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ABSTRACT 
Purpose – The purpose of this master thesis is to enhance knowledge about how business 

model innovation can be managed in a structured way within large companies.  

Method – We used a single case study design with an abductive research approach were the 

main data collection consisted of semi-structured interviews and a focus group, with a total of 

29 informants. The data was analysed using a thematic analysis.  

Findings – The findings show that the developed business model innovation process for large 

companies differ from previously presented theories. Integrating our empirical investigation 

with prior literature, the business model innovation process that we recommend consists of 

four overall phases: (1) clarification, (2) team mobilisation, (3) development and (4) 

implementation. 

Theoretical contribution – The findings extend prior literature by suggesting that: (1) The 

responsibility for business model innovation should be shared between top managers and 

operational managers; (2) The current business model innovation process should be extended 

by adding a completely new phase, namely Clarification; (3) Several of the tasks within the 

original business model innovation process should be split; (4) A new task should be added 

after composing a project team that defines the projects specific fixed and variable elements 

of a business model; and (5) The development phase should have a completely iterative 

design.  

Practical implications – This study provide top managers with a framework for how large 

companies can work with business model innovation in a structured way and guidelines for 

operational managers on how they can manage the actual execution of business model 

innovation. By using our business model innovation process, managers are provided with a 

structured working process to streamline their work with business model innovation, by 

considering business model innovation without using too much resources.  

Limitations of the study – This study focused on attention to detail and depth rather than 

providing statistical generalisable findings. Based on different predefined criteria the case 

study company selected projects and individuals to participate in the empirical investigation 

which limited the study as it may have affected the scope and result of the study. Furthermore, 

there may have been ambiguity about which project we asked about during the interviews as 

several  informants were part of several projects, affecting the transferability of the study.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  

As technology no longer is the only key to success (Chesbrough, 2010), companies cannot 

depend on their technology innovations to stay competitive (Rayna & Striukova, 2016). To 

secure a competitive position, companies need to consider how they do business (i.e., business 

model) rather than what they do (Amit & Zott, 2012). To mention only a few drivers, 

globalisation, digitalisation and deregulation have changed the competitive landscape, 

enabling new actors to take market shares from established companies (Casadesus-Masanell 

& Ricart, 2010; Markides, 2013; Teece, 2010). Two examples of this are the taxi industry that 

was disrupted by Uber, and the hotel industry that was completely changed when Airbnb 

entered the market, both succeeding by developing new business models (Kavadias, Ladas & 

Loch, 2016), broadly referring to new ways of creating, delivering and/or capturing value 

(Teece, 2010). The development of new business models has disrupted several industries, 

creating new ways for companies to generate revenue and achieve competitive advantage 

(Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Johnson, Christensen & Kagermann, 2008). Having a 

strong competitive position today does, however, not necessarily secure a competitive 

advantage in the future. When a company has developed a new business model, it cannot be 

seen as static. Most likely it needs to be developed or replaced over time to sustain its 

competitive advantage (Bucherer, Eisert & Gassmann, 2012; Sosna, Trevinyo-Rodríguez & 

Velamuri, 2010; Teece 2010). These continuous changes to a company’s current business 

models, or the development of entirely new ones, is what broadly defines business model 

innovation (Bucherer et al., 2012) - henceforth referred to as BMI.  

 

BMI has gained increased attention among academics and practitioners during the last decade 

(Foss & Saebi, 2016). It has been demonstrated that companies prioritising BMI have a 

greater growth in their operating margin in comparison to their competitors that only consider 

technology innovation projects (Amit & Zott, 2012). Hence, an integration of BMI into the 

technology innovation process, referring to the innovation process from the fuzzy front-end to 

realisation, has the potential to generate greater returns and a more sustainable competitive 

advantage through higher project success rate, compared to only working with technology 

innovation projects. This is why BMI cannot be neglected by any company – independent of 

size and market share (Bashir & Verma, 2017; Bucherer et al., 2012). However, business 

models are strongly connected to technology innovation projects by functioning as a link 
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between technologies and a company’s performance (Baden-Fuller & Haefliger, 2013). As 

further strengthened, every new technology innovation project should be coupled with BMI to 

outline new ways to create, deliver and capture value from that innovation (Teece, 2010). 

Using this approach, BMI can be seen as a new way of innovating, acting as a complement to 

technology innovations, and which should be part of the innovation process (Casadesus-

Masanell & Zhu, 2013; Massa, Tucci & Afuah, 2016).  

It is, however, challenging for BMI to be part of the innovation process, and especially so for 

large companies (Winterhalter, Weiblen, Wecht & Gassmann, 2017). These challenges refer 

to how BMI requires a fundamentally different approach compared to technology innovation 

processes (Baden-Fuller & Haefliger, 2013). Large companies working with technology 

innovation tend to follow a well-structured and thoroughly established process (Winterhalter 

et al., 2017) while on the contrary, research refers to BMI as a less tangible process, rather 

viewed as a mindset (Bock, Opsahl, George & Gann, 2012; Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 

2010). The integration of these loose and structured processes create complications for large 

companies to perform BMI. I contrast to start-ups or small companies, large companies, 

typically characterised by large webs and layers of people, processes, rules, departments and 

strategies, get drawn back by their organisational structures (Moellers, Haldimann, Wecht, 

Böhm & Neumann, 2017). Their structures make it difficult to achieve flexibility, which is 

emphasised as a key driver for BMI success (Bock & George, 2014). As a result, many large 

companies struggle with achieving successful BMI (Bock et al., 2012). Moreover, large 

companies, compared to start-ups, are formed by their previous experiences and bound to 

their current well-functioning business models, implicating that they may experience more 

difficulties trying to adopt new business models due to their past experiences and their 

relation to the company’s identity (Moellers et al., 2017). This creates challenges with BMI as 

it in its perfection should be done while the current business model is still profitable and up-

to-date (Euchner, 2016), rather than having BMI dictated by external changes (Teece, 2010). 

Hence, these unique characteristics for large companies compared to start-up or established 

small companies imply that they differ in how BMI may be most efficiently managed. 

While research has investigated large companies and their work with BMI (e.g., Bock et al., 

2012; Loewe & Dominiquini, 2006; Morris, Schindehutte & Allen, 2005), there has been 

scarce attention on how it could be applied by using a structured way by suggesting a BMI 

process (However, with the exceptions of Ebel, Bretschneider and Leimeister (2016), 
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Frankenberger, Weiblen, Csik and Gassmann (2013), Teece (2010), Geissdoerfer, Savaget 

and Evans (2017), Johnson et al. (2008), Sosna et al. (2010), and Winterhalter et al. (2017) 

who will be further investigated in the theoretical foundation). Among research considering 

BMI as a process there is only one study found facilitating BMI for large companies 

(Winterhalter et al., 2017), concluding that the process must be tailored based on the specific 

innovation project. By knowing that large companies differ from start-ups or established small 

companies in relation to how they can manage BMI, these processes need to be further 

developed. Hence, it is clear that BMI as a process lacks rich detailed data which in turn need 

further empirical sophistication for large companies (Aspara, Hietanen & Tikkanen, 2010; 

Clauss, 2017; Moellers et al., 2017; Winterhalter et al., 2017).  

To this background, the present study addresses the question: How could BMI be managed in 

a structured way within large companies? In doing so, we aim to extend existing knowledge 

on BMI by delivering guidelines for how large companies can work with BMI. For theory this 

will give an in-depth understanding in an underexplored research area, and which can act as a 

foundation for further research. For practitioners our findings will give valuable insight into 

how large companies, with complex organisation structure, can work with BMI.  
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2. THEORETICAL FOUNDATION  

To create a grounding for our empirical investigation, and as illustrated in Figure 1, we build 

the theory presentation through three sections: (1) clarification of the concepts: business 

model and BMI, (2) literature review on BMI processes, and (3) connection between the 

theoretical foundation and the research question.  

 

Figure 1. Overview of the structure of the theoretical foundation.   
 

2.1 Definition of business model  

Over the last two decades, various definitions of business models have expanded massively 

(Foss & Saebi, 2016), creating a debate on how business models can be viewed and used 

(Osterwalder, Pigneur & Tucci, 2005; Zott, Amit & Massa, 2011). Concepts and constructs 

such as business model, strategy, business concept, revenue model and economic model are 

often used interchangeably by both researchers and practitioners, creating confusion around 

the definition of business model and its potential (Morris et al., 2005). As Magretta (2002, p. 

4) states this is not ideal: “[…] before managers can apply the concept, they need a simple 

working definition that clears up the fuzziness associated with the term.” Therefore, we want 

to be distinct in what view of business model that was selected for this study as it, in turn, lay 
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the foundation for how we view BMI. In that vein, we reviewed articles published between 

2002 and 2018 highlighting the definition of business model. An overview of the definitions 

of business model are presented in Appendix I. Drawing upon this review, the present study 

views business models as how a business creates, delivers and captures value. 

To understand the definition of business model more thoroughly, value creation, value 

delivering and value capturing have been decomposed and themed to specific elements, see 

Table 1. To work successfully with business model these elements are considered vital to 

understand (Morris et al., 2005).  

Table 1. Elements of BMI. 

Function Value creation Value delivering Value capturing 

D
eg

ra
da

tio
n 

an
d 

 
so

rt
in

g 
 

Processes 
Unique business systems 
Logic of operation  
Key activities 
Structure of the value chain 
Structure of the activities 
Activity system 
The company’s operations  
Key processes  
Processes  
Organizational structure 
Value chain activities 
Activities in development and 
production 
Operational model  
 

Offerings 
Products and service flows 
Choice of products and services  
Activities in product and/or 
service delivery 
How the offering is made 
available to customers  
Job to be done 
Offer 
Customer value 
Products and/or services 
 

Revenue streams 
Revenue  
Revenues and pricing 
Revenue stream 
Profit 
Revenue model 
Revenue flows and profit 
potential  
Profit formula  
Economic value potential 
of a technology  
Payment methods 

Customer relationships 
Client relationships 
Customer relationship 
Branding 
Customer interaction 
Customer engagement  
 

Cost structures 
Costs 
Cost structure 

Resources 
Complementary assets 
Technologies and features 
Key resources  
Internal capability 
Production equipment 
Workforce 
Capabilities 
Core competency 
Resources  
Training and knowledge transfer 
 

Market Segments 
Market environment 
Market structure 
Customer 
Market segments to be targeted 
Client segments  
Target Customer 
Choice of customers  
Market 
Customer segment 
Customer groups 
Customer identification  
 

Partner Network 
Stakeholders  
Partners and Suppliers 
Partnerships 
Partner network 
Suppliers 

Channels  
Channel 
Distribution channels 

The result of this analysis is nine elements shown in a schematic illustration in Figure 2. 

Value creation consists of resources (e.g., Shafer, Smith & Linder, 2005), partner network 

(e.g., Osterwalder, 2004), and processes (e.g., Johnson et al., 2008). Value delivering consists 

of offerings (e.g., Shafer et al., 2005), market segments (e.g., Morris et al., 2005), channels 
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(e.g., Magretta, 2002) and customer relationship (e.g., Baden-Fuller & Haefliger, 2013). 

Value capturing consists of revenue streams (e.g., Teece, 2010) and cost structure (e.g., 

Osterwalder, Pigneur & Tucci, 2005). 

 

Figure 2. Illustration of the elements of a business model. 

2.2 From business model to BMI  

The notion of BMI derives from the definition of business models (Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). 

While BMI was a concept rarely used a decade ago (Foss & Saebi, 2016), it is today a 

commonly used concept representing the possibility to increase profitability and an 

opportunity for gaining a sustainable competitive advantage (Bucherer et al., 2012). However, 

like the definition of business model, keeping a consistent understanding among scholars has 

proven to be challenging (Massa et al., 2016). BMI occurs when the business model elements 

are changed. To what extent these business model elements have to be reformed to be 

considered BMI is, however, vague in the literature. Zott and Amit (2012) state that BMI can 

occur in three ways: by adding novel business model elements, by linking business model 

elements in novel ways, or by changing one or more parties that perform any of the business 

model elements. They suggest that BMI does not have to be disruptive, nor change everything 

in a business model. In contrast, Teece (2010) states that several business model elements 

have to be changed to create BMI. Either way, since only small changes of business model 

elements can increase a company’s performance (Zhang, Zhao & Xu, 2016) companies could 

beneficially invite the opportunity for modification of their current business models. 

Therefore, we adopt the view from Zott and Amit (2012), with one addition or clarification 

(as inspired by Teece, 2010); that BMI can occur when a company is changing one or more 

elements of a business model. Hence, we see that BMI can happen in four different ways: (1) 

by adding novel business model elements, (2) by linking business model elements in novel 
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ways, (3) by changing one or more parties that perform any of the business model elements or 

(4) by changing one or more elements of a business model. Concluding that BMI is performed 

even when a company is only making small changes in a current business model but also 

when the changes create an entirely new business model.  

2.3 Process of BMI  

The elements of business model presented in Figure 2 provides a fundamental understanding 

of the concept of BMI, but not the basic understanding of how these business model elements 

can be considered in practice, viewed as a BMI process. We view a BMI process as a 

comprehensive and clearly described stepwise practice. Several scholars have investigated 

parts in a BMI process (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Evans & Johnson, 2013; 

Markides, 2013) but only a few have looked at an entire process (e.g., Frankenberger et al., 

2013). Furthermore, the scholars presenting a BMI process have done it with different 

thoughts, approaches and on different contexts. However, since there are few studies 

capturing the entire process, we have chosen to consider articles presenting BMI processes 

independent of size of the studied companies or how generalisable the processes are, to allow 

a broad base for our study, even if we are particularly focusing upon large companies. In 

Table 2, scholars presenting a BMI process have been summarised, where each phase has 

been coded to understand what common phases literature proposes for the process. By 

analysing literature on BMI processes, it can be understood that following six phases have 

been touched upon:  

1) mobilisation of team (Ebel et al., 2016),  

2) opportunity assessment (Ebel et al., 2016; Frankenberger et al., 2013; Geissdoerfer et 

al., 2017; Johnson et al., 2008; Teece, 2010; Winterhalter et al., 2017),  

3) design (Ebel et al., 2016; Frankenberger et al., 2013; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017; 

Johnson et al., 2008; Teece, 2010; Sosna et al., 2010) Winterhalter et al., 2017),  

4) evaluation (Ebel et al., 2016; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017; Johnson et al., 2008; Teece, 

2010; Sosna et al., 2010) Winterhalter et al., 2017),  

5) realisation (Frankenberger et al., 2013; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017), 

6) and monitoring1.  
In extension, BMI management was also taken into consideration in Table 2.  
                                                
1 Some scholars discuss monitoring but this is considered beyond the scope of the present study, because 
monitoring serve to maintain already existing business models rather than develop and create new ones. 
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Table 2. Literature review of BMI processes and codes to summarise phases. 
 

 
 
 

1: Mobilisation of team, 2: Opportunity assessment, 3: Design, 4: Evaluation, 5: Realisation, 6: Monitoring 
 

Autor(s) 
The study is 
conducted 
on 

Coding  Presented BMI process  BMI 
management  

Ebel et al. 
(2016) General  

1 Mobilisation of the project team 

 
 
 
 

2 Understanding of the competitive environment of 
the company 

3 Design of the new business model 
4 Implementation 
6 Continuous management 

Frankenberger 
et al. (2013) 

Established 
organisation 

2 Initiation  

x 
2 Ideation  

3 Integration  

5 Implementation  

Geissdoerfer 
et al. (2017) Start-up 

2 Ideation  

 

3 Concept design 

3 Virtual prototyping 

4 Experimenting 

3 Detail design 

4 Piloting  

5 Launch 

6 Adjustment and diversification 

Johnson et al. 
(2008) 

Large 
companies  

2 Thinking about the opportunity to satisfy a real 
customer 

x 3 Construct a blueprint 

4 Comparison of constructed model with existing 
models 

Sosna et al. 
(2010) 

Established 
organisations  

3 Initial design 

x 
4 Development 

4 Scale up with suitable business model  

6 Sustained growth through organisation wide 
learning 

Teece (2010) Established 
organisation 

2 Segmentation of the market 

x 
2 Creation of a value proposition for each segment 

3 Design mechanisms to capture value  

4 Implement isolating mechanism to hinder or block 
imitation  

Winterhalter 
et al. (2017) 

Large 
company  

2 Framing 
 

x  
3 Idea generation 

4 Present business case to management for 
evaluation 
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2.3.1 Manage a BMI process  

Research agrees that BMI is a managerial task (e.g., Frankenberger et al., 2013; Teece, 2010) 

where some state that the largest responsibility for the work being carried out lies on the Chief 

Executive Officer (CEO) (e.g., Johnson et al., 2008). However, within large companies the 

CEO needs support from others within the organisation to operatively work with BMI 

(Winterhalter et al., 2017). Sosna et al. (2010) suggest that the responsibility shifts during the 

BMI process from starting with operational managers with minimal support from top 

managers to having more top managers support followed by an organisational responsibility. 

Thus, the most important task during this phase is to clarify who should be responsible and 

which individuals are expected to work together throughout the project (Winterhalter et al., 

2017).  

2.3.2 Mobilisation of team    

The appointment of a project team has shown to be vital to successfully carry out BMI (Ebel, 

Bretschneider & Leimeister, 2016). To form a diverse team, individuals to be involved need 

different kinds of competencies and should consist of representatives from the department for 

which the new business model attempts to be designed for, or will be most affected by 

it (Winterhalter et al., 2017). For this team to succeed, Ebel et al. (2016) state that it is 

important to provide team members with sufficient training in how to execute these types of 

projects and to create assisting material that can simplify the execution. Furthermore, the 

authors state that to execute these type of projects, team members have to be motivated and 

build a shared understanding of the project scope. However, the timing of when to mobilise a 

team in the BMI process needs further empirical testing since authors are discussing it as 

a pre-phase, prior to the actual BMI process (Ebel et al., 2016) or that this phase 

could instead occur between other phases in the BMI process (Frankenberger et al., 2013).  

2.3.3 Opportunity assessment   

Opportunity assessment is the phase where the external environment is analysed by 

investigating the competitive landscape (Ebel et al., 2016; Winterhalter et al., 2017), 

analysing the industry (Ebel et al., 2016; Teece, 2010), understanding the market situation 

(Ebel et al., 2016; Geissdoerfer et al., 2017; Teece, 2010), and considering current and 

coming customer pains (Ebel et al., 2016; Johnson et al., 2008). Some authors argue that this 

phase should be isolated to external analysis (Frankenberger et al., 2013; Johnson et al., 

2008). Others emphasise integration of internal analysis by identifying internal stakeholders 
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(Geissdoerfer et al., 2017), but also by considering strategy (Teece, 2010), already existing 

business models, technologies, and the value chain (Winterhalter et al., 2017). In either way, 

the purpose of this phase is to gain the knowledge required to design a competitive business 

model.   

2.3.4 Design   

The design phase has evidently created interest amongst scholars as it is the only phase that 

all identified BMI processes consider. The key element of the design phase is to understand 

how to fulfil the needs of the identified opportunity (Johnson et al., 2008). To do so one must 

be creative (Teece, 2010; Winterhalter et al., 2017), but foremost use the knowledge acquired 

in the opportunity assessment phase to build a business model (Sosna et al., 2010) or even 

several business models (Ebel et al., 2016; Geissdoerfer el al., 2017; Winterhalter et al., 

2017). This can be done by determining the dimensions ‘who’, ‘what’, ‘how’ and ‘why’ and 

understand the correlation between them (Frankenberger et al., 2013).  In practice, this can be 

done by roughly identifying what business model elements need adjustments to fulfil the 

opportunity, creating the base for several alternative business models, which are further 

evaluated, resulting in a final business model design that is more thoroughly investigated 

(Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). However, the design phase cannot be seen as an isolated silo as the 

opportunity assessment phase might need revisiting and the evaluation phase is a natural part 

of the design process, constructing an iterative process (Morris et al., 2005; Sosna et al., 2010; 

Teece, 2010).  

2.3.5 Evaluation  

Due to lack of knowledge, decisions are often based on scarce and uncertain data, which 

result in that new business models rarely work the first time (Sosna et al., 2010). By adopting 

an iterative approach companies are allowed to quickly and easily adopt, which provides 

insights needed to make further investment decisions (Morris et al., 2005; Teece, 2010). 

Winterhalter et al. (2017) even suggest that the previous phase, design, should start with an 

evaluation to prioritise the acquired knowledge from the opportunity assessment phase. By 

adopting an iterative approach, companies further get the possibility to treat BMI 

experimentally by allowing a trial-and-error approach, testing business models in small scale, 

often parallel to the old business models, before scaling up, which, in turn, reduces risks 

(Geissdoerfer et al., 2017; Sosna et al., 2010). Evaluation of developed business models 

should be done against the business environment, the internal and external technology 
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development and against the predictions of the future (Teece, 2010), but also against the 

company’s current business models if the developed business model is in an area of previous 

business (Johnson et al., 2008). Another method is to consider a set of criteria before 

launching a new business model (Amitt & Zott, 2012).  

2.3.6 Realisation  

If all prior work is done thoroughly the business model should at this stage be ready for 

implementation (Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). However, during this phase, it is important to 

consider internal resistance and convince the entire organisation to believe in the coming 

business model changes to achieve organisational commitment (Frankenberger et al., 2013). 

2.4 From extant theory to empirical investigation  

With this theoretical foundation we have created a bridge from the question we want to 

address (How can BMI be managed in a structured way within large companies?) and our 

empirical investigation. First, from a comprehensive review and analysis of the literature we 

reached a theoretically derived conclusion for how the present study would most adequately 

view business model (the creation, delivering and capturing of value) and its constituting 

elements (e.g., resources, offerings, and cost structures). Second, by reviewing, analysing and 

integrating the small body of research touching upon stepwise practices for BMI, we arrived 

at the conclusion that as a framework providing support for the empirical investigation we 

would relate, compare, and contrast our data to the following BMI phases: mobilisation of 

team, opportunity assessment, design, evaluation, and realisation. 
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3. METHOD 

3.1 Research approach  

By applying a qualitative approach, we prioritised meaning before numerical measurements, 

and depth before generalisability (David & Sutton, 2011). An abductive research approach, 

allowed us to go back and forth between theory and the empirical investigation thus allowing 

our understanding to progressively emerge (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016). The 

narrative in the research approach is augmented by a flowchart that provides an illustration of 

the various phases involved, see Figure 3. The research process was divided into one phase 

with two sub phases including data collection and data analysis in each phase. 

 
Figure 3. Research process. 

The phase 1 was considered to be iterative throughout the entire research process building a 

greater understanding of the case study company along the way. However, the problem 

identification during this phase was used as foundation for the phase 1.1. During phase 1.1 

semi-structured interviews were held to: (1) further develop the themes presented in the 

literature review, and (2) analyse these interviews in an additive manner using thematic 
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analysis. In phase 1.2 we presented our preliminary findings to a group of representatives 

from the case study company, during a focus group. This was conducted with the aim to 

validate the findings, close gaps and anchor the new process with the business. Analysis 

during this phase was done using the same analysis methodology as in the phase 1.1, thematic 

analysis.  

3.2 Case selection 

Our study was based on a single case study design, which is appropriate when carrying out in-

depth studies (David & Sutton, 2011). We have studied the progress of an industry leading 

large company that was established in 1990 and was at the time of the study a leading 

provider of innovative solutions in the fields of polyolefin, base chemicals and fertiliser. The 

company had at the time of the study around 6,600 employees and operated in over 120 

countries. During 2016 the company generated EUR 7.2 billion in sales revenue and a net 

profit of EUR 1.1 billion. During the time of the study the company worked with prioritisation 

of resources and strategic decisions in regard to the innovation projects. They had seen a need 

for BMI to be carried out in a more structured manner coupled with increasing the company’s 

success rate when launching new technologies. At the time of the case study the company had 

hundreds of projects that had been finalised, and around 50 ongoing projects in the innovation 

process. 

3.3 Data collection 

Data collection was done from both primary and secondary sources. Primary data was 

collected through interviews, focus groups, observation and informal conversations. 

Secondary data was collected through documented material such as internal reports, company 

presentations, courses and general information provided by the case study company. This data 

functioned as a base prior to the semi-structured interviews but also acted as complementary 

in regard to the primary data to get a broader understanding of the situation. The data 

collection was conducted in three waves, one in each phase and sub phase of the research 

process illustrated in Figure 3.  

3.3.1 First wave of data collection 

The first wave mainly consisted of informal conversations and observations of exploratory 

character and internal documents to gather contextual information, clarifying the situation and 
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problem. The first wave was conducted during the three months that we were stationed at the 

case study company, where we in total had 18 different types of meetings, longer informal 

conversations about the research area, courses and observations at the company. Table 3 

presents data collected through these discussions and observations.  

Table 3. Informal conversations, internal documents and observations during the first wave of data collection. 
Representatives of the 
Company 

Information collected or discussions held 
during the meeting or observation Date 

Duration 
(min) 

Innovation Portfolio Manager  
Introductory information about the company and 
the portfolio management department  17/01/2018 90 

Innovation Process Specialist   
Internal documents about the company's 
innovation process  18/01/2018 60 

Innovation Portfolio Manager  
Internal documents about the company's 
innovation process  19/01/2018 60 

Innovation Process Specialist   
Templates and internal documents used for 
evaluation of innovation projects 22/01/2018 60 

Innovation Portfolio Manager, 
Innovation Process Specialist 
and Head of Innovation 
Project Management Office  

Clarification of the situation and problem. 
Discussed target and goals for the master thesis 23/01/2018 60 

Innovation Process Specialist  

Preparation for upcoming meeting with 
Innovation Portfolio Manager & Head of 
Innovation Project Management Office  07/02/2018 60 

Innovation Portfolio Manager, 
Innovation Process Specialist  
and Head of Innovation 
Project Management Office  

Feedback on current status of the thesis. 
Discussed potential interviewees and criteria to be 
used for sampling 13/02/2018 90 

Competence manager 
Input from researchers point of view about the 
company's innovation process 20/02/2018 45 

All business areas located at 
the Innovation Headquarter 

Newly hired colleagues were given a walk around 
the area to meet representatives from other 
departments to gain basic insights of the 
company's different business areas.  21/02/2018 140 

Innovation Process Specialist  
Clarifying next step and aligning the thesis with 
the portfolio management department 22/02/2018 60 

Head of Innovation Project 
Management Office  

Defined BMI, discussed third wave of data 
collection and planned final presentation 26/02/2018 30 

Innovation Portfolio Manager 
& Innovation Process 
Specialist   Feedback on current status of the thesis 26/02/2018 30 
Online course provided by the 
Company 

Overview on the fundamentals of the 
Differentiated Business Model 19/03/2018 30 

Senior Vice President of 
Innovation & technology and 
Director Public Affairs  Information session for Innovation Headquarter 26/03/2018  90  
Executive Board Open Forum  04/04/2018 105 
Researchers  Innovator day  13/04/2018 360 
Head of Innovation Project 
Management Office Presented final result and plan for conference 13/04/2018 30 

Project Managers Conference 

17/04/2018 
to 
18/04/2018 

Two full 
working- 
days 

The starting point for the data collection was the Portfolio Management department as they 

had the holistic view of all the projects, both finalised and ongoing, at the case study 
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company. The selection of which projects to be observed and analysed was made using a 

quota sampling, meaning that the selected research sample was made based on previously 

defined characteristics (David & Sutton, 2011).  

3.3.2 Second wave of data collection 

The second wave consisted of 13 semi-structured interviews and constituted the main source 

of data collection. By using semi-structured interviews, each interview was customised 

depending on the specific context (Saunders et al., 2016). The semi-structured interviews 

aimed to complement theory to answer the research question. 

The second wave stared with the selection of projects which was based on the following 

criteria: (1) low involvement of BMI, or (2) high involvement of BMI. Whether the project 

was categorised with a low or high involvement was something that was determined by the 

current portfolio management team based on their holistic knowledge about the entire project 

portfolio, consisting of employees with an overview of all projects conducted by the 

company. A total of six of the company’s innovation projects were explored in this study: 

four with a low involvement and two with a high involvement of BMI. This division allowed 

us to investigate the extremes regarding BMI within the case study company and what factors 

could be considered vital to work successfully with BMI. The reason why the division of 

project is not equally divided is due to the lack of projects working with BMI.      

All projects assessed in the study included a Project Manager (PM), a Project Partner (PP) and 

Project Team Members. In these six projects of interest, each PM and PP was contacted by e-

mail or face-to-face (F2F) to reserve time for an interview and to receive recommendations of 

whom might be of interest when trying to collect data that ultimately lay the foundation to 

answer the selected research question, applying a snowball sampling (David & Sutton, 2011). 

Since the purpose of the qualitative research was to get as broad and accurate view of the BMI 

process, we chose people who had different responsibilities within the project, worked in 

different business areas and who, with the highest degree of truthfulness, complemented the 

view of the problem. We also felt that these people had a lot of insight about the area and 

were thus a good selection. However, being an international company and that all interviews 

were conducted in English, their might have been some language barriers and interpretations 

difficulties during the interviews. The interviews ranged between 45 to 75 minutes and were 

all recorded and transcribed to be able to analyse the collected data. Furthermore, all 

interviews were managed confidentially (David & Sutton, 2011) and participants were given 
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an identifier code that only we as researchers could link with their actual names. Most 

interviews were held by both of us and six out of 13 were managed F2F at the Innovation 

Headquarter. However, seven informants did not find time to meet at or nearby the Innovation 

Headquarter during the study period and were thereby interviewed using video-conferencing 

calls or phone calls. In Table 4 all the informants included in the second wave are presented. 
Table 4. Informants during the second wave. 

Business area 

 
Informants 
(I) 

 
Position at the 
company 

Position 
within 
the 
project  

Type of 
interview 
medium 

 
Date 

 
Duration 
(min) 

B1 I1* 
Lead Project 
Manager PM F2F 22/02/2018 75 

B2 I2* 
Senior Project 
Manager PM F2F 23/02/2018 60 

B1 I3 Marketing Manager PP F2F 26/02/2018 60 

B2 I4 Marketing Manager PP 
Video-
conference 26/02/2018 60 

B3 I5 Marketing Manager PP 
Video-
conference 27/02/2018 45 

B2 I6 Head of Marketing PP Phone 27/02/2018 60 

B1 I7 Team Leader PP F2F 28/02/2018 60 

B3 I8* 
Lead Project 
Manager PM 

Video-
conference 01/03/2018 60 

B4 I9* 
Lead Project 
Manager PM  F2F 06/03/2018 60 

B4 I10 Marketing Manager PP 
Video-
conference 07/03/2018 60 

B2 I11 Marketing Manager PP 
Video-
conference 13/03/2018 60 

B2 I12* Project Manger PM F2F 13/03/2018 60 

N/A** I13 
Innovation Portfolio 
Manager N/A** 

Video-
conference 09/03/2018 60 

* Informants who participated in more than one interview or also in the third wave. 

 ** Not Applicable. 

3.3.3 Third wave of data collection 

During the third wave a focus group was held to gain useful and interesting data that could 

develop already compiled data from the second wave. This was conducted by having a group 

of people discussing different topics. David and Sutton (2011) state that success with focus 

groups discussions often are related to the group dimension. However, the disadvantage by 

using this data collection method might be that the selection is not representative, discussions 

can be difficult to manage, and that the data can be difficult to analyse.  
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Participants of the focus group were selected based on their role as PM for projects in the 

innovation process, some had already participated in the study during the second wave. The 

participants compiled a so called Delphie group, experts within the chosen area, enabling 

excellence within the discussions (David & Sutton, 2011). However, what was seen as a 

disadvantage with the participants in this focus group was the homogeneity of the setting. 

Even though they worked in different business areas they all basically had similar roles in the 

company. The focus group was also a larger group and would have preferably been separated 

into three or four smaller groups, but during this conference the time was limited and we 

prioritised all PM’s insights rather than just a few. During the focus group we presented the 

definition of business model and BMI. After that we had a first exercise to discuss business 

model and BMI within the company, see Appendix II. After the first exercise we presented 

the preliminary result, the BMI process. To validate the developed framework from the 

second wave, close gaps and to anchor the development of a new process with the business 

we had a second and longer exercise, see Appendix III. In addition to this, we had discussions 

about BMI, how applicable the process is at this point and what parts of it the company can 

use in their operation today. 

A total of 16 participants were present during the focus group, held at a global conference in 

Sweden, on April 18th with the duration of 90 minutes. We both participated in the focus 

group by sharing the responsibility as moderator and taking notes. Even though the focus 

group was recorded, participants during the focus group were not given an identifier code that 

could link participants and quotes confidentially. Instead, all participants were treated 

anonymously (David & Sutton, 2011) since it was considered less important to identify who 

exactly out of the 16 participants that said a specific quote.  

3.4 Data analysis  

Due to the nature of this study the analysis was performed during the three waves as 

illustrated in Figure 3. Analysis was made in each of these waves resulting in a framework for 

how large companies can work with BMI in a structured way by presenting the differences 

between current research and our findings.  

3.4.1 Analysis based on the first wave of data collection  

Due to the importance of understanding the situation and problem, prior to entering the 

second wave of data collection the first wave mainly consisted of analysis of informal 
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conversations, observations and internal documents. This was done by processing the data to 

understand the context rather than using a formal methodology. This phase of analysis further 

continued, however not so intense, throughout the entire study to complement data from the 

second and third wave but also to achieve a broader view of the situation of the case study 

company. 

3.4.2 Analysis based on the second wave of data collection   

Due to the nature of this study the analysis of the second wave of data collection was done 

parallel with the data collection (David & Sutton, 2011). Thematic analysis was used as it 

widely takes the qualitative aspect into account (Marks & Yardley, 2004) and due to its 

simplicity and flexibility (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  

The theoretical model conducted in the literature review gave rise to a provisional hypothesis 

that accompanied this phase of data analysis. Continually when conducting interviews, we 

were moving iteratively, back and forth between exploration and hypothesis until the data 

collection was considered saturated and that we thus had enough data to tap into our research 

question. To manage this, interviews were transcribed continuously after each interview. 

According to David and Sutton (2011), these types of iterations are considered suitable for 

open interviews, such as semi-structured interviews where we as authors can shift focus based 

on findings from previously conducted interviews. To interpret the responses from the semi-

structured interviews we followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six stepped approach with some 

small modifications after the second step, as presented in Figure 4.  

 
Figure 4. Thematic analysis. 
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To ensure that we were equally familiar with the data, in accordance with step one we 

performed all initial interviews together. In step two the data was discussed to identify the 

interesting part of the data followed by identification of codes resulting in a sorting of data 

(e.g., some initial codes were “need of understanding the definition of BMI”, “split 

responsibility of BMI”, and “test prior to launch”). In step three, most codes fitted into the 

previously defined themes from the literature review, however some did not (e.g., the theme 

“need for clear guidelines, training and tools” emerged from the data but had no equivalent in 

prior literature). To cater these codes that did not fit into the themes from extant theory, new 

subthemes emerged. In step four both new subthemes and themes from extant theory were 

revisited and refined, resulting in some themes being merged (e.g., “design” and “internal 

and external knowledge gathering”), others split into two or several themes (e.g., 

“opportunity assessment” split into “team composition” and “development”). This, in turn, 

resulted in a set of themes in the present study (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In step five each 

theme was defined by understanding what set of data each theme symbolised to make sure 

that the themes in the present study were truly based on empirical data but also in relation to 

the research question. During this step each theme was finally named to be informative and 

thereby capture the essence of the data. In step six the themes were compiled into the report 

and coupled with the research question of the study to explain how these correlated. 

3.4.3 Analysis based on the third wave data collection 

This phase of data analysis was conducted in relation to the third wave of data collection, 

namely the focus group. The data analysis during this phase immersed from the analysis and 

findings from the phase 1.1, namely the preliminary developed process which intended to 

explain how large companies can work with BMI in a structured way. The collected data 

during the focus group were transcribed, coded and themed, similarly to the first three steps in 

the thematic analysis approach by Braun and Clarke (2006) but in the fourth step these themes 

where compared with the data that was collected during the second wave to develop and 

validate the BMI process we had already developed through our previous analyses. 

3.5 Quality improvement measures  

Achieving trustworthiness within qualitative research is about establishing four things: 

credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). To 

make sure that research findings are trustworthy regarding the credibility of the study, the 
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research subject of interest was approached from a variety of angles (Graneheim & Lundman, 

2004), in this case using more than one round of data collection and different types of data 

collection methods. Transferability refers to how this case study can be applied to similar 

contexts, situations, and circumstances (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004). To increase the 

chance of the study being repeated by other researchers, having consistent findings and 

capturing the same phenomenon the study has throughout the process, been reviewed by four 

other students and our supervisor at four different seminars. Furthermore, we have used a 

solid description of our view of business model, BMI and BMI as a process. Dependability 

refers to the degree of neutrality in the research study’s findings (Graneheim & Lundman, 

2004), creating awareness of how data can change over time. To lower the risk of 

inconsistency during the data collection a narrow time interval for data collection was 

selected. Confirmability refers to how well the study represents the informants’ views rather 

than biased thoughts from us (Cope, 2014). The confirmability was increased by creating 

awareness of how biased decision can effect a research result and the desire to make 

generalised findings. This followed us throughout the entire research and was considered to 

be low in that sense that we were stationed at the Innovation Headquarter, making us to some 

extent affected by others on site, but also medium-low due to the fact that it was not a 

consultancy report. 
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4. FINDINGS 
 
Sprung from previous research and empirical findings, it is evident that the size of an 

organisation influences the way in which BMI can be applied. Figure 5 provides the basis for 

this section, delivering a holistic view of how the themes from extant theory, sprung from the 

literature review, has been proven different in this study.  

 

Figure 5. Overview of the codes, themes from extant theory, subthemes and themes in the present study. 
 
As seen in Figure 5, the themes from extant theory have been split and merged, creating the 

themes in the present study. The themes in the present study create the foundation for the 

proposed framework a BMI process, presented in Figure 6. In the figure below the blue boxes 

illustrate the overall phases from one to four in the BMI process and the sentences in 

parentheses in phase two and four illustrate direct similarities with the phases from the extant 

theory. 
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Figure 6. BMI process. 
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4.1 Management 
 
What was found during the analysis was that the responsibility for BMI was contradicting to 

initial expectations and research where BMI responsibility was considered to be carried out 

solely by top managers (e.g., Johnson et al., 2008) or operational managers (Winterhalter et 

al., 2017). Instead, from observations, internal documents and interviews (illustrative quotes 

in Table 5), we identified how the responsibility of BMI can be seen as shared between top 

managers and operational managers. In the proposed BMI process top managers is responsible 

for communicating the BMI definition internally and also communicate why, when and by 

whom BMI should be done to ensure that all employees are aware of its potential and 

corporate meaning to ensure internal BMI alignment. Operational managers on the other hand 

are responsible for the execution of BMI; they will create a team, drive the development 

process, and ensure the implementation. The benefit of divided management was accentuated 

during the validation of the process together with the focus group participating in the study, 

which is exemplified by this quote: “By dividing the responsibility for BMI and by making 

clearly defined roles we can ensure buy-in from all stakeholders”. For the large company we 

studied the scope became too big for one management level. 

 
Table 5. Subtheme: Responsibility for BMI.  

Quotes Codes  
“[Business model innovation] cannot only be dependent on only the head of 
marketing [top managers]. We [ top managers] can set the direction but at the end of 
the day you need to have a team that is capable of handling it. … Then you are 
dependent on the competencies and capabilities of your team.” (I6)  

Split responsibility of 
BMI  

“Because it involves how we generate value it has to be a top management 
discussion. It touches the business strategy on the highest level not something that 
you do on a low level and you cannot delegate those discussions … in the end of 
course you can delegate tasks in that to other people.” (I10) 

“We [marketing] bring feedback from the market and [the technical team] bring 
feedback from the R&D progress. … [The company is] a highly hierarchical 
company and we have a lot of policies and procedures, you cannot just do a business 
model without gaining approval from top, top, top, top management. [They] will not 
support it and you will go against the company policy.” (I11) 
“We have a marketing stream and a technical stream [decision makers] proving the 
input.” (I13)   

4.2 Clarification 

Clarification is the first phase in the BMI process. Clarification is not explored and theorized 

in extant theory. The findings, based on interviews and the focus group presented in Table 6 
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but also through observation, show that employees’ mindset towards BMI, their knowledge 

about BMI and their work with BMI was not unified, creating an unaligned work effort. 

Therefore, the case study company was missing out on the potential benefit coming from 

BMI, such as increased profitability and sustainable competitive advantage. This was 

emphasised during the focus group: “Clarification phase is the most challenging but also the 

most important as it will increase the awareness [of BMI] but also increase the understanding 

for who is responsible…. If this phase is not done thoroughly the next phases are 

unnecessary”.  

The lack of a unified understanding of BMI within a company, due to an indistinct BMI 

leadership, result in the risk of leaving BMI to coincidence. Instead, clarification of BMI 

through distinct leadership where a clear understanding of the BMI definition but also why, 

when and by whom BMI is performed will lead to BMI not being left to coincidence, as 

illustrated by quotes in Table 6. This notion is aligning with Frankenberger et al.’s (2013) idea 

about understanding ‘who’, ‘what’, ‘how’ and ‘why’ before designing a business model. 

Moreover, this is in line with Magretta (2002) who state that a clear definition of BMI is 

crucial in order to be able to apply the concept of business models.  

The phase clarification is done by providing employees with clear guidelines, sufficient 

training and tools. Unlike the view presented by Ebel et al. (2016) regarding training and tools 

for BMI, this should be provided prior to an employee being assigned to a project, creating a 

better BMI alignment amongst the employees. Clarification is a continuous process, helping 

employees to understand the BMI definition but also why, when and by whom BMI should be 

performed in order to unify how the company views BMI, but also to enlighten the 

importance and the possibilities with it. This step should be a requirement prior to being 

selected to a BMI team. By adding clarification as the first phase of the BMI process 

employees will be more aligned regarding the corporate view of BMI, resulting in a more 

focused BMI - not leaving it to coincidence.  
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Table 6. Subtheme: Aligning the notion of BMI internally.  

Quotes  Codes  

 “[I do] not even know what [business model innovation] means.” (I9)  

Need of 
understanding the 
definition of BMI 
 

“Sorry, business model innovation? … [a change in the value proposition] did not 
change the business model even if we sell by tons or square meters it is still the 
same.” (I11) 
“I cannot define [business model or business model innovation] in a very precise way. 
… I think that [the knowledge of the definition of business model innovation, why the 
company wants to work with this new type of innovation, when it should be performed 
and by whom] is often very much lacking.” (I12)   

“The idea of business model is still something new for most of the employees, creating 
confusion regarding the definition of business model and business model innovation.” 
(Focus group) 

“I am not sure the capabilities are sufficient [for the entire team to consider how they 
are challenging current business models together].” (I2) Need for clear 

guidelines, training 
and tools  
 

 “It was not very clear what the guidelines were, did they want an excellent product 
with high margins or did they want do have fast sales? Depending on what person in 
the board you were talking to you got different messages. … [It is contra productive] 
to get conflicting messages from your management.” (I4) 

 

4.3 Team composition 
 
Team composition is the second phase in the BMI process and represents the selection of the 

core team to operatively work with BMI. Except lifting out responsible for BMI, this phase is 

equivalent to the original BMI phase, mobilisation of team, including the new step fixed and 

variable business model elements and the split from the original phase opportunity assessment 

to foundation of knowledge.  

 

4.3.1 Foundation of knowledge  

Observation and internal documents enlightened the complexity of large companies, often 

possessing large recourses of knowledge within the company in several different business 

areas, referred to as foundation of knowledge. Table 7 shows how the foundation of 

knowledge for a specific project within a specific area can be found already internally while 

in other projects this foundation of knowledge cannot be found internally. If not, this 

knowledge would need to be acquired externally before entering this new business area and 

prior to the actual innovation project, referred to as external knowledge.  

These findings develop previous literature as they suggest that the necessary knowledge can 

be acquired during the project, after mobilisation of team (e.g., Ebel et al., 2016). By 
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considering the foundation of knowledge in the team composition phase, prior to the actual 

innovation project, team members can both save time, money, and increase the quality of the 

result.  

Table 7. Subtheme: Foundation of knowledge.  

Quotes  Codes  
“Marketing is in charge for the innovation pipeline and by understanding the 
customer, we come with ideas of what we want to do in terms of development that 
then goes in to the projects.” (I10) Finding internal 

knowledge “In some business groups we are quite established in the market, we have several 
years of experience [making it possible to find the required knowledge internally].”  
(I11) 

“The competence group has a limited amount of people to choose from. … It is not 
always that you find the perfect fit but this is only in ideal project management that 
you can establish a team that is fully fitting the purpose. … We had little competence 
in-house – close to zero. We almost fully tested the product at our partner’s facilities. 
We started with little knowledge about the properties and we learned a lot and got 
the knowledge and got access to new knowledge. It would have taken us several years 
to build that [knowledge] in-house.” (I2) 

Finding external 
knowledge 

“For new applications we might have limited number of scientists in the company 
who have information or knowledge in the area.” (I11)   

“In our project we did not have the knowledge in-house so therefore we went 
externally to find it.” (I12) 

 
4.3.2 The project team  

In previous literature on BMI processes, who is executing BMI has not gained much attention 

(for exception see Winterhalter et al., 2017). However, for large companies to manage BMI in 

a structured way, an understanding of the BMI team’s responsibilities is important for BMI 

performance. Such understanding can be challenging to reach, as this quote illustrates: 

“Everybody is responsible [for business model innovation], but I am not sure anyone is doing 

it” (I11). 

For large companies there cannot be a special team that executes all BMI for all innovation 

projects, the actual work needs to be spread over several parties and performed by individuals 

on different levels and areas of the company suited for each specific project (illustrative 

quotes in Table 8). The creation of value is mostly performed by technical individuals within 

a project, meanwhile the delivering and capturing of value is a task performed by marketing 

or sales personnel. This shows how the elements of BMI are divided between different roles 

in an organisation.  
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Table 8. Subtheme: The project team. 

Quotes  Codes  
“[Core team and technical people] in the project are very much on this value creation 
part.” (I1) 

 
Researchers and project 
managers focus on 
value creation 

“The core team from a technical point just looked on the product to be developed. … 
[Some elements of business model innovation] is going beyond the normal scope of the 
project team.” (I2) 

“[The technical team] are the ones that come up with new products.” (I5) 

 “Innovation team brings feedback on what is the R&D progress.” (I11)  

“Delivery is to a big extent outside of the innovation project so of course the PP is the 
main contact.” (I1) 

Marketing and sales 
focus on value 
delivering and value 
capturing 

“[…] marketing manager was looking a bit on the let’s say opportunities on the market, 
customers, value of the market.” (I2) 

“[Is marketing is responsible for delivering and capturing value?] Yes, but we 
[technical team] can contribute to creation.” (I3) 

“[Marketing] is doing the two second [Delivering value and capturing value].” (I5) 

“How to market and then sell and approach the customers on promoting the material 
this is up to the marketing and also to the sales guys.” (I1) 

“The [later stages; deliver and capture] are more marketing managers tasks.” (I2) 

“We [marketing] making sure that we deliver the highest sustainable profit for the 
company. … How can we capture the highest price.” (I6) 

“How much margin we can get depends on how good our sales people are.” (I11) 

 
4.3.3 Fixed and variable business model elements  
 
When interviewing team members from different projects and four business areas it was clear 

that different business areas had individual conditions regarding what BMI elements that 

could be innovated (illustrative quotes in Table 9). Depending on business area, some of the 

business model elements can in some cases stay the same as they were. This is a task that 

should be defined prior to the actual project begins – making it clear for all employees what 

elements can be expected to be innovated and what other elements are going to be the exact 

same. One informant describes the consequence of not defining these fixed or variable 

business model elements before entering a project:  
For our standard products we know what are our channels, we know who are 
the customers, we know who is the customer’s customer and so on. ... But in a new 
business model that becomes a challenge. … If you are not spending enough time in 
advance you are bound to ask for prolongation of the project. (I13) 
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Table 9. Subtheme: Fixed and variable BMI elements.  

* All business areas are confidential and are therefore coded with a number which can be linked to the informants presented 

in Table 4.  

Busine
ss 
area* 

Description of business area 
Quotes Codes 

B1 

This business area is acting in a 
price sensitive market. 
However, breaking innovations 
can create room for value based 
price setting. This market sells 
to both end producers and 
distributors.   

”We cannot develop one [product] for 
one customer only, that is not our target.” 
(I7) 

Different fixed and 
variable elements 
depending on business 
area or project 

B2 

This business area is fairly new 
to the company creating bigger 
possibilities regarding fixed 
and variable elements. 

“If you want to try to explore a new 
opportunity in an existing market it makes 
you as a regular supplier bound to your 
existing relations. For example: In this 
project we did not have any relationships 
or existing business so it was also easy to 
think about new business models, assume 
that you do this in [an existing business 
unit] were you have an established 
position. … [for example taking one 
further step down in the value chain] will 
be difficult because you have a big market 
share with existing customers and you 
will than become competitors 
[threatening existing business]. So if you 
are a new entrant you have a lot more 
options.“ (I6) 

B3 
 

This is a technology driven 
business area focusing on 
putting the best products to the 
market creating possibilities for 
value based price setting. There 
are few customers and 
everyone knows everyone. Due 
to the risk and financial 
resources involved in the 
purchase, certificates on the 
products are very important.  

“There was no technical solution for a 
product like this, but there was a market 
demand.” (I5) 

“We always use direct sales; we never 
use a distributor or sales through a 
website or something like that. … We only 
sell business to business and can count 
our customers on one hand” (I5)  

B4 

This business area is 
considered saturated on 
innovation possibilities 
creating a price sensitive 
market were cost is considered 
utterly important. In this 
business area brand recognition 
amongst end customers are 
very important compared to the 
other business areas at the 
company. 

 “It is not so much innovation or 
inventions found in this [business] area 
because basically we have known for 
seventy years how to produce it. …[This 
business unit] has a clear focus on the 
last bullet point, value capturing, so cost 
saving is the most important one for [this 
business unit] at least.” (I9)  
“In [company name] we do not use social 
media, but for [B4] this would be good as 
brand recognition is very important”(I9)  
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4.4 Development  

When a company has created a team they enter the development phase in the BMI process. 

The development phase is a new shape of the original design phase presented in the theoretical 

foundation. Observation showed that the design of a new business model was a synergy of 

other actions rather than an independent action. Therefore, the development phase differs by 

including two steps: (1) acquiring detailed knowledge (sprung from the original opportunity 

assessment phase) and (2) internal and external alignment (sprung from the evaluation 

phase). This phase is performed with an iterative approach working back and forth between 

the different steps, until the development of the new business model is considered well-

substantiated (illustrative quotes in Table 10).  

Table 10. Theme from the present study: Development  
Quotes  Code 

“Almost all projects have very tight timelines because you are ambitious and if the 
timelines are too tight and too unrealistic [the project timeline] will most likely fail 
and it takes much longer to recover.” (I2)  

Need for an iterative 
development process 
 
 

“We were continuously making questioners. … What is the information that we have? 
what is the information that we are missing? and where can we find answers to the 
missing information? … Some we got answered by market data and others by 
qualitative interviews with market players. So we were continuously enriching [the 
information]. … So this was a very iterative process.”  (I6)  

“This assessment [new information to the project] is things that we have found the 
last two months and therefore there is a need for an updated in the projects business 
case.” (I7)   

“I have been managing projects for several years before we realised that there was 
no value in it.”(I8)   

“Working with an agile approach is good for creating innovations” (Focus group) 

Furthermore, an informant describes this iterative process: 

You make a value proposition to the best of your knowledge and that is then what you 
try to verify [by questioning yourself with] do this add value to the customer? [In this 
project] the whole value proposition on which first was made was completely turned 
upside down. … You continuously adjust your value proposition and I think that that 
is a never ending story. (I6) 

In the following two subheadings we will present our findings on acquiring detailed 

knowledge and internal and external alignment. 
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4.4.1 Acquiring detailed knowledge  

When a project team is entering the development phase the actual work with acquiring the 

more detailed knowledge begins. This refers to the knowledge that is required for the specific 

innovation project to be able to define all elements in the new business model, see Table 11.  

By collecting detailed knowledge of each element for the specific project, the risks related to 

the new business model will most likely decrease as more substantiated decision-making will 

become possible. This is something that one of the informants shares in our interview: “That 

[market intelligence] will significantly lower the risk, especially the timeline risk. ... It would 

also give realistic expectations of the project” (I13). 

Table 11. Subtheme: Acquiring detailed knowledge. 

Quotes  Codes  

“[When there is] new applications and new areas for [the company], there is much 
more bringing in new competencies in to the company.” (I1) 

Requiring knowledge 
to define resources, 
processes and partner 
network (value 
creation) 

“We should have more [partner] collaborations. But of course we have to give 
something [to your partner] so it is not straight forward, you have to negotiate your 
rights, your patent rights, what is going in, what does exclusivity mean, and even 
let’s say the price you get, you need to negotiate and fix. If this is going together then 
its fine then you benefit a lot from the knowledge from this partner of this specific 
market.” (I2) 

“Innovation department are looking at basic roles, let’s take the example of how we 
should measure something, if you do not know and you start measuring everything in 
a meter scale, but somewhere people are measuring things in foot, yards or miles, if 
you want to change this in the very last minute it makes life difficult. … The 
homework that I am talking about is not only the commercial review or the 
commercial number. It is about the deep application understanding all the way to our 
customers, but also end users of our products. … So that we have a full 
understanding before launching it.” (I13) 

“To understand what value we are delivering, that is not easy. Not even for our 
customers.” (I5) 

 
 
Requiring knowledge 
to define market 
segment, customer 
relationships, 
channels and 
offerings (value 
delivering)  

“Researchers are dedicated to the development projects, on the contrary marketing 
has a lot of other tasks that they need to consider before the development projects 
and therefore, marketing is often the bottleneck.” (I8) 

“[Before entering a market the company] should [do a deep study] but it depends on 
each team.” (I11)  

”Our first project owner did an excellent job getting the information from the market. 
I still miss this in many other projects. We knew exactly what we were going to 
deliver. … Yes, both ways because we are developing products depending on the 
request for it. If the request is well prepared we can be more focused on our 
development so this is a very simple one to one relation. Depending on how well [the 
request is] prepared [this will affect] how quickly we will deliver and how easily we 
can deliver. If this preparation is not done properly we already have very shaky stuff, 
so yes it is a must that the market preparation should be as good as possible.” (I12) 

“If you have a very good understanding [of the market] you can plan for 
[potential] scenarios [in a better way].” (I13) 
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Quotes  Codes  

”We look at what are the different margins we can expect from a specific product, at 
which price are [competitors] selling it today, what premium can we get and how are 
we going to explain the premium. … Is it profitable to take another step in the value 
chain or how will this product generate the most value and at what risk? (I4) 

Requiring knowledge 
to define revenue 
streams and cost 
structure (value 
capturing) 

“In the beginning we had a course in R&D which was commercial excellence in 
innovation, which was a program that was for one year. Then people were taken out 
of their normal work during one year to work on certain assignments, kind of 
learning on the job, doing an opportunity assessment.” (I6) 

”We need to decide how we are earning money.” (I10) 

“You have to follow the market practice. Different countries have different ways of 
doing business for different types of products. … You must follow the payment 
method of that specific market.” (I11) 

 
4.4.2 Internal and external alignment  

Throughout the development phase all elements in the new business model, that was acquired 

using detailed knowledge, are continuously evaluated to make sure that there is an internal 

and external alignment (based on findings from internal documents and Table 12). Internal 

and external alignment is similar to the internal and external analysis from the original phase 

opportunity assessment, however, this refers more to the alignment of the current elements. 

Internal alignment is for example about making sure that the changes in the elements are still 

aligned with the company’s strategy, that the company can create the intended value and that 

the new business model is working together with already existing business models. External 

alignment evaluates how the value is intended to be delivered and captured, making sure that 

this product is still what the customers want and are willing to pay for. One of the informants 

emphasised this by stating: “It is a continuous adjustment of the elements that you can offer” 

(I6). This was also supported during the focus group: “This process will help us to learn as 

fast as possible if the new business model works, or if not, we will kill it”. By continuously 

aligning elements in the new business model with the internal and external environment the 

risks of implementing the new business model is reduced and the company is making sure that 

it still fits the market and the company. 
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Table 12. Subtheme: Internal and external alignment. 

Quotes  Codes  

“Make it right. … If it takes longer make sure you have the right process in place.” 
(I4) 

Continuous 
evaluation of the 
internal and external 
environment 

“When we evaluate an idea we have all those factors [elements of a business 
model]. … Depending on the project progress you can always propose new 
business models but it has to be aligned with [the company’s] strategy.” (I7)  

“I think of course that [making continuous evaluation] should be the strength in 
project management. That we [in the project team] have all the things together so 
that they [stakeholders] can base their decisions on that.” (I9)  

“There is a threat that the opportunity assessment is underestimated or 
not thoroughly executed. It is all about assumptions. … I have cleaned our one 
[how we are evaluating the business model], so we are concentrating more on 
more or less two main topics. Rather make them well fast than do all things and go 
nowhere.” (I10) 

“[The technical team] and the marketing team has regular meetings once a week. 
… At any point business should kill a project if the market has moved and your 
R&D process is too slow.” (I11) 

“We are challenging quite a lot. … You evaluate numbers, and you check the 
assumptions together with other colleagues. It is a kind of review to see if they are 
valid or not valid. … You check the risk of the technology. … We take all those 
factors [elements of a business model] in to account before we say yes.” (I13)   

4.5 Implementation  

Implementation is the last phase in the BMI process and includes pilot test and realisation. As 

the empirical investigation has not changed the theoretical findings connected to realisation 

we will focus on the pilot test under this heading.  

As illustrated in Figure 5 the findings resulted in dividing the original phase evaluation to 

internal and external alignment and pilot test. Interviews (Table 13) and internal documents 

showed that a pilot test is something that should be conducted when the development phase is 

considered finished. The pilot tests are often made in small-scale and can be conducted 

together with for example end-customers, production plants or partners in order to be able to 

plan expected production and deliveries to ultimately meet customer needs.  
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Table 13. Subtheme: Pilot testing. 

Quotes  Codes  

“[During the first] trial run we took material from some plants and shipped it to a 
customer who checked if this is really what we are looking for and also to cross-
check the internal results. … This was one of the key success factors for this project. 
… Otherwise you are developing something, maybe till the end and then when you 
are presenting to the customer you recognise that it is not one hundred percent what 
they were looking for.” (I1) 

Tests prior to launch 

“There is one rule - if you run to fast the risk to trip over is high. … My feeling was 
that we were running to fast because the targets where too ambitious especially from 
a timeline point of view. You might take a premature decision about the recipe of a 
product which later turned out to be the wrong one. If we would have made a more 
extensive testing the right decision might have been taken earlier or we would have 
identified the better concept before we [went] forward.” (I2) 

“[In our project], [our company] had more weight in material development while 
our partner had greater responsibility for the production itself and the testing of the 
product. But there are also fully internal projects where we develop a material 
internally and when finished it is presented for customers. … In addition, there are 
different types of intermediaries.” (I8) 

“I had this dilemma with operations because operations said they did not want a new 
material [to their plant]. I think [it took] one and a half years to really convince them 
that this is the way forward and that we really would like to test it [in their plant].” 
(I9) 
“We demonstrated [the product] to a partner. … [Showing] them, our facilities and 
tests.”(I12) 

By adding the step pilot test prior to the realisation step also reduced the internal resistance 

and added extra motivation for employees that would not normally been included in the 

project. As exemplified by one informant: 

I think it was a quite nice story in the end. … It was really bringing people together 
from the simulation, pilot and the full-scale production. … [To have] something 
[tangible] to show them that this is what we aimed for. … We also after the first test 
run went to the production plant and showed the operators and the shift workers that 
this material which they have produced was used for this project and this is [the end 
product]. (I1) 

These types of pilot tests enlighten the defects in the new business model, making it possible 

for the company to make changes before gradually scaling-up and hence be better prepared 

for realisation and full launch. 
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5. DISCUSSION  

In the present study we have addressed the research question: How could BMI be managed in 

a structured way within large companies? In doing so we arrived at presenting a BMI process 

suitable for large companies with complex organisational structures and a biased mindset 

due to previous successful business models.  

The BMI processes selected for the theoretical foundation were considered comprehensive 

and had clearly defined stepwise practices, however being conducted on different contexts 

(e.g., Geissdoerfer et al., 2017 made a study based on start-ups). By considering projects, at 

the case study company, with a high and low involvement of BMI, we have elaborated the 

theoretical research on BMI as a process. This elaboration created our model, BMI process, 

that is developed for large companies and how they can work with BMI in a structured way.  

5.1 Theoretical contribution 

In our theoretical research we found that current research suggests that a BMI process should 

be conducted in the following phases: mobilisation of team (Ebel et al., 2016), opportunity 

assessment (e.g., Frankenberger et al., 2013), design (Geissdoerfer et al., 2017), evaluation 

(e.g., Johnson et al., 2008) and realisation (e.g., Geissdoerfer et al., 2017) and were the 

management responsibility being either top managers (Johnson et al., 2008) or operational 

managers (Winterhalter et al., 2017). However, extant research and the process it 

encapsulated did not take the conditions of large companies into account, and during the 

empirical investigation we found there was much potential for adjusting it to better suit large 

companies and their work with BMI processes. The definition of BMI varies widely among 

scholars, delivering an unclear view of the BMI concept. To take stock for further BMI 

research, the present study has carefully reviewed the literature on BMI to outline the 

elements and boundaries of extant research. With this as a base, our empirical investigation 

indicates that viewing BMI as a mindset (Bock et al., 2012; Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 

2010) may not necessarily suit large companies. Instead, there may be a value in working with 

BMI in a structured way. Our study uncovers some of the benefits of having a stepwise BMI 

process. With this BMI process we make several theoretical contributions.  

First, while BMI indeed is a managerial task (e.g., Frankenberger et al., 2013; Teece, 2010), 

the present study adds nuances to the notion that it would be the CEO (e.g., Johnson et al., 

2008) or operational managers (Winterhalter et al., 2017) who have the largest responsibility 

for the work of BMI being carried out. Instead, our findings suggest that shared responsibility 
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between top managers and operational managers may be one key for how to work with BMI 

in large companies.  

Second, we accentuate the importance of unifying the view of BMI within a company and 

thereby extend the current research on BMI processes by adding a new phase, which we label 

“Clarification”. We believe that including this phase is an important empirical contribution to 

the field of business model where there has been confusion around the execution of BMI due 

to the lack of emphasis on the importance of internal clarity of BMI in theory.  

Third, while extant research has not suggested a formal order or unified view of what phases 

or steps that are included in the BMI process (e.g., Ebel et al. [2016] suggest team 

composition as a pre-phase, prior to the actual BMI process meanwhile Frankenberger et al. 

[2013] suggest that this phase could instead occur between other phases in the BMI process), 

we have split and added tasks from the extant literature on BMI processes to increase the 

efficiency of the entire process. 

Fourth, we contribute to the emerging body of research on BMI by suggesting a completely 

new task in the BMI process; namely defining fixed and variable business model elements. 

This extend theory by allowing a more detailed BMI process and thereby developing more in 

depth knowledge that ultimately can streamline the work with BMI. 

Fifth, even though extant research advocates a flexible development process were they allow 

the possibility to come back to the same step again, this development process cannot be seen 

as entirely iterative (Morris et al., 2005; Sosna et al., 2010; Teece, 2010). We contribute by 

proposing a completely iterative development phase, without pre-determined order, to enable 

a higher maturity rate of the business model and thereby increase the readiness of the new 

business model. These five theoretical contributions show that our process goes beyond the 

current research on BMI processes, adding clarity and depth to the previously very broadly 

defined BMI process. 

5.2 Practical implications 

As BMI has the ability to increase the chance of growth in companies operating margins 

(Amit & Zott, 2012) our findings have important implications for top managers and 

operational managers. However, the fuzziness of the notion of BMI together with the 

challenge of being a large company makes it complicated to manage BMI successfully 

(Moellers et al., 2017). Our findings containing a BMI process aim to give top managers a 
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framework for how a large company can work with BMI in a structured way, meanwhile 

providing operational managers with guidelines on how they can manage the actual execution 

of it.  

More detailed, we believe top managers and operational managers can learn mainly three 

lessons from our study. Firstly, the major difference for many large companies compared to 

their current innovation processes is the first phase in the BMI process, Clarification, and how 

it can contribute to more open and clear communication to work more efficiently and 

structured with BMI. The main responsibility is therefore to a large extent on top managers 

that we see need to have a holistic view and follow up on the work with BMI. Secondly, when 

the company appointed a team to work on a new innovation project, we see that different 

projects have individual conditions regarding what BMI elements could be innovated. 

Depending on project, some of the business model elements may in some cases be variable 

but for others fixed. This is a task that operational managers should be responsible for and 

should be defined prior to the actual project begins. This will make it clear regarding what 

elements can be expected to be innovated and what other elements are going to be the exact 

same, as in an already established business model. Thirdly, the development phase is 

completely iterative and by letting that phase be completely iterative and for some projects 

take longer time or use more resources, one can increase the readiness level for the new 

business model and the likelihood of a more successful project outcome. We think these 

phases are what makes a large company more efficient in working with BMI, by considering 

BMI without using too much resources but also helping them prioritising resources more 

efficiently. Thus, our results can help top managers and operational managers within large 

companies facilitate the implementation and help all employees involved in an innovation 

project understand the notion of BMI and reduce the fuzziness with it. 

5.3 Limitations  

Case studies described by David and Sutton (2011) should emphasis on the dynamics of the 

specific case rather than the correlation between variables over a large number of cases. This 

was something we focused on when designing the study, dedicating time and attention to 

detail and depth rather than providing statistical generalisable findings. Regarding the 

sampling of our study, that formed the basis for our interviews and individuals who 

participated in our focus group, they were selected, as described in our method, based on 

certain criteria. However, based on these criteria the case study company selected projects and 
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individuals to participate in the empirical investigation which limits the study as it may have 

affected the scope and result of the study. Furthermore, many of the informants were active in 

more than one project. Therefore, there may have been some ambiguity about what project we 

asked about during the interviews and for us when analysing interviews, determining which 

project the informant referred to. This results in limitations of our study as it affects the 

transferability of the research (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004).  

5.4 Future research  

By studying one case and focusing on only some aspects we have found mainly two potential 

areas of future research: alteration of the context and deepening of the subject BMI.  

Firstly, we believe it is relevant to investigate further how well the BMI process may suit 

other industries, demographics and contexts. The case study company is active in an industry 

where all companies only makes commercial transactions with other companies, referring to a 

business-to-business (B2B) situation. We found during the interviews that employees found 

that commercial transactions in B2B situation were not as transparent as in business-to-

consumer (B2C) situations. For our study, this could possibly have affected the result of the 

study and made the business model elements less flexible for larger companies in B2B 

situations. It would be interesting to test the generalisability of the proposed results of this 

study to enhance the knowledge on how a BMI process need to be modified to fit B2C 

companies. Furthermore, the industry which the case study company is active in is considered 

conservative and lacks in the development of digitising its business. Thus changes are slower 

than in other industries, such as IT (Zhang, Cheng & Boutaba, 2010). The study may need 

continued research to determine how the process may need to be more adjustable to changes 

caused by external circumstances. This would potentially force the process to be more agile 

and flexible, which in a large company’s nature, have shown to be challenging (Moellers et 

al., 2017). 

Secondly, we believe that studies confirming our findings on how large companies can 

implement BMI in a structured way are needed. Past research has enlightened the importance 

for large companies to work with BMI (e.g., Winterhalter et al., 2017) and some have 

described how this can be done in a structured way, using a BMI process (e.g., Ebel et al., 

2016). Our research contributes by showing that large companies need a unique way to work 

with BMI providing a BMI process fitting to large companies. However, this research has to 

continue to further understand the BMI concept, to reduce its fuzziness but also to provide 
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customised methods to enable BMI execution among companies. Bock et al. (2012) and 

Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart (2010) refer BMI as an intangible process. To make it even 

more tangible than applying it to a process, future research can develop the process by 

providing specific methods and temples adapted for large companies that can fit into the 

development phase of our study.  

5.5 Conclusion  

Managing BMI comes with challenges, however in the end it is about creating the right 

conditions for being able to work with it in a successful way. Our research explains for top 

managers and operational managers how this can be achieved within large companies by 

using a structured way, a BMI process. We believe that our findings will give both researchers 

and practitioners a deeper understating for how BMI could be managed within large 

companies in a successful way.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix Ι - Definition of business model 

Author(s) 
Applied 
methodology Definition of business model 

Function  
 
  
Degradation of creating, delivering and capturing value Create Deliver Capture 

Amit and Zott 
(2001); Amit and 
Zott (2012); Zott, 
Amit and Massa 
(2011) 

Multiple case 
study; 
conceptual; 
literature 
review  

 
 
“[…] depicts the design of 
transaction content, structure, and 
governance so as to create value 
through the exploitation of business 
opportunities.” (Amit & Zott, 2001, 
p. 511) 
 
“[…] is a system of interconnected 
and interdependent activities that 
determines the way the company 
“does business” with its customers, 
partners and vendors.” (Amit & 
Zott, 2012, p. 42) 
 
“[…] a new unit of analysis, 
offering a systemic perspective on 
how to “do business,” 
encompassing boundary-spanning 
activities (performed by a focal firm 
or others), and focusing on value 
creation as well as on value 
capture.”  (Zott, Amit & Massa, 
2011, p. 1038) 
 
 
 
 

x 
 

x 
 

x 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Create 
- Content (organisational activities) 
- Structure of the activities 
- Partner 
- Activity system 
 
Deliver 
- Value proposition to the customer 
- Market 
- Customer 
 
Capture 
- Revenue model 
- Costs 



II 
 

Author(s) 
Applied 
methodology Definition of business model 

Function 
 
 
  
Degradation of creating, delivering and capturing value Create 

 
Deliver Capture 

Aspara, Hietanen and 
Tikkanen (2010); 
Aspara, Lamberg, 
Laukia and Tikkanen 
(2013)  
 

Multiple case 
study; single 
case study  

“[...] describe the logic of a firm, 
the way it does business, and how it 
creates value for its stakeholders.” 
(Aspara, Lamberg, Laukia & 
Tikkanen, 2013, p. 459) 
 
 
 
 
 

x x x 

 
Create 
- Unique business systems  
 
Deliver 
- Market environment 
- Market structure 
- Understanding customer needs  
- Channels 
 
Capture 
- Revenue and/or costs  
 

Baden-Fuller and 
Haefliger (2013) 

Literature 
review  

“[...] is a system that solves the 
problem of identifying who is (or 
are) the customer(s), engaging with 
their needs, delivering satisfaction, 
and monetizing the value.” (p. 419) 
 

 x x 

Deliver 
- Customer identification 
- Customer engagement 
 
Capture 
- Monetisation  

Bucherer, Eisert and 
Gassmann (2012) 
 
 

 
Multiple case 
study 
 
 
 

 
 
 
“[…] abstracts the complexity of a 
company by reducing it to its core 
elements and their interrelations 
and thus specifies the core business 
logic of the firm.” (p. 184) 
 
 
 
 

x 
 

x 
 

x 
 

 
Create  
- Operational model  
 
Deliver  
- Value proposition  
- Customer relation 
 
Capture  
- Financial model  



III 
 

Author(s) 
Applied 
methodology Definition of business model 

Function 

Degradation of creating, delivering and capturing value Create Deliver Capture 

 
Casadesus-Masanell 
and Ricart (2010); 
Casadesus-Masanell, 
R., & Zhu, F. (2013) 

Multiple case 
studies 

“[…] refers to the logic of the firm, 
the way it operates and how it 
creates value for its stakeholders 
[...].” (Casadesus-Masanell & 
Ricart, 2010, p. 196) 

 
x 
 
 

  

 
 
Create 
Logic of operation (How products are produced and 
operated) 

Chesbrough (2007); 
Chesbrough (2010); 
Chesbrough and 
Rosenbloom (2002) 

Multiple case 
study; 
literature 
review; single 
case study 

“[...] is a focusing device that 
mediates between technology 
development and economic value 
creation.” (Chesbrough & 
Rosenbloom, 2002, p. 532) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x 
 

x 
 

x 
 

Create 
- Key activities 
- Key resources 
- Complementary assets 
- Structure of the value chain 
 
Deliver  
- Value proposition 
- Client relationships 
- Client segments (market segment) 
- Distribution channels 
- Value proposition 
 
Capture 
- Revenue flows  and profit potential  
- Cost structure 
 

Geissdoerfer, 
Savaget and Evans 
(2017) 
 

Single case 
study  
 

 
“[is] a simplified representation of 
the elements of an organisation and 
the interaction between these 
elements for the purpose of its 
systemic analysis, planning, and 
communication in face of 
organisational complexity.”  (p. 
263) 
 

x 
 

x 
 

x 
 

Create  
- Technologies  
- The company’s operations  
- Stakeholders  
 
Deliver  
- Value proposition  
 
Capture  
- Revenue streams  
 
 



IV 
 

Author(s) 
Applied 
methodology Definition of business model 

Function 

Degradation of creating, delivering and capturing value Create Deliver Capture 

 
Johnson, Christensen 
and Kagermann 
(2008) 

Conceptual "[…] consists of four interlocking 
elements that, taken together, 
create and deliver value." (p. 60) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x x x 

 
Create 
- Key resources (people, technology, products, facilities, 

equipment, and brand) 
- Key processes (design, product development, sourcing, 

manufacturing, marketing, hiring and training, IT, 
service, rules and metrics, norms) 

 
Deliver 
- Customer value proposition (target customer, job to be 

done, offering)  
 
Capture 
- Profit formula (revenue model, cost structure, margins, 

and inventory turnover)  
 

 
Magretta (2002) 
 
 
 

Multiple case 
study 
 

“[are] stories that explain how 
enterprises work.” (p. 4) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
x 
 
 

x 
 
 

 
 
Deliver 
- Target customer (Who is the customer?) 
- Value proposition (What does the customer value?) 
- Distribution channel (How can we deliver value at an 

appropriate cost?) 
 
 
Capture 
- Underlying economic logic for value delivery (How do 

we make money in this business?)  
- Costs structure (What is the underlying economic 

value?) 
 
 
 
 



V 
  

Author(s) 
Applied 
methodology Definition of business model 

Function 

Degradation of creating, delivering and capturing value Create Deliver Capture 

Massa, Tucci, and 
Afuah (2016) 

Literature  
review  

“[can be seen as] attributes of real 
firms, cognitive/linguistic schemas, 
and formal conceptual 
representations of how a business 
functions.” (p. 73) 
 

  

 
 
 

x 
 
 
 

 
 
Capture 
Economic value potential of a technology and allow 
execution of a market transaction 

Morris, Schindehutte 
and Allen (2005) 
 

Literature 
review and 
conceptual 
 

“[…] is a concise representation of 
how an interrelated set of decision 
variables in the areas of venture 
strategy, architecture, and 
economics are addressed to create 
sustainable competitive advantage 
in defined markets.” (p. 727) 
 
 

 
 

x 
 
 
 

 
 

x 
 
 
 

 
 

x 
 
 
 

 
Create 
- Internal capability 
 
Deliver 
- Offer 
- Market 
 
Capture 
- Economic factors 
 

Müller, Buliga and 
Voigt (2018) 

 
Multiple case 
study 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
“[...] defines a business model as 
the sum of the value creation 
mechanisms, value offer, and value 
capture mechanisms and their links 
[...].” (p. 2) 
 
 
 

 
 

x 
 

 

 
 

x 
 

 
 
Create 
- Production equipment 
- Workforce 
- Partners and Suppliers 
 
Deliver 
- Products and/or services 
- Customer groups 
- Customer interaction 
 
Capture 
- Payment method 
 
 



VI 
 

Author(s) 
Applied 
methodology Definition of business model 

Function 
Degradation of creating, delivering and capturing value Create Deliver Capture 

 
Osterwalder (2004); 
Osterwalder, Pigneur 
and Tucci (2005) 
 
 
 

 
Conceptual; 
literature 
review and 
survey 
 
 
 

“[…] is founded on four pillars, 
which are Product Innovation, 
Customer Relationship 
Infrastructure Management and 
Financial Aspects.” (Osterwalder, 
2004, p. 337) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x 
 

x 
 

x 
 

 
Create 
- Capabilities 
- Partnerships 
- Core competency 
- Partner network 
 
Deliver 
- Value proposition (customer value) 
- Target customers (customer segment) 
- Channels (distribution channels) 
- Customer relationship 
 
Capture 
- Financial consequences 
- Revenue stream 
- Cost structure 

 

 
Shafer, Smith and 
Linder (2005) 

 
Literature 
review  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“[...] a representation of a firm’s 
underlying core logic and strategic 
choices for creating and capturing 
value within a value network.” (p. 
202) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x x x 

 
Create 
- Suppliers 
- Resources (assets) 
- Processes (activities) 
- Capabilities (competencies) 
 
Deliver 
- Customer relationship 
- Products and service flows 
- Target Customer 
- Value proposition 
- Branding 
 
Capture 
- Cost 
- Financial aspects and profit 
 



VII 
 

Author(s) 
Applied 
methodology Definition of business model 

Function 
Degradation of creating, delivering and capturing value Create Deliver Capture 

Sosna, Trevinyo-
Rodriguez and 
Velamuri (2010) 

Single case 
study 

“[…] embraces system wide 
changes that include both value 
creation and value exploitation, so 
requiring that the focal firm create 
value for all stakeholder groups - 
customers, suppliers, employees, 
and partners (such as franchisees 
in our case) - and capture value for 
itself.” (p. 401) 
 
 
 

x x x 

 
 
Create 
- Activities 
- Assets 
- Network 
- Training and knowledge transfer 
- Organizational structure 
 
Deliver 
- Distribution 
 
Capture 
- Revenues and pricing 

Teece (2010) 
 
 

Conceptual 
and multiple 
case study 
 

 
 
 
“[...] articulates the logic and 
provides data and other evidence 
that demonstrates how a business 
creates and delivers value to 
customers. It also outlines the 
architecture of revenues, costs, and 
profits associated with the business 
enterprise delivering that value.” 
(p. 179) 
 
 
 
 
 

x x x 

 
 
 
Create 
- Technologies and features to be embedded into 

products and/or services 
 
Deliver 
- Market segments to be targeted 
- Value proposition 
 
Capture 
- Revenue streams 
- Cost structure 
 
 
 
 



VIII 
 

Author(s) 
Applied 
methodology Definition of business model 

Function 
Degradation of creating, delivering and capturing value Create Deliver Capture 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Winterhalter, 
Zeschky and 
Gassmann (2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Multiple case 
study 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“[are] activity systems consisting of 
various interdependent activities, 
such as a the firm’s value chain 
activities, its choice of customers as 
well as its choice of products and 
services […]” (p. 466) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

x 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Create 
- Value chain activities 
- Activities in development and production 
 
Deliver 
- Choice of customers  
- Choice of products and services  
- Activities in product and/or service delivery 
- How the offering is made available to customers  
 
Capture 
Revenue model 
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Appendix ΙΙ - Focus group: first exercise  
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Appendix ΙΙΙ - Focus group: second exercise  


