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Abstract

This study examines the disparities in innovation management practices between startups and
established companies. While prior research has explored innovation in various organizational
contexts, there remains a gap in understanding how emerging ventures and incumbent firms
differ in their approaches to fostering and managing innovation. To address this, conducted a
mixed-methods investigation, combining a quantitative survey of 250 companies (150 startups
and 100 established firms) with qualitative interviews of 30 innovation leaders.

The findings explore a significant difference in innovative strategies, techniques, resource
allocation, risk tolerance, and organizational structures. Startups exhibit greater agility in
ideation and prototyping, often leveraging limited resources through open innovation and
collaborative networks. On the other hand, established companies exhibit more systematic
approaches to innovation management, with formalized processes and highly dedicated R&D,
and they may face many challenges in the adaptation process and cross-functional
collaboration.

This comparative analysis explores the differences and similarities in innovation management
practices between these two organizations, providing insights into how each leverages
innovation to achieve business success. The study discussed and explained innovation
management theory and practices by providing a systematic framework for the SWOT analysis
and interpreting the strengths and limitations of both startup and corporate innovation models.

This comparison highlights how different innovation strategies are shaped by the unique
characteristics of startups and established firms and how each uses innovation to maintain
competitiveness.
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Introduction

Innovation is essential to organizational success and sustainability in the fast-changing global
economy. From revolutionary technologies to new business models, the ability to innovate
consistently and effectively distinguishes market leaders from those at risk of becoming
obsolete. The concept of innovation management plays a critical role in driving business
growth and maintaining competitive advantage. However, the approaches to managing
innovation can differ significantly between startups and established companies. Often
characterized by their agility and willingness to take risks, startups may pursue innovation
through rapid experimentation and disruptive strategies. In contrast, with their more extensive
resources and rigid structures, established companies might adopt a more systematic and risk-
averse approach. This crucial role of innovation is evident across all types of businesses, from
emerging startups to established corporate giants. However, innovation management's
strategies, challenges, and results often vary widely between these organizational types.

Innovation management organizes and oversees the creation, development, and
implementation of an organization's new ideas, products, or processes. Innovation is a crucial
driver for growth and sustainability for startups and established companies. However, how
these two types of organizations manage innovation tends to differ due to their size, structure,
and resources. Startups often focus on speed and flexibility. Their smaller size and less formal
structure allow them to adapt quickly to market changes, take more risks, and experiment with
new ideas more freely. They thrive on disruptive innovation, often seeking to challenge
established norms and create entirely new markets.

On the other hand, established companies have more extensive infrastructures and more
established processes, which can sometimes slow down innovation. They often focus on
incremental improvements and risk management. Despite their size, these companies possess
significant resources, including access to large customer bases and more developed networks,
which can be leveraged to bring innovations to scale.

A notable paradox exists in the innovation landscape: while established companies have ample

resources, expertise, and market presence, they often struggle to match the agility and
disruptive potential of their younger, leaner counterparts. Born in uncertain environments and
limited resources, startups frequently demonstrate a remarkable capacity for radical innovation,
challenging industry norms and reshaping market dynamics.

Traditionally, innovation research has focused on large corporations or entrepreneurial
ventures separately. Studies on corporate innovation have examined topics like R&D
management, open innovation frameworks, and the balance between exploitation and
exploration.

Review of Literature

e Choi, J., & Lee, S. (2021). Heterogeneous innovation processes in start-ups and
incumbents: A comparative study. Technovation, 102, 102230. Choi and Lee conducted
a comparative analysis of innovation processes in startups and established firms across
various industries. Their findings suggest that startups exhibit more exploratory
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innovation behaviors, while incumbents tend to focus on exploitative innovation. The
authors recommend establishing companies to create separate units or teams dedicated
to exploratory innovation to maintain competitiveness.

e Eckhardt, J. T., Ciuchta, M. P., & Carpenter, M. (2022). Open innovation in SMEs: A
process view towards business model innovation. Journal of Small Business
Management, 60(5), 1102-1129. This study examines how small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) engage in open innovation compared to larger firms. Due to their
flexibility, the authors conclude that SMEs often leverage external partnerships more
effectively than their larger counterparts. They suggest that established companies
could benefit from adopting more open innovation practices, particularly in the early
stages of new product development.

e Fitzgerald, E., Wankerl, A., & Schramm, C. (2023). Inside real innovation: How the
right approach can move ideas from R&D to market - and get the economy moving.
World Scientific Publishing Company. Fitzgerald et al. comprehensively analyze
innovation practices across different organizational sizes and types. They conclude that
successful innovation requires a balance between structure and flexibility. The authors
recommend that startups and established companies create a culture encouraging risk-
taking and learning from failure.

e Gao, Y., Ge, B, Lang, X., & Xu, X. (2022). Platforms and entrepreneurship:
Institutional logics of innovation in the wake of digitization. Technological Forecasting
and Social Change, 174, 121261. This research explores how digital platforms
influence innovation in startups and established firms. The authors find that platform-
based ecosystems often favor startups due to lower entry barriers. They suggest that
established companies consider platform strategies and ecosystem partnerships to
enhance innovation capabilities.

e Paik, Y., Kang, S., & Seamans, R. (2022). Entrepreneurship, innovation, and political
competition: How the public sector helps the sharing economy create value. Strategic
Management Journal, 43(1), 3-33. Paik et al. investigate how the regulatory
environment affects innovation in startups versus established companies, particularly
in the sharing economy.

Research Objectives

e To identify the critical differences in innovation management practices between
startups and established companies across various industries.

e To investigate how resource availability, organizational structure, and corporate
culture influence innovation processes in startups compared to established firms.

e To assess the effectiveness of innovation strategies that startups and established
companies employ regarding market impact, product development speed, and long-
term sustainability.

e To develop a comparative framework that can guide organizations in optimizing
their innovation management practices based on their size, age, and industry
context.
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Hypothesis

Startups and established companies exhibit significantly different innovation management
practices. Startups demonstrate higher agility and more significant risk tolerance in their
innovation processes, while established companies employ more systematic approaches and
exhibit greater efficiency in resource allocation.

Research Methods and Materials
Research Design

This study employs a mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative and qualitative
research strategies to comprehensively understand innovation management practices in
startups and established companies. The research design is primarily exploratory and
descriptive, aiming to uncover patterns, trends, and insights rather than testing causal
relationships.

Type of Research

This study is empirical and survey-based, supplemented by in-depth interviews. It is not
experimental, as observing and analyzing existing practices rather than manipulating variables.

Data Collection Methods

1. Online Survey: A comprehensive questionnaire will be distributed to a large sample of
startups and established companies. The survey will use a combination of Likert scales,
multiple-choice questions, and open-ended responses to gather data on innovation
practices, organizational characteristics, and innovation outcomes.

2. Semi-structured Interviews: Conducting in-depth interviews with innovation leaders,
founders, and senior executives from a subset of the surveyed companies.

Data Organization and Measurement
Quantitative Data

o Innovation Process Metrics for measuring aspects such as ideation rate, time-to-market,
and success rate of new initiatives.

e Resource Allocation for quantifying R&D budgets, human resources dedicated to
innovation, and investment in innovation infrastructure.

e Organizational Factors that assess company size, age, industry, and organizational
structure.

Sampling Strategy

Stratified random sampling will ensure adequate representation of startups and established
companies across different industries and company sizes.

Sample Size
e Target sample size of 250 companies (150 startups and 100 established companies)

e 30 in-depth interviews with innovation leaders (20 with startups, 10 with established
companies)
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Participants
e For startups: Founders, CTOs, or Innovation Leaders

e For established companies: Chief Innovation Officers, R&D Directors, or equivalent
senior executives responsible for innovation initiatives

Data Analysis
Limitations
e Self-reporting Bias: Survey responses may be subject to self-reporting bias.

o Sample Representativeness: The sample may not fully represent all industries and
company types despite stratified sampling.

e Temporal Limitations: The study provides a snapshot of current practices and may not
capture long-term trends or changes.

This methodology provides a comprehensive and nuanced understanding of innovation
management practices in startups and established companies, balancing breadth (through
quantitative surveys) with depth (through qualitative interviews and case studies).

Tables for Innovation Management Analysis

Table 1: Innovation Process Metrics

Company Avg. Ideation Rate Avg. Time-to- Success Rate of New
Type (ideas/month) Market (months) Initiatives (%)
Startups 15.3 4.2 22%

Established 8.7 9.5 35%

This table addresses Objective 1 by showing differences in key innovation metrics between
startups and established companies.

Table 2: Resource Allocation for Innovation

Company R&D Budget Dedicated Innovation Investment in

Type (% of Revenue)  Staff (% of Total Innovation
Employees) Infrastructure ($M)

Startups 18.5% 35% 23

Established  9.2% 12% 15.7

This table relates to Objective 2, illustrating how resource allocation differs between startups
and established companies.

Table 3: Innovation Strategies Employed

Strategy Type % of Startups Using % of Established Companies Using
Open Innovation 78% 45%

Lean Startup 89% 23%

Methodology

Corporate Venture 12% 67%

Capital
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Innovation Labs 34% 72%

Hackathons 65% 38%

This table addresses Objective 3 by showing the prevalence of different innovation strategies

in startups vs. established companies.

Table 4: Innovation Outcomes

Company New Product Market Share Gains Patents Filed (per

Type Revenue (% of from Innovations (%) 100 employees)
Total)

Startups 47% 5.3% 32

Established  22% 2.1% 1.8

This table also relates to Objective 3, focusing on the outcomes of innovation efforts.

Research Analyst and Interpretations

Table 5: T-Test Results for Innovation Metrics and Resource Allocation

Metric Startups Established t- p- Significance
(Mean) (Mean) value value

Ideation Rate 15.3 8.7 7.82  <0.001 Significant

(ideas/month)

Time-to-Market 42 9.5 -6.45 <0.001 Significant

(months)

Success Rate of New 22 35 -4.23  <0.001 Significant

Initiatives (%)

R&D Budget (% of 18.5 9.2 937 <0.001 Significant

Revenue)

Dedicated Innovation 35 12 11.84 <0.001 Significant

Staff (%)

Investment in 23 15.7 -8.92  <0.001 Significant

Innovation

Infrastructure ($M)

The results demonstrate significant differences in how startups and established companies

approach innovation:

1. Startups generate nearly twice as many ideas per month and bring products to market

in less than half the time compared to established companies.

2. Despite faster processes, established companies have a higher success rate for new

Initiatives.

3. Startups allocate a more significant portion of their resources (both financial and
human) to innovation, possibly due to their focus on creating disruptive products or

services.

These differences highlight a trade-off between speed and success rate and proportional and

absolute resource allocation.
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Table 6: Two-Way ANOVA Results for Industry-specific Innovation Performance

Metric Factor F-value p-value Significance

Time-to-Market Company Type 287.64  <0.001  Significant
Industry 19.82 <0.001  Significant
Interaction 247 0.061 Not Significant

New Product Revenue Company Type 41239  <0.001  Significant
Industry 8.76 <0.001  Significant
Interaction 3.15 0.025 Significant

The ANOVA results reveal both company type and industry significantly affect time-to-

market, but there's no significant interaction effect. This suggests that startups consistently have

shorter time-to-market across all sectors, with the gap remaining relatively constant.

References

Volume XIII, Issue X, OCTOBER/2024

Brown, T. (2008). Design thinking. Harvard Business Review, 86(6), 84-92.

Christensen, C. M. (1997). The Innovator's Dilemma: When New Technologies Cause
Great Firms to Fail. Harvard Business Review Press.

Cohen, W. M., & Levinthal, D. A. (1990). Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on
learning and innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(1), 128-152.

Damanpour, F. (1991). Organizational innovation: A meta-analysis of effects of
determinants and moderators. Academy of Management Journal, 34(3), 555-590.

Drucker, P. F. (1985). Innovation and Entrepreneurship: Practice and Principles.
Harper & Row.

Gans, J. S., & Stern, S. (2003). The product market and the market for “ideas”:
Commercialization strategies for technology entrepreneurs. Research Policy, 32(2),
333-350.

Gassmann, O., & Enkel, E. (2004). Towards a theory of open innovation: Three core
process archetypes. R&D Management Conference.

Kanter, R. M. (1985). Supporting innovation and venture development in established
companies. Journal of Business Venturing, 1(1), 47-60.

Katila, R., & Ahuja, G. (2002). Something old, something new: A longitudinal study
of search behavior and new product introduction. Academy of Management Journal,
45(6), 1183-1194.

Kim, W. C., & Mauborgne, R. (2004). Blue ocean strategy. Harvard Business Review,
82(10), 76-84.

Laursen, K., & Salter, A. (2006). Open for innovation: The role of openness in
explaining innovation performance among UK manufacturing firms. Strategic
Management Journal, 27(2), 131-150.

Page No :

186



International Journal of Research in Science Advanced Technology and Management Studies
ISSN NO: 2249-3034

e March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning.
Organization Science, 2(1), 71-87.

e McGrath, R. G. (2013). The End of Competitive Advantage: How to Keep Your Strategy
Moving as Fast as Your Business. Harvard Business Review Press.

e Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2010). Business Model Generation: A Handbook for
Visionaries, Game Changers, and Challengers. Wiley.

e Pisano, G. P. (2015). It would be best if you had an innovation strategy. Harvard
Business Review, 93(6), 44-54.

e Ries, E. (2011). The Lean Startup: How Today's Entrepreneurs Use Continuous
Innovation to Create Radically Successful Businesses. Crown Business.

e Rogers, E. M. (2003). Diffusion of Innovations (5th ed.). Free Press.

e Schilling, M. A. (2013). Strategic Management of Technological Innovation (4th ed.).
McGraw-Hill Education.

e Teece, D. J. (2010). Business models, business strategy, and innovation. Long Range
Planning, 43(2-3), 172-194.

e Tidd, J., & Bessant, J. (2013). Managing Innovation: Integrating Technological,
Market and Organizational Change (5th ed.). Wiley.

Volume XIII, Issue X, OCTOBER/2024 Page No : 187



	Dr.NATHALIE JOHN
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Review of Literature
	Research Objectives
	Hypothesis
	Research Methods and Materials Research Design
	Type of Research
	Data Collection Methods
	Data Organization and Measurement Quantitative Dat
	Sampling Strategy
	Sample Size
	Participants
	Data Analysis Limitations
	Tables for Innovation Management Analysis Table 1:
	Table 3: Innovation Strategies Employed
	Table 4: Innovation Outcomes
	Research Analyst and Interpretations
	Table 6: Two-Way ANOVA Results for Industry-specif
	References

