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Abstract
This article aims to operationalise the global innovation process employed by multinational corporations. Characterised by global-local arbitrage and significant involvement of subsidiaries, such process has the merit of encouraging the development of multi-country innovations. Through a detailed case study of a French telecommunications group, we highlighted the importance of creating specific activities to encourage subsidiaries to contribute to the process. Our results show that two such activities merit inclusion in the classic innovation process: strategic anticipation and pre-opportunity studies. Three strategic levers are studied in this context: integrating subsidiaries’ knowledge, communication/ coordination mechanisms, and collaboration-governance. The results show the way in which these levers evolve throughout the entire innovation process.
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Introduction

In recent years, an increasing number of studies have examined the process used by large groups to develop new products (Doz et al, 2001; Zander and Solvell, 2000; Doz and Wilson, 2012). Certain researchers have stressed the importance of developing such process in order to benefit from global networks (Ghoshal and Bartlett, 1988; Birkinshaw, 1998; Subramaniam and Venkatraman 2001), while others have attempted to study the characteristics of these process, including their structure, actors and organisation (Doz et al, 2001; Subramaniam, 2006; Doz and Wilson, 2012). Despite focusing on the complexity of managing innovation in an international context and the importance of its development, very few studies have succeeded in operationalising this process. Several questions remain to be answered: Which activities make up the global innovation process? How do the actors’ roles evolve in each of these activities? What types of knowledge do they bring to each activity? How do the communication mechanisms evolve throughout the process?
In their recent work, Doz and Wilson (2012) have attempted to provide some answers by examining the innovation process in its entirety. The present article develops the ideas of these authors by proposing a detailed examination of the characteristics of each activity in the process. After describing the new global structure of the process, this article focuses on three main characteristics for each activity: the knowledge to be integrated, the actors’ roles, and the communication mechanisms. 

Our case study of a French telecommunications group (Operacom) reveals the specific characteristics of the global innovation process implementation. Operacom effectively created a new innovation process in order to develop new “multi-country” services that it could commercialise simultaneously in several countries (rather than exclusively in the country of origin). 
In the following, we firstly provide details of previous studies on global innovation process in multinational corporations by focusing on the recent model of Doz and Wilson (2012). We then detail the methodology and the results obtained from the Operacom case study, before highlighting the characteristics of each activity of the global innovation process. 

TOWARDS A GLOBAL INNOVATION PROCESS IN MNCS
The ability to increase international sales volumes while also reducing costs is one of the key challenges facing major groups today (Ghoshal and Bartlett, 1988). The question is no longer simply whether to standardise or adapt (Boddewyn et al, 1986; Mayrhofer, 2004); companies instead need to successfully find an equilibrium between these two tensions (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989; Birkinshaw, 1998; Zander and Solvell, 2000). Centralised (centre for global) or local (local for local) processes have gradually given way to globalised processes (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989; Doz and Wilson, 2012). These are hybrid processes during which the parent company and its subsidiaries interact, transfer and pool their knowledge to design, create and develop a new “multi-country” product, launched simultaneously on several different markets. This new type of process, which illustrates the transnational strategy employed by the multinationals, has been examined by a number of researchers.
As proposed by Harzing (2000), the “ideal type” would be that of a firm able to highly centralise information while also allowing its subsidiaries to act freely and instilling in them a strong capacity to learn. The logic of transnational innovation is therefore based on the parent company detecting new ideas, decentralising production to various international sites, and distributing the product on foreign markets (Hedlund and Ridderstrale, 1995). Despite the decentralisation advocated by these empirical observations, this approach remains rooted in an exclusively global logic that limits the subsidiaries’ role in the innovation process. More recently, Zander and Solvell (2000) introduced the notion of “cross-border innovation” based on international duplication of technologies and centres of excellence.

In their quest to operationalise the transnational innovation process, Subramaniam and Venkatraman (2001) introduced the notion of the “sprinkler strategy”, whereby the multinationals develop products that “contain both features that are standardized across markets and features that are responsive to individual markets” (p 360) simultaneously for multiple markets. Although their research provides us with little information on the actual functioning of the global innovation process, it does highlight the importance of the simultaneous nature of international product development. Extending the work of Subramaniam and Venkatraman (2001), Doz, Santos and Williamson (2001) proposed an initial attempt at operationalisation with their “metanational” model. This model shows that the simple international projection of knowledge (and innovations) from the parent company to the subsidiaries is a real “handicap” for innovation. To remedy this situation, the authors propose three key phases for exploiting this globally-dispersed knowledge: “Sensing” (prospecting for globally-dispersed strategic knowledge and opportunities based on the network developed), “Mobilising” (mobilising knowledge-owners as “magnets” by creating a common language and performance measures), and “Operating” (operationalisation by developing operating lines and global functions based on “Think local, act Global” (Park and Vanhonacker, 2007)). Although this model takes into account the different levels at which knowledge is integrated, it sheds little light on the nature of this knowledge and on the governance applied. 
In their recent works, Doz and Wilson (2012) have attempted to add to this reflection by positioning dispersed knowledge at the heart of the new innovation process. For these authors, companies should not project their innovations via local adaptation. Instead they should capture the most useful international market knowledge and integrate it into the innovation process. Integrating knowledge is therefore a strategic driver for developing dispersed (Doz and Wilson, 2012) and agile (Wilson and Doz, 2011) innovation. The authors identify three types of knowledge: explicit, embedded and existential (see Table 1):
· Explicit: codified, modular, complementary and transferable via a common language, this knowledge stems from scientific research and discovery. This approach is known as “Attracting”. Its integration in the innovation process appears to be relatively easy, with little resistance or evidence of the “not invented here” syndrome. This exchange of knowledge may create added value in terms of substitution (cheaper production, for example).
· Embedded: linked to local contexts, observable but difficult to define precisely, this knowledge must be well understood. It is for this reason that Wilson and Doz (2011) suggest a flexible approach known as “Foraying”, based on identifying and dispatching “scouts” to companies that have produced new knowledge. The role of these actors is to understand the feasibility in the country of origin. To achieve this, site visits are essential: local experts present their work in the country of origin and the scouts travel to the site to understand the technology as developed in its local context. 
· Existential: systemic and linked to the local context, to norms and behaviours, this type of knowledge is complex and does not belong to any given group. Its integration in the global innovation process stems from what Wilson and Doz (2011) refer to as “Experiencing”. Examples may include the creation of a local innovation centre. In this context, bi-cultural (or multicultural) managers could be asked to act as relays. This diversity may reduce the cultural distance (Mayrhofer and Roth, 2007) and facilitate the absorption (appropriation) and elucidation of knowledge arising in different contexts. 
---Insert Table 1---
As shown in the above table, these three knowledge types are essential for developing “multi-country” innovations. Although not detailed for each activity within the process, the typology nevertheless enlightens managers as to the diversity of knowledge to be integrated and the actions to be implemented in this context. Doz and Wilson (2012) position this approach within a global framework in which the optimum integration of knowledge is achieved via three main actions: the innovation footprint, communication and collaboration (See Figure 1).
---Insert Figure 1---
Optimising the innovation footprint 
Doz and Wilson (2012) maintain that networks should be developed based on the localisation of critical knowledge. The company should thus begin by mapping the network of critical knowledge before selecting locations, which requires a significant amount of agility and flexibility. The authors have identified five pre-determinants of the size and dispersion of the footprint: the knowledge required, strategic choices, organisational ability, corporate culture and company history.  
Optimising communication and receptiveness
In order to integrate the network and knowledge into the global innovation framework, several obstacles need to be overcome: the lack of receptiveness, unsuitable communication tools (technologies), differences in context (structure, culture, norms, language), and the complexity of the knowledge. To do this, the authors emphasize the importance of diversifying the communication methods. From a technological point of view, communities of practice, workflows, online forums and videoconferences can facilitate the global exchange of knowledge. These tools need to be completed by organising face-to-face meetings, transferring “key” managers between the different company sites, using a common language, ensuring senior manager support, involving bi-cultural, cosmopolitan managers, and temporarily co-locating teams. These people-based mechanisms build up trust between managers while also reducing potential tensions and misunderstandings. 
Optimising collaboration
In terms of co-developing innovations, collaboration needs to be optimised between the different global sites. On this topic, Doz and Wilson (2012) have identified three phases for defining global projects: identification, definition and delivery. 

· Identification consists of collecting ideas (of different natures) sourced from different locations and functions. Open-mindedness, dialogue and trust are needed to move from the idea to the design concept. 
· Definition consists of answering the question “Who does what?” Staffing should be organised according to the capability of each team rather than the team’s availability. Informal communication, site visits and temporary transfers are crucial for finding a consensus and defining the details of the project (architecture, interface, organisation of activities, reporting structure, stability etc.). This enables all contributors to understand the project (Wilson and Doz, 2012). 

· Delivery represents the beginning of the project’s real operations. In this phase, the implication of the different sites varies. A site leader should be appointed in order to coordinate the different actors (internal and external) (Wilson and Doz, 2012). 
As emphasized above, few studies have attempted to operationalise the global innovation process. Subramaniam (2006), for example, highlights the importance of three factors: transnational teams, transnational communication and transnational collaboration, without providing details on these factors. The recent contribution of Doz and Wilson (2012) has the merit of proposing practical lessons to managers on the nature of dispersed knowledge (explicit, embedded and existential), communication methods and collaborative phases. These factors, which characterise the entire process, merit more detailed examination for each activity. The need to develop this framework led us to formulate a number of questions: Which activities make up the global innovation process? How do the actors’ roles evolve in each of these activities? What types of knowledge do they bring to each activity? How do the communication mechanisms evolve throughout the process? To answer these questions, we will use the Operacom case study.  
HOW TO DEVELOP MULTI-COUNTRY INNOVATIONS: LESSONS FROM OPERACOM CASE STUDY
Operacom is currently the leading provider on the French telecommunications market. Between 2000 and 2005, in order to establish a European presence, the group implemented an increasingly internationally-focused strategy based on acquiring and creating a number of subsidiaries in England, Germany, Poland, etc. Despite this burgeoning development, “the results of the group fell short of its investment”, as emphasized by one R&D manager interviewed. In fact, an audit performed several years later showed that the services developed by the parent company in France were difficult to market in certain countries. This observation and the desire of the parent company to benefit from the expertise of its subsidiaries led senior management to design the NExT plan (nouvelle expérience des telecommunications, or new telecoms experience). This plan involved reorganising the group by country, gradually phasing out the divisions (internet, mobile and landline), integrating the information systems and the networks linking the countries, and creating new structures. The aim of these changes was to revitalise the innovation process. 
Research Methodology

In order to understand the specific characteristics of this new process, we performed an exploratory study based on two series of interviews (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2009). We considered this approach to be the most appropriate for answering questions of the “How?” and “Why?” variety (Stewart et al. 1994; Yin, 2009).
In our first data collection phase, we conducted 16 semi-directive interviews with parent company managers in France. The interviewees’ profiles are detailed in Table 2 below. 
---Insert Table 2---
These interviews, conducted in 2008, lasted around 90 minutes each, during which time we addressed the following issues: the key phases for constructing a new innovation process, managing (decision-making and coordination), structures, the actors involved, and the knowledge exchanged between the parent company and its subsidiaries. To address the confidentiality issues surrounding this project, we increased our data sources, including examining ten internal documents transferred by the parent company to inform its employees about this new project. We also attended two meetings between the group’s strategic marketing division and certain subsidiary managers.

Because the information collected was essentially sourced from the parent company, we decided that it should be completed by interviews with international actors. In order to gather their opinions and to better understand the new, continually evolving, innovation process, we performed a second series of interviews. In total, we performed nine additional interviews in 2012 with managers sitting on the various newly-created boards. Their profiles are shown in Table 3 below.
---Insert Table 3---
Each interview lasted for an average of 90 minutes. Interviewees, involved in developing various multi-country services, essentially discussed: their roles in the projects, the content of discussions between the different project participants, the difficulties encountered, etc.  
As recommended by Miles and Huberman (1994), we performed our data analysis in parallel to the data collection phase, using Nvivo software to organise the data in function of the structure of the new global innovation process. We analysed the knowledge exchanged, the actors’ roles, and the communication mechanisms used for each process activity. 
Changes made to the multi-country process
For several years, new telecommunications services (VOD,
 integrated TV, telephone and internet, etc.) were developed exclusively by the parent company. Via a process centralised in France, a team of marketing managers and engineers was responsible for comparing customer needs with existing technologies (or technologies to be developed) in order to design the various services. 
As part of the NExT plan, accelerating the Time To Market (TTM) remains the key priority. As a result, new structures have been progressively created in order to support the evolution of the new global innovation process. The first, an “Explocentre”, was established in 2005 to act as incubator for high-innovation concepts, which have high potential but high risk. 

“We can find good ideas in the Explocentre, but also terrible ideas. There is also a contradiction between long-term visions and the business, which has a short-term focus. Put simply, it’s the assessment of risk versus potential.” (Meeting extract)
Several months later, the Group set up the first Technocentre (June 2006). Similar to Renault’s Technocentre in the automotive industry, the objective of Operacom’s Technocentre (also known as the “product factory”) is to industrialise innovative service offerings. Working in project mode, three-partner, or “3P”, teams (marketing, R&D and information systems) are responsible for designing and developing new services. 

“Our Technocentre is the first Telecoms Technocentre in the world … its objective is to produce services that perfectly meet customer needs, and to put them on the market at the right time … the 3Ps … They are like three swimmers whose feet have been tied together. To be able to move, they have to swim in the same direction.” (Executive Director responsible for strategic marketing, Technocentre Manager).

According to the interviewees, the Explocentre and the Technocentre are the cornerstones of the new process. R&D has therefore been replaced by an R-E-D process.
 Eight months were spent educating the subsidiaries about these new structures (created in France), after which the global process was launched in a test phase. Local Technocentres were set up in each country (six countries in total: Poland, Spain, England, etc.). After three months of exchange as part of a project led by the parent company, certain managers on the group’s strategic marketing board (composed of managers from the various Operacom entities) felt that it was necessary to structure the exchanges around the subsidiaries’ suggestions. Accordingly, a new Strategic Anticipation Technocentre (SAT), was created (January 2007). Also based on the “3P” mode, anticipation (A-TTM)
 is now an integral part of the innovation process, and aims to consolidate innovation projects on an international level. Given the specific characteristics of each local context, certain subsidiary managers suggested establishing an additional pre-opportunity study. This study was integrated into the innovation process in January 2008, and aims to test services on a local basis. All of these new structures, whose activities will be detailed later, played a role in restructuring Operacom’s innovation process. More precisely, strategic anticipation and the pre-opportunity study were designed to encourage subsidiaries to participate in developing global innovations. 
“A multi-country project delivers a product to two or more countries using group and country resources … They are grouped into multi-country programmes, delivering successive versions of a set of products … It consists of a group led project and individual country TTM. The group led project focuses common deliverables with inputs from the country TTM project. The country TTM projects complete country specific deliverables and local deployment in order to launch the product in the market.” (Extract from a memo circulated during the exchange meeting).
As shown in Figure 2 below, the exploration activity is the starting point for the process. The parent company (or a subsidiary) begins by exploring the new business concepts to be developed before opening up the process to other subsidiaries concerned by the project. 
---Insert Figure 2---
In order to consolidate ideas, the subsidiaries contribute at several levels. Afterwards, according to the maturity of the idea, the concept is tested in several countries before being developed and commercialised. The structure of the multi-country innovation process is far from linear, the continual toings and froings between the different activities and the exchanges between actors with different backgrounds complicate the process considerably. In order to understand this complexity, we now detail the activities that make up the innovation process. We focus particularly on three main aspects of each activity: the knowledge to be integrated, the actors’ roles, and the coordination-communication mechanisms. We have chosen to focus on these points to ensure that our approach is consistent with the framework developed by Doz and Wilson (2012), which will enable us to shed new light on the evolution of these parameters throughout the whole innovation process.
The Strategic anticipation (A-TTM) Phase:

Forming part of the Strategic Anticipation Technocentre, or SAT, the A-TTM is designed to enhance the idea-generating networks at the different subsidiaries in order to consolidate the new service projects proposed by the parent company. This pooling of individual countries’ service usage needs is achieved through detailed study of the main technical attributes of the projects. Anticipation projects may be managed by the parent company or a subsidiary (local A-TTM). In order to avoid duplicating projects, each subsidiary is required to inform (via the intranet) the other entities, including the parent company, of the anticipation projects that it is managing. 
“Several countries may contribute to the same project. You need someone to run the project before interested parties can participate. All of the ideas are put into the melting pot, and then each country structures a local A-TTM informing everyone else about each project.” (Strategic anticipation manager, marketing). 

Strategic anticipation work, which lasts six months on average, is not linear. In the first four months, considerable effort is put into marketing the project. After several iterations, the team will be put together and the consolidation work can begin, which may last two months. According to one manager interviewed, this activity is designed to avoid NIH (not invented here) syndrome at the subsidiaries. By blurring the psychological barriers, the subsidiaries feel more involved in the initial activities of the innovation process.

“So, the good way to do it is to avoid a head-on psychological collision: I’ve done that and you can take it from me. People need to feel that they have been involved at a very early stage in the process. It is very difficult to have a meaningful discussion if we are proposing a subject that is the result of several years of study to someone who is totally new to the idea.” (A-TTM Manager, R&D)

Knowledge to be integrated in A-TTM
In order to investigate potential service offerings, the group launches interaction and negotiation phases with the subsidiaries. By coding our interviews, we identified four categories of knowledge systematically exchanged during strategic anticipation projects (See Table 4). 
---Insert Table 4---
These knowledge categories show that the interactions between the subsidiaries and the parent company essentially relate to the needs and propositions of each participant in the global project. The statements of the managers interviewed converge on the importance of each subsidiary’s willingness to participate, motivation and entrepreneurial outlook. In their opinion, the exchange of knowledge during the anticipation phase aims to fine-tune service offerings to local needs, to consolidate the group’s roadmap, and to improve visibility. 80% of the managers interviewed consider strategic anticipation as a necessary pre-design phase for innovative service offerings. 

“We either define it definitively (and after we go to the Technocentre), or on a temporary basis (and we go back to the exploration phase). So, we start with a pre-design to identify the components required. Then we re-specify and we go to the Technocentre. We do the specifications to see whether we need a Sagem or an Alcatel component.” (R&D Manager).
The actors’ roles in A-TTM
A project team is mobilised in the SAT anticipation Technocentre for each service concept. These teams include an R&D manager, a marketing partner, and a third network and information systems partner, giving rise to the “3P” (three partners) team name. In order to discuss matters with the countries and to collect information on subsidiaries’ needs and propositions, this team works together with country “interfaces”. Known as country representatives, these latter are appointed by each subsidiary in function of the specific characteristics of each project. They work in the “country delivery” structure, and are initially responsible for exchanges with the subsidiaries regarding the group’s strategy. 
“Country delivery is an entity that collects data and holds discussions with the countries about the Roadmap. It works with the countries on questions of strategy. We use this structure instead of creating a new network.” (Strategic anticipation manager, R&D
“Our role is to ensure that the subsidiaries’ voices are heard by the “3P” managing team. At the beginning, we came up against some misunderstandings, but today, we have really got operations up and running. Site visits have played an important part in that.” (Country representative, Poland, member of the International Product Board, the “IPB”) 
A Group Anticipation Board was established to structure exchanges with the countries during the anticipation activity. It is comprised of various actors: the different country representatives, the “3P” team running the project and the strategic marketing manager in the parent company. This board continuously exchanges with a country anticipation board, primarily composed of the each country’s representative and a local “3P” team. The objective of this exchange is to assess the progress of the activity and to outline future plans.  
“If the subsidiary is managing the project, the country team lets the others know that it is working on the project, and that there will be local selection boards. Everything will be run by a group anticipation board. If several countries are competing to take the “lead” on a particular topic, we do a trade off at the Group Anticipation Board.” (R&D middle manager – Marketing division).
Various external parties may also take part in the anticipation activity alongside the parent company and the subsidiaries involved in the project, with interviewees specifically highlighting the role played by suppliers of models and prototypes.
Coordination and communication in A-TTM
In addition to the characteristics described above, mobilising the network of subsidiaries is a key element for successful anticipation. Most of the managers interviewed underlined the importance of the subsidiaries’ willingness to participate, which implies that participation is not obligatory.

“For our next project, we are going to hold work sessions with the countries. We will do a first round with Spain, for example. If there is a demand, we will develop the approach, but it requires a big time investment.” (A-TTM Manager, Middle management).

Monthly meetings are also held with the various subsidiaries in order to look into potential new services. Several interviewees highlighted the importance of face-to-face contact in order to properly understand subsidiaries’ suggestions and needs. The tripartite team (3P), also known as the “3P steering board”, is responsible for bringing together the various country representatives for such meetings. This approach means that many potential misunderstandings are avoided. 

“The responsibility for organising these country meetings falls to the Technocentre. The important thing, for these countries, is not to be contacted by 15 different people.” (R&D executive, SAT Technocentre)
To address the problem of the geographical distance between participants, some meetings are performed via conference call or video conference. In these cases, the managers emphasized the importance of using English as the common language for all exchanges. This approach enables the middle managers (of the French parent company) to interact with international laboratories and the different countries in order to gather new ideas.  

Pre-opportunity studies phase (T-1 to T0)
Pre-opportunity studies are the second activity in the process of transforming ideas into innovative service offerings. More specifically, they form the first phase of the process of industrialising the group’s innovations. Once the country needs have been identified and the potential service offerings consolidated, the pre-opportunity study is launched. Various elements are defined: the actors’ roles, the project teams, planning, opex and capex (Business plan).

“Between T-1 and T0, the business line, the country and the Technocentre, marketing side, jointly analyse the opportunity: potential revenues, sales and margin on each local market; as well as the impact on distribution channels, the communication plan, and the marketing mix for each country.” (Marketing Manager).

For each multi-country project, the pre-opportunity study lasts around two months before the global business plan is finalised. According to the managers interviewed, this plan should include the knowledge exchanged between the various participating subsidiaries. 
Knowledge to be integrated in the Pre-opportunity Phase
In describing this activity, the managers interviewed emphasized the importance of the interaction between the Technocentre project team (parent company in France) and the different countries involved in the project. Using our coding of the information collected, we grouped together the knowledge highlighted by the managers into four categories: commercial feasibility of the service offering, technical feasibility, characteristics of the local market and characteristics of the subsidiary. Table 5 below sets out the details of our analysis:
---Insert Table 5---
The table above highlights the diversity and, above all, the specific characteristics of the knowledge exchanged during the pre-opportunity study. Integrating this knowledge into the project is achieved via an assessment phase that compares the feedback from the different countries involved in the global project.
The actors’ roles in the Pre-opportunity Phase
In order to ensure continuity with the strategic anticipation phase, the pre-opportunity study is run by the parent company Technocentre (or the local Technocentre if the project is being run by a subsidiary). In this case, the same “3P” team initially formed in the anticipation phase continues its exchanges with the subsidiaries. For these latter, the commitment needs to be explicit. For this reason, fewer subsidiaries will be involved in the actual project compared to the anticipation phase. According to the managers at the Technocentre in France, this may be explained by the subsidiaries’ resources, the maturity of the local market, or incompatibilities between participating subsidiaries (conflicts, tensions, etc.).   

“Afterwards, a T0 will definitely be with a country. Basically, at T0, the country will say, ‘I am interested in this offering, for implementing this particular service, if a country project would also interest other subsidiaries, if there are synergies and economies of scale.’” (R&D Manager).

In addition to the actors mobilised from the beginning of the process, the business lines are also solicited. These are communities of practice for each of Opercom’s three business activities: internet, landline, and mobile services. Each business line comprises an informal area of exchange between the different marketing managers of all of the group subsidiaries. For example, the “residential service” business line includes 20 managers from different countries such as Poland, Spain, the Netherlands, etc. 
“Between T-1 and T0, for practical reasons of time, cost and coordination, we lean towards business lines that are substitutable in the various countries (operating structures). So, from a business line perspective, there will be several transverse marketing staff in each country.” (Marketing Executive, business line and international product board (IPB) member)

Various structures have been created alongside the actors working on the global innovation project. As shown in Figure 3 below, extracted from the Nvivo analysis, during this activity, the project’s governance is clearly defined between the different actors of the global project.  
The international product board (IPB): The board is composed of managers from the parent company, country representatives and the international R&D laboratories. These latter are mobilised as centres of excellence in tightly-defined technological domains (network, usage). The objective is to transfer their knowledge on the technical feasibility of the pre-design service. During the pre-opportunity study, this board is responsible for decision making.

The international product marketing board (IPMB): This board is composed of marketing managers from the parent company and subsidiaries involved in the global project. During the pre-opportunity study, these managers are merely informed of the project’s progress, and are not involved in any way in making decisions.
---Insert Figure 3---
The group strategic marketing board (SMB): This board is composed of five marketing managers working in the group’s various business units at the parent company in France. During the pre-opportunity study activity, these managers are also informed of the project’s progress, but are not involved in making decisions in any way.
The country product board (CPB): This type of board is set up at each subsidiary, and includes marketing, information system and R&D managers involved in the project in each local market. During the pre-opportunity study activity, these managers are consulted for their advice on the feasibility of the service and the progress of the global project.

These structures complement the role played by the steering board (3P team), initially created during the strategic anticipation activity, and responsible for leading the project’s pre-opportunity study activity. 
Coordination and communication in the Pre-opportunity Phase
Workshops are organised during the pre-opportunity study so that each country can make its voice heard at the Technocentre.
“To take the example of a current project with Poland, I know that workshops are organised. That will be useful for defining the offer to be proposed in T0 with Poland.” (Technocentre manager, network and IS partner).
In addition to the workshops, certain managers have mentioned that business travel and site visits by managers to each local market are important. To address the high cost of business travel, monthly conference calls and video conferences are also organised. 

“Given my international experience, I think that we have really evolved, compared to a few years ago, even in terms of the mindset of certain colleagues. The teams feel closer together. There is a lot more trust in our exchanges.” (Information system manager, German subsidiary, 3P team) (ex-expatriate in France)

Additional mechanisms are implemented, alongside the country representatives and the business lines, to ensure coordination and encourage exchange. These are essentially formalised, standardised project files drafted in English.
“The country delivery brings together building blocks from the whole Technocentre to develop actual customer propositions for the countries, ensure accelerated and successful delivery of Technocentre products across countries, coordinate the global management for the Technocentre major programmes and projects with NC&IT and R&D, anticipate opportunities and risks and provide a unified market vision, filter and select new growth opportunities.” (Document extract).
“To develop multi-country products, we need to standardise our procedures by integrating knowledge across all of the countries involved so that we speak a common language in all of our operating sites. It is crucial in the pre-opportunity study because the local teams are the only ones who understand the constraints of their individual countries.” (Member of an international product board, IPB)
The managers have emphasized that the project files for the pre-opportunity study contain summarised information on the project leader, and the milestones, deliverables, standards, and allocation of resources. Finally, “enablers” are built. These are “poolable product components” that will include both the subsidiaries’ needs (based on strategic anticipation) and their constraints (via the pre-opportunity study). 

It should be noted that this new pre-opportunity study activity represents a strategic phase of the global innovation process. The exchange of different local constraints helps to build a shared reflexion process and to ensure better global collaboration and economies of scale. In this context, each subsidiary undertakes a local pre-opportunity study before submitting the results to the parent company Technocentre. This international synchronisation of knowledge is an “input” for the design-development activity. 

Design and development activity (T0 to T2)
As shown in Figure 4 below, the design and development activity is commenced once the pre-opportunity study has been completed. Nevertheless, the process is far from linear. Iterations between the different phases are performed in order to consolidate the new service offerings.
---Insert Figure 4---

Knowledge to be integrated in design and development activity
Our analysis of the information collected shows that the group makes use of varied types of knowledge to industrialise its services: 
---Insert Table 6---
The information in the table above underlines the diversity of the knowledge necessary to design and develop a new communication service. This knowledge is sourced from the different actors mobilised, in function of their skills, and is integrated by the Technocentre steering board after being validated by the international product board. 
The actors’ roles in design and development activity
As for the previous multi-country innovation process activities, the Technocentre (3P) project team (in other words, the Steering Board) forms the central hub for designing and developing global services.  
“The structure of the 3P/multi-country projects is part of milestones deliverable starting at T-1. More generally, the multi-country project should be managed fully transparently as a whole: structure, staffing, planning, budget.” (Document presented by an International Marketing Board member, IMB) 
This hub is responsible for mobilising content suppliers and industrial partners. These latter are chosen by the parent company and subsidiaries as part of the “top sourcing” programme during the anticipation process. The group has used this programme for many years to achieve economies of scale. 
Alongside this board, certain international laboratories are solicited by the parent company for their expertise. For this purpose, Operacom group senior management clearly distinguishes between research and development. 
“It functions like a matrix. The laboratories get involved in development (and so in the Technocentre) in one way or another. Another set of laboratories will be involved in research ... and that’s why it is so important to separate the “R” and the “D”. There will be no partitioning of skills.” (R&D Executive, Quality, France).

As for the pre-opportunity study activity, governance of design-development is allocated to the different actors involved. The information collected shows that the governance systems are similar for these two activities. The International Product Board is responsible for “Go/No Go” decisions for multi-company project milestones. The country representatives, who participate in this board, approve these decisions (milestones and resource allocation) on behalf of their country. The Country Product Board prepares each country’s contribution at the milestone reviews. The 3P Steering Board runs the project. The contributors (subsidiaries, marketing, network & information systems, support functions) and the Country Product Board are consulted, and frequently participate in projects. Finally, the Strategic Marketing Board and the International Marketing Board are continuously informed of the progress of the various projects. 
Coordination and communication in design and development activity
At the Technocentre, project teamwork is the primary method of transferring the knowledge described above. In this context, coordination is essentially performed using milestones, planned standard deliverables, reverse planning and a culture of commitment (meeting deadlines). 

“At T0, we prepare a development plan for the different versions of the product, synchronising design and development for the countries participating in each version.” (Project Head, Technocentre).

In addition, the different board members interviewed emphasized the importance of involving subsidiary managers in the Technocentre during the design-development phase. This approach aims to create co-located teams that continue the project in France.
The Commercialisation Phase
The deployment and commercial launch are the last stages of the global innovation process for multi-country services. Within the framework of a controlled delegation granted to the subsidiaries, the local “3P” team is responsible for organising deployment methods, revenues and the marketing mix (media plan, packaging, distribution network, organising the sales forces). According to the managers, all of these aspects should be prepared, under the governance of the Country Product Board (CPB), at the outset of the pre-opportunity study activity.  

“If you don’t bring the country on board at the beginning of the process, you are going to run into trouble at the T2 and T3 stages. So it was decided that the T0 milestone should be passed with the countries. It is essential that T0 be linked to one or more of the countries buying the result of the project. While the Technocentre is building the service between T0 and T2, the country is preparing for battle.” (Middle manager, SAT). 

Knowledge to be integrated in commercialisation
The deployment and local launch of multi-country services are based on several dimensions: deployment methods, revenues and the marketing mix (media plan, packaging, distribution network, organising the sales forces). 

“In the end, it’s a deployment question: how to prepare the plan, the packaging, the sales forces … These dimensions are studied at the T2 and T3 phases.” (Middle manager, SAT).
All of the managers emphasized the importance of sequentially launching multi-country services on each foreign market. In this context, they underlined that a first version is launched for an initial group of countries (or for one country). A second version (V2) of the service offering is then developed based on the feedback received. For this reason, learning is an essential component of the commercial launch of multi-country services. 

“These versions should be planned three to six months apart. The V0 version should be studied particularly carefully given subsequent extensions to the functional scope of the product.” (Marketing manager, Technocentre)
The actors’ roles in commercialisation
On a subsidiary level, each “3P” team that has contributed to the project since its inception is responsible for deployment and launch activities in its own market. For the Technocentre’s operations in France, three partners (R&D, marketing, and network and information systems) support the project locally.  

The autonomy granted to the subsidiaries during the innovation’s deployment and commercial launch phases changes the governance rules of the multi-country process. In fact, the T3 and T4 milestones are individually planned and approved for each country. The Country Product Boards are responsible for “Go/No Go” decisions. The International Product Board is informed (and is no longer responsible). Instead, it records the decisions made by the Country Product Boards. The International Product Board is consulted via a change request for any change in objective (T3/T4), functionality or price. 

“The International Product Board (IPB) is fully responsible until T2. For practical reasons, this responsibility is then delegated to the Country Product Board (CPB) in T3 and T4.” (R&D manager, Technocentre). 
“The 3P team remains “responsible” for multi-country project progression through T3 and T4 and informs the international product board of any decisions & issues. … The international product board is “informed” and replicates the country product board decisions at milestones T3 and T4.” (Extract from the governance chart for the process)

The following figure (Figure 5), prepared using Nvivo software, summarises the governance characteristics of the deployment and commercial launch activity for multi-country services.
---Insert Figure 5---
Collaboration and communication in commercialisation
Conscious of the need to learn about country delivery modes, the managers emphasized that the country representatives ensure both coordination and communication.  

“At the moment, we are working to adjust the best way to manage what we call country delivery. The Technocentre and the group are learning about this. The organisation will change and evolve in this direction. In other words, we will strengthen the professionalisation of country delivery by creating two transverse structures serving all of the Technocentre activities.” (Middle manager, SAT).
Conference calls, videoconferences and occasional face-to-face meetings are organised, permitting each local unit to report the results of local deployment of the offer and local sales force organisation.
Drawing on the factors developed previously (summarised in Table 6 below), we emphasize the complexity of implementing a global innovation process, with the structure, the diversity of the actors, and the geographical and cultural distance only further complicating project management. 
---Insert Table 7---
This complexity is particularly visible in terms of the knowledge exchanged, the communication mechanisms employed and the governance rules that continually evolve from one activity to another. We analyse this evolution in the following section, in order to further develop and complete the analysis framework of Doz and Wilson (2012). 
DISCUSSION 

The innovation model implemented by the Operacom group appears to be an interesting solution for ensuring better arbitrage between global demands and local specificities as per Bartlett and Ghoshal (1989) and Park and Vanhonacker (2007). Our analysis of this model shows the diversity of the activities that make up the process. We find the classic activities of any innovation process (research, exploration, design and development, and commercial launch) as well as two activities specifically created to enable subsidiaries to contribute to the process: strategic anticipation and the pre-opportunity study. Within this framework, the interaction between the parent company and its subsidiaries, the transfer of the subsidiaries’ knowledge and their integration in the process appear to be real levers for action.

Knowledge exchanged and integrated in the process
Once an innovative new idea and the related new technologies have been identified, the actors focus on accessing the diverse knowledge of the different subsidiaries involved in the multi-country project. Doz, Santos and Williamson (2001) consider that mobilisation, and consequently “assessing” access, depend on the complexity of market- and technology-related knowledge. Indeed, analysing the characteristics of the knowledge to be mobilised in each activity shows that local needs and commercial information arise from strongly market-related knowledge. Results linked to technological know-how are generally technical in nature (e.g. network specificities). Furthermore, our results show that the knowledge to be integrated in the process varies from one activity to another. During strategic anticipation, for example, knowledge is strongly related to local uses and needs (customer uses and preferences, specific characteristics of the local market etc.); while the pre-opportunity study requires the transfer of knowledge relating to the commercial and technical feasibility of the service offering and its compatibility with the local market. Design and development require specific know-how (specification, validation etc.) and cutting-edge expertise, while commercialisation, on the other hand, is driven locally by each subsidiary. These latter communicate their marketing approach and their results (media plan, packaging, distribution network, methods of organising the sales forces) to the rest of the group. If we compare these characteristics to the work of Wilson and Doz (2011), we can classify the knowledge exchanged during the anticipation phase as embedded given the strong link to the local context. For the pre-opportunity study, knowledge can be embedded (characteristics of the local market and subsidiary) and above all existential (local feasibility, norms etc.). We can therefore highlight the variety of embedded knowledge and its evolution from one activity to another, giving rise to the distinction between contextual knowledge related to the subsidiary and knowledge related to the local market. For the design-development activity, the typology of Wilson and Doz appears less appropriate. In fact, the knowledge integrated is highly specific (contact with local manufacturer, specifications, etc.), and could be classified as “industry knowledge”. For commercialisation activities, the knowledge is explicit (Doz and Wilson, 2012). This knowledge is far from static given that it is progressively enhanced by the subsidiaries, and can therefore be classified as “evolutive knowledge”. All of these characteristics clearly show the permanent interaction between the different phases and the evolution, in certain cases, of the same types of knowledge from one activity to another. 
Collaboration within the global network
As emphasized in the first part of this study, in order to develop multi-country products, it is necessary to optimise collaboration between the different sites around the world. Doz and Wilson (2012) have identified three phases necessary for all global projects: identification, definition and delivery. Analysis of our results shows that these three phases cannot simply be applied to the process as a whole, but should instead be examined for each of the innovation process activities: identifying actors, defining roles and actual operations (delivery). This is clearly seen through the evolving governance of Operacom’s projects. Effectively, the roles of the various boards (Country Product Board, International Product Board, Strategic and International Marketing Board) continually evolve between the roles of “director”, “manager”, “informed” and “consulted”. 
Communication and coordination mechanisms
Communication and coordination mechanisms are the second strategic lever for steering the global innovation process. Country mobilisation is based on subsidiaries’ entrepreneurial spirit, motivation and willingness to participate. Middle managers play an important role in this context in terms of encouraging their team’s commitment to the project. Putting together a head team for each project, made up of partners from R&D, marketing, and network and information systems, is also a key requirement for mobilising the subsidiaries. Supported by co-located teams (composed of ex-expatriate and bi-cultural managers), this Steering Board gradually builds mutual trust between the managers from the different subsidiaries, similar to the results of Doz and Wilson (2012). Our research shows that this is particularly true during the initial activities in the process. In fact, in contrast to the aforementioned authors, the present study has the merit of detailing the evolution of the communication mechanisms throughout the entire process. Our results highlight the importance of site visits and face-to-face contact in the strategic anticipation and pre-opportunity study phases. As the project advances, the site visits become less frequent, giving way instead to formal procedures and workshops. Conversely, the country representative remains the common thread from the beginning of the project to the end, and may be considered as a “scout” to use the terminology of Wilson and Doz (2011). 
---Insert Table 8---
Drawing on the factors developed previously, we confirm the importance of integrating country-sourced knowledge, the diversity of communication and coordination mechanisms and the varied roles played by the actors (collaboration). In addition, this study shows that these three strategic levers continually evolve to encourage the development of multi-country innovations, as shown in Table 6 above. Dialogue with the subsidiaries is therefore a source of diverse ideas, bringing added value across a number of areas: accelerated transformation of ideas, verified suitability of each actor’s strategy (and the characteristics of his or her environment), improved pooling of efforts between countries, a consolidated group roadmap, and improved visibility. Nevertheless, certain aspects may impede this optimisation approach, including poor local resources, the maturity of the local market, or incompatibilities between participating subsidiaries (conflicts, tensions, etc.). To avoid these potential obstacles, Wilson and Doz (2011) advise mapping the key knowledge network before selecting locations. 
CONCLUSION
Based on the premise that traditional innovation processes are no longer adapted to the development of multi-country products, there is a need to examine the structure of global innovation processes and their strategic levers (Birkinshaw, 1998; Zander and Solvell, 2000; Doz et al, 2001; Subramaniam, 2006). In line with the recent works of Wilson and Doz (2011) and Doz and Wilson (2012), this article proposes a tentative operationalisation of a global innovation process. More specifically, this study goes beyond the overall reflections of the aforementioned authors to respond to the following questions: Which activities make up the global innovation process? How do the actors’ roles evolve in each of these activities? What types of knowledge do they bring to each activity? How do the communication mechanisms evolve throughout the process?
The results of our examination, based on a case study of Operacom, the leading European telecommunications service provider, show that two activities need to be included in the classic innovation process. Firstly, strategic anticipation consolidates innovative service offerings by collecting subsidiaries’ propositions and needs. Secondly, the pre-opportunity study encourages inclusion of the results of local feasibility tests.
In addition to examining the structure of the process, this study also has the merit of emphasizing the evolution of the strategic levers throughout the whole process. In fact, our study shows that the knowledge integrated at the beginning of the process is essentially embedded, and very contextual in nature. Later, this knowledge evolves from existential to explicit via “industry” knowledge. This latter, not addressed in the typology of Wilson and Doz (2011) is exchanged during the design-development activity. The second lever is the collaboration between actors. Our research shows that each activity making up the process is characterised by three key phases: identifying the actors, defining the roles and actual operations. This means that the various actors involved in the co-development of multi-country innovations see their roles evolve in one way or another, leading to changes in governance. Turning to communication and coordination mechanisms, the last lever studied, our research shows that informal mechanisms tend to be used at the beginning of the project (site visits and business trips, co-located teams, etc.). Formal mechanisms (standardised documents, workshops, etc.), on the other hand, are more often employed in the later stages of the project; without forgetting the important role played by the country representatives in building mutual trust between the actors and reducing misunderstandings.  

Despite the various contributions highlighted above, which may help to guide managers from the major groups in steering their innovation processes, this study has several limitations. These essentially relate to the limited sample size of a single company case study covering one industry sector. To overcome this limit, we suggest that future studies could usefully widen this sample to include other case studies of multinational companies in France or abroad. Studying the impact of cultural proximity between the actors could also be an interesting area for further research. 
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Table 1: Agile innovation: a contingent framework (Wilson and Doz, 2011, p.23)
	Interviewee’s role
	IS Integrator (IS Partner)
	Inventor, developer, ergonomist, designer, quality
	Marketing Partner (P)
	Middle management (Marketing R&D)
	Strategic marketing

	Division
	Network and information system
	R&D
	Explocentre

	Technocentre 
	Technocentre

	Number of interviews
	1
	7
	2
	3
	3


Table 2: Profiles of the managers interviewed at the parent company (2008)

	Structure
	Country Product Board (CPB)
	International Product Board (IPB)
	International Marketing Board (IMB)

	Number of interviews
	3
	3
	3

	Profiles of interviewees
	1 R&D manager (Polish subsidiary, 3P team)
	1 R&D manager (England, ex-expatriate in France)
	1 marketing manager (Germany)

	
	1 marketing manager (Polish subsidiary, 3P team, ex-expatriate in France)
	2 country representatives (Poland and England) 
	1 marketing manager (Poland)

	
	1 information systems manager (German subsidiary, 3P team, ex-expatriate in France)
	
	1 marketing manager (Spain)


Table 3: Profiles of the managers interviewed at the international structures (2012)
	Nature of knowledge
	Details
	Transcript extracts

	The group’s global strategy
	Fit of the proposed offering with the group’s existing portfolio of services. 
	“Each device, like the STB, for example, must be able to generate new services. But we shouldn’t have to change everything.” (Marketing, France)

	The technical structure of the offering in each country
	Network and infrastructure of each country.
	“Heterogeneity is a specific characteristic of the French network … The network in France is specific and historical… You need to take into account the specificities of each country’s network.” (R&D, A-TTM)

	
	Knowledge related to the terminals (initial technical specifications, design, industrial partners, service/terminal integration)
	“To describe the environment and the list of product interfaces: material elements, type of IT support machines, type of architecture, formats, release deadlines, software environment, interfaces with the technical IS, etc.” (IS Manager)

	Usage structure in each country
	Attributes of the service offering
	“The complexity of a product/service in the process is the sum of 12 factors: terminals, network, platforms, IT & process, technology, channels, organisation, integration, regulation, international aspects, partners and content.” (R&D Manager). 

	
	Customer knowledge (technical tests, changes in usage)
	“Customer usage varies from one country to another. The local managers are the only ones who understand their customers and who can take these differences into account.” (Country representative)

	General information on each local market
	Competition, target customer base, etc. 
	“Each country should provide information about the market where the product is positioned: competition factor, target customer base, target geographical areas.” (A-TTM, Marketing)


Table 4: Knowledge exchanged during the strategic anticipation process (A-TTM)

	Knowledge characteristics
	Details

	Transcript extracts

	Commercial feasibility of the service offering
	Estimate of market potential and revenue potential, business model, impact on the marketing mix, target in local market
	“Between T-1 and T0, the business line, the country, and the Technocentre, marketing side, analyse the opportunity ... What is the impact on distribution channels, the communication plan and the marketing mix for each country?” (Marketing manager).
“Each country needs to identify the target market for the multi-country group service offering. The individual countries are the only ones with this knowledge. We can’t intervene.” (3P manager, Marketing)

	Technical feasibility of the service offering 
	Technical analysis and costs, local infrastructure and network, standardisation
	“The network varies from one country to another. Here in France, it is specific and historical. It’s the same for Poland, which means it is essential to discuss these characteristics to have an appropriate service offering.” (3P manager, R&D)

	Local market characteristics
	Degree of local competition, regulation, characteristics of local market
	

	
	
	“For convergence offers, we need to be able to bill for voice over IP. This is a regulatory feature that we aren’t up to speed with in each country.” (Project manager)

	Local subsidiary characteristics
	Availability of local resources, positioning of group and subsidiary in country
	“At T0, you need to take into account the availability of country resources, market specificities, the group’s position in the country and other factors.” (Project manager)


Table 5: Knowledge exchanged during the pre-opportunity study
	Knowledge characteristics
	Transcript extracts

	Design, development validation and specification know-how
	“In the Technocentre, we design and develop. It’s design in the sense of the profession. We don’t have prototypes at the Technocentre, we only go to the Technocentre to work on the final product. So, once we think that the concept is ready, we engineer the link between service and support.” (R&D Partner, Technocentre).

	Ergonomics, standardisation and development of “enablers”
	“R&D carries the development of the vast majority of the roadmap products and services … ergonomics always play a role in service specification.” (3P Partner, R&D).

	Knowledge related to integration of terminals and services (the service process)
	“We should check the integration into existing IT and processes with the optimization of used resources … To take the Go/No Go decision for launch of development phase, finalized customer needs, product/service specification, customer journey, processes, systems and tests … confirm resources and budget to realize project objectives until T4 should be validated … check product still meets a need and complies with business strategy.”[sic] (R&D Manager, UK).


Table 6: Knowledge exchanged during the design-development activity
	
	Strategic anticipation 
	Pre-opportunity study
	Design/development
	Local commercialisation

	Length
	6 months
	2 months
	4 to 6 months
	6 months

	Objective
	To consolidate the innovation project.
	To test the consolidated idea on each market involved and to transfer results. 
	To industrialise multi-country services.
	To commercially launch the multi-country service at a local level (sequential launch by group of markets).

	Position of subsidiaries
	Importance of subsidiaries’ willingness to participate, motivation and entrepreneurial spirit.
	Importance of commitment.
	Play role of expert and mobilise local partners (industrial, content)
	Controlled delegation and autonomy granted to subsidiaries by the parent company.

	Knowledge integrated
	The needs and propositions of each country 

(Group’s global strategy, technical structure of the offering, uses in each country, general information on each local market). 
	Local feasibility of the service offering (commercial, technical).
Characteristics of the local market and the subsidiary.
	Technical know-how (ergonomics, specification, terminals) 
	Commercialisation approach and results (revenues, marketing mix).

	Actors’ roles and governance
	An anticipation board (“3P”, French Technocentre) exchanges with a local “3P” team via the local representatives.
	Run by the same “3P” anticipation board.
Governance shared between several boards:
The International Product Board (IPB) is responsible for milestone achievement decisions (the country representative, a member of this board, validates decisions and resource allocation).
The International Marketing Board (IMB) and the Strategic Marketing Board (SMB) are informed of progress.
The Country Product Board (CPB) is consulted (plays a contributory role)
	Change in governance rules:
The International Product Board (IPB) is simply consulted.
The International Marketing Board (IMB) and the Strategic Marketing Board (SMB) are informed of progress.
The Country Product Board (CPB) is responsible for launch decisions.

	Coordination and communication
	Organisation of monthly meetings, face-to-face contact
Additional telephone conferences
Central role of country representative
	Organisation of workshops

Importance of site visits of the French “3P” team to each local market involved.
Use of formalised, standardised project files. 
Use of a common language: English
Role of country representative.
	Milestones and standard deliverables are planned.  

Reverse planning

Importance of the “3P” teams from each country in the French Technocentre: co-located teams
	Role of country representatives.
Organisation of meetings (conference calls, video conferences, workshops).


Table 7: Summarised characteristics of the activities making up Operacom’s global innovation process
	
	Strategic anticipation
	Pre-opportunity study
	Design/development
	Local commercialisation

	Knowledge integrated
	Embedded knowledge (contextual linked to local markets)
	Embedded knowledge (contextual linked to subsidiaries)

and
Existential (feasibility and local norms)
	“Industry” knowledge (techniques and network)
	Explicit “evolutive” knowledge 

	Actors’ roles (collaboration)
	Identification of actors, definition of roles and actual operations (delivery)
	Identification of actors, definition of roles and actual operations (delivery)
	Identification of actors, definition of roles and actual operations (delivery)
	Identification of actors, definition of roles and actual operations (delivery)

	
	“Contributing” countries
	Contributing countries
	Consulted countries
	“Responsible and decision-making” countries

	
	Evolution of the roles of the boards between “leader”, “manager and decision-maker”, “information” and “consultation”

	Communication and coordination mechanisms
	



Table 8: Evolution of the three strategic levers of the global innovation process
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Figure 1: Knowledge complexity in managing global innovations (Doz and Wilson, 2012, p.9)
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Figure 2: Operacom’s new global innovation process
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Figure 3: Distribution of governance roles between actors during the pre-opportunity study
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Figure 4: Detailed design and development activity
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Figure 5: Governance system for commercialising multi-country services
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