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A B S T R A C T   

Innovation processes face significant and not well-understood uncertainties in resource-constrained environ-
ments in developing countries. Through a case study of a water innovation process focused on Kenya, this article 
studies the prevailing uncertainties and management principles. With the help of a framework that combines 
information on technological, organizational, commercial and social aspects, our study identifies uncertainties in 
four distinctive stages of resource-constrained innovation: (1) Ideation and conceptualization, (2) Learning- 
based product and business development, (3) Scrutinized product and business development and (4) 
Commercialization. We recognize three principles required to manage uncertainties and develop successful re-
source-constrained innovations: (1) the utilization of versatile research and development approaches, (2) 
building internal acceptability, trust and legitimacy and (3) leveraging range of partnerships and networks to 
access complementary resources and capabilities in different process stages. Our findings suggest that man-
agement of uncertainties requires proactive utilization of partner networks and context-specific strategies in 
different stages. With this research, we contribute to the understanding of innovation processes by advancing 
process-based knowledge of water innovation, uncertainties and related management strategies in resource- 
constrained environments.   

1. Introduction 

The world’s largest socio-economic group, conceptualized as the 
Base-of-the-Pyramid (BOP), consists of about four billion people living 
close to the poverty line in developing areas (Prahalad, 2012, 2004). 
These people are often faced with various additional constraints—such 
as limited access to water—to which market-based approaches and 
innovation are proposed as a medium. Even though the discourse 
linking poverty alleviation, innovations and business activities emerged 
over a decade ago (Hart and Christensen, 2002; Prahalad, 2004;  
Prahalad and Hammond, 2002; Prahalad and Hart, 2002), (Hart and 
Christensen, 2002; Prahalad, 2004; Prahalad and Hammond, 2002;  
Prahalad and Hart, 2002), various aspects related to such linkages are 
not thoroughly understood and/or remain contested (Pansera, 2018;  
Smith et al., 2014). 

The existing innovation literature has focused mainly on the qua-
lities and types of products, services and business models, as well as on 

technological features and organizational practices (Gebauer et al., 
2017; Gebauer and Saul, 2014; Rao, 2013; Ray and Ray, 2011; Rosca 
et al., 2017; Seelos and Mair, 2007; Winterhalter et al., 2017, 2015). 
Resource-constrained innovations’ implications and linkages to sus-
tainable development have also raised interest (Hyvärinen et al., 2016;  
Levänen et al., 2015). Less attention has been paid to the complexity, 
cost and time-consuming nature of resource-constrained innovation 
processes, sectoral peculiarities and the different roles partners have in 
different phases of the innovation process. Furthermore, the great 
number of diverse uncertainties prevalent along the innovation pro-
cess—and their management strategies—remain understudied (Böhle, 
2011; Hall et al., 2014b, 2011; Melander and Tell, 2014) although 
overcoming them is a precondition for successful innovation. 

The United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (United 
Nations General Assembly, 2015) emphasise the role of the private 
sector and partnerships in solving global development challenges. The 
SDGs address several water-related challenges such as the provision of 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.07.007 
Received 31 August 2019; Received in revised form 2 July 2020; Accepted 5 July 2020    

Abbreviations: ATM / water ATM, Automated teller machine: Automatic water dispensing machine with an integrated mobile prepayment and real-time monitoring 
system; BOP, Base-of-the-Pyramid; NGO, Non-governmental organization; O&M, Operation and Maintenance; R&D, Research and Development; SDG, Sustainable 
Development Goal; TCOS, Technological, Commercial, Organizational and Social; WASH, Water, Sanitation and Hygiene 

⁎ Corresponding author. 
E-mail address: anne.hyvarinen@aalto.fi (A.M.J. Hyvärinen). 

Environmental Science and Policy 114 (2020) 242–252

1462-9011/ © 2020 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/BY-NC-ND/4.0/).

T

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/14629011
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/envsci
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.07.007
mailto:anne.hyvarinen@aalto.fi
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.07.007
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.envsci.2020.07.007&domain=pdf


water supply, sanitation and hygiene (WASH), which is generally seen 
as the responsibility of the public sector—namely the central and local 
governments. While the SDGs set ambitious targets for WASH, several 
areas remain underserved and in need of novel solutions. For example, 
in Sub-Saharan Africa 39 % of the population lacks access to basic 
drinking water services, 69 % to basic sanitation services (UNICEF and 
WHO, 2019), and implementation and governance challenges are 
common (Yinusa and Wehn, 2016). The water services sector provides 
therefore a good example of an operational environment that can create 
new opportunities for private sector engagement and innovation, but 
also generates diverse uncertainties for companies’ innovation pro-
cesses (Annala et al., 2018; Gebauer and Saul, 2014; Karnani, 2007;  
Sousa-Zomer and Cauchick Miguel, 2018) and call for new policies 
(Leach et al., 2010). 

In this article, we study the uncertainties that shape the resource- 
constrained innovation process in the water services sector in Kenya. 
While water is physically scarce in certain regions of Kenya, it is also 
common that the lack of sustainable water services stems from in-
stitutional and operational challenges (Foster and Hope, 2017; Whaley 
and Cleaver, 2017; Yinusa and Wehn, 2016). Many water points and 
even utilities lack optimal revenue collection approach, operation and 
maintenance schemes as well as funding. Unsuitable technologies and 
inadequate skills and capabilities further impede service sustainability. 
Poverty hampers access to all kinds of services, including water and 
sanitation, with low-income people often in the most vulnerable posi-
tions, spending more time and money to access water. These aspects 
underline the need for new solutions and ways of working in the water 
sector—including private sector engagement and innovations beyond 
technological solutions. Our study focuses on the entire innovation 
process of Grundfos Lifelink, which aims to meet the sustainability 
challenges in the water sector in resource-constrained environments 
such as Kenya. We analyse the diversity of uncertainties faced during 
Lifelink’s ten-year development process, and identify principles for 
strategies utilized in managing the uncertainties. Our hypothesis is that 
an agile variety of approaches and a range of partners are required for 
resource-constrained water innovation. 

Frameworks for evaluating innovations and the embedded un-
certainties traditionally focus on technological and commercial viabi-
lity as well as on companies’ capability to generate return on the in-
vestment (Hall and Martin, 2005; Jalonen, 2011; Matos and Hall, 
2007). Social uncertainties, which are often external to the individual 
company, have attracted less interest (Hall and Martin, 2005). Yet, we 
argue that managing social uncertainties with appropriate strategies is 
particularly important in resource-constrained environments. To un-
derstand the diversity and evolution of uncertainties, we utilize in this 
article the TCOS framework, which distinguishes Technological, Com-
mercial, Organizational and Social forms of uncertainty (Hall et al., 
2014b, 2011; Hall and Martin, 2005).. 

To our knowledge, this article presents the first chronological, 
process-based study that looks systematically at the management of 
uncertainties throughout the entire resource-constrained innovation 
process. Theoretically, we provide a novel way to apply the TCOS fra-
mework to understand the innovation process and uncertainties in 
different stages. Our practical aim is to use the gained understanding to 
recognize the key principles for the successful management of such 
uncertainties. This article is guided by the following research question: 
What are the key uncertainties throughout a water innovation process 
in a resource-constrained environment, and how to manage such un-
certainties? Through such a question, we also depict the stages of the 
resource-constrained water innovation process. 

The article is structured as follows. The general context for our re-
search is presented in this section, followed by a short section that sets 
the scene for innovations in resource-constrained environments such as 
Kenya. The third section describes the research methodology, data 
sources and analysis, as well as the case. The fourth section presents the 
analysis and key findings from our case, synthesising first the four 

distinctive stages of the innovation process and then describing the key 
uncertainties across the innovation process. Following that, we discuss 
the three principles we recognise for the strategies to manage such 
uncertainties. Finally, we discuss the key implications of our study, 
followed by brief conclusions. 

2. Innovation in resource-constrained environments 

Innovations usually build on the affluence of resources (Prahalad 
and Mashelkar, 2010). Yet in developing countries, innovations largely 
stem from the scarcity of material resources, limited affluence of cus-
tomers, lack of time, and environmental and institutional constraints 
(Cunha et al., 2014; de Georgio Ferrari Trecate et al., 2020; Duker et al., 
2020; Pansera and Owen, 2015; Ramani et al., 2012). New narratives, 
models, and conceptualizations of resource-constrained innovation are 
emerging (Foster and Heeks, 2013; Hossain, 2020; Mulgan et al., 2007;  
Mvulirwenande and Wehn, 2019; Radjou and Prabhu, 2014; Sarkar and 
Pansera, 2017; Smith et al., 2014; Williamson, 2010; Zeschky et al., 
2014), all characterized by an aim to respond to the needs and desires 
of the people in resource-constrained environments by combining a 
market-based approach with social and/or environmental values 
(Cunha et al., 2014; Pansera and Owen, 2015; Zeschky et al., 2014). 

The process of developing resource-constrained innovation is de-
scribed as continuous learning and refinement (Prahalad, 2012). Tra-
ditional models for managing and conducting innovation suggest that 
the process consists of a rather linear and sequential set of activities, 
with screenings for continuation in between idea generation, idea se-
lection, development and launch/commercialization (Cooper, 2008,  
1990; Cooper and Sommer, 2016; Rothwell, 1994; Utterback, 1971;  
Wheelwright and Clark, 1992). At the same time, various uncertainties, 
institutional voids and complexities prevalent in resource-constrained 
environments shape the innovation processes and their outcomes 
(Karnani, 2007; Khanna and Palepu, 2010; Mair et al., 2012; Olsen and 
Boxenbaum, 2009; Sinkovics et al., 2014). As a result, a more iterative 
approach is advocated, together with a collaborative partnership and 
the frugal use of technology and resources (Ray and Ray, 2011). While 
traditional innovation process models remain influential, they may not 
fit well in such environments—this is often the case with new markets 
and/or technological breakthroughs (Salerno et al., 2015). Besides 
processes and outcomes, understanding and addressing innovation-re-
lated uncertainties is also a focal point for the development of adequate 
and effective innovation management strategies. 

To innovate in resource-constrained environments, organizations 
need to tap into new types of knowledge, resources and capabilities and 
develop differing strategies, organizational structures, practices, busi-
ness models and R&D processes (Gebauer and Saul, 2014; Hart et al., 
2016; Hart and Christensen, 2002; London and Hart, 2004; Wehn and 
Montalvo, 2018a; Winterhalter et al., 2015; Zeschky et al., 2011). 
Collaboration and partnerships, especially with local organizations, are 
typically important and leveraged in resource-constrained innovation. 
Partners, such as non-governmental organizations (NGOs), interna-
tional organizations, local entrepreneurs, government agencies, uni-
versities and even the BOP, can hold a diversity of roles (Hietapuro and 
Halme, 2015; Hyvärinen et al., 2016; Kolk et al., 2014; Ramani and 
Mukherjee, 2014; Rivera-Santos et al., 2012a; Webb et al., 2010). 
Partnerships enable exchange of complementary resources and co- 
creation of solutions (Mvulirwenande and Wehn, 2019; Wehn and 
Montalvo, 2018a) and better innovation diffusion (Ramani and 
Mukherjee, 2014). In addition, local organisations have been shown to 
diminish the social and institutional distance that multinational en-
terprises often face in developing markets (London and Hart, 2004;  
Rivera-Santos et al., 2012b; Webb et al., 2010). 

Finally, it is important to note that innovation in resource-con-
strained environments is a multi-dimensional, often politically sensi-
tive, and sometimes disputed idea (Arora and Romijn, 2012; Karnani, 
2007). Concerns have been raised about the recipients of benefits: 
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whether it is only the companies developing solutions or the users as 
well (Pansera and Owen, 2018). Similar concerns have been raised on 
the sustainability of the users’ participation in the innovation process 
(Sandman et al., 2018; Steen, 2011). It has also been argued that in-
novations may end up maintaining or even strengthening unequal 
power structures and environmentally harmful market models 
(Pansera, 2018). These critical perspectives on innovation management 
are especially relevant in developing countries, where people cannot 
necessarily afford new basic products and services, even though they 
may be innovative from the perspective of sustainability or societal 
development (Pansera and Owen, 2018). 

3. Research methodology and data 

3.1. Research methodology and analytical frameworks 

We apply a case study as the key research methodology (Eisenhardt, 
1989; Yin, 2014), and make use of a variety of methods to collect data 
on our case. The case study is complemented and compared with an 
extensive literature review focusing on innovation management in re-
source-constrained environments. Such a methodology enables us to 
profoundly explore the context and structure of the entire innovation 
process. 

The studied case is the first commercially oriented resource-con-
strained innovation venture developed and implemented by Grundfos, a 
western multinational company. It is considered to be a representative 
case in providing a view to a water innovation process conducted in a 
resource-constrained environment due to the process and outcome 
characteristics, and the attention such innovations have received 
(Foster and Hope, 2017; Komakech and Kaemdin, 2019; Whaley and 
Cleaver, 2017). 

Two frameworks are used for structuring our analysis. Firstly, we 
draw on chronological innovation stages (Rothwell, 1994; Salerno 
et al., 2015; Utterback, 1971; Wehn and Montalvo, 2018b) to describe 
the development of the studied innovation process over time. We utilize 
and move between innovation process literature and our data to define 
the key stages of the studied innovation process. Secondly, we use the 
TCOS framework (Hall et al., 2011; Hall and Martin, 2005) for identi-
fication and thematic categorization of uncertainties along the in-
novation process. TCOS framework’s theoretical constituents are in 
innovative uncertainty, innovation value-added chain, and stakeholder 
analysis. The framework characterizes innovation uncertainties under 
four categories, which must be overcome before a solution qualifies as a 
successful innovation (Hall et al., 2014b, 2011; Hall and Martin, 2005): 

• Technological uncertainty: Technological feasibility and function-
ality of the innovation 

• Commercial uncertainty: Commercially viability and market/in-
dustrial success of the innovation 

• Organizational uncertainty: Innovation’s consistency with the com-
pany’s overall strategy and capabilities, capability to appropriate the 
benefits of the technology, and organization and management of 
resources and capabilities to capture profit  

• Social uncertainty: Societal acceptability of the innovation and 
stakeholder impact. 

For this study, the strength of TCOS lies in its broad yet clearly 
structured scope: we utilize the four categories to structure our research 
and to recognize key uncertainties. The framework includes social un-
certainties -typically a key concern in resource-constrained innovation- 
which can provide socio-political legitimacy for technologies and re-
duce future technological and commercial (Hall et al., 2011). Under-
standing them is of principal importance, especially for western com-
panies who are used to operating in a different socio-economic and 
political environment (London and Hart, 2004). We use the two fra-
meworks in two complementary ways to structure our analysis: first we 

apply both frameworks for the thematic uncertainty analysis at dif-
ferent innovation process stages (Table 2 and Supplementary Material), 
and then the TCOS framework as an auxiliary tool for recognizing 
principles for uncertainty management strategies along the process 
(Section 4). 

As a single case study, the limitations of this study are related to the 
generalization of the results. The case study focuses on the development 
of a novel application to improve water service delivery, financial 
sustainability and operational transparency at communal water points 
in Kenya. Thus, the conclusions and implications presented might not 
be valid in other sectors and in different contexts. We seek to enhance 
the applicability of the results by reflecting our results against the lit-
erature and similar studies (Section 5). 

3.2. Data sources, collection and analysis 

An abductive approach is adopted to collect and analyse data for the 
selected case study, enabling continuous movement between empirical 
and theoretical worlds (Dubois and Gadde, 2002). The data collection is 
based on a variety of research methods across scales, including: (1) Five 
semi-structured key informant interviews with the executives of the 
case company in 2016 and 2017 (see Appendix A); (2) field observa-
tions, three interviews with the case company’s local employees, and 
five user interviews in Kenya in 2016 and 2017 (see Appendix A); and 
(3) the gathering of relevant documentary material (secondary data) in 
the form of news, company reports and websites, videos, blogs, expert 
reports and academic publications (see Appendix A). 

The main topics covered in the semi-structured interviews with key 
informants included (1) Innovation process and its stages, (2) 
Organizational aspects, (3) Uncertainties and their management along 
the innovation process (resources, capabilities, partners and colla-
boration in the value chain), and (4) Features and qualities of the in-
novation. Documentary material was utilized to construct the history of 
the case from 2007, and to complement and compare the results from 
the interviews and field observations. Of particular importance to un-
derstand the first years of Grundfos Lifelink was the conference pub-
lication by Andersen (2011). 

The studied innovation process was first chronologically mapped to 
recognize key activities and stages of the process and to observe 
changes between product, business model, and market development 
activities as well as managerial aspects (Table 1). This was followed by 
an analysis of the data with the help of the TCOS framework. The data 
was coded respectively using ATLAS.ti software, and the uncertainties 
along the process stages were recognized (Table 2). The principles for 
uncertainty management strategies were identified with the help of 
coding, including codes for R&D approaches and metrics, external and 
internal resources and capabilities as well as internal acceptance and 
support. Lastly, another loop of data analysis was conducted to ensure 
the suitability of the selected TCOS framework and categories for 
management approaches. Further interpretation of data was utilized to 
identify and cross-check the means for managing uncertainties. 

3.3. Case overview: Grundfos Lifelink 

Grundfos is one of the leading pump manufacturers in the world. 
Besides traditional Grundfos products, a range of other solutions are 
developed in the more independent New Business unit (Grundfos, 
2008). One of these is the Grundfos Lifelink organization, established in 
2007 with the objective of developing and commercializing innovative 
water service solutions and business models for the developing markets, 
including BOP, where sustainability, equal access and maintenance of 
water services remain inadequate. 

Lifelink is Grundfos’ first commercially-oriented initiative for the 
BOP markets. Based on previous experiences and knowledge gained 
through corporate social responsibility activities and philanthropy, the 
Lifelink solutions were set to solve common water service challenges, 

A.M.J. Hyvärinen, et al.   Environmental Science and Policy 114 (2020) 242–252

244



Ta
bl

e 
1 

Th
e 

ke
y 

w
at

er
 in

no
va

tio
n 

pr
oc

es
s 

an
d 

so
lu

tio
n 

qu
al

iti
es

 a
cr

os
s 

fo
ur

 m
ai

n 
st

ag
es

 o
f t

he
 L

ife
lin

k’
s 

in
no

va
tio

n 
pr

oc
es

s.
   

   
 

W
at

er
 in

no
va

tio
n 

pr
oc

es
s i

n 
a 

re
so

ur
ce

- 
co

ns
tr

ai
ne

d 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t 
Id

ea
tio

n 
&

 c
on

ce
pt

ua
liz

at
io

n 
20

07
–2

00
8 

Le
ar

ni
ng

-b
as

ed
, p

ro
du

ct
 &

 b
us

in
es

s 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
20

09
–2

01
3 

Sc
ru

tin
iz

ed
 p

ro
du

ct
 &

 b
us

in
es

s 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
20

14
–2

01
5 

Co
m

m
er

ci
al

iz
at

io
n,

 m
ul

ti-
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

p 
m

od
el

 
20

16
  

A
pp

ro
ac

h 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

m
ai

n 
pr

od
uc

t, 
bu

si
ne

ss
 

m
od

el
, a

nd
 m

ar
ke

t 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 

Ite
ra

tiv
e 

ap
pr

oa
ch

, r
ap

id
 p

ro
to

ty
pi

ng
 

Ev
al

ua
tio

n 
of

 c
om

m
er

ci
al

 p
ot

en
tia

l a
nd

 
fe

as
ib

ili
ty

 
Sm

al
l i

nd
ep

en
de

nt
 L

ife
lin

k 
te

am
 w

or
ki

ng
 

fr
ee

ly
 

Pr
ot

ot
yp

es
 m

an
uf

ac
tu

re
d 

by
 a

 d
ev

el
op

m
en

t 
pa

rt
ne

r 
Co

lla
bo

ra
tio

n 
w

ith
 lo

ca
l N

G
O

s 
Lo

ca
l p

re
se

nc
e 

an
d 

kn
ow

le
dg

e 
gr

ad
ua

lly
 

st
re

ng
th

en
ed

 
M

ob
ile

 p
ay

m
en

t 
in

te
rf

ac
e 

co
-d

ev
el

op
ed

 w
ith

 
Sa

fa
ri

co
m

 (l
oc

al
) a

nd
 la

te
r 

Vo
da

co
m

 (g
lo

ba
l)

 

Ite
ra

tiv
e 

ap
pr

oa
ch

, t
es

tin
g 

pr
ot

ot
yp

es
, 

le
ar

ni
ng

 fr
om

 t
he

 fi
el

d 
M

ar
ke

t 
ex

pe
ri

m
en

ta
tio

n 
an

d 
un

de
rs

ta
nd

in
g 

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n 

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

, c
us

to
m

er
s 

an
d 

w
ill

in
gn

es
s 

to
 p

ay
 –

 c
on

fir
m

in
g 

va
lu

e 
pr

op
os

iti
on

 
To

w
ar

ds
 m

or
e 

st
ru

ct
ur

ed
 w

ay
 o

f w
or

ki
ng

, 
KP

Is
: l

es
so

ns
 p

er
 d

ol
la

r 
En

ga
ge

m
en

t 
of

 lo
ca

l N
G

O
s,

 c
on

su
lta

nt
s,

 
cu

st
om

er
 p

ar
tn

er
s 

A
ct

iv
e 

ro
le

 in
 c

om
m

un
ity

 m
an

ag
em

en
t 

an
d 

ca
pa

bi
lit

y 
bu

ild
in

g 

Fo
rm

al
 s

ta
te

-g
at

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t p
ro

ce
ss

 
Ve

ri
fic

at
io

n 
of

 t
ec

hn
ol

og
ic

al
 a

sp
ec

ts
 a

nd
 

co
m

m
er

ci
al

 v
ia

bi
lit

y 
O

ut
so

ur
ce

d 
m

an
uf

ac
tu

ri
ng

 b
ro

ug
ht

 in
-h

ou
se

, p
ri

ce
 

lo
w

er
ed

 8
0 

%
 

Lo
ca

l r
ol

e 
de

cr
ea

se
d 

St
ra

te
gi

c 
pa

rt
ne

rs
hi

ps
 d

ev
el

op
ed

 fo
r 

do
w

ns
tr

ea
m

 
ac

tiv
iti

es
, i

nc
lu

di
ng

 g
lo

ba
l N

G
O

s 
an

d 
lo

ca
l s

er
vi

ce
 

pr
ov

id
er

s 
U

til
iz

in
g 

gl
ob

al
ly

 o
pe

ra
tin

g 
co

rp
or

at
io

ns
 a

s p
ar

tn
er

s 
e.

g.
 E

ri
cs

so
n 

m
ob

ile
 in

te
rc

on
ne

ct
 r

em
ov

ed
 th

e 
ne

ed
 

to
 n

eg
ot

ia
te

 w
ith

 a
ll 

op
er

at
or

s 

Li
fe

lin
k 

pr
od

uc
t 

ra
ng

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
in

te
gr

at
ed

 to
 m

or
e 

tr
ad

iti
on

al
 p

ro
ce

ss
es

 o
f 

G
ru

nd
fo

s 
G

ru
nd

fo
s-

w
id

e 
co

m
m

er
ci

al
iz

at
io

n,
 sc

al
in

g 
up

 
G

ru
nd

fo
s 

fo
cu

se
s 

on
 in

no
va

tio
n,

 R
&

D
, s

al
es

 
to

 t
ra

di
tio

na
l c

us
to

m
er

s.
 L

ife
lin

k 
fo

cu
se

s 
on

 
ne

w
 m

ar
ke

ts
 

M
or

e 
tr

ad
iti

on
al

 K
PI

s:
 e

.g
. s

ta
nd

ar
d 

un
it 

co
st

, 
w

ar
ra

nt
y 

ra
te

s 
St

ro
ng

 p
ar

tn
er

sh
ip

s 
fo

r 
do

w
ns

tr
ea

m
 

ac
tiv

iti
es

, i
nc

lu
di

ng
 s

al
es

 a
nd

 lo
ca

l 
co

m
m

un
ity

 e
ng

ag
em

en
t 

So
lu

tio
n 

qu
al

iti
es

 
1 

st
 g

en
er

at
io

n 
Li

fe
lin

k 
w

at
er

 A
TM

 
2n

d 
ge

ne
ra

tio
n 

Li
fe

lin
k 

w
at

er
 A

TM
 

3r
d 

ge
ne

ra
tio

n 
Li

fe
lin

k 
w

at
er

 A
TM

 
Co

m
m

er
ci

al
iz

at
io

n 
of

 3
rd

 g
en

er
at

io
n 

 
- 

M
ob

ile
 p

ay
m

en
ts

, w
at

er
 c

ar
ds

  
- 

O
nl

in
e 

w
at

er
 m

an
ag

em
en

t 
sy

st
em

  
- 

In
cr

ea
se

d 
su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y 

of
 w

at
er

 p
oi

nt
s 

 
- 

W
at

er
 p

ay
m

en
ts

 a
nd

 c
om

m
un

ity
 lo

an
s 

to
 

co
ve

r 
in

ve
st

m
en

t  
- 

Co
m

pl
et

e 
w

at
er

 k
io

sk
s 

in
cl

ud
in

g,
 e

.g
., 

pu
m

ps
, s

ol
ar

 p
an

el
s 

 

- 
M

ul
tip

le
 w

at
er

 o
ut

le
ts

  
- 

Effi
ci

en
t 

re
ve

nu
e 

co
lle

ct
io

n 
 

- 
W

at
er

 c
re

di
t 

tr
an

sf
er

s 
be

tw
ee

n 
us

er
s 

 
- 

N
ew

 r
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
: r

ig
id

ity
, l

ow
 s

er
vi

ce
 

ne
ed

s,
 e

as
y 

to
 u

se
 a

nd
 m

ai
nt

ai
n 

 
- 

W
at

er
 p

ay
m

en
ts

 to
 in

cr
ea

se
 su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y,

 
no

t 
co

ve
ri

ng
 a

ll 
co

st
s 

 

- 
M

ob
ile

 p
ay

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 v

ar
io

us
 o

pe
ra

to
rs

 
su

pp
or

te
d 

 
- 

Pr
og

ra
m

m
ab

le
 lo

gi
c 

co
nt

ro
lle

rs
 r

ep
la

ce
d 

w
ith

 
em

be
dd

ed
 s

of
tw

ar
e,

 i.
e.

, p
ri

nt
ed

 c
ir

cu
it 

bo
ar

ds
  

- 
Si

ze
 a

nd
 w

ei
gh

t 
of

 A
TM

 r
ed

uc
ed

  
- 

W
at

er
 A

TM
 a

s 
a 

se
pa

ra
te

 p
ro

du
ct

, n
ot

 a
 

co
m

pl
et

e 
w

at
er

 k
io

sk
  

- 
Co

nn
ec

tin
g 

fu
nd

in
g 

pa
rt

ne
rs

 w
ith

 lo
ca

l 
im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

pa
rt

ne
rs

  
- 

Ra
is

in
g 

aw
ar

en
es

s 
of

 th
e 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
  

- 
Su

ita
bi

lit
y 

of
 t

he
 s

ol
ut

io
n 

fo
r 

te
nd

er
 

pr
oc

es
se

s 
in

 t
ar

ge
t a

re
as

  

A.M.J. Hyvärinen, et al.   Environmental Science and Policy 114 (2020) 242–252

245



Ta
bl

e 
2 

Re
co

gn
iz

ed
 m

ai
n 

un
ce

rt
ai

nt
ie

s 
ac

ro
ss

 fo
ur

 s
ta

ge
s 

of
 t

he
 L

ife
lin

k 
in

no
va

tio
n 

pr
oc

es
s,

 s
tr

uc
tu

re
d 

ac
co

rd
in

g 
to

 t
he

 T
CO

S 
fr

am
ew

or
k.

 B
ol

de
d 

te
xt

 r
ep

re
se

nt
s 

th
e 

un
ce

rt
ai

nt
ie

s 
re

qu
ir

in
g 

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
 a

tt
en

tio
n 

in
 t

ha
t 

st
ag

.  
   

  

U
nc

er
ta

in
tie

s 
Id

ea
tio

n 
&

 c
on

ce
pt

ua
liz

at
io

n 
Le

ar
ni

ng
-b

as
ed

, p
ro

du
ct

 &
 b

us
in

es
s 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

Sc
ru

tin
iz

ed
 p

ro
du

ct
 &

 b
us

in
es

s 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
Co

m
m

er
ci

al
iz

at
io

n,
 m

ul
ti-

pa
rt

ne
rs

hi
p 

m
od

el
  

Te
ch

no
lo

gi
ca

l 
Te

ch
no

lo
gi

ca
l r

eq
ui

re
m

en
ts

 
Po

te
nt

ia
l a

pp
lic

at
io

ns
/t

ec
hn

ol
og

ie
s 

Tr
an

sa
ct

io
n 

co
st

s 
of

 S
M

S/
m

ob
ile

 p
ay

m
en

t 
so

lu
tio

ns
 

Ex
pe

ns
iv

e 
te

ch
no

lo
gi

es
 

Co
m

pa
tib

ili
ty

 o
f L

ife
lin

k 
w

ith
 v

ar
io

us
 m

ob
ile

 
op

er
at

or
s,

 t
ra

ns
ac

tio
n 

co
st

s 
Pr

od
uc

t 
an

d 
te

ch
no

lo
gi

ca
l f

ea
tu

re
s 

O
ut

so
ur

ce
d 

m
an

uf
ac

tu
ri

ng
 

A
ch

ie
vi

ng
 r

eq
ui

re
d 

te
ch

no
lo

gy
 le

ve
ls

 a
nd

 p
as

si
ng

 g
at

es
 o

f 
th

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t 
pr

oc
es

s 
U

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

 t
he

 a
pp

lic
at

io
n 

an
d 

te
ch

no
lo

gi
es

 
In

cl
ud

in
g 

co
rr

ec
t 

pr
od

uc
t 

an
d 

te
ch

no
lo

gi
ca

l f
ea

tu
re

s 
Si

m
pl

ic
it

y 
of

 u
se

 a
nd

 O
&

M
 

M
at

ch
in

g 
th

e 
ne

ed
s a

nd
 sp

ec
ia

l r
eq

ui
re

m
en

ts
 o

f c
us

to
m

er
s 

St
at

e 
of

 in
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
 L

ife
lin

ks
 a

re
 b

as
ed

 o
n 

Co
m

m
er

ci
al

 
La

ck
 o

f 
co

m
m

er
ci

al
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

e 
U

nk
no

w
n 

cu
st

om
er

 s
eg

m
en

t 
La

ck
 o

f 
m

ar
ke

t 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
U

nb
an

ke
d 

po
pu

la
ti

on
 

D
is

ta
nc

e 
to

 lo
ca

l s
ta

ke
ho

ld
er

s 
Cu

st
om

er
’s

 w
ill

in
gn

es
s 

to
 p

ay
 fo

r 
se

rv
ic

e 
/ 

pr
od

uc
t 

Su
ffi

ci
en

cy
 o

f 
w

at
er

 p
ay

m
en

ts
 t

o 
in

cr
ea

se
 

su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y,
 b

us
in

es
s 

m
od

el
 

Co
m

m
er

ci
al

 p
ot

en
ti

al
 o

f 
Li

fe
lin

k 
Pr

ic
e 

Tr
an

sa
ct

io
n 

co
st

s 
O

&
M

 m
od

el
 

R
el

ia
bi

lit
y 

of
 p

ar
tn

er
s 

Pr
ic

e 
Bu

si
ne

ss
 m

od
el

, s
er

vi
ci

ng
 s

ch
em

es
 a

nd
 s

up
pl

ie
rs

 
Pr

ep
ar

in
g 

fo
r 

sa
le

s,
 c

on
vi

nc
in

g 
cu

st
om

er
s 

Su
ita

bi
lit

y 
fo

r 
pu

bl
ic

 t
en

de
ri

ng
 

Fe
w

 k
ey

 p
la

ye
rs

 in
 t

he
 m

ar
ke

t 
(w

at
er

 s
ec

to
r 

in
 d

ev
el

op
in

g 
co

un
tr

ie
s)

, s
tr

on
g 

ro
le

 o
f d

on
or

s 
an

d 
ot

he
r 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

se
ct

or
 

ac
to

rs
 

Co
m

m
er

ci
al

iz
at

io
n 

an
d 

sc
al

in
g 

up
 

Co
m

pe
ti

ti
on

 
Pr

ic
e-

qu
al

it
y 

ra
ti

o 
In

cl
us

io
n 

of
 L

if
el

in
k 

in
 p

ro
cu

re
m

en
t 

do
cu

m
en

ts
 f

or
 

gr
an

ts
 a

nd
 t

en
de

ri
ng

 p
ro

ce
ss

es
 

St
ro

ng
 r

ol
e 

of
 d

on
or

s 
an

d 
ot

he
r 

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t 

se
ct

or
 

ac
to

rs
 

V
ar

ia
bi

lit
y 

in
 w

at
er

 u
se

 f
ro

m
 L

if
el

in
ks

 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

na
l 

La
ck

 o
f e

xp
er

ie
nc

e:
 n

ew
 o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n 

(L
ife

lin
k)

, n
ew

 t
ec

hn
ol

og
y,

 n
ew

 m
ar

ke
t 

La
ck

 o
f a

pp
ro

pr
ia

te
 r

es
ou

rc
es

 a
nd

 
ca

pa
bi

lit
ie

s 

Ro
le

 o
f L

ife
lin

k 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n 
in

 th
e 

va
lu

e 
ch

ai
n 

D
is

ta
nc

e 
to

 G
ru

nd
fo

s –
 u

nd
er

st
an

di
ng

, p
os

iti
on

, 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

na
l s

tr
uc

tu
re

s 
(e

.g
., 

fo
r 

sa
le

s)
 

Ca
pa

bi
lit

y 
to

 d
ev

el
op

 a
 c

om
m

er
ci

al
iz

ed
 

pr
od

uc
t 

H
ow

 a
nd

 w
hy

 G
ru

nd
fo

s 
w

ou
ld

 b
ri

ng
 t

o 
m

ar
ke

t 
Li

fe
lin

k 
or

ga
ni

za
tio

n 
in

 a
 d

iff
er

en
t ‘

sp
ac

e’
 th

an
 G

ru
nd

fo
s,

 la
ck

 o
f 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g 
by

 G
ru

nd
fo

s.
 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

na
l s

tr
uc

tu
re

s 
fo

r 
co

m
m

er
ci

al
iz

at
io

n:
 L

ife
lin

k 
or

 
G

ru
nd

fo
s.

 

Lo
ss

 o
f 

ag
ili

ty
 u

nd
er

 G
ru

nd
fo

s 
N

ee
d 

fo
r 

di
ff

er
en

t 
pr

oc
es

se
s 

an
d 

pr
oc

ed
ur

es
 d

ue
 t

o 
co

m
pl

et
el

y 
di

ff
er

en
t 

m
ar

ke
t 

se
gm

en
ts

 a
nd

 a
re

as
 

N
ee

d 
fo

r 
di

ff
er

en
t 

co
m

po
ne

nt
s:

 G
ru

nd
fo

s 
ap

pr
ov

al
 

ti
m

es
 a

re
 lo

ng
, s

ou
rc

in
g 

fr
om

 o
th

er
 p

la
ce

s.
 

So
ci

al
 

Im
pa

ct
 o

f 
lo

ca
l h

ab
it

s,
 t

ra
di

ti
on

s 
Lo

ca
l b

us
in

es
s 

pr
ac

ti
ce

s 
U

nb
an

ke
d 

po
pu

la
ti

on
 

D
iff

er
in

g 
or

ga
ni

za
ti

on
al

 lo
gi

cs
 (

N
G

O
s,

 
lo

ca
l a

ct
or

s)
 

La
ck

 o
f 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g 
th

e 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t 
Cr

ea
ti

ng
 lo

ca
l b

uy
-in

 

Su
it

ab
ili

ty
 t

o 
lo

ca
l e

nv
ir

on
m

en
t 

an
d 

ca
pa

ci
ti

es
 

Lo
ca

l b
us

in
es

s 
pr

ac
ti

ce
s 

D
ai

ly
 e

co
no

m
ic

s 
W

A
SH

 u
nd

er
st

an
di

ng
, h

ab
it

s,
 u

se
 o

f 
w

at
er

 
Lo

ca
l b

uy
-in

 
Lo

gi
st

ic
s 

an
d 

ac
ce

ss
ib

ili
ty

 

So
ci

al
 a

cc
ep

ta
bi

lit
y 

of
 L

ife
lin

k 
so

lu
tio

ns
 

A
tt

itu
de

 t
ow

ar
ds

 w
at

er
 p

ay
m

en
ts

 
Li

fe
lin

k 
as

 p
ri

m
ar

y 
so

ur
ce

 o
f w

at
er

 

Si
te

 s
el

ec
tio

n 
A

cc
ep

ta
nc

e 
of

 L
ife

lin
k 

so
lu

tio
ns

 
W

ill
in

gn
es

s 
to

 p
ay

 fo
r 

w
at

er
 

W
A

SH
 k

no
w

le
dg

e,
 w

at
er

-u
se

 h
ab

its
 

Li
fe

lin
k 

as
 p

ri
m

ar
y 

so
ur

ce
 o

f w
at

er
 

Ca
pa

ci
ty

 o
f t

ec
hn

ic
al

 p
eo

pl
e 

 

A.M.J. Hyvärinen, et al.   Environmental Science and Policy 114 (2020) 242–252

246



namely poor operation and maintenance of water distribution points, 
water monitoring and mismanagement of funds, and the use of diesel 
generators as a source of energy (Grundfos, 2018a). In Kenya, 41 % of 
the population lacks access to basic drinking water services (UNICEF 
and WHO, 2019), and sustainability of these services is often compro-
mised due to the aforementioned challenges. Based on prior activities 
and the need for improved water services, Kenya was selected as the 
development environment and first market area for Lifelink. 

Today, the Lifelink product family consist of two products—AQtap 
and AQpure. AQtap is a Water ATM, i.e. a water-dispensing unit for 
revenue collection and remote monitoring. In AQtap, mobile prepay-
ment platforms are utilized for money transactions (Grundfos, 2016). 
AQpure is a UV-based modular water treatment system (Grundfos, 
2018b). Our research focuses on the innovation process of the prepaid 
water ATM, although the two products partially share the same roots. 

4. Water innovation process and uncertainties in resource- 
constrained environments 

4.1. Critical stages for resource-constrained innovation process 

The studied innovation process, including approach, key activities 
and qualities, are summarized with the help of chronological innova-
tion stages in Table 1. Based on the literature and our case study, we 
recognized four distinctive stages in Lifelink’s innovation process: (1) 
Ideation, conceptualization and early design, (2) Learning-based pro-
duct and business development, (3) Scrutinized product and business 
development, and (4) Commercialization through a multi-partnership 
model. It is important to note that while the stages are described in a 
linear manner, all stages have involved an iteration between ideation, 
development activities, prototyping and testing. 

The first years of the innovation process is characterized by an agile, 
iterative, learn-by-doing approach. The development team focused on 
discovering water services challenges, local requirements and market 
potential of an automated prepay water dispensing system. Knowledge 
and capabilities of local NGOs were utilized; but as challenges emerged, 
the Lifelink team increased its local presence and role and reformulated 
partnership strategy. After extensive field testing, a more scrutinized 
verification followed during the state-gate process. Simultaneously, the 
team’s role in the field decreased, and strategic partnerships with in-
ternational organizations were developed. When commercialized, 
Lifelink was integrated into the structures and process of the parent 
company (Grundfos). The innovation process is summarized in Table 1 
and further elaborated in the Supplementary Material. 

4.2. Innovation uncertainties across process stages 

Innovation uncertainties of the studied water innovation process are 
analyzed with the help of the TCOS framework (see Section 3.1), and 
thus the following analysis focuses on the four uncertainty categories. 
In our analysis we have captured these four categories across the re-
cognized process stages, establishing a matrix that combines the the-
matic uncertainty categories with temporal stages of the related in-
novation process. 

During the early development stages, the social settings inflicted the 
majority of the uncertainties, as Lifelink/Grundfos did not have pre-
vious commercially oriented initiatives in the region, or an in-depth 
understanding of local practices. These directly translated into a range 
of commercial uncertainties, such as the overall feasibility of the con-
cept, the ability to increase the sustainability of water services, and the 
reliability of partners. During the scrutinized development, technolo-
gical aspects (such as solution features and achieving the required 
technology and quality levels) composed the main uncertainties. As the 
innovation entered markets, uncertainties emerged regarding com-
mercial aspects, such as competition and succeeding in tender pro-
cesses. In addition, organizational uncertainties emerged, as the needs 

of the Lifelink organization differ from the parent company under 
which the Lifelink organization was merged. The key technological, 
commercial, organizational and social uncertainties across all four 
stages are summarized in Table 2 and further elaborated in Supple-
mentary Material. 

4.3. Principles for managing innovation uncertainties in resource- 
constrained environments 

Our data shows that innovation uncertainties, at least in water 
services sector, are often intertwined with each other and cut across 
several uncertainty categories. As a result, the uncertainties need to be 
reflected in the strategies managing such uncertainties. Based on the 
interviews on our case study, we have recognized the following cross- 
cutting principles for resource-constrained innovation management: (1) 
Versatility in R&D approaches, (2) Partnerships and networks to 
leverage complementary knowledge, resources and capabilities, and (3) 
Internal acceptability, trust and legitimacy. In the following, we use 
these three principles and related literature to structure the presenta-
tion of our findings. The text also has several references to the relevant 
quotes from Grundfos Lifelink representatives, summarised in Appendix 
B. 

4.3.1. Versatility in R&D approaches 
Versatility and flexibility in R&D approaches is visible in different 

stages of the innovation process. The approach for generating knowl-
edge and developing the Lifelink solutions and business model evolved 
over time from an agile, learning-from-the-field approach into a more 
formal approach (see Appendix B, Q1). Such a dual approach proved to 
work well in managing the whole process and the varying uncertainties 
along the way, especially as commercial and social uncertainties 
dominated the development and required more effort than technolo-
gical uncertainties. A small, agile and independent team in the begin-
ning of the innovation process meant greater freedom to operate in the 
field, allowing the team to get to know the environment, market and 
related uncertainties (see Appendix B, Q2) and define the solution 
qualities and value proposition. 

Working in a separate organizational unit outside the parent com-
pany enabled use of different organizational procedures, metrics and 
working culture (See Appendix B, Q3). In the early stages, learning was 
a key metric. But towards the more formal state-gate process, more 
traditional metrics for defining success, progression and continuation 
were introduced to complement the context-specific product and busi-
ness requirements discovered in the earlier stages. Traditional me-
trics—such as reaching a specified standard unit price, warranty rates 
and sales at the reference price—are in place in the commercialization 
stage. 

The more formal and traditional approach during the state-gate 
process proved to have its benefits. Component details were thoroughly 
assessed and specified. Bringing initially outsourced manufacturing, 
spare parts and software development in-house enabled an 80 % de-
crease in price. Simultaneously, the business case was refined and 
further developed. Since the commercialization, the loss of the original 
agility is seen as a challenge for Lifelink; and it was thus apprehended 
that the agility should be revived to respond to customer needs (see 
Appendix B, Q4). It seems that while the more traditional product de-
velopment process within Grundfos enables the production of quality 
and well-defined outcomes, it decreases the possibility for quick al-
terations and testing. The separated organizational structure prior to 
state-gate seems to be effective in developing different variants, in 
customizing the solutions and in finding out the value propositions in 
resource-constrained contexts. 

4.3.2. Partnerships and networks to leverage complementary knowledge, 
resources and capabilities 

Selecting suitable partners, understanding the local setting and 
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overcoming the related uncertainties are considered crucial for re-
source-constrained innovation (Hahn and Gold, 2014; Van den 
waeyenberg and Hens, 2012; Webb et al., 2010). Our research data 
shows how the Lifelink organization had to commit and deploy its re-
sources in order to get to know the new operational environment and 
model. This required finding the right people, organisations and net-
works to leverage, understanding market dynamics, and coping with 
the uncertainties. In different stages the partners differ, as different 
resources and capabilities are required. The initial stages required 
mobilizing the Lifelink team to the field and engaging specialists and 
organizations with specific knowledge in order to find suitable locations 
for prototyping, and to understand the business model requirements in 
the water sector (see Appendix B, Q5). In later stages, resources and 
capabilities of the parent company were leveraged to a greater degree, 
and responsibilities for the value chain activities were shared between 
the organizational entities. 

During the piloting of the 1st and 2nd generation Lifelinks (Table 1), 
collaboration with NGOs and donor organizations (some of which had 
purchased a Lifelink solutions) served as important sources of market 
knowledge (see Appendix B, Q6). In the later stages, partnerships es-
tablished with organizations having broader geographical scope or 
certain domain expertise enabled efficient scaling up (see Appendix B, 
Q7), and Grundfos/Lifelink could focus on their core competencie-
s—innovation and R&D. For instance, the partnership with Erics-
son—an international mobile communications company—enables 
connection to a mobile payment platform, which Ericsson negotiates 
with each country and/or each operator. 

4.3.3. Internal acceptability, trust and legitimacy 
Our research data indicates that internal acceptability and trust in 

Lifelink within Grundfos was critically important, as Lifelink was in-
itiated through a separate organization. This was facilitated by the es-
tablished tradition of internal business incubation in affiliated compa-
nies. Operating as a separate entity gave more freedom to the Lifelink 
organization, but it also meant that it had to communicate with the 
parent organization to justify its purpose and required resources (see 
Appendix B, Q8 and Q9). Due to the long-term commitment typically 
required in resource-constrained environments, internal support and 
trust are needed throughout the process, and not only when estab-
lishing new ventures. Still in the end of the studied process, the support 
and utilization of Grundfos’ resources are important for Lifelink (see 
Appendix B, Q10). 

Grundfos’ way of organizing new ventures under separate organi-
zational units can be seen as a demonstration of internal acceptability 
and trust, which also enabled the Lifelink organization to focus on to-
pics that were not necessarily typical for Grundfos itself. Concurrently, 
this illustrates a way to manage uncertainties arising from these new 
ventures. The interviews indicate that Lifelink had a stronger emphasis 
on social and commercial aspects than on technological development, 
the traditional stronghold of Grundfos. The combination of freedom to 
operate and clear, long-term support by the parent company forms a 
key enabler for the water services innovation process. Our case study 
also shows how proximity—the ability to collaborate and leverage re-
sources and capabilities of the parent organization—enables resource- 
constrained innovation. 

5. Discussion and implications 

5.1. A process-based view on innovation management in resource- 
constrained environments 

This case study provides process-based insights into the diversity of 
uncertainties and related management strategies in a water services 
innovation. We utilized two main frameworks, the innovation stages 
and the TCOS framework (Section 3.1) as a mean to study uncertainties 
throughout the innovation process stages. We argue that this is 

particularly relevant in resource-constrained environments, where a 
variety of uncertainties (including diverse social uncertainties) are 
present across the innovation process. 

Our case study suggests that successful innovation process in re-
source-constrained environments should be built upon an iterative and 
agile approach to enable constant learning from the environment. 
Western companies in particular should increase their local engagement 
in order to learn from the context and to incorporate these lessons into 
innovation development (Schuster and Holtbrügge, 2012; Zeschky 
et al., 2011, 2014). More traditional approaches, such as the state-gate 
process, proved beneficial in later process stages when scrutiny is re-
quired. The results, however, indicate that the innovation process 
should not evolve into an overly formal mode: agility is required even 
when innovations are commercialized in order to respond to varying 
needs and requirements in resource-constrained environments. 

For water services innovation in resource-constrained environ-
ments, it is critical to understand the local environment, institutions 
and actors, including project implementers, water service providers and 
end-users. These aspects shape the solutions (including products and 
service and business models) to fit the needs and preferences of users, 
system operators and managers. Furthermore, the developed solutions 
need to correspond with the institutional and implementation re-
quirements. Such an understanding is necessary, even when providing 
technologies and services to other parties such as governmental orga-
nizations and the private sector delivering water services. 

Our results also clearly indicate the importance of partnerships and 
stakeholder collaboration in different innovation stages, and how re-
quirements for partners vary in time, depending on the process stage 
and prevailing uncertainties. To our knowledge, previous studies have 
not recognized and discussed this temporal aspect of collaboration with 
partners. Partnerships, where national and international NGOs and 
development agencies have a key role, may be different from typical 
partnerships in more affluent markets (Hahn and Gold, 2014; Hietapuro 
and Halme, 2015; Mvulirwenande and Wehn, 2019; Rivera-Santos 
et al., 2012b; Webb et al., 2010). Utilizing partners and innovation 
intermediaries who understand field circumstances and local operations 
is an effective strategy, but shared objectives, mutual understanding 
with the partners and internal knowledge on the innovators side are 
required – aspects, that have also been recognized by other water in-
novation studies (Mvulirwenande and Wehn, 2019; Wehn and 
Montalvo, 2018a). Partnerships are not always easy to establish, and 
they can ignite further uncertainty (Mvulirwenande and Wehn, 2019;  
Porter and Birdi, 2018). However, knowledgeable partners, which can 
differ between process stages, and informal networks help in under-
standing and managing various types of uncertainties as well as enable 
the use of external resources and capabilities. 

Our study also highlights the importance of a reformulation of 
strategies during the innovation process. The same strategies and ap-
proaches for product and business development do not necessarily fit 
into the different stages of the process, as the requirements and focus of 
the processes change. For instance, in the beginning the need for 
market-related information is high; whilst in the later stages, the focus 
shifts to engineering the products to fit the developed value proposi-
tion. These findings highlight the ways in which organizational cap-
abilities required in developing markets differ from more traditional 
innovation activities focused on affluent markets (Van den waeyenberg 
and Hens, 2012; Webb et al., 2010; Zeschky et al., 2011). This ne-
cessitates agility in the ways of working, support from the top man-
agement as well as collaboration with non-traditional partners along 
the entire value chain. In contrast to innovating for affluent markets, 
our case shows the time-consuming nature of getting to know resource- 
constrained environments and finding the right partners, as well as the 
agility needed for innovation. 
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5.2. Methodological implications 

The key methodological novelty of our study is the application of 
the TCOS framework to study the different types of uncertainties and to 
recognize related management principles, and to do this through the 
main stages of a water innovation process in a resource-constrained 
environment. Our findings indicate that the different innovation pro-
cess stages face different types of uncertainties and that they are com-
monly intertwined. Our analysis shows that internal legitimacy (see 
Section 4.3) plays a crucial role in the successful development of re-
source-constrained innovation, suggesting that future studies utilizing 
the TCOS framework could also consider internal legitimacy in addition 
to the cognitive and socio-political legitimacy discussed by Hall et al. 
(2014a, 2012, 2011). 

Our case underlines the importance of acknowledging and under-
standing social uncertainties throughout the process. Our findings show 
how the social setting can inflict various other types of uncertainties, 
requiring companies to find new ways and strategies to understand and 
manage these challenges. However, due to the intertwined nature of 
uncertainties, the strategies should enable the management of various 
uncertainties at the same time, although these strategies can differ 
between stages. These observations support the use of the TCOS fra-
mework—combined with the innovation process (temporal di-
mension)—as an analytical tool in understanding resource-constrained 
innovation. 

Previous studies have emphasized the meaning of partnerships for 
innovation (Hahn and Gold, 2014; Hietapuro and Halme, 2015; Ray 
and Ray, 2011; Wehn and Montalvo, 2018a). Our study provides a new 
understanding of the variety and role of partners throughout the tem-
poral dimension. The use of different methodologies and perspectives 
might be required between process stages in order to reach a compre-
hensive understanding of partnerships. 

5.3. Managerial implications 

There are three key managerial implications from our study: (1) 
Understanding local context, available resources and capabilities as 
well as the targeted sector, (2) Commitment to internal competence 
development, and (3) Selection of partners in different stages to access 
complementary knowledge, resources, capabilities and networks. 

To tap into resource-constrained customer segments, local devel-
opment and manufacturing in low-cost environments have been re-
garded as key means to bring costs down and answer to the needs and 
desires of consumers (Winterhalter et al., 2015; Zeschky et al., 2011). 
However, to our knowledge, these studies have only focused on in-
dustrial manufacturing resources and capabilities in Asia, and not in 
Africa. In our case, the technologies are not manufactured locally in 
Kenya, as the manufacturing facilities are centralized in selected ex-
isting locations to ensure quality and cost-efficiency. We argue that 
existing facilities and required investments, together with the quantity 
and quality of manufactured goods, affect the overall applicability and 
potential of cost savings through local manufacturing. The principle of 
local manufacturing is noble, but not applicable in all contexts and 
sectors. For instance, in many parts of Africa, the history and cap-
abilities for industrial manufacturing differ greatly from China and 
India. Furthermore, the market for low-cost manufacturing is currently 
very competitive. Importance of understanding the local context and 
sector are further elaborated in Supplementary Material and Sections 4 
and 5.1. 

Innovating organizations need to themselves hold relevant knowl-
edge, resources and capabilities, instead of relying solely on external 
support and partners. When entering new market areas, organizations 
need to be committed to develop the competencies, skills and cap-
abilities of staff in order to understand, develop and manage the in-
novation process. Partnerships in different stages of the innovation 
process can serve for different purposes, and in our case study multiple 

partners are required. Complementary role of partners is further ela-
borated in Section 4.3.2. 

6. Conclusions 

Our case study provides insights into the specific characteristics and 
uncertainties of water innovation process in resource-constrained en-
vironments. Examples of resource-constrained innovations from a 
variety of sectors exist (Gebauer et al., 2017; Gebauer and Saul, 2014;  
Marconatto et al., 2016; Mvulirwenande and Wehn, 2019; Winterhalter 
et al., 2017), but there is no consistent knowledge on how sector-spe-
cific characteristics and uncertainties in these environments influence 
both the outcomes of the innovation process and the process itself. For 
western companies, resource-constrained areas often present new 
markets, and understanding the socio-economic and political en-
vironment—and related uncertainties—is crucial for success. 

This article provides new understanding of the complexity and time- 
consuming nature of developing and managing water innovation in 
resource-constrained environments. Scrutiny is required in certain 
stages of the process, especially in defining the final technological 
configuration; on this front, the structured state-gate process proved its 
power, to complement the more agile approach that was used in par-
ticular during the early stages of the innovation process. The results 
indicate the significance of social uncertainties throughout all stages of 
the innovation process, including the ways they evolve, impact and 
relate to the other types of uncertainties. The entire innovation process 
and related innovation management strategy development can thus be 
seen as learning-based processes, where new knowledge is co-created 
through engagement with other actors. For this to be successful, it is 
naturally important to identify right partners for different stages, but 
also to understand and appreciate the different ways of working to 
make the most of the collaboration. 

Based on our analysis, we argue for a holistic design of innovation 
management strategies to overcome uncertainties in different innova-
tion process stages. The strong involvement of the public sector, donors 
and other development sector organizations has shaped the water 
sector in developing regions, and private sector actors need to consider 
this when entering these markets. Combining the vast sectoral knowl-
edge held by public and development sector actors with the additional 
competencies of the private sector has the potential to create more ef-
ficient water services. While the SDGs also emphasize public-private 
collaboration, further enabling policies are still required for such col-
laboration really to be effective. It is important to recognize that in-
novation in such environments is also a highly sensitive and politicized 
field, with differing interests and tensions (Pansera and Owen, 2018). 
The sustainability implications of developed products and services need 
to be therefore assessed in a transparent manner. 

We suggest that future studies on water innovation in Africa should 
pay careful attention to social uncertainties and their linkages to other 
uncertainties throughout the innovation process. Only a nuanced un-
derstanding of the key innovation stages and the interconnected un-
certainties enables successful innovation development and manage-
ment. More thorough understanding of the most viable ways for partner 
selection across the innovation process is also needed. Combinations of 
different innovation development approaches, such as agile and state- 
gate processes, provide another interesting arena for future studies. 
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Appendix A. List of data utilized in this article 

Table A1 

Appendix B. Quotes from Grundfos Lifelink representatives 

Q1: The Lifelink Managing Director noted the remarkable difference between the two R&D approaches: ‘we worked like day and night’. 
Q2: The importance of beginning the Lifelink innovation process with a small, agile team is described by the Global Product Manager: ‘…taking 

the right R&D approach at the right point of time. Starting with, when you don’t know, you have a lot of uncertainties and a lot of missing knowledge, instead of 
trying to make a big development and plan a lot, you take a very iterative learning-based approach. We could have started with a big development project, and 
then we wouldn’t have had any doubts with the prototypes…but it probably would not have been a product that was matching requirements and the needs of the 
customers’. 

Q3: The Lifelink Managing Director describes the early stage metrics: ‘Every year we had to prove some new points to be allowed to go for a second 
round. So learning per dollars spent, it was quite important in these early days’. 

Q4: As described by the Lifelink Managing Director: ‘We would need to get that agility back so we can work very fast with customers when they have 
special requirements’. 

Q5: Commitment, presence and learning by the Lifelink team is described by the Global Product Manager: ‘They also spent quite a bit of time in the 
field, really being out there with their pilots and seeing how would it...how was the user experience around them. How did the technologies fit to real life, and 
learning from that’. 

Q6: The Global Partnerships Director explains the role of other organizations as knowledge sources: ‘We collect some data by ourselves; but the 
NGOs on the ground also have a lot of data. When we started developing the next generation, we had a lot of consultation with the NGOs, even with the World 
Bank representatives, with the government officials, and the utilities to make sure that the features we are building respond to the markets’. 

Q7: The Lifelink Managing Director explains partnerships with globally operating organizations: ‘We do not work with the NGOs country-by- 
country. We work with global framework agreements. Then it is up to the NGO to discuss country-by-country with their own people whether or not this 
technology should be embraced. We now have five of these major framework agreements with some of the biggest NGOs of the world’. 

Q8: The Lifelink Managing Director describes communication with Grundfos: ‘We have been fighting internally at Grundfos to make sure that you can 
say the opportunities are being understood in the right way and where Lifelink should belong within Grundfos’. 

Q9: The Lifelink Managing Director describes the resources available from Lifelink from Grundfos: ‘Every time that I [the Lifelink Managing 
Director] have raised my voice or needed anything, Grundfos has given it to me’. 

Q10: The Lifelink Managing Director talks about the support and resources from Grundfos: ‘I'm so privileged that I actually control the people in the 
sales companies [of Grundfos]. You can say they have a dual responsibility or dual reporting where they also report to the Grundfos GM. But ultimately [for 
Lifelink], it is my responsibility and I can make the call’. 

Table A1 
Interviewed key informants, visited sites and other data.     

DATA SOURCE DURATION DATA TYPE  

Managing Director, Grundfos Lifelink 60 minutes Recorded semi-structured Skype 
interview 

Global Partnerships Director, Grundfos Lifelink 60 minutes Recorded semi-structured Skype 
interview 

Global Product Manager, Grundfos 60 + 30 minutes Recorded semi-structured Skype 
interviews 

Senior Technology Director, Grundfos 80 minutes Recorded semi-structured interview 
Field Technician, Grundfos Lifelink Kenya 120 minutes Recorded semi-structured interview 
Field Technician, Grundfos Lifelink 30 minutes Recorded semi-structured interview 
Urban water utility, Kenya, Regional Officer. 3rd generation Lifelink 45 + 30 minutes Field observations and notes on 

discussions 
Urban water utility, Kenya, Regional Manager & Social Worker 60 minutes Recorded semi-structured interview 
Water Committee member in Athiriver. Operator of 1 st generation Lifelink 60 minutes Field observations and notes on 

discussions 
Head of local Water Committee in Mwambathaana. Operator of 2nd generation Lifelink 90 minutes Field observations and notes on 

discussions 
Administrative Manager, Grundfos Lifelink Kenya 30 minutes Notes on discussion 
Grundfos annual reports 2008–2016, Grundfos journals 2012–2016, Grundfos website, Case study reports, Project 

reports, Research and consultant reports, Blog posts, News, Articles, Conference presentations and papers  
Documentary material    
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Appendix C. Supplementary data 

Supplementary material related to this article can be found, in the online version, at doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.07.007.  
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