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Summary 

 

The agile approach is suggested, among other things, for accelerated innovation. Speed is 

understandably an advantage in dynamic business, but it doesn’t help to be the first one in the 

wrong place! 

 

One must go beyond sheer agility, by using proven methods while maintaining nimbleness. 

Coupling the technology evaluation (can it work?) and business assessment (will it work?) in 

synchrony completes a dualistic view of the mutual objective. 

 

The paper elaborates on the above to accomplish the critical drivers of innovation success: 

accelerating the process, reducing the risks, and engaging the entire organization in the effort. 

We pursue just-on-time innovations. 

 

Keywords: Innovation; Technology Management; Fast Experimentation; Business 

Assessment; Strategic Options; Omnichannel 

 

 

Innovation Dilemma 

 

The span of an innovation process is normally defined as “from idea to launch”. It begins with 

brainstorming or idea generation, followed by activities such as “funneling” and “screening”. 

In both approaches, the process starts with a broad range of inputs that are refined and evaluated 

in several sequential stages. 

 

In real work, there are iterations, dead-ends, and recursions. As Grieves & Vickers (2017) 

remark, sequential approaches “are conceptual models, the messy reality of systems 

development is that the ideal forward flow from inception to system is simply that—an ideal”. 
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Idea Capture 

 

Proponents of innovation management often emphasize that brainstorming, i.e. the generation 

of ideas, is paramount in creating new solutions or other innovations. 

 

We dare to disagree. Idea generation is random, and no one can predict the result. Scott (2007) 

notes, “… real creation is sloppy. Discovery is messy; exploration is dangerous. No one knows 

what he’s going to get when he’s being creative.” 

 

We believe that ideas exist, they are everywhere and just need to be recognized. The 

simultaneous invention, such as when two or more people invent the same thing at the same 

moment, independently and without knowing each other, is not rare (e.g. Scott 2007, Rogers & 

Shoemaker 1971). 

 

Thomas A. Edison has stated: “Keep on the lookout for novel ideas that others have used 

successfully. Your idea has to be original only in its adaptation to the problem you are working 

on” (Ideaology-Quotes 2014). Matthews (1990) further states: “The ideas can come from 

anywhere, the initial source is not so important”. 

 

More significant than generating ideas is catching ideas and retaining them for future use. 

 

 

Idea Refinement 

 

Only an exceedingly small fraction of ideas turns out to be productive (Figure 1). Exact ratios 

may vary, but several studies support this finding. To compensate for such a drastically poor 

yield, it could be tempting to feed in as many ideas as possible into the pipeline. That is a 

method using brute force. Sooner or later any funnel would block up. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. 3,000 ideas produce only one success! Adapted from (Stevens & Burley 1997). 
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Most effort is spent on ideas with no potential. For that reason, discard unfruitful ideas and 

subsequent projects as early as possible along the development path. There are many tools 

aiming to do that: reducing the resources needed as well as accelerating the time-to-launch. 

Examples of such traditional methodologies include innovation funneling, and staged processes 

with go/no-go gates. 

 

Also, agile approaches have been promoted, not only for system development but for innovation 

processes to save money, time, and effort. The underlying principle is analogous to total quality 

management, lean, and six sigma paradigms, i.e. to avoid waste work (see e.g. Agile Alliance 

2021, The W. Edwards Deming Institute 2020, Roos et al. 1990, The Council for Six Sigma 

Certification 2018). 

 

Focusing on value-adding work does, of course, help to optimize efforts and gain speed. Saving 

the labor required is justifiable. The resources rescued can be re-focused and allocated to more 

promising initiatives. Agility and short lead times also contribute to flexibility in timing. 

 Speed, however, is only a means. It cannot be a goal, because 

 

it does not pay to be the fastest if one ends up being the first – but in the wrong place! 

 

On the other hand, do not over-emphasize the avoidance of straying. There is no benefit in 

arriving at a planned destination if being late. Find a balance between using proven methods 

and maintaining the characteristics of the agile concept . 

 

The author has contemplated the innovation processes in depth in (Hakkarainen & Talonen 

2014). 

 

Art of Balancing 

Practitioners of innovation generally apply the term to mean turning an invention – or an idea - 

into a product, or into something that has an economic impact. We, instead, prefer to approach 

the issue in the realm of Technology Management, or Strategic Management of Technology. 

 

A classic definition of technology management from the National Research Council is (National 

Research Council 1987): “An interdisciplinary field concerned with the planning, development 

and implementation of technological capabilities to shape and accomplish the operational and 

strategic objectives of an organization.” 

 

To many, the concept of technology management appears complex or even difficult to grasp, 

but actually it is downright simple; the management of technology is about finding a balance 

between business opportunities and a company's competences at a given time (Figure 2). 

 

Innovation management and the management of technology are, to a large extent, similar 

paradigms, and are often regarded as synonyms. However, they have differences in emphasis 

and details. 
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Figure 2. The management of technology is the art of balancing (Hakkarainen 2006). 

The list of capabilities is exemplary, not exhaustive. 

 

The management of technology is interdisciplinary by nature, whereas innovation management 

leans more towards engineering and design. The essence of technology management is strategy, 

and its most important means are communication and decision-making. In innovation, it is 

creativity and the subsequent innovation process that are emphasized. 

 

Neither is superordinate nor more advanced. It is only a matter of the preferred viewpoint. 

 

 

Methodological Framework 

 

Our methodology derives from solid and proven fundamentals of technology management. We 

will elaborate on this and propose its practical implications in the following chapters. 

 

 

Conceptual Foundation 

 

Matthews introduces in his recognized article (Matthews 1992) a conceptual management of 

technology framework for integrating technology into business. He stressed that for linking 

technology with business it is essential to have a continuous process of discussion and decision‐

making. The objective is to align technology efforts and business efforts to gain the most from 

their combination. 

 

The key is to share a dualistic view, constantly changing the viewpoint from business to 

technology, and vice versa (see Figure 3). Such dialogue and dialectics address questions such 

as: 

• What kind of business are we in? 

• How is competition changing and how does it affect technology? 

• What are the likely technology trends? 

• What are their implications for the competition? 
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Figure 3. Framework for integrating technology into business strategy. 

 

The sequence is not fixed. Start with the order above, but during the process there will be many 

linkages and overlaps, and the focus will vary. There may be several loops, and new information 

and perspectives may be generated at any stage. 

 

Rather than focusing on the details of technology or business, the cycle is more particularly a 

process for generating fundamental questions, structuring answers, and focusing on potential 

options and trade‐offs (Matthews 1992). 

 

In this framework, technology and business assessments and findings mutually affect each 

other. This kind of dialog between technology and business is extremely important. 

 

It is crucial to keep the focus in mind. Avoid diversions into technical details and problem‐

solving instead of focusing on the fundamental information. As Matthews (1992) states “The 

‘management of technology’ is, like all other management, ultimately the management of 

people and the processes of communication and decision‐making that determine success or 

failure.” 

 

The author has further examined the diverse aspects of strategic management of technology in 

his dissertation (Hakkarainen 2006). 

 

Practical Approach 

 

Usually, the innovation process is a linear one-way, step-by-step development from start to 

finish. Some process models may have iterative loops, which are quite common in software 

engineering, but a linear one is most usual. The dominant considerations are typically market 

opportunity (pull), or technological capability (push). 
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We present a more comprehensive methodology that creates a dualistic view of technology and 

business. It is a practical implementation of Matthews' conceptual framework. We argue that it 

is not sufficient to have the two considerations parallel with each other or even coupled; they 

should be intertwined. They are iterative and simultaneous in the action. 

 

There are three critical drivers of innovation success (Morris et al. 2014): 1) accelerating the 

innovation process, 2) reducing the risks inherent in innovation, and 3) engaging the entire 

organization and a broader ecosystem in the innovation effort. 

 

We will implement these drivers aiming at a desired and practical result: Just-on-Time 

Innovation. 

 

We promote 

 

• fast technology evaluation and early business assessment for acceleration, 

• deploying strategic options to reduce risks, and 

• approaching the company as a system to engage the entire organization. 

 

 

Dual-Wheel Cart 

 

A typical innovation process is a funnel, in which ideas get screened at successive gates. The 

objective is to reduce risks, and at the same time to gradually reduce the number of ideas by 

abandoning lame ones. 

 

This makes sense from the viewpoint of the process. But what about the standpoint of an idea? 

Why must a winning idea go through all the stages and travel the longest path? That takes time, 

consumes effort, and ties up resources. There should be ways to identify and pick out potential 

ideas as early as possible.  

 

Another weakness is that the gates inherently tend to be feasibility studies. We regard "feasible" 

per se as a vague impression allowing ample room for interpretation. In what respect is an idea 

feasible, and what are the limitations to its feasibility? Is an idea feasible now, or in the future, 

and for how long? What if there are other, potentially better, ideas in the pipeline? 

 

The goal is to appraise whether an idea is desirable, not just whether it is feasible. For that, we 

need a more comprehensive, and balanced methodology. 

 

Let us make an analogy. The wheel is said to be one of man’s biggest inventions, second only 

to the use of fire. The truly noteworthy innovation, however, occurred a bit later when someone 

came up with the idea of connecting two wheels with an axle. A dual-wheel cart allowed heavier 

loads and made the use of draught animals. 

 

The two wheels of our "innovation cart" are technology evaluation and business assessment. 

They run at the same pace, parallel and in synchrony with each other. Cycles of technology 

evaluation may give new perspectives to business assessment, and vice versa. 
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Dellaria addresses this dualism from two aspects: perception and reality (Dellaria 2009). 

Perception is a belief (will it work?), and reality a fact (can it work?). A fact never changes, but 

perception may change over time. The understanding of reality can expand as information 

accumulates. 

 

Our approach relates with Dellaria's dimensions as follows: 

 

• technology experiments and evaluation:  can it work? 

• business experiments and assessment:  will it work? 

 

The two dimensions constitute a dualistic view of the same object. The points of view are 

parallel, overlapping, iterative, recursive and intertwined. For practical reasons we will 

elaborate the two as entities of their own. 

 

 

Fast Experimentation: Validate Technology 

 

There is a well-known management trap relating to new innovations: "If you say 'NO', most of 

the time you will be right, but that other 5 percent can kill you" (Matthews 1990). Therefore, 

enterprises and organizations must be innovative to survive, but they must also minimize risk 

(Kastelle 2010, Pieskä et al. 2015), because our environment is filled with uncertainties that 

make planning unsafe for business. 

 

Kastelle (2010) argues that the best possible way to address this uncertainty is not with intuition 

and guesswork, but with experimentation. Dyer, Gregersen and Christensen, in their study about 

the innovator’s DNA, presented a conclusion with a simple piece of advice: “Practice, Practice, 

Practice” (Dyer et al. 2009). Thomas Edison is famous for his persistent experiments. 

 

We must try out new ideas even if we know that most of them will not fly. In doing so, we set 

up our experiments to learn as much as possible from the ideas that fail. 

 

Prototyping or piloting, combined with rapid iterations, is at the very core of succeeding in this 

risky endeavor. These ways of acting, very agile in nature, were already the message of Royce’s 

infamous article1 (Royce 1970) as early as 50 years ago! We could call these methods 

collectively ‘fast experimentation’. 

 

Fast experimentation applies many of the principles of agile innovation (Morris et al. 2014). 

Agile concepts have emerged and revolutionized information technology in recent decades. 

Today, they are spreading across a broad range of industries and functions. For us, agile 

innovation is a team sport played out in collaboration with companies, and implemented daily, 

as presented by Morris et al. (2014). 

 

Fast experimentation is an essential part of a larger iterative innovation and development cycle, 

as presented in Figure 4. The iterative innovation process starts with (open) innovation and 

continues clockwise from conception to design, implementation and operation. 

 

 
1 Royce presented a model for software development, in which he emphasized the importance of iterations and piloting. The 

model was later named “waterfall” by others, who totally missed the point. Royce himself did not use the term. The model was 

afterwards needlessly condemned as outdated, inflexible, and heavy. Royce’s message was actually very much in line with the 

agile manifesto.  
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Figure 4. Iterative, fast innovation cycle. The process starts with open innovation, which may 

be co-creation or customization. Adapted from (Pieskä  et al. 2019). 

 

 

Open innovation, i.e. co-creation and customization, refers to collaboration with customers for 

the purpose of innovation. The difference between them lies in the degree of customer 

involvement. The customer plays a less active role in customization than in co-creation. 

 

In the co-creation process, the customer or business partner is an active collaborator right from 

the start of the innovation process. The challenge for businesses is that in a co-creation process 

the market orientation should be proactive, which requires identifying and satisfying the latent 

needs of customers (Kristensson et al. 2008). 

 

Fast experimenting enables the speed needed for the innovation process in rapidly developing 

markets. Experimenting includes both technological and business aspects. The results of the 

innovation process are innovative products and services of high quality. 

 

Fast experimentation can be perceived as consisting of six stages that are concurrent, partly 

overlapping, and often iterative: 

1. Monitoring technology development 

2. Identifying and analyzing the needs for experimentation 

3. Adapting and developing advanced technology-based methods 

4. Planning pilot projects or technology demonstrations 

5. Implementing the pilot projects or technology demonstrations 

6. Assessing the business impact 

Keep a constant eye on technology development and state-of-art methodologies from several 

sources, including: continual follow-up of conferences and publications; analysis of statistics, 

future trends and roadmaps; and visits to conferences, exhibitions, universities and companies. 
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The needs for technology validation may derive from, for instance, strategic challenges, market 

opportunities, competition, regulations, lessons learned from earlier experiments. Such needs 

are often ambiguous, obscure or even latent. 

 

The purpose of the second stage is to translate these needs into technical vocabulary, such as 

functionality, performance, reliability, usability, et cetera, that can be validated by experiments. 

 

Note here that this cannot be restricted just to trying out the design or implementation of 

equipment or of a service. Usability and performance, for example, have dimensions strongly 

related to business. 

 

In the following stage, the task is to select suitable means for experimenting with the 

characteristics that were specified earlier. During stage one, the toolbox has accumulated more 

tools through monitoring technologies and methods. Adaptation is often necessary because 

many advanced technology solutions or methodologies would not fit as such. 

 

Experimentation is not limited to products. It can be applied to different kinds of innovations 

in processes, organizational arrangements, supply and customer relationships, business 

initiatives, et cetera. Experimentation may thus call for competences and means not usually 

found in the possession of an organization. These can include prototypes, mock-ups and scale 

models, as well as simulation, emulation, games and work shadowing. 

 

For example, experimenting with the usability, or form and function, of a product, might require 

know-how relating to 3D modeling, 3D scanning, point cloud handling, user interface design, 

augmented and virtual reality, and game programming. We have found that integrating game 

technologies with augmented and virtual reality provide effective tools that can be used in fast 

experimenting, not only for entertainment purposes but also for industrial applications. 

 

The fourth and fifth stages consist of planning the experiments – pilot projects or technology 

demonstrations – and conducting them in production facilities or case-specific workshops, or 

in laboratories. 

 

The final phase identifies the subsequent impacts: the stages of practical implementation; the 

needs for further experimentation, additional technology development or research; and the need 

to create novel competencies in an organization. This phase may definitely contribute to 

assessing business opportunities, as discussed in the chapter further below. 

 

Our iterative and fast experimentation innovation cycle (Figure 4) has common aspects to the 

digital twin concept, a product lifecycle and implementation model by Grieves & Vickers. The 

idea is to be able to design, test, manufacture, and use the virtual version of the systems. It is 

identified as one of the most important future technology methods (Gartner 2018), although the 

concept was attributed to Dr. Michael Grieves already back in 2002 (Grieves & Vickers 2017). 

 

The digital twin is based on the idea that a digital informational construct about a physical 

system could be created as an entity on its own. It is an identical twin of the information 

embedded within the physical system itself. It provides a possibility to work in a virtual space 

to model and simulate digitally. The digital twin implementation approach attempts to convey 

a sense of being iterative and simultaneous in the development process (Grieves & Vickers 

2017). Grieves suggests that throughout the lifecycle, the iterative concept is superior to 

classical sequential models of systems engineering. 
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Recently, we successfully utilized robot cell digital twins as a tool for iterative remote 

collaboration between organizations located in different countries (Kaarlela et al. 2022). We 

have also combined digital twins and virtual reality (VR) technology for safety training for 

several robot work cells, implementing a variety of potential emergency scenarios (Kaarlela et 

al. 2020). 

 

 

Kissing Technological Frogs: Assess Business Potential 

 

For business assessment (“will it work?”) we would like to adapt an approach posited by 

Matthews (1990). We give tangible form to this approach by illustrating (Figure 5) how 

different types of technology projects place themselves in an uncertainty‐commitment 

coordination and what their roles are within it. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 5. Basic research, strategic positioning, and product development 

in an uncertainty‐commitment continuum. 

 

Basic research is an overhead. Development projects aim at generating a return on investment. 

Between them is something called strategic positioning2.  

 

The aim is to generate strategic options for the future. No commitments to invest are being 

made at this stage. The purpose is to examine whether we want to continue further with an idea 

or not. Is it desirable, do we really want to go on with it? 

 
2 Matthews refers to strategic positioning activities as being in a “Blue Box” (Matthews 1990); he elaborates on 

this concept with an illustration in his paper. 
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Matthews calls it “kissing technological frogs”, a process devoted to kissing frogs to find the 

few princes among them. The feasibility of the concept (can it work?) has been verified earlier 

by research, so the laws of nature do not prohibit the functionality of the idea.  

 

The procedure is not research as such, but rather assessing a given idea. Do not focus on details; 

instead generate fundamental questions and shape structured answers to them. Concentrate on 

potential options and trade‐offs (Matthews 1992). Reduce uncertainties in order to screen 

potential options for future business. 

 

To find out if an idea is desirable, we honor the spirit of traditional physics research: “Put a 

carefully formulated question to Nature, and She will give a clear answer.” A good question 

(Hakkarainen & Talonen 2014, Hakkarainen 2006): 

• is concise; a one-sentence statement in the form of a question 

• is specific, in order to focus efforts on the information needed for effective decision-

making 

• is concrete and comprehensible to both business and technology people 

• defines the context and scope for the research 

• declares a positive hypothesis to be challenged 

A question should be a closed one that directs to a definite target, rather than an open one. 

Consequently, the answer is a simple and unambiguous Yes or No. Form the question into 

something like: “Is it possible to enter the XXXX market, and to create sustainable and 

profitable business in it, based on the existing YYYY product?”. Usually, additional questions 

need to be specified and completed. 

 

Evaluation, organized as a step-by-step project, consists of the following actions (Hakkarainen 

2006): 

• explore the question 

• evaluate the outcome and define the next actions 

• reiterate until a feasible or achievable level of certainty is reached 

 

The purpose of successive steps is to reduce the inherent uncertainty gradually. Note that the 

answer may switch between “Yes” and “No” as the understanding deepens. The process 

continues until it is obvious that further efforts would not reduce uncertainties sufficiently 

(Figure 6). 

 

The approach is simple. The focus is on the essential, because fundamental technological issues 

have already been verified in earlier phases. 

 

To retain agility, the duration of an individual step is from two to four weeks. Lame ducks get 

discarded early on, and the resources thus released may be redirected to other challenges. 
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Figure 6. The idea of "kissing technological frogs" is to reduce uncertainty 

by successive stepwise iterations. 

 

 

Deploy Options to Defer Commitments  

 

Let us consider an idea that turns out to be a "prince". That does not mean it is ripe for 

implementation at the time of evaluation. It is not necessary, or reasonable, or even possible, to 

implement such a discovered and identified potential immediately. In fact, one is in fire-fighting 

mode in case of impending need. 

 

No commitments should not be made right away. There will be changes in the external and 

internal environment. Believe it: there will be changes, it is not a case of there might be changes. 

Do not commit yourself to decisions that are irreversible; keep alternatives open for as long as 

possible. 

 

Decide as late as is realistically possible, following the advice of one of the seven principles of 

lean software development: "delaying decisions as much as possible until they can be made 

based on facts and not on uncertain assumptions and predictions" (Poppendieck & 

Poppendieck 2003). It is not a question of putting off but of avoiding premature commitments 

to potentially risky decisions. 

 

Therefore, do not rush into implementing or further developing a "prince" further right away. 

It is more advisable to treat it as a strategic option for future business. An option is a contract 

that gives the option owner the right, but not the obligation, to buy or sell an underlying asset 

at a specified strike price before a specified date.  

 

An essential benefit of employing options is to avoid tying up capital in early phases. A 

company does not commit itself to a project until it decides to exercise an option. No 

investments are needed before that. 
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The author has contemplated innovation, funneling and strategic options further in 

(Hakkarainen & Talonen 2014). Below we will discuss creating and exercising options using 

the metaphor of tomato gardening. 

 

Planting: Creating Options 

Merely a description of the idea is not sufficient in itself to comprehensively identify an option. 

It must be completed with the following, properly registered, attributes: 

 

• the definition and specification of the underlying asset,  

• the spot price, or current value of the asset, 

• the strike price, or exercise price of the transaction, and 

• the expiration date, or expiry, i.e. the last possible date to exercise the option. 

The definition is a description of the option (i.e. assessed potential idea), the spot price its value 

if implemented, and the strike price the expense of taking it into use, e.g. product development 

costs. The expiry indicates its period of validity. 

 

An option interlocks the results of business and technology considerations, in much the same 

way as a zipper (Figure 7). 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 7. Strategic business options interlock the outcome 

of technology and business considerations into a mutual strategy. 

 

The value of an option corresponds to business considerations, and its underlying asset 

corresponds to technological justification. Options are real strategic business options, and any 

subsequent product development is a business investment with the purpose of generating a 

return. 

 

It is not only about aligning business and technology efforts, but rather interlocking the two by 

formulating options to support and strengthen each other. Using the zipper analogy, the result 

is two different but strongly interlocked halves that are not extensive enough either alone or 

separately. 
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Harvesting: Exercising Options Just-on-Time 

Keep on kissing technological frogs as soon as new ideas emerge, and retain potential options 

in an active portfolio. Over time they accumulate in the portfolio, so there ought to be numerous 

options to consider and choose from. After all, would a one and only option really be an option?  

 

Managing a portfolio of strategic options is like growing a garden of tomatoes, as posited by 

Luehrman (1998). Any gardener would know to pick tomatoes that are ripe and perfect. Other 

tomatoes are rotten, no gardener would ever bother to pick them. In between are tomatoes that 

are edible but would benefit from more time on the vine, while others are not edible yet, and 

there is no point in picking them now (Luehrman 1998). 

 

Evaluating an option may have three possible outcomes (Figure 8):  

• exercise  (decision to invest in a project), 

• defer   (let the option stay in the portfolio for future consideration), or 

• abandon (an option has expired or has become obsolete). 

 

 
Figure 8. Evaluating options. 

 

 

The decision whether to exercise an option or not is a deliberate managerial judgment. It is 

based on the circumstances at the time and on the properties of the option. The decision is made 

by representative business owners and technology management, and calls for a profound and 

dualistic dialogue between them. 
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Farming Cycle: When and How Often to Harvest 

 

How often should one sift through an option portfolio, and when? 

 

Managing a portfolio of options involves making a sequence of decisions. Some actions are 

taken immediately, while others are intentionally deferred as circumstances evolve. The 

procedure keeps management active, whereas when following a once-a-year budget and 

planning calendars management is in command only momentarily and most of the time is in a 

passive enforcement role.  

 

Actions cannot thus be constrained by a company’s annual planning cycle. No matter how 

careful an in-depth assessment is, new meaningful information may surface even immediately 

after an update. Be alert; continuously keep an eye out for significant events and react 

accordingly (Hakkarainen & Talonen 2014). Portfolios should be reviewed and decisions made 

as and when new important information about internal and external developments emerges. 

 

The timing of decision-making is intrinsically flexible, and must allow sufficient leeway in 

plans and scheduling to accommodate new needs and ideas that arise suddenly. It is advisable, 

nevertheless, to take a snapshot of a portfolio on a regular basis and purge it of expired or 

otherwise void options. 

 

 

Engaging the Entire Company 

 

We have discussed above two of the drivers of successful innovation: accelerating the 

innovation process, and reducing the risks. Next, we will focus on the third driver: engaging 

the entire organization in the effort. This is particularly important for two reasons. First, to 

accomplish a desired result, including those hard-to-define and latent needs. Second, to ensure 

that the organization is prepared and committed to receive and adapt a new innovation when 

the time comes.  

 

Far too often a project is launched with a lot of obscure fuss, supported by numerous 

“motivational” speeches about how important or even crucial a project is for the organization. 

Once the project is up and running, total radio silence. Management attention has focused on 

new challenges. 

 

That is not, of course, likely to arouse enthusiasm. Open and frequent communication is often 

promoted as a remedy. Openness should be self-evident; any hidden agenda will eventually 

backfire. Continuity is also important, but the same worn out and slightly varied story, repeated 

over and over again, would only alienate the audience. People are not stupid, they certainly 

understand. But they do not feel, because the message seems to be handed down from above. 

 

Some propose nominating “change champions” within an organization to facilitate change. It 

is doubtful whether such a champion would strengthen engagement or merely be regarded as a 

messenger. 

 

There are many other proposals for creating awareness, empowerment, or engagement. We do 

not believe in motivation from outside. Asking people to be creative does not boost creativity. 

We claim that there is no single panacea for engaging the entire company. 
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However, the answer is quite simple, although somewhat challenging. It is not a question of 

understanding, but of a mindset. The solution comes from involving people. By getting all of a 

company’s members involved, the entire organization will consequently become engaged. 

Make everyone in a company realize and feel their role as part of an organization; a part 

contributing to the common effort. 

 

This will not happen by issuing orders, but by approaching the company as a system, and 

cultivating that system accordingly so that it is deeply rooted in the organizational culture. 

When the mindset is right, involvement, commitment, and engagement will follow. 

 

The next chapter will elaborate on the aspects of a company as a system. In the subsequent 

chapter, we would like to widen the perspective to an extended enterprise that also includes 

customers, suppliers, and other collaborators in the surrounding business ecosystem. 

 

While we say that there is no single trick for getting people involved, we have found from 

experience the following practices to be supportive of that (and applicable for all key 

stakeholders, both inside and outside of the organization): 

 

1. Kick-off event. The purpose is not to present the objectives of a project; they have been 

communicated before. Neither is it the place for brainstorming ideas. The intention is to 

collect and organize participants’ personal expectations concerning the project. There 

are several groupwork methods available to accomplish that. 

 

2. Regular review sessions. Hold short reviews regularly in the manner of Scrum Sprint 

reviews. They are voluntary, and open to all those interested. Simply present what was 

the situation at the previous review, what has been accomplished since then, and what 

are the next steps. That will help stakeholders to keep themselves updated, and it also 

improves two-way communication with the project. A session lasts from 30 minutes to 

one hour and is held, for instance, biweekly. 

 

3. Communicate important achievements. Do not just post announcements on an electronic 

billboard, or similar, because they may go unnoticed. It is better to use email or some 

other messaging means to announce new information. You may as well publish a 

bulletin regularly so that communications are not forgotten and the audience knows 

when to expect news. 

 

4. Feedback channel. Create an easy-to-use means for feedback, e.g. by email or 

groupware. 

 

5. Follow-up surveys. Repeat a follow-up survey regularly, but not so often that it no 

longer appears meaningful. Just ask respondents to assess a few simple statements and 

allow room for additional comments. The statements are of the following type: “I have 

received enough relevant information about the project”, “I have a clear vision of how 

the results of the project will contribute to my tasks”, and “I believe that this project will 

help us to improve our performance and service customers better”. The survey will keep 

respondents feeling on-board, and provide the project with valuable information about 

how outsiders view its performance. 
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Organization as a System 

The following mindset is of paramount importance in getting the entire organization involved 

in, and engaged with, the effort. 

 

A company, or an enterprise, is not just an organization, or a set of processes or resources. 

Instead of these rather static definitions, Morris (2006) takes another, dynamic and wider 

perspective. He approaches companies and businesses from a system point of view. He 

describes a company as “… not a particular department, a product, a service, or a brand. It is 

the entire organization together as one thing, working together to deliver value.” 

 

A system is defined by its internal structure, activities, and boundaries. It is an internally 

organized whole, where elements are so intimately connected that they operate as one in relation 

to external conditions and other systems (Spirkin 2004). 

 

Every person in the network is connected to, and in some way dependent on, every other person 

in the network (McAlister 2014). They continually influence one another (directly or indirectly) 

to maintain their activity in order to achieve the goal of the system. 

 

The message is clear. No particular individual, no matter how exceptional, defines the 

organization’s efficiency. Neither is the overall performance of the organization the sum of the 

individuals’ contributions. Rather, it is the entire organization in which regularly interacting 

interdependent groups of elements form a unified whole. It is this whole, a company as a system, 

working together as a single entity, that delivers the value. 

 

A company represents full mesh topology, where every network node is connected directly to 

every other node (Figure 9). In microbusinesses and in small and medium-sized enterprises 

these elements are individuals, whereas in larger companies they may be functions, 

organizational units, and so on. In that case the system is composed of sub-systems. 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 9. A system is a construct consisting of elements. 

Each element is connected to and interacts with all the others. 
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As Morris (2006) emphasizes, a company is a part of another system, a business ecosystem 

called markets. That, in turn, further belongs to a larger ecosystem known as the economy. An 

ecosystem is a community that produces goods and services of value to customers, who are 

themselves members of the ecosystem. It also includes suppliers, lead producers, competitors, 

and other stakeholders. 

 

A company can be viewed also through its business model: “A comprehensive description of 

business as an integrated system functioning in an intimate relationship with the broader 

market. It articulates how a company applies processes and technologies and how it organizes 

itself to build and sustain effective relationships with customers” (Morris 2006). 

 

The business model defines how the whole system, i.e. the products and services, organization, 

communication, supply chain, and technology within it, is arranged to deliver customer 

experience (Figure 10). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 10. Individual components of an organization do not matter as much as the way 

they work together to enable the organization to create value and deliver it to customers. 

The list is exemplary and adapted from (Morris 2006). 

 

 

Omnichannel Business Model 

Technically speaking a company is an open system. It is not isolated, but in close and dynamic 

interaction with the surrounding business ecosystem. Innovations3 thus have an impact on this 

extended enterprise. For that reason, we must include our customers, suppliers, and other 

collaborators in our efforts. 

  

From a company’s viewpoint, the surrounding system is not full mesh, like the company itself, 

but a partial mesh. Because of that, maintaining partner relationships and managing co-

operation with the partners call for a conforming approach. We will elaborate on this through 

the omnichannel concept.  

 

 
3 Any of Schumpeter’s famous innovation types: new product, new method of production, new market, new source of materials, 

or new organization; or a combination of any of these. 
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What is omnichannel? 

 

The concept of multichannel has been around in marketing, sales and customer service for some 

time. Briefly stated, it means that the customer can communicate with the company using 

optional means, such as telephone, email or Internet. 

 

An associated property is multimode, where there is a single channel, but the communication 

mode can be changed during a session. For example, a customer contacts a help desk through 

the web, and can switch from on-line help to chat, to voice connection, to remote system 

administration. 

 

Omnichannel combines these two characteristics into a cross-channel network. 

 

For example, the customer can use a smart phone to view a company's offering, make an order 

through its website and pick up the purchased item at a bricks-and-mortar store. After-sales 

service would have the same variety of options. The essence of the concept is that the same 

information about the customer, and about all interaction with the customer, is instantly 

available at every contact point. 

 

The result is an overlapping matrix as illustrated in Figure 11. We are no longer talking about 

a supply chain, but about a dynamic network involving a company and its customers. In its 

topology, an omnichannel network is partial mesh; some nodes are connected to all the others, 

but some are only connected to those nodes with which they exchange the most data. 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 11. Omnichannel combines multichannel and multimode, 

resulting a cross-channel net. 

 

 

Usually omnichannel has been regarded as mostly a model for customer communication and 

customer interaction. If it is all about customer experience, why limit the concept to managing 

relationships? It should rather be perceived as a cross-channel business model. That is what 

creates the customer experience. 
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A business model defines how a company builds and nurtures prosperous relations with its 

partners, and thus also delineates the conduct of management. All in all, management not only 

makes decisions, but also engages in (two-way!) communication and decision-making. 

 

The management model encourages management to invite key business partners on-board early 

on. Their participation is especially important because they possess valuable knowledge. 

Customers possess insight into the needs and requirements to be met. Suppliers and other 

stakeholders may suggest novel solutions. 

 

Do not be overly concerned about outsiders’ participation. The modern business ecosystem is 

based on mutual trust and dynamic co-operation between parties. Information technology and 

gaming industries realized that long ago. They co-operate and share the work with others. They 

give out prototypes to test, and release beta versions to play with. Furthermore, they organize 

test marketing in limited areas or with selected customers before a full-scale launch, and so on. 

 

Holistic Management Framework 

We have discussed a company as an organization (full mesh), and its close surroundings in a 

business ecosystem (partial mesh). The first is an internal view, and the latter an external one.  

 

By combining the two aspects: 

 

• approaching a company as a system, (entire organization working as one entity to 

deliver value), and 

• employing the omnichannel concept (relations with business partners) 

 

we can create an orthotopology (as depicted in Figure 12) that establishes a holistic and 

balanced management framework. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 12. By superimposing the organization as a system (internal view, full mesh) 

and an omnichannel business model (external view, partial mesh), 

we end up with an orthotopology that constitutes a comprehensive management framework. 
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Remember that every individual in a company is in connection with the customers – either 

directly or indirectly – and thus contributing to customer experience. 

 

 

In Conclusion 

 

Agile concepts have emerged and revolutionized information technology in recent decades. The 

principles of such concepts have also spread rapidly across a broad range of industries and 

functions. However, we believe that a common way of pursuing agility is not always sufficient 

for accomplishing the three critical drivers of innovation success: accelerating the innovation 

process, reducing the risks, and engaging the entire organization in the effort. We need to go 

beyond agility, especially in cases that involve the utilization of rapidly developing advanced 

technologies in dynamic business environments.  

 

We presented an approach to accomplish just-on-time innovations by putting the three drivers 

into practice. 

 

To accelerate the innovation process, we validate technology (can it work?) with fast 

experiments, and assess the business potential (will it work?) by “kissing the technological 

frogs” to find the few princes among them at an early stage. Reducing risks is accomplished by 

decreasing the inherent uncertainties during the business assessment mentioned above, and by 

treating promising ideas as options for future business. In considering how to engage the entire 

organization, we perceive a company as a system embodying mesh topology, we promote an 

omnichannel business model, and we suggest a holistic framework embracing the two. 
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