

Consequentially, the following discussion focuses on the distinc-

tive characteristics that were proposed in the conceptual framework

and identified and specified in the empirical data. This focus allows us

not only to compare the findings with existing research in the domains

of strategic renewal, corporate entrepreneurship and innovation man-

agement but also to develop the conceptual framework into an

exploratory framework of SCV that is grounded in theory and data.

5.1.1 | Dynamic capabilities with corresponding
resources as enablers of SCV

Based on the evidently possible differentiation of CVUs by their

dynamic capabilities, it is surprising that existing CV frameworks and

typologies rarely consider them as distinctive organizational charac-

teristics (Enkel & Sagmeister, 2020). Instead, CV is often generally

associated with sensing and seizing capabilities but not with the trans-

forming capability that is required to reconfigure the resource base of

the parent company when creating organizationally consequential

new business (Birkinshaw et al., 2016). Thus, our findings with CVUs

that possess sensing, seizing and transforming capabilities support the

few studies that did propose a larger set of possible dynamic capabili-

ties within CVUs, such as Enkel and Sagmeister (2020), Roseno et al.

(2013) and Enkel et al. (2012). Additionally, we can specify that the

full set of dynamic capabilities is only visible in CVUs that also have

full control over resources. Thus, the set of dynamic capabilities and

the corresponding degree of resource control may influence the direct

impact of a CVU on strategic renewal (Schmitt et al., 2018).

This finding contributes to corporate entrepreneurship by clarify-

ing the possible use of CV for strategic benefits, differentiated by

their inherent capabilities and resources. Within the domain of inno-

vation management, the finding underlines the use of CV as a system-

atic and organized approach to innovation, as CVUs can possess all

required capabilities and resources for the creation of new business.

For strategic renewal theory, the findings may help to overcome the

dominating dichotomy between organizational ambidexterity and

dynamic capabilities (Schmitt et al., 2018) and show that—at least in

the case of SCV—both concepts play a role as possible antecedents of

strategic renewal.

These contributions can also enhance the dynamic capabilities

concept, in which evidence of where and how dynamic capabilities

emerge is still rare (Leemann & Kanbach, 2021; Schilke et al., 2018;

Shoemaker et al., 2018; Teece & Augier, 2009). Indeed, the debate

how dynamic capabilities manifest themselves is still ongoing, ranging

from their identification in routines and behaviours (Zollo &

Winter, 2002) over specific processes (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000) to

specific operational practices (Teece, 2007). Contributing to this

debate, our study suggests that an organization can delegate the

establishment and application of dynamic capabilities, at least in part,

to dedicated organizational entities with specific processes (in our

case, CV), when offering the required access to, or control of,

resources.

These novel insights provide a relevant avenue for further

research to specify the antecedents and processes that lead to

dynamic capabilities within CVUs or other dedicated organizational

units. Additionally, future studies could test the proposed relevancy of

dynamic capabilities in CVUs for strategic renewal in a broader sample

to enhance the theory of SCV.

5.1.2 | Planned innovation logic as an enabler
of SCV

Most existing frameworks do not explicitly consider a planned innova-

tion logic for CV and instead share a common view of autonomous or

opportunistic CV initiatives as proposed by Burgelman (1983). From

their perspective, the opportunistic innovation logic appears axiomatic

for CV, leaning towards entrepreneurship in which the opportunity

discovery and creation happen as peripheral ‘greenfield’ projects

independent of current organizational plans or restrictions. In that

sense, these studies view innovation as a common key element of CV

without further distinction (e.g., Glinyanova et al., 2021; Waldkirch

et al., 2021). In contrast to this established view, the identification of

a planned or opportunistic innovation logic in our empirical data sup-

ports the few scholars who differentiate the possible emergence of

innovation initiatives in CV (e.g., Garrett & Covin, 2007; Kuratko

et al., 2009). Due to this possible differentiation and the importance

of a deliberate strategy process for strategic renewal, a planned inno-

vation logic presents an important distinctive characteristic for CVUs

to develop organizationally consequential new business innovations.

Within the corporate entrepreneurship domain, this important

insight enables the better differentiation of different CV approaches,

in which CVUs with a planned innovation logic may gain higher strate-

gic legitimacy, which is an important factor for their survival (Göcke

et al., 2021; Kuratko et al., 2009). This possible strategic legitimation

also underlines the importance of CV in modern innovation manage-

ment, as innovation becomes a core focus in the strategic manage-

ment of established companies (Bouncken et al., 2007). Lastly, the

identified innovation logic also provides new insights for a key theo-

retical tension within the strategic renewal domain. Here, the possibil-

ity of CVUs engaging in a deliberate strategy process together with

higher-level organizational functions (i.e., corporate management)

bridges the competing perspectives of intended (top-down) versus

autonomous (bottom-up) processes (Schmitt et al., 2018). This is pos-

sible, as our typology includes both process perspectives, which are

usually examined separately (Schmitt et al., 2018). Future research

could build on these contributions and deepen the understanding of

the planned innovation logic stemming from collaboration in deliber-

ate strategy making, for example by specifying the process activities

and routines in CVUs that display a planned innovation logic.
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Furthermore, the connection between a planned innovation logic and

strategic renewal could be generalized and validated through quanti-

tative testing of the impact from the identified CVU types on relevant

outcomes of strategic renewal, such as company survival, company

growth, business diversification or strategic fit over time.

5.1.3 | Interlinked-ambidextrous structures as a
requirement for planned innovation logic

Literature on the possible roles of CVUs to enable exploration and

exploitation is still scarce (Hill & Georgoulas, 2016). Our typology

can provide new insights for this debate as it shows a differentiation

between exploring, exploiting, and ambidextrous CVUs. Specifically,

the identification of interlinked-ambidextrous CVUs underlines and

extends the few CV frameworks that took organizational structures

and ambidexterity into account. For instance, Hill and Birkinshaw

(2014) propose a relational context with interlinks to the top man-

agement team, business functions and external venture capitalists as

an enabler for ambidextrous behaviour in CVUs. Weiss and Kanbach

(2022) and, recently, Weiss et al. (2023) also see such structures as

an important organizational characteristic of ambidextrous CVUs.

Jansen et al. (2009) describe the importance of organizational inter-

links for ambidexterity more generally, while Burgelman (1983) high-

lights the role of organizational links for corporate ventures with a

high strategic importance and operational relatedness. As described

in the theoretical background, most other CV typologies and frame-

works rather refer to established structural or contextual approaches,

in which ambidexterity is established and applied within the organi-

zation and not in a specific unit (e.g., Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004;

Gutmann, 2019; O'Reilly & Tushman, 2013). Our study proposes that

interlinked-ambidextrous structures are required for CVUs to engage

in deliberate strategy-making for the described planned innovation

logic. As a relevant debate remains around the question how organi-

zations become ambidextrous (Cantarello et al., 2012), the identifica-

tion and specification of these interlinked-ambidextrous structures

contributes directly to organizational ambidexterity theory, as it pro-

poses that exploration and exploitation can be combined in dedi-

cated organizational entities. This identification of ambidexterity on

the CVU level contributes to the scarce literature that consider

ambidexterity as a nested phenomenon, complementing the estab-

lished approaches of structural or contextual ambidexterity, in which

the top management team or individual employees, respectively, bal-

ance exploration and exploitation activities (Gibson &

Birkinshaw, 2004).

The domain of innovation management can profit from this find-

ing, as it reduces the dependence on the corporate management or

individual employees (Van Looy et al., 2005).

Besides empirically testing their impact on the strategic renewal

of the parent company, future research could enhance the under-

standing of the identified interlinked-ambidextrous CVUs. For

instance, a deeper investigation could be made into the organizational

interlinks and investigate how they are established through different

formal and informal mechanisms. Overall, a focus on ambidextrous-

interlinked (CV) units in future research will help to strengthen these

contemporary approaches for establishing and applying ambidexterity

in incumbent companies.

5.1.4 | Exploratory framework of SCV

The identification and specification of the proposed distinctive organi-

zational characteristics in some types of CVUs allows us to enhance

and modify the conceptual framework. This leads to the final explor-

atory framework that provides the distinct organizational characteris-

tics and their proposed relationships as possible explanations for SCV

(Figure 3). Specifically, it points out that the planned innovation logic

that is required to develop organizationally consequential new busi-

ness requires both interlinked-ambidextrous structures, as well as

dynamic capabilities with the corresponding resource access.

Based on these findings, the study provides a foundation to

address the stated research gap and increase the understanding of

how to leverage CV for strategic renewal. As reflected in the frame-

work, the three interlinked-ambidextrous CVUs that apply a planned

innovation logic could play a role in the strategic renewal of the com-

pany by engaging in SCV. From this set, the StrategyLab type remains

essential, as it covers the full array of dynamic capabilities to create

organizationally consequential new business. Overall, the concept of

SCV matches and enhances the existing, but sparse, literature that

proposes an intertwined strategy and CV approach (e.g., Covin &

Miles, 2007; Hill & Birkinshaw, 2006; Sakhdari, 2016; Weiss &

Kanbach, 2022). Following the call of Hill and Georgoulas (2016),

these findings clarify the possible suitability of CVUs for strategic

renewal and provides deeper theoretical grounding of (strategic) cor-

porate venturing through the integration of key concepts from strate-

gic renewal, that could also be identified in the empirical data. That

way, it not only contributes to CV theory but also to the strategic

renewal literature, in which a relevant debate revolves around the

possible combination of organizational ambidexterity and dynamic

capability perspectives (Birkinshaw et al., 2016; Popadiuk et al., 2018;

Schmitt et al., 2018). While our framework supports the complemen-

tarity stream, the typology does not align with the suggestions to

directly match both concepts, that is, sensing with exploration, seizing

with exploitation, and transforming with ambidexterity (Birkinshaw

et al., 2016; Weiss & Kanbach, 2022). Instead, both concepts appear

to contribute independently from each other to the required planned

innovation logic. Consequently, any application of sensing, seizing,

and transforming capabilities should involve the combination of explo-

ration and exploitation, proposing that a complete set of dynamic

capabilities is required in combination with interlinked-ambidextrous

structures to fully leverage CVUs for strategic renewal. In all other

cases, some CVU types balance exploration and exploitation them-

selves but still require involving the wider organization the apply the

missing dynamic capabilities for strategic renewal. These findings

exemplify and specify the proposition of Zimmermann and Birkinshaw

(2015) that both concepts are distinct but mutually interrelated and
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interdependent. Therefore, they offer new theoretical bridges across

the learning (ambidexterity) and resource (dynamic capabilities) per-

spective that are required in the strategic renewal literature (Schmitt

et al., 2018). That way, the study follows up on recent attempts to

connect dynamic capabilities with innovation management concepts

(Teece, 2020; Van Lieshout et al., 2021), as it suggests that CV is not

only a standalone concept for innovation but can also be seen as a

process through which the organization enables dynamic capabilities

and organizational ambidexterity.

To fully address the gap in research with an empirical concept of

SCV, future research should test the proposed framework quantita-

tively to validate the suggested explanations and clarify the proposed

relationships. Similarly, the role of the proposed types of CVUs on

strategic renewal could be measured to verify the suggested impor-

tance of the StrategyLab type. In addition to such quantitative

research, the understanding of SCV could be further enhanced. For

instance, a longer-term investigation of CVUs could reveal the specific

motives and drivers of the different configurations, as the existing

data already hint at significant changes over time within CVUs. A pre-

cise examination of the individual distinctive dimensions and their

inherent characteristics could help to explain their establishment and

application. Specifically, further examinations could specify ambidex-

terity as a complementary antecedent for strategic renewal, as an

enabler for dynamic capabilities (or vice versa), or as a mediator in the

application of dynamic capabilities for strategic renewal within CVUs

(Popadiuk et al., 2018).

Thus, while the concept of SCV still needs further investigation,

our results suggest that it is a viable innovation approach for estab-

lished companies to address the strategic renewal challenge. That

way, our study positions CV as an important tool for innovation, pro-

viding an often-missing link between these two research streams of

corporate entrepreneurship and innovation management (Lassen

et al., 2006; Rose et al., 2020).

5.2 | Implications for practice

The proposed typology and organizational framework have concrete

implications for corporate managers dealing with the strategic renewal

challenge, as well as more operative middle managers who are respon-

sible for managing CVUs or innovation in established companies. For

corporate managers, the findings propose SCV as a relevant innova-

tion activity to address the renewal challenge. Specifically, it suggests

that the relevant antecedents for strategic renewal, organizational

ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities, can be established and applied

within dedicated organizational (CV) units. With these antecedents,

F IGURE 3 Exploratory organizational framework for strategic corporate venturing (SCV).
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they can engage these CVUs in a deliberate strategy process that

leads to planned venturing initiatives for the development of new

competitive advantages.

Middle-managers responsible for CVUs can use the proposed

framework to better leverage CVUs for strategic renewal through a

suitable organizational design. Follow-up discussions with the partici-

pating companies on the developed typology have already shown that

it can help to define the status quo and the future vision for CVUs,

depending on the intended tasks and objectives. Based on the general

understanding of possible CVU types and their different roles for the

strategic renewal of the company, practitioners can use the described

distinctive and variable organizational characteristics when designing

new, or adapting existing, CVUs.

Likewise, innovation managers that are more broadly responsible

for the different innovation activities and functions of a company can

use the findings to add (strategic) CV to their toolbox. They can build

on the proposed typology to set up suitable CVUs to engage in strate-

gic renewal or other innovation purposes.

These practical implications highlight the overall relevance of the

examined topic for established companies that must deal with fast-

changing, uncertain environments in which carefully built and pro-

tected competitive advantages no longer guarantee profitable growth.

Through a better understanding of SCV and the possible roles of

CVUs in the strategic management of the company, these companies

can find a new way to engage in strategic renewal for the continual

adaption of their competitive advantages.

6 | LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSION

The described theoretical and practical contributions must be consid-

ered within the individual, methodological and practical limits of the

research. Regarding individual limitations, the subjective views of the

researchers influence the results (Eisenhardt, 2021). While this cannot

be entirely avoided, the issue is addressed through a transparent

description of the research process and analysis. Furthermore, we dis-

cussed the findings with other knowledgeable practice agents and fel-

low researchers to minimize bias and misinterpretations.

The qualitative research design and abductive analysis constitute

methodological limitations regarding the generalizability of the find-

ings. An abductive approach can propose possible explanations only,

suggesting that one thing (in this case, SCV) ‘may be’ the conse-

quence of something else (that is, a specific set of organizational char-

acteristics) (Locke et al., 2008). In the abductive research process, the

comparison of qualitative data with the conceptual framework from

existing theory during the analysis and conceptualization allowed us

to propose such possible explanations. These limitations were deliber-

ately accepted as discovery-driven work was required as a first step

towards a better understanding of SCV before any quantitative exam-

inations could be applied. On the other hand, purely inductive

research would not have been suitable, as extant theory could already

propose potentially relevant organizational characteristics

(Suddaby, 2006). Only further testing of the proposed types and

characteristics for their impact on the strategic renewal of established

companies will fully resolve this issue.

As generalizability could thus not be fully achieved due to the

research design, we focused on increasing the credibility and trust-

worthiness of the research to provide comprehensible findings on

which other researchers can build. To accomplish this, we built on

established best practices for qualitative research with a rigorous

application of a repeatable research design, transparent data collec-

tion and analysis, and a complete audit trail that is available from the

authors upon request (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Gioia et al., 2013).

However, we cannot disregard practical restrictions that limited the

application of the research process. Regarding the sampling, specific

criteria were applied to select possible cases, however they were lim-

ited by access, as not all (internal) CVUs are externally identifiable,

and not every identified case is available for research. However, the

resulting considerable variety in the sizes and industries of the compa-

nies in our sample is not seen as a limiting factor, as all match the

defined criteria to represent established companies, and the strategic

renewal impact is not directly measured, for which the size or industry

would have to be considered as possibly influencing variables. Regard-

ing the data collection, more resources, time, and open access could

have provided richer data points, specifically through the possible

inclusion of more participants per case. However, given the resource

and time constraints, we took the best decision to maximize cases

rather than participants per case to suit the research question, as

described in the methodological section. As also pointed out there, we

deliberately decided to not include corporate managers outside the

CVUs as participants to avoid any anecdotal evidence about the role

of CVUs for strategic renewal, preferring to derive possible explana-

tions from our comparison with existing theory. We therefore hope to

provide a more unbiased framework for further testing of the pro-

posed CVU roles and characteristics.

Thus, the current research is limited as it does not offer any evi-

dence from practice for the suggested roles of CVUs in the strategic

renewal of the company. However, the comparison with existing the-

ory and the discussion of the results with other representatives of the

participating companies could confirm the relevance of our findings.

For instance, the typology was presented to many case companies

with multiple participants. Each company had to guess its type of

CVU based on the presented framework. In almost all cases, the guess

matched our analysis, which speaks to the validity of our data. How-

ever, future (quantitative) research should include participants from

the strategic management level to understand their view on the role

of CVUs in the strategic renewal of the company.

Acknowledging these limitations, we can nevertheless state that

the study confirms the identified research gap, as our focus on con-

temporary CVUs provides possible explanations for SCV with identi-

fied distinctive organizational characteristics and corresponding types.

Thus, these findings are a first step towards a better theory of SCV

grounded in data. On this basis, the proposed exploratory organiza-

tional framework suggests the distinctive and variable organizational

characteristics and their relationships to leverage CVUs for the strate-

gic renewal of established companies. This can serve as a basis to test
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the impact of the characteristics and their interplay on the strategic

renewal of the company to confirm or adjust the model.

These findings offer relevant implications for theory. In addition

to the described better understanding of SCV within the corporate

entrepreneurship domain, these implications include the possible

establishment and application of ambidexterity (through interlinked

structures) and dynamic capabilities (with the required resources)

within CVUs. Furthermore, the identification of a planned innovation

logic suggests CVUs as a possible interface between strategy and

innovation, which could legitimate the CV function in the organization

and establish it as a future strategic management concept. These con-

tributions also underline the high relevancy of CV, which should be

further included in innovation management theory and practice as a

systematic and organized approach for (new business) innovation.

In practice, the findings provide a concrete approach to address

the strategic renewal challenge through SCV with clearly described

characteristics for the design of new or existing CVUs. This should

help innovation managers to leverage CV for the strategic renewal of

established companies through the creation of organizationally conse-

quential new business. Overall, this research serves as a foundation

for further investigations of SCV and strategic renewal to assist estab-

lished companies adjust to fast-changing, uncertain environments.
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APPENDIX A

TABLE A1 Clustering of organizational characteristics.

Dimension Characteristic
Strategy
lab Developer Connector

Innovation
lab Enabler Scout

Ambidexterity Only exploring x x x x x ✓

Exploring/exploiting in parallel x x x ✓ ✓ x

Ambidextrous (balancing) ✓ ✓ ✓ x x x

Capabilities Only sensing x x ✓ x x ✓

Sensing + seizing x ✓ x x ✓ x

Sensing, seizing + transforming ✓ x x ✓ x x

Direction Inside-in ✓ ✓ x - ✓ x

Outside-in ✓ ✓ ✓ - - ✓

Inside-out - - x - - x

Outside-out - - x x - x

(financial and human) resources None x x ✓ x x ✓

Only access (project-based) x ✓ x x ✓ x

Control (own) ✓ x x ✓ x x

Function Build ✓ ✓ x ✓ ✓ x

Partner - - - - x -

Invest - - ✓ - - -

Governance Cost Centre - ✓ ✓ - - -

Profit Centre - x x - - -

Innovation logic Opportunistic x x x ✓ ✓ ✓

Planned ✓ ✓ ✓ x x x

KPIs Only qualitative x - - - - x

Qualitative + activity-based x - - - - -

Qualitative + impact-based ✓ - x x - -

Objectives Strategic - - ✓ - - -

Strategic + financial - - x - - -

Organization Integrated - ✓ ✓ - ✓ -

Separated - x x - x -

Process Structured ✓ - - ✓ - x

Partly structured x - - - - ✓

Structure Separated (BU + ecosystem) x x x x x ✓

Separated-integrated (BU + TMT)a x x x ✓ x x

Contextual (BU only) x x x x ✓ x

Interlinked (all) ✓ ✓ ✓ x x x

Type of innovation Only incremental - - - x x x

Only non-incremental - - - - - -

Incremental + non-incremental - - - - - -

Total cases 6 5 5 3 7 3

Cases # (cf. Table 1 for case

numbers)

5,8,

10,14,

26,29

1,619,24,

28

12,13,

17,21,

25

2,3, 27 4,9,11,

15,18

22,23

7,16,

20

✓ = YES; x = no; � = variable.
aBU = business unit, TMT = top management team.
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TABLE A2 CVU types and their characteristics.

Dimension Strategy lab Developer Connector Innovation blab Enabler Scout

Innovation
logic

Planned Planned Planned Opportunistic Opportunistic Opportunistic

Capabilities Sensing, seizing+

transforming

Sensing + seizing Sensing only Sensing, seizing

+

transforming

Sensing + seizing Sensing only

(financial and
human)
resources

Control (own) Access only (project-

based)

None Control (own) Access only

(project-based)

None

Ambidexterity Balancing

(ambidextrous)

Balancing

(ambidextrous)

Balancing

(ambidextrous)

Exploring/

exploiting

Exploring/

exploiting

Exploring only

Structures Interlinked Interlinked Interlinked Separated-

integrated

Contextual Separated

Objectives Strategic + possibly

financial

Strategic + possibly

financial

Strategic +

possibly

financial

Strategic only Strategic + possibly

financial

Strategic +

possibly

financial

Function Build + possibly

partner and/or

invest

Build + possibly

partner and/or

invest

Partner +

possibly invest

Build + possibly

partner

and/or invest

Build + possibly

partner

Partner and/or

invest

Governance Cost or profit Centre Cost Centre Cost Centre Cost or profit

Centre

Cost or profit

Centre

Cost or profit

Centre

Organization Integrated or

separated

Integrated Integrated Integrated or

separated

Integrated Integrated or

separated

KPIs Qualitative + impact-

based

Qualitative + possibly

impact and/or

activity-based

Qualitative

and/or impact-

based

Qualitative +

possibly

activity-based

Qualitative +

possibly impact

and/or activity-

based

Qualitative +

activity-based

and/or impact-

based

Direction Inside-in, outside-in +

possibly inside-out

and/or outside-out

Inside-in, outside-in +

possibly inside-out

and/or outside-out

Outside-in Inside-in and/or

outside-in

and/or inside-

out

Inside-in + possibly

outside-in, inside-

out, outside-out

Outside-in

Innovation
type

Incremental and/or

non-incremental

Incremental and/or

non-incremental

Incremental

and/or non-

incremental

Incremental

and/or non-

incremental

Incremental and/or

non-incremental

Incremental

and/or non-

incremental

Process Structured Structured or partly

structured

Structured or

partly

structured

Structured Structured or partly

structured

Partly structured

No. of cases 6 5 5 3 7 3
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