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Abstract: Innovation   is  a  central  strategic  issue  for  companies   who  wants  to  repeatedly innovative   and  build  long-term   competitiveness.   Research   stresses  the  importance   of  strong linkages  between  innovation  and the strategic  orientation  of a company.  Despite  that does  both research and experience show that SME:s often have a short-term focus on results and are low-risk oriented  towards  incremental   innovations  or  show  a  reactive,  non-strategic   approach  towards innovation. This case study survey to what extent innovation is an, direct or indirect, integrated part of a SME:s overall business strategy. The case study was conducted at one Swedish SME in three stages with 10 participants with broad representation of management and employees from the entire company.  Innovation  was found  to be strongly  centred  to the persons  of top management,  have strong  informal  linkages  to top  levels  of formal  business  strategy  but  with  weak  integration  at practical action oriented levels of strategy.
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1.  Problem

Successful  businesses  are  at an  increasingly  large  scale  dependent  on  innovation  and strategic orientation plays a decisive role to a company’s innovation ability (Dobni 2006; Tidd  2009;  Kamalesh  2010).  Strategic  innovation  has  and  can  be  defined  in  many different  ways, is influenced  by many factors and can be conducted  in many different ways and still be successful (Sniukas 2010). Independent of a company’s choice, purpose and objective of the innovation efforts that has been made it appears to be decisive to the company  that wants to create long term benefits out of their innovation  investments  to link  innovation  to strategic  orientation  of the  company  (Kamalesh  2010),  questioning status quo (Markides 2001)  and being able to balance such dualities as flexible/structure, short-/long-term,   design/emergent   and  incremental/radical   (Markides   2001;  Sniukas
2010).

Despite innovation being a central strategic issue for a company who wants to build long- term competitiveness (Markides 1998; Xu 2007; Tidd 2009; Sniukas 2010) the Swedish SME:s (less than 250 employees) often show a low strategic awareness when it comes to innovation. Research shows that even though strategic orientation and innovation patterns differ between small and large companies (Kamalesh 2010) both small as well as large companies  have  a  hard  time  sustaining  their  innovative  abilities  once  they  mature (Markides  1998;  Le  Roy  2007).  Satisfaction  with  status  quo  and  a  general  lack  of incentives hinders companies to abandon a certain today for a uncertain future (Markides
1998).
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Successful  strategic  innovation  is both  about  creating  tomorrow’s  business  as well  as creates  competitiveness  today (Markides  2001). Research  as well as experience  shows though that strategic decisions in SME:s are often cantered towards the manager. The management in SME:s often have a short-term focus on results and are low-risk oriented towards incremental innovations in a narrow product market or a reactive non-strategic approach towards innovation (Kamalesh 2010). This is also supported by the experience from  the  Swedish   market   that  indicates   that  innovation   to  a  large  extent  is  not strategically  integrated  and  is  led  in  a  strategically  unconscious  way,  short  term  and within a small area within a, for the company, key area. Innovation strategical decisions are therefore often linked to individual senior managers.

Many of the strategic tools used today are often criticized because they are too analytical and planning oriented (Sniukas 2010). SME:s are characterized by flexibility, low hierarchical levels and informal communication and a large part of the strategic oriented innovation management is often not formalized and strongly linked to the person of the manager. Why SME:s in opposition to larger companies might rather lack analytical and planning  oriented  tools  than  the  flexibility  and  creative  ability,  even  though  a large amount  of the SME:s  needs  to better  use the creative  power  of their  companies  and involve a broader representation of their employees in the creative process (Xu, Q. et al
2006; Johnsson & Karlsson 2011).

Experience  indicates  that innovation  in Swedish  SME:s  often seems to be led ad hoc, with  low  strategic  awareness  outside  the  innovative  key  area  they  traditionally  work within.  The  connection  between  innovation  and  company’s  overall  purpose,  goal  and vision  often  appears  weak  even  though  the  companies  requests  a  stronger  focus  on innovation and then foremost from a more long-term strategic perspective. Despite that, the management states that their competitiveness  at an increasingly larger scale demands regular  innovation  for  long-term  competitiveness.  This  study  aims  to  survey  to  what extent innovation is an integrated part of the studied company’s overall business strategy, in a spoken or unspoken way.


2. Current Understanding
As there exists  a wealth  of definitions  of “innovation”  as well as “strategy”  (Sniukas
2010) one can easily imagine the jungle of “strategic innovation” definitions, then add a “management”  to  those  two  words  and  that  jungle  rapidly  transforms  into  a  minor cosmos of interrelated and overlapping definitions. I personally can see no use of adding another  definition  to  an  already  extensive  amount  of  good  definitions  developed  by skilled researchers  but will put a little effort in explaining  how I read the ones I have chosen to use, since you and I might not read them the same way.

In   my   research   I   use   the   OECD   definition   “the   implementation   of   a   new   or significantly improved product (good or service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new organizational  method in business practices,  workplace  organization  or external relations” (OECD, 2005). Which I, in a more daily context, interpret and describe as: innovation  is  anything  new  taken  all  the  way  from  an  identified  opportunity  to  a successful creation of value within its area of use. It could be incrementally  or radically new, but must to some extent be new, successful and creating value.






Sniukas  (Sniukas  2010)  have  analyzed  and arranged  many  of the leading  concepts  of strategic innovation into a more comprehensive framework that I think contributes by reducing  some  of  fragmentation  of  the  area.  I  have  chosen  to  use  his  definition  of strategic innovation, which reads as follows:
● 	Strategic  innovation  is  a  framework  of  interdependent  content,  process  and context dimensions,
● 	facilitating the application of creativity and innovation in strategic management
● 	in order to enable strategic differentiation and competitive advantage,
● 	by challenging conventional logic and redefining the company’s business model, redrawing market boundaries, creating new markets and value improvements for customers and the company itself.

Both those definitions I have chosen to use are very extensive and houses several more specific and distinct definitions that can be necessary to use when looking into a specific area of innovation or strategic innovation.

Many companies of today are players on an economic arena where their ability to be repeatedly innovative has become crucially important for their ability to stay competitive over time (Markides 1998; Mumford 2004; Blumentritt & Danis 2006 ; Tidd and Bessant
2009; Sniukas 2010). Research does though show that small as well as larger companies
often have a short-term perspective on innovation (Markides 2001; La Roy 2007). Even companies with a successful history in more radical innovation have a tendency to lose their ability for more radical and long term oriented innovation, as they grow mature (Markides 1998; La Roy 2007). With success these companies  often loses focus on the more strategic long term innovation as they grow mature and actually becomes too good at meeting the needs of the customer  of today (Markides  2001; Sniukas 2010). With a hard focus on monitoring  economic  health and satisfying  today’s customers  better than their  competitors   they  often  strive  to  preserve  a  successful  status  quo  rather  than jeopardizing  a certain success of today for an uncertain  success of tomorrow.  After all does a strong position of today provide such a strong economic health of - today. With such  a strong  focus  on short-term  economy  and today’s  success  an unhealthy  lack of attention on emerging trends occurs why major market changes is ignored and can sneak up on them without being recognized as major threats before the crisis strikes them as a fact (Markides 2001; Sniukas 2010).

Even if such crises have a tendency to wake up the company and again triggers a new wave of innovation  it is an expensive  and risky way of keeping  your company  on the track of innovation  (Markides  1998). Successfully  using innovation  as a strategic  tool lets you balance short-term revenue with long-term investments in future returns from innovation of tomorrow. Companies who have been able to do so have showed to contingently monitor both their economic and strategic health (Markides 2001). Unfortunately there is no blueprint to strategic innovation as different types of strategies can co-exist on the same market and be equally successful (Blumentritt & Danis 2006). So instead  of trying to do the “right”  thing, companies  have to link innovation  to the strategic orientation of their specific company. Strategic orientation has showed not only to be critical to a company’s ability to innovate but also a good predictor of innovation and should therefore be considered through both strategic formulation and development (ORegan et al 2005).

Successfully  developing  strategic  innovation  means  finding  a  good  fit  between  the internal and external (Markides 2001). Which means it needs to be planned at a general







level, balancing deliberate and evolving actions in a way that gives structure enough to steer without losing the flexibility  needed to adapt to new learning and changes in the market (Markides 2001; Blumentritt & Danis 2006; Sniukas 2010). Research show that balancing such dualities as flexibility/structure, short-/long-term, design/emergent and incremental/radical  based on the company’s  strategic orientation  is the overall base for strong innovation strategies. Many of the strategic tools used today are often criticized because they are too analytical and planning oriented (Sniukas 2010).

Even though SMEs often approaches innovation in a rather tactical than strategic way (Kamalesh,  2010)  SMEs  have characteristics  that are highly  favorable  for innovation. SME:s have, for instance, fewer hierarchical levels and more direct and informal contacts between staff than larger companies (LaRoy, 2007). But as they have limited resources, often short-term management of resources, a high daily pressure and strategic planning strongly  centralizes  at the  manager  long-term  issues  tend  to  “disappear”  in  everyday work. SMEs in opposition to larger companies might rather lack analytical and planning oriented tools than the flexibility and creative ability. Even though a large amount of the SMEs needs to make better use of the creative power of their companies and involve a broader representation of their employees in innovation (Kelly, t 2005; Xu, Q et al 2006; Tidd  &  Bessant  2009;  Johnsson  &  Karlsson  2011).  Innovation  strategies  would  for instance play a significant role for the planning of innovation investments as limited resources of SME:s makes it impossible to address all available innovation opportunities. (LaRoy, 2007)


3. Research question
This  study  aims  to  gain  a  deeper  understanding  of  how  innovation  is  strategically integrated in SME:s overall business strategy as strategy plays a significant role for a company’s ability to innovate over time.

Research  question:  How  is  innovation  integrated  in  the  participating  SMEs  business strategy?


4. Design/Method/Approach
Winning  in business  today demands  companies  to be repeatedly  innovative.  As SME:s (less than 250 employees) are a essential part of Swedish economy, accounting for 99.9% of all companies  in Sweden  (http://www.svensktnaringsliv.se,  2011) it is of interest  to gain a deeper understanding of how innovation is managed in those companies. The study was  conducted  as  part  of  a larger  ongoing  research  project  with  an  overall  focus  on innovation  management  in  SME:s.  The  project  stretches  over  three  years  and  will conduct a total of six Swedish SMEs.

Selection  criteria  when  choosing  the participating  companies  for the project  were that they  should  represent  an average,  producing  and  successful  SME:s  of the Mälardalen region. They should all have an interest in developing a more innovative structure in their companies, be willing to give researchers access to all levels of employees and share experiences with the other participating companies of the project. The companies are all located in Eskilstuna, have successfully introduced innovations at their markets and are among the leading companies in their field.
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This  study  aims  to  gain  a  deeper  understanding  of  how  innovation  is  strategically integrated in SME:s overall business strategy as strategy plays a significant role for a company’s  ability to innovate  over time. The data in this study was collected  in three stages  at  one  of  the  participating  companies  with  main  focus  on  the  last  one.  Data collection was done during eighteen months. The two first steps were more general and conducted at three companies. The third one specifically focused on strategic integration of  innovation  and  was  only  conducted  at  one  of  the  companies.  That  company  was chosen  because  it was that company  out of those three who had the most stable track record concerning strategy and senior management.

The company chosen for this study is an electronics design- and consultant company that develops and produces electronic components to be built into other products or electronic systems. They are one of the leading companies at their market in the Mälardalen region.

Although the third study forms the main focus of this case study, conducted studies are for readability reasons presented in chronological order in the paragraph below.

● 	The first study in the series was an interview-supported  audit conducted in order to  gain  a  better  understanding   of  the  current   state  of  innovation   in  the participating  companies.  The audit was developed  by Tidd and Bessant  (Tidd and   Bessant,   2009)   and   the   audit   headline   was   “How   do   we   manage Innovation”.  This  audit  was  chosen  because  it  is  part  of  a  comprehensive theoretical  context  developed  by  well-reputed  scientists  with  long  experience from academia as well as industry. The audit is based on five areas critical for successful innovation management, including Strategy, Processes, Organization, Linkages   and  Learning.    It  was  a  self-assessment   audit   that  contains   40 statements, eight from each area, that describes "the way we do things here", e.g. We are good at learning from other organizations. In order to gain a deeper understanding  of the audit results the authors choose to complement  the audit with  an  additional   interview.   Interview   questions   was  based  on  the  audit statements but rewritten as questions from a “how” perspective e.g. How do you learn from other organizations?

10 employees out of a total staff of 38 participated. The participants were representing   a  broad   mix  of  management   and  personnel   from   the  entire company.

● 	The second study was based on a workshop series in four steps aiming to gain a deeper   understanding   of  the  current   state   of  innovation   and  to  compare management and coworker’s perception of current situation of innovation in the company. Data was collected about how managers and employees execute and encourage  the  search,  selection,  implementation  and  capturing  of  innovation (Tidd  2009).  Data  were  collected  at  8  workshops,  4  with  a  cross  functional group of employees  but no senior managers  and 4 with senior managers  in a group of participants from three companies.  Data was collected through written questionnaires, notes, audio-recordings and observations. Respondents were the same as in the first study. Each respondent answered 80 written questions.

● 	At the third stage two discussion  based interviews  where conducted  with the CEO and one senior manager  from the company.  The interviews  where built around  the  Balanced  Scorecard  (scorecard)  that  were  used  as  the  strategic







steering-document  of the company.  At the first interview  managers  described the use of their Balanced score card, went through it and explained how they worked with it, time perspectives, who participated in the work of formulating strategic goals and actions.


The strategic steering document addresses four strategic levels. Level one that is long term and contains the vision of the company. Level two contains three areas that helps to specify the vision, contains Business concept, Leading star and Strategic goals. Level two stretches over three years, reviewed every year but is normally left unadjusted during that three year time period. At level three these are, each year specified as goals in four perspectives, which then at level four  are  specified   in  explicit  activities   for  each  of  the  functions   in  the organization.

 (
Vision
Leve
l
 
tw
o
 
- 
st
r
ateg
y
Business concept
Leading star
Strategic goals
Lev
e
l
 
th
r
e
e
 
- 
pe
r
spect
i
v
e
S
trateg
y
C
o
:
s
 
m
ode
l
C
usto
m
e
r 
perspectiv
e
Learnin
g
 
and develop
m
en
t 
perspectiv
e
E
cono
m
i
c 
perspectiv
e
B
usines
s 
proces
s
perspectiv
e
Funct
i
o
n
 
A
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
Funct
i
o
n
 
B
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
Funct
i
o
n
 
C
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
Funct
i
o
n
 
D
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
Funct
i
o
n
 
E
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
Funct
i
o
n
 
F
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
Funct
i
o
n
 
G
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
Funct
i
o
n
 
H
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
Funct
i
o
n
 
K
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
Funct
i
o
n
 
L
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
A
ctivities
)Figure 1 Strategic steering document
Level one - vision








Level four -  function














At the second interview  managers  worked  themselves  through  the document, one area at a time, starting at the overall strategic top level and working down to the lowest strategic level of actions. Focus of the review was to identify, if, where and how innovation,  directly  or indirectly,  where an integrated  part of the strategy.  At each level of the scorecard  and at each area managers  were asked  if  innovation   was  an  explicit,  formulated   part  of  that  area  and  if innovation could be considered an indirect part of the area. Data was collected through written notes, audio-recordings and observations.

Qualitative analysis where done in two steps where the first focused on finding out if innovation was integrated part of the formal strategic steering document the company. Analyzing were done to find out if innovation could be considered  formally integrated
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by formulation and use of the word “innovation”, if informally integrated by use of other formulations but with content that either are synonymous with innovation or promotes innovation outcomes and results. If informally integrated in the balanced scorecard, was it integrated deliberately or not?

At a second step findings from the previous studies analyzed with focus on the balance of strategically important issues at strategic and activity level to see how innovation is strategically integrated formally and practically.


5. Findings
At the time of the interviews no explicit, formalized or cohesive innovation strategy was formulated. Neither did they have any formulated company specific definition of what innovation is or what the purpose of working with innovation where. Despite that senior management,   and   particularly   the   CEO,   showed   high   strategic   awareness   about innovative  aim, purpose,  areas of radical/incremental  and time perspectives  needed but also about areas that innovation could be extended towards.
Senior management of the company stressed the need of being innovative and expressed the  need  and  desire  to  work  more  strategically   with  innovation.  They  considered themselves to be required to innovate contagiously to be able to keep a leading position in their business. They did in particular stress the need of increased structure, defined activities, clarity and communicability in their innovative efforts.


Strategic steering document review
Review  of  the  strategic  steering  document   showed  that  innovation   were  not  at  a formulated and explicit part of the content at any strategic level. Innovation was on the other hand, to higher  or lower degree,  indirectly  included  or integrated  at all strategic levels.
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Level one - vision







	indirectly
integrated
N – not part of
RI – requires innovation
PI – promotes innovation
	Function K
	Activities – N
	Activities – NDII
	Activities – N
	Activities – N

	
	Function L
	Activities - N
	Activities – NDII
	Activities -NDII
	Activities – N



Level one and two – Vision and strategy

The connection  between  innovation  and the content  of all four areas  of the first two levels (vision and strategy) was clear and the link between innovation and strategic orientation was considered to be rather strong at these levels despite the indirect formulations.  The content of two of the areas were deliberately  (DII) formulated to set focus  on  the  innovative  element  as  innovation  is  considered  to  be  an  indirect  but “crucial” part of the content. The content of the other two areas had connections to innovation  that where easy to identify  but were not deliberately  (NDII) formulated  to stress that. The content of three of the four areas was considered  to require innovation (RI) while the fourth, which was considered to have the weakest link to innovation, was considered to promote innovation (PI).
Level three – perspective
The connection between innovation and the content of all four areas of the third level (perspective) were to considered to be clear. At this level one out of four areas were deliberately  (DII) formulated and three were not deliberately  formulated to set focus on the innovative element. Content of three areas is considered  to promote innovation (PI) while the content of one area is considered to require innovation (RI).

Level four – function
At this level managers had great problem in deciding whether innovation was part of the content or not. Discussions  at this level was in large part on whether the content were linked to innovation or whether it potentially could be linked to innovation. Innovations were in some of the areas identified as indirectly but clearly integrated but the majority had either only weak indirect integrations  or was found not integrated  at all. Only one area were considered to have innovation deliberately, but indirectly, integrated  (DII).

The CEO referred to the fact that the company had no definition of innovation as one of the major hindrances for formulating of explicit strategic goals for innovation. Which he in turn considered constituting the greatest single obstacle to the development of clear innovation activities and measurable parameters that would enable innovation to be monitored, measured and evaluated.

Seminar series
Data collected through the seminar series showed the following:
Different employees at the company referred to innovation in a widely spread range of personal definitions.
The  participants  of  the  cross-functional  group  of  employees  was  positive  and  highly engaged in the workshops but so eager to do things right and giving the right answers that it  actually  hindered  them  in  answering  the  questionnaires   and  participating   in  the discussions.  That  tension  did  though  ease  during  the  seminary  series.  Employees  did

 (
8
)





often refer to conflicting incentives as e.g. time-reporting as a stress factor and hindrance for innovation related work that was not formalized in a innovation project or customer driven  because  they  experienced  reporting  such  work,  lacking  a project  number  or  a customer to send a invoice, as showing a lower work efficiency. Another indication of conflicting   incentives   and   ineffective   communication   showed   as   senior   managers generally experienced that they encouraged employees to larger degree of participation in innovation related activities than what employees did. Managers did e.g. feel that they encouraged all employees to search, every day for innovative opportunities, in new environments as well as at their current working environments, looking for both new opportunities  in  their  current  field  of  business  as  well  as  potentially  new  business concepts. Employees on the other hand felt encouraged to search for incremental improvements  in their current working settings, did not experience time for searching to be prioritized unless customer initiated or problem driven and did only mention needs of current customers, new technology or new products in their current field of business as prioritized search areas. The only exception was employees from RnD who experienced lack  of  time  but  still  felt  encouraged  to  prioritize  to  invest  their  time  in  exploring innovation opportunities.   Finally did the seminars show that all participants experienced the organization  to be highly  flexible,  strong  support  from  managers  and  co-workers, good formal meeting structure and a strong, devoted leadership from the CEO and owner. Formal structures, routines and lean were often referred to as tools for development, experience and knowledge transfer.

Interview supported audit
Data from the interview supported audit showed:
The two most distinctive findings from the interview supported audit was; Different employees at the company referred to innovation in a widely spread range of personal definitions; and the difference in number of unanswered statements in the audit and the number of interview questions answered “I dont know”. Out of 400 audit-statements, e.g. “we  work  well  in  teams”,  only  two  statements  were  left  unanswered.  Out  of  400 interview-questions,  e.g.  “How  do you  work  in teams?”,  40 where  answered  “I don't know”. According to the interview answers, the reason for not being able to answer the interview questions where mainly two;
1.   The  respondent  did  not  know  “How”,  “What”  or  sometimes  even  “If”  the organization  worked  with  what  asked  for,  e.g.  working  in  teams.  “I  don´t know”-answers where often motivated with “It is not my area” or “senior management/the CEO knows that”.
2.   The respondent did not fully understand the meaning of the area asked for. E.g. when  asked  “how  do you work  in teams”  the respondent  did not know  what teams there were or did not understand what was meant by “teams”.


6. Contribution

Senior  management,  and  particularly  the  CEO,  showed  high  strategic  awareness  and could strategically formulate and describe need, purpose and short- as well as long-term aim  of  innovation.  Prioritized  areas  of  innovation  investments  could  be  described







considering desired degree of radical/incremental  character of innovation outcomes, time horizons for coming investments but also about areas that innovation could be extended towards. Strategic argumentation was closely linked to overall strategic needs and aim of the business. But even though innovation was strategically formulated by person at managerial top-level, innovation was not, at any level, formalized as a formal strategy or formalized part of the strategic steering document.
This raises the question if a company could be considered to work strategically with innovation even though no formal strategy for innovation exists? Maybe, as there is no “right process” of strategy (Markides 2001; Blumentritt 2006 ) the company could still approach   innovation   in  a  way  that  gives   a  strategic   orientation   that  contributes successfully   adjustments   to  environmental   changes   (O'Regan   2005)   even   though innovation  was found  not to be integrated  in the business  strategy  by explicit  use of words   and   formulations   containing   “innovation”.   This   strategic   orientation   could probably be equally successful as any other (Blumentritt 2006 ) regardless of the use of explicitly or indirectly formulations. Innovation was after all identified as an indirectly integrated part of all levels of the strategic steering document used by the company. Innovation  could  thereby  be  said  to  have  a link  to  the  “strategic  orientation”  of the company (ORegan et al 2005 ).
Innovation  was  by  other  words  found  to  be  both  strategically  formulated  by  senior managers in person and an indirectly integrated part of all levels of the strategic steering document.  It is, however,  required  that  the linkages  to strategic  orientation  is strong enough to sufficiently facilitate the application of innovation to strategic management. If not, integration could not be considered to provide a sufficient framework for strategic innovation (Sniukas 2010).
Lack of communication,  definitions,  common understanding  and conflicting  incentives has probably hindered integration of strategic aim of innovation at operational level. The study shows that strength of strategic integration of innovation drastically decreases with lowering strategic level of the organization. Integration decreases from a significant proportion of indirect but deliberate integration of innovation at the first two levels to a weak, indirectly or non existing integration in more than 70% of the 40 activity areas of the lowest level of the strategic steering document.
The study shows that innovation have a strong, formulated but not formalized strategical integration centred to the person of the CEO. Lack of common definition of innovation, conflicting  incentives  and insufficient  communication     and a strong  but indirect,  but partly deliberate, integration at the top levels of the formal business strategy.  At lower, more operational level of the strategic steering document is the strategic integration of innovation  weak  and  indirect.     Lack  of communication,  definitions,  common understanding and conflicting incentives are probably the major cause of weak strategic integration   of  innovation   in  strategic   steering   document   as  well   as  at  practical operational levels of the organization.

7. Practical implication
The use of strategic innovation in SME:s is often questioned with reference to the risk of loss in flexibility and that formalization will be indefensibly time consuming for a small company  with limited  resources.  I on the other hand argue that small companies  with limited resources cannot afford not to approach innovation strategically. Innovation needs to be strategically linked to overall business purpose and goals and integrated throughout the  organization.  This  does  not  necessary  require  formalization  but  needs  to be  done

 (
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conscious   and  deliberately   to  avoid  strategic   innovation   to  centred   around   senior managers  in  a  way  that  limits  innovativeness   of  the  organization.  Communication, definitions and a conscious use of incentives that supports a innovative behaviour are important tools that are easy to use when approaching innovation strategically in small companies.
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