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“The reality is that a business model is like the old saying about teenage sex: 

everyone talks about it all the time; everyone boasts about how well he or she is 

doing it; everyone thinks everyone else is doing it; almost no one really is; and 

the few who are fumbling their way through it incompetently.“ 

- Vivek Wadhwa 2011 - 

 



 

 
ABSTRACT 
 
In recent years, innovation literature increasingly praises Business Model Innovations carrying the 

potential to outperform most, if not all product or service innovations in the long run. In particular 

large corporations are highly dependent on changes to their business logic in dynamic 

environments. Yet equally vulnerable to business models of smaller, dynamic new entrants or 

venture capital supported start-ups, emerging across all industries. Despite the generally 

acknowledged relevance many corporations lack an understanding of the concepts’ complexity and 

implications on their organizational system or fail translating this into a systematic approach or 

process towards change. 

This thesis, therefore, sheds light on the challenges that large firms face dealing with Business 

Model Innovations from a corporate perspective. The research raises the questions what companies 

perceive as driving impetus for Business Model changes and how this shapes the way they 

innovate. It further asks what role agility plays in a process that involves both flexible and planned 

elements as well as the fundamental question, how much of the innovation may effectively be 

replication. In order to derive general success factors, the work is based upon a thorough research 

on state-of-the-art theoretical concepts contrasted with two performed case studies of large 

corporations, which is benchmarked to external perspectives provided by four experts within the 

area of Business Model Innovation. 

The findings indicate the urgency of incorporating the process of Business Model Innovation much 

more fundamentally into in the organizational mind-set, where external enablers become more 

frequent and vast. In an ideal setting business models must be fluid in that they can react adaptively 

to external and internal triggers. A more transparent process for involved actors becomes essential, 

which supports innovators with sound tools for the respective process steps. It balances own 

innovation efforts with imitation of proven combinations and promotes its process’ highly iterative, 

dynamic and flexible character. To delimit the applicability of identified mediating factors, the 

success factors are refined according to proposed innovation process phases and its severity placed 

into a framework.. 
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1. Introduction  
 
Almost 80% of CEOs admitted in a recent McKinsey study being concerned that their business 

models (BM) were at risk. 7 out of 10 companies had tried to innovate it, almost all companies 

made modifications (Casadesus-Masanell & Tarzijan 2012). Increased marketplace volatility, the 

rising appeal of new customer segments, cost competitiveness and stakeholder impatience effect 

that today BMs age faster hitherto and render Business Model Innovations (BMI) pivotal for 

driving value-creating growth (Pinelli et al. 2013). In 2009, a BCG survey praised the staggering 

effect of BMI on shareholder return compared to product or process innovations in the long term 

(Lindgardt et al. 2009).  

However, businesses certainly changed their BMs in the past. They did so without having a 

systematic repeatable approach that could be applied whenever senior management would 

necessitate changing the prevailing BM (Girotra & Netessine 2014b). The difficulty in BMIs is 

mainly attributed to the lack of consensus regarding its “definition, nature, structure and evolution” 

(Morris et al. 2005: 726). Theoretical ambiguity is already carried into real life business practices as 

it unfolds several problems explained by the recent example of electric vehicles (EV), in particular 

Tesla.  

Problem Identification 

The discussion around Tesla is a representative case showing all the potentials and challenges in 

dealing with BMIs most companies face or will eventually face in the future. Although being 

neither inventor nor first mover in terms of EVs, Tesla rapidly became successful attacking 

incumbent manufacturers despite lacking a significant pool of experience and resources. Opinions 

differ about Tesla’s disruptive character (Christensen et al. 2015), yet experts have acknowledged 

the significance of its BM as the key of competitive advantage (Chen & Perez 2015). Lately, Dieter 

Zetsche, the CEO of Daimler, has admitted that “Tesla has promised a lot but has also delivered 

most of it," (Kirschbaum 2016: 1), by assembling a novel BM design that made the concept of EVs 

despite technological flaws more convenient than ever. The disruptive potential of Tesla’s BM lies 

in a potentially emerging dominant design with underlying motivation of converging innovative 

technologies with sustainable business practices in its operating BM (Netessine 2013). Yet it 

illustrates the difficulty for the management of the incumbents to label it as purely product/service 

innovation, disruptive innovation or fundamental BMI, respectively strategy. Demarcation is highly 
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ambiguous as all concepts may attribute to key sources of competitive advantage (Venkatramen & 

Henderson 2008) or first mover advantage (Markides & Sosa 2013). 

The example of Tesla also shows the threat of inactivity in ignoring antecedents with the potential 

of attacking a firm’s current dominant position. It raises the question how incumbents could design 

a systematic approach, which is able to support BM changes without harming a pre-existing set of 

operations, business logic and underlying resources and capabilities. It further reveals the 

fundamental pressures of incumbents to successfully cope with both handling and execution of 

BMIs.   

BMI, therefore, is moving to the centre of discussion around the innovation approaches. Since 

2000, the amount of articles dealing with BMs/BMIs have been multiplied emerging synchronously 

to a number of varying areas of research (Wirtz et al. 2016). The still highly heterogenic and multi-

functional research disciplines merely offer conceptual and descriptive theories, whose scope and 

focus slowly moves towards conceptual consolidation (Zott et al. 2011; Gassmann et al. 2016).  

Although, the majority of scholars have identified the relation between BMIs and firm performance 

the causal link to certain components is ambivalent. This reflects the complexity of linking BMIs to 

specific performance or moderating factors (Foss & Saebi 2016). For some firms, BMI may 

constitute the only way of surviving when facing new regulations, economic crisis or disruptive 

changes in the industry they operate in (Hensle & Schön 2010). Yet technological trends such as 

digitalisation or, subsequently, increasing automation, question and blur the performance criteria of 

firm survival versus renewal and growth motivations behind BMI efforts. Consistently Magretta 

(2002) has outlined its ultimate importance being “essential to every successful organization, 

whether it’s a new venture or an established player” (87).  

1.1 Topic Delimitation  
 
Since the field of research is relatively young and provides conflicting or disconnected findings 

(Foss & Saebi 2016), the objective of this thesis is to shed light on what factors may influence the 

success of BMIs in practice. The research orientation is directed towards a comprehensive 

discussion of the concept of BMs and the attempt to filter out relevant factors affecting the 

reasoning, process and outcome indirectly and directly shaping BMIs.  

Research on BMs has brought forth 8 partly independent research streams and understandings of its 

concept. These theoretical approaches and academic contributions from leading scholars are used to 
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reinforce the fundament on which the BMI literature is built on. Critical factors from BM alteration 

are filtered out by looking at the triggers or motivations behind the innovation efforts, design 

processes and dynamics in BM development and the assessment of its innovation success derived.  

The thesis will exclude the flexible structures and modest complexity in new entrant firms and 

concentrate on the BMI process in established firms requiring a distinct view on BMIs in terms of 

performance criteria. Thus, its novelty lies on the analysis of purposive implementations of BMIs at 

large corporations. This reflects the multi-layered complexity involving the means of risk and 

change management while balancing out the prevalent structures and logic of the business with a 

new BM emerging synchronously or overlapping transition phases.  

1.2 Research Questions 
 
In order to address and dissect the repetitive character and feasibility of a systematic BMI approach 

the analysis will be placed around the following central research question:  

 

However, as the possibility of different innovating motives and urgencies require a more nuanced 

distinction this may more adequately be overcome by answering the research question broken down 

into three sub-questions building onto a deeper understanding of BMIs in practice. The questions 

address three fundamental statements regarding its antecedents, the ratio of purposiveness in 

proportion to discovery and the factor imitation: 

 

1.3 Course of Investigation 
 
The analysis will be divided in four stages, starting with a condensed analysis of literary work and 

peer-reviewed articles on the term of BMs. In this section, different mind-sets and basic definitions 
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will be presented to form a common ground in understanding the streams and origins of BM theory 

and their relation to success. Overlaps and boundaries of the BM and strategy concept are identified 

and drawn.  

In the second step, research will be narrowed down on contemporary literature, both academic and 

non-academic, on BMIs. The relevant triggers are presented as well as the tools and structure of the 

process how novel BM designs are created and implemented. Through identifying the general 

misconceptions and failures in innovating BMs, the primary focus lies on the process of specifying 

key innovation and mediating success factors.  

These factors will then be contrasted to the actual perception of managers by comparing pre-

identified mediating determinants with qualitative criteria collected from interviews with experts 

from consultancies and managers in relevant departments from corporations that are affected or 

actively conducting BMI. With these results, implications on the validation of already extant 

success factors or identifying discrepancies in success patterns of real business contexts will be 

drawn. In order to find confirmatory and exploratory results refining contingencies are set-up to 

better delimit applicability, relevance and impact of success factors for different types, motives or 

initial situations of companies. 

In the final step, strategic implications for managers are discussed with the goal to comprehensively 

elaborate how senior managers can use the findings to increase the likelihood of managing success 

in their BMI efforts.  
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2. Business Model Literature  
 
This chapter serves as holistic presentation of existing streams within BM literature and its theories. 

First, a basic understanding including all relevant aspects will be presented in an overview. 

Hereafter, linkages to success criteria are made that prepare the ground for chapter 3.  

2.1  Determination of Business Models  
 
Chesbrough & Rosenbloom (2002) significantly enlarged the pool of BM theory by adding a 

tangible classification of BMs, which marked the outset in defining the functions of a BM: 

 
Without agreeing on consistent key components, scholars label BM as story of a business in regard 

of different components put together as a whole (Demil & Lecocq 2010; Johnson et al. 2008). At 

large, BMs are seen as abstract representations of a company's structure or architecture 

(Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010) explaining its distinctive logic for value creation and appropriation 

(Gambardella & McGahan 2010; Zott & Amit 2010).  

Rooted in e-businesses, Amit & Zott (2001) supplied a key refinement of the BM construct, 

supporting the notion that BMs are activity systems, while Baden-Fuller & Morgan (2010) take 

theories from economics, biology and philosophy and link them to BMs acting as various forms of 

models: as descriptions, operational sites or mix of ingredients. Demil & Lecocq (2010) further 

differentiate the concept into static or transformational, where both elements are in a permanent 

disequilibrium. Likewise, Al-Debei & Avison (2010) offer an unified framework involving the (1) 

value proposition, (2) value architecture comprising tangible and intangible organizational assets, 

resources and core competencies, (3) value network directing intra- and inter-organizational 

collaboration and (4) value finance relating to costing, pricing and revenue structure. Teece (2010) 

thereof declares the urgency to adopt the BM concept to traditional economic theory. Incorporation 

may radically transform limitative assumptions about perfect competition, transparent markets, 

strong property rights, costless transfer of information, perfect arbitrage and no innovation.1 

Business Models theory and strategy 

One of the key challenges in the debate around BM is its demarcation or interrelation to strategy 

(Achtenhagen et al. 2013). Scholars agree that the terms cannot be used as synonyms although they 
                                                
1 In line with a holistic representation, the most cited papers on the BM concept can be found in Appendix A 
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are often sharing components that have grown out of fundamentally accepted strategic management 

theories2 (Hedman & Kalling 2003). Strategy is seen as the comprehensive pattern of a company’s 

actions and intents (Mintzberg & Waters 1982), with strategic intent driving content and process of 

strategy for long-term organizational commitment to business objectives (Hamel & Prahalad 1989). 

Teece (2010) describes the state of BMs as more generic than business strategy, although both 

concepts jointly help to protect a business’ competitive advantage and impede imitation for 

competitors. Zott & Amit (2008) focus on the fit between product market strategy and BM design 

as complements conducive to firm performance. A business strategy is specified by answering to 

what the offer is, who the customers are and how the offer is produced and delivered, where 

primarily the latter depicts the BM choice (Santos & Spector 2009). A BM serves as blueprint for 

strategy being implemented through organizational structures, processes and systems (Osterwalder 

& Pigneur 2010), while strategy is concerned with doing things differently (Porter 1996). Seddon & 

Lewis (2003) question the severity in relationship of both concepts and support the view where “a 

business model can be conceived as an abstraction of a firm’s strategy” (246). Casadesus-Masanell 

& Ricart (2010) even understand the functioning of a BM as a reflection and direct result of a firm’s 

realized strategy, thus reflecting two inseparable entities integrated into a conceptual model that 

depicts strategy as pattern of the sum of all BMs and their changes (Stefanovic & Milosevic 2012).  

Schneider & Spieth (2014) discuss the relevance of strategic flexibility in the BM transformation 

process and recognize that firms pursuing BMI strategies are likely to experiment with potential 

change (Yunus et al. 2010). The interplay of BMs and strategy is maximized by precision in the 

composition of a BM and the possible degree of planning (Sako 2012).  

As various systematic literature analyses diverge, scholars attempted to detect and emphasize 

differences as well as commonalities in the research streams. Fundamentally, Gassmann et al. 

(2016) takes the different approaches in its entirety and distinguishes between seven different 

schools or research streams covering the holistic bandwidth of BM contributions. In the following, 

these streams will be presented with regard to their impact on success factors, and complemented 

by an additional research dimension. 

                                                
2 among other concepts the value chain (Porter 1985), value system and strategic positioning (Porter 1996), 
resource based theory (Barney 1991), strategic network theory (Jarillo 1993), relational and cooperative 
strategies (Dyer & Singh 1998), transaction cost economics (Williamson 1981) and theory of economic 
development (Schumpeter 1934) 
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2.2 Resource-based perspectives 
 
The activity-based perspective and the dynamic capabilities view are both concerned with using a 

firms’ strength in its pool of resources and capabilities. Changes can be planned or designed 

rationally and necessary resources are built or acquired. Yet, because most companies drive and 

optimize their excellence in what they already do, they might be exposed to the risk to become 

trapped in their highly specialized competencies. The capability of dynamic consistency would 

enable companies to succeed in a sustained manner. 

Activity systems perspective 

The activity system perspective follows the theme that BMs “emphasize a system-level, holistic 

approach to explaining how firms “do business””(Zott et al. 2011:1019). The notion of activity, 

understood as component part of a system of interdependent organizational activities focalized 

around a firm, extends a focal firm’s own activities toward all activities performed by partners, 

customers and suppliers for value creation (Zott & Amit 2010; Santos & Spector 2009). 

The design of an activity system is constituted by three elements consisting of content, structure 

and governance, where content relates to the selection of activities carried out, structure reflects the 

linkages of activities within a system (architecture of the value chain activities) and governance 

provides the specification of who performs which activities (Amit & Zott 2012). Though each 

design element delineates an independent scope, they are highly interdependent in that changes to 

one might instigate change in the others (Ibid.).  

Based on the NICE framework of Amit & Zott (2001), common design themes link four economic 

theories to the value-creation sources respectively designs: (1) Novelty connects to the 

Schumpeterian idea of innovation adding new activities, linking existing ones in new ways or 

implementing new ways of governing activities, (2) lock-in pertains strategic networks embedded 

in stable, strategically inter-organizational ties between firms in order to keep third parties attracted 

through generating switching costs or network externalities, (3) complementarities, rooted in the 

resource based view (RBV), view the firm as a bundle of resources and capabilities (Barney 1991) 

and aim to take advantage of benefits by bundling activities within a system being more valuable 

than run separately and (4) efficiency is obtained with reduced transaction costs.  

Thus, the activity system describes the integrated and constituent parts of a BM by its design 

elements and design themes (Zott & Amit 2010). As design elements appertain to the structuring 

components of an activity system, the design themes in turn apply to the underlying rationale for 
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generating and driving value (Ibid.). With designation of the “configurations of design elements, or 

the degree to which they are orchestrated and connected by distinct themes” (Zott & Amit 2010: 

221), the themes inherently determine what the value drivers should be within the activity system.  

In this context, this established perspective lies in a systemic approach on BMs. It describes the way 

of doing business and equally acts as holistic reasoning of the sources of value creation (Zott et al. 

2011), as a “template of how a firm conducts business, how it delivers value to stakeholders (e.g., 

the focal firm, customers, partners, etc.), and how it links factor and product markets” (Zott & 

Amit 2010:222). By juxtaposing two systems: “a system of activities and a system of 

relationships”, it provokes intra- and inter-governance issues (Santos & Spector 2009:13). 

Business Models as dynamic capabilities 

A distinct stream is found in the dynamic capabilities framework that aims to explain how 

sustainable competitive advantage is achieved (Teece et al. 1997). Grounded in the RBV, where 

resources are heterogeneously distributed across firms being imperfectly mobile, the attributes of 

resources - which must be valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable (VRIN) to be 

advantageous - do not explain the sources of advantage for dynamic environments (Barney 1991; 

Wernerfelt 1984). In response to critiques of tautology and being too static (Eisenhardt & Martin 

1998; Helfat & Peteraf 2003), Teece et al. (1997) introduce dynamic capabilities as the “firm's 

ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competences to address rapidly 

changing environments” (516). Competitiveness in complex markets is sustained by the 

management orchestrating the firm’s internal and external capabilities given its path dependencies 

and market positions (Katkalo et al. 2010).  

In terms of BM theory, dynamic capabilities and the organizational structure affect strategic 

flexibility, where managerial attention, asset and network flexibility increase the firm’s ability to 

respond and adapt to changes in its environment (Bock et al. 2012; Schneider & Spieth 2014). 

Particularly firms that operate in fast changing environments are exposed to a more steady need for 

change and flexibility (Teece et al. 1997), where frequent BM changes reinforce dependency upon 

their strategic flexibility. In the BM context, resource and coordination flexibility and variety in 

managerial activities form essential dynamic capabilities (Schneider & Spieth 2014). Eisenhardt & 

Martin (1998) label dynamic capabilities as identifiable, specific processes, ideally incorporated as 

enduring capability into a business, which turns creation of innovative BMs into a repeatable, but 

foremost continuous and dynamic process (Christensen et al. 2016). As such, the sensing, seizing 
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and reconfiguration of the proper selection/design of a BM will lay in part the foundation for the 

organization's dynamic capabilities, ensuring firm survival or at least assisting in shaping the 

(changing) business environment (Teece 2010). 

2.3 Change-based perspectives 
 
In contrast, the discovery and strategic-choices perspective require an on-going process of 

adjustments and decision-making with regard to strong human abilities to sense and interpret cause-

and-effect relationships experimenting with the BM and its strategic orientation. The more dynamic 

a company’s resources and flexible its decision-making processes are, the less boundaries a firm 

will face changing and adjusting its BM.  

Discovery driven approach 

The discovery driven approach relates to the dynamics in BM development being rarely static but 

rather manageable over time in practice (Hedman & Kalling 2003). Here BM development is 

understood as a sequence of planning, assumptions and experimentation, followed by “constant 

revision, adaption and fine-tuning based on trial-and-error learning”, typically triggered by 

external factors (Sosna et al. 2010:384). As managers face high uncertainty in the early stages of 

BM creation, cognitive limitations, bounded rationality and complexity in predicting environmental 

changes impede finding the best BM design beforehand (McGrath 2010).  

Another contribution is the RCOV framework developed by Demil & Lecocq (2010). Here the 

relation between Resources, Competencies, Organization and Value are the subject of dynamic 

change and ultimately indicate sources of revenues and cost drivers. BMs are “permanently in a 

state of transitory disequilibrium”, where changes in the BM occur on purpose, voluntarily or 

unintended emerging whenever changes may take place within or between the components (Demil 

& Lecocq 2010:240). While the static view delivers a snapshot of current business performance, the 

dynamic view is concerned about the evolution of the BM and its components (Ibid.). Hence, the 

expeditious anticipation and reaction to changes becomes a crucial capability to build and sustain 

firm performance in fast-moving environments involving shortened BM life cycles (Sosna et al. 

2010; Zook 2007). 

McGrath (2010) emphasizes the order how core competences should be developed and promotes an 

outside-in approach requiring close sync of capabilities with customer values and preferences. Yet, 

this consistency indeed should be pursued temporarily until changes in market, competition or 
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customer requirements call for a recurring BM transformation. Through iterative processes of 

experimentation firms can find the best allocation of these components and evaluate ideas 

financially using a conventional or real options investment approach (Ibid.).   

Despite the statement that BMs are “a complex set of interdependent routines […] discovered, 

adjusted and fine-tuned by ‘doing’” (Winter & Szulanski 2001:731), Günzel & Holm (2013) refine 

the applicability of this concept dividing BM Canvas in two parts. Dynamic experimentation is 

primarily suitable for the front-end (i.e. CVP, customer segments & relationships, channels and 

revenue structure) as those parts involve unforeseeable uncertainty and leave room for radical 

breakthrough innovations, while the back-end (key activities & resources, key partners and cost 

structure) demands linear management processes, both structured and purposeful, driving strategic 

alignment (Ibid.).  

Business Models as strategic choices 

This debate has picked up the linkage by reconciling the element of making strategic choices 

(Shafer et al. 2005). Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart (2009) refer to BMs as a “set of choices” that 

triggers a “set of consequences” (2). Choices refer to policies regarding changes in all aspects of its 

operation, assets such as tangible resources and the governance of assets and policies relate to 

contractual arrangements bestowing decision rights (Ibid.). Consequences range somewhere 

between flexible and rigid qualities, whereas flexible is sensitive to the choices triggering them, in 

contrast, rigid entails slower change with the choices or no change at all (Ibid.). 

With means of analysing, testing and validating cause-and-effect relationships of strategic choices, 

executives may translate a set of these choices into a single BM design, which then entails operating 

implications (Shafer et al. 2005). Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart (2010) discuss the contingency 

between BM, strategy and tactics inferring that BM choice represents a strategic decision, which 

once specified will constrain potential tactical decisions within well-defined rules. The complexity 

of choosing the right BM is determined by (1) ill-defined rules of the game, (2) difficulty in 

adequately mapping out distinct potential strategic outcomes and associated tactics or (3) 

insufficient predictions in the competitors’ strategic responses (Gassmann et al. 2016). However, a 

firm is not simply tied to one strong BM, Casadesus-Masanell & Tarzijan (2012) find that 

complementary BMs can be mutually reinforcing and jointly convert unviable business possibilities 

into a profitable business. Yet sustainable competitive advantage implies that firms innovate their 

BM with every perceptible change in the market environment (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart 2009). 



 11 

A threat can be related to imitation, since BMs as blueprints are subject of copying once revealed 

by incumbents with greater resource pools (Casadesus-Masanell & Zhu 2013).  

2.4 Contingency-based perspectives 
 
The recombination school and technology commercialization perspective both rely on 

contingencies in terms of patterns and commercialization logics. Here the difficulty for managers 

inherently lies in finding a predetermined set of combinations, how to link parts of the value 

architecture with a BM setting to maximize the potential in successfully monetizing a technology or 

a business idea.  

Business Models as means of recombination 

Osterwalder & Pigneur's (2010) renowned work ‘Business Model Generation’ describes BMs in 

context to architectural design patterns as “the idea of capturing architectural design ideas as 

archetypal and reusable descriptions.” (54). Thus, patterns describe BMs with similar 

characteristics, similar arrangements, or behaviours with the means of the nine building blocks of 

the BM Canvas3 (BMC) framework (Ibid.). 

Its relevance was confirmed by an extensive study of the 

vast majority of successfully developed BMs over the 

past 150 years and ultimately lead to the conclusion that 

90 % of all BMs were built on the basis of 55 repetitive 

patterns4 (Gassmann et al. 2013). As Magretta (2002) 

indicates, BMs „describe, as a system, how the pieces of 

a business fit together“ (91). The nine blocks of 

Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) cover four main areas of 

businesses, accordingly, Frankenberger et al. (2013) 

present a framework that structures the BM into four 

central dimensions trying to answer the fundamental 

questions (see fig. 1).  

The idea behind systematically identifying all constituent parts of the BM is to develop an 

understanding how one model can be used to fulfil a radically different CVP and recombination of 

resources will create novel opportunities (Johnson et al. 2008). Likewise, Baden-Fuller & Morgan 
                                                
3 For the purpose of integrity, the BMC was attached to the appx. B 
4 For overview of patterns, see appx. C 

Figure 1: BM questions (own illustration) 
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(2010) emphasize a BMs’ ability being copied as blueprints or templates by other firms or business 

units (BUs), as existing knowledge (e.g. use of analogies) facilitates imitation of most innovation 

processes (Hargadon 2002). Patterns can be applied to design new BMs in practice, where the BMC 

serves as template for visualization and alignment of activities in order to create synergies or detect 

trade-offs (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010). As boundary-spanning concept, they enable combination 

of factors inside and outside of the firm (Teece 2010; Zott et al. 2011). From a BMI perspective 

templates also enable replication (intra-firm) and imitation (inter-firm) within and across firm 

boundaries (Doganova & Eyquem-Renault 2009). 

Business Models as means of commercialization of technology 

Another established theory is rooted in the contributions of Chesbrough and Teece, a BM for 

Chesbrough & Rosenbloom (2002) is “conceived as a focusing device that mediates between 

technology development and economic value creation” (532) and must obtain six different 

functions. However, the majority of companies face difficulties in managing innovations that fall 

outside of pre-existent expertise and/or management processes, facing internal barriers (e.g. 

dominant logic), or lack of vision for utterly novel models (Chesbrough 2010). Uncertainty in the 

technology development including high involvement of capital and time, may result in outputs lack 

an immediate application within given business 

context. BMs can guide the exploitation, acquisition 

or selling decision of these technologies. Confirmed 

by Davila et al. (2006), change in technology rarely 

comes without concurrent change in the business 

processes. Within the six levers of change, the 

innovation along the spectrum between incremental 

and radical thereby poses the severity of impact on 

the BM, but similar reaction obtains the other way 

around (see fig. 2).  

Later, Chesbrough (2006;2007) urges incumbents to open up their traditionally closed BMs to 

benefit from partners commercializing novel external and (internal) opportunities. Baden-Fuller & 

Haefliger (2013) even see the development of the right technology being affected by the degree of 

openness and user engagement within the BM, linking BM and technology to firm performance. 

Figure 2: Six levers (Davila et al. 2006) 
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The selection of particular BM will impact the nature of complementarity between BMs and 

technology and regulate the way of monetization (Ibid.).  

Teece's view can be traced back his first publication of profiting from innovation framework in 

1986. The framework outlined a contingent approach how to organize the value chain in regard of 

the appropriability regime (the scope in which knowledge and innovations can be protected from 

imitators) and prior asset positioning of the innovator (Teece 2006). Every technological innovation 

needs a commercialization strategy to reach sustainable success and is linked to development of a 

concerted BM (Baden-Fuller & Haefliger 2013). Teece (2010) recommends BM decisions between 

fully integrated and purely outsourced or licensed BM, where firms foremost run hybrid BMs 

requiring “strong selection and orchestration skills” from the management (184). BM design 

however is heavily linked to dynamic capabilities to cope with the changing or unstable markets 

and technological advancement (Leih et al. 2015; Teece et al. 1997).  

2.5 Cognitive and sense-making perspective 
 
The cognitive or sense making perspective is related to overcoming cognitive barriers that hinder 

the anticipation of urgent changes. It is foremost represented by intangible capabilities found among 

others in the company culture, management’s style of leadership and knowledge management, 

which essentially govern the degree of openness, creativity and focus in BM development.   

A large part of the BM literature is concerned with the rationality of BM changes facing exogenous 

changes in the markets, but fail to acknowledge that new BMs can be the predecessors of change in 

the industry, not its outcome (Martins et al. 2015). Central consideration, therefore, is that “business 

models reflect managerial mental models, or schemas” (102) that act as abstract ideal types, 

blueprints or story-telling constructs often subject to imitation (Baden-Fuller & Morgan 2010; 

Demil & Lecocq 2013). Scholars consider their function as role models, in so far that firms share 

certain similarities, generic kinds of behaviour than can be identified and copied (Ibid.). However, 

managers will likely develop their own unique view on reality (Martins et al. 2015), as two distinct 

decision makers could pursue two different strategic visions running under the same BM blueprint 

(George & Bock 2011). BMs tend to be stable due to their contract-based relationships, 

organizational routines and collective cognitive representation, and consequently, hard to change 

(Doz & Kosonen 2010). This leads to the success trap when firms filter out relevant information for 

corporate decision processes (Chesbrough 2010), or follow organizational or managerial manifested 

dominant logic (Prahalad & Bettis 1986).  
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Accordingly BMs are treated as cognitive structures that shape the boundaries, the internal structure 

and governance of a firm and determine value creation (Doz & Kosonen 2010). Tikkanen et al. 

(2005) define BM as “sum of material, objectively existing structures and processes as well as 

intangible, cognitive meaning structures at the level of a business organization” (790). Material 

relates to a company’s strategy, network, operations, finance and accounting, while cognitive 

aspects refer to the belief system that shapes a firm’s decision-making processes. To determine the 

cognitive aspects, Tikkanen et al. (2005) introduce a belief system of four conceptual levels of 

manager’s cognition5. It follows a hierarchy where higher order beliefs are restrained by stronger 

inertia and slower change compared to the lower ones (Ibid.). Managers should pre-evaluate any 

intervention to specific material components regarding alleged consequences on the belief system.  

Yet the opposite case was seen in the at Nokia, where corporate BM transformation became 

successful through managers sensing of inter-organizational cognitions within BUs (Aspara et al. 

2013). Narratives can be particularly supportive in constructing meaning in such cases (Haggège & 

Collet 2011), Demil & Lecocq (2013) also argue for the utilization of artefacts in the change 

processes in the linkage between material and social processes.  

2.6 Ambidextrous duality  
 
Lastly, the ambidextrous view purely relates to organizational structure issues and is concerned 

with the challenge how to best perform changes to the current business logic, in particular, when 

these changes can be ascribed to a disruptive nature with regard to the current core business. 

Markides & Charitou (2004) touch upon the notion when multiple markets are targeted with 

different BMs with conflicting value chains, or multiple and paradoxical strategies (Smith et al. 

2010). Both challenges require very strong and dynamic leadership, resource allocation, and high 

learning in order to develop competitive advantage found in organizational ambidexterity (Doz & 

Kosonen 2010; Velu & Stiles 2013). This refers to a firm’s ability to pursue divergent activities 

concurrently exploiting incremental innovations while exploring prospective radical innovations 

pursued for instance with new BMs (Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004). In this context, Markides (2006) 

differentiates between BMI and radical product or technological innovations, producing different 

markets with distinct managerial implications.  

Ambidexterity is depicted by whether a firm either sets up a separate unit that represents the 

emergent, radically innovating part of a company while running their traditional business as usual 
                                                
5 For an overview of cognitive levels, see appx. D 
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(structural ambidexterity) or creates incentives for an open culture that stimulates natural seeking 

for exploration and exploitation within one organizational structure (contextual ambidexterity) 

(O’reilly III & Tushman 2004). The latter requires changing the underlying organizational context 

for such behaviours to emerge voluntary (Markides 2013). 

The Duality school implies that a novel BM requires the set-up of new organizational processes, 

structures and capabilities, in particular, during the period of strategic experimentation coexistence 

is difficult to handle (Moingeon & Lehmann-Ortega 2010). Markides & Charitou (2004) 

recommend to distinguish regarding (1) strategic relatedness and (2) severity of potential conflicts 

between the established business and BMI to opt for the best-fitted strategy. 

As dual BMs usually cannibalize a BM within a single market, experts argue in favour of structural 

separation in case of BMIs (Gassmann et al. 2016). Firms that employ more than one BM tend to be 

structurally ambidextrous whenever their BMs are substitutional (Casadesus-Masanell & Tarzijan 

2012) or utilize temporal ambidexterity advantageous for managing BMIs (Markides 2013). 

Concurrent advancements of both technological and BMI is equally challenging if technology is 

considered as discontinuous (Tongur & Engwall 2014; Sabatier et al. 2012). 
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3.  Business Model Innovation 
 
This chapter addresses the BMI process in detail and elaborates on the origins, process and 

structure, the usual misconceptions in development and change phases, ultimately targeting to label 

relevant success factors determined from various literary sources.  

3.1 Typology 
 
The typology discussion starts with the demarcation of BMI considering its severity in changes. As 

the concept involves numerous parts of an organizational set-up, it is unclear, which criterion 

defines a BMI or, in contrast, just a BM adaption or adjustment. Markides (2006) demarcates a BMI 

by naming one of two requirements to qualify as innovation, precisely (1) enlarging the existing 

economic pie by attracting new customers or by (2) encouraging existing customers to consume 

more. Also, BMIs can redefine an existing product or service and the way it is provided to the 

customer (Ibid.) 

 
Figure 3: BMI Distinction (Schneider & Spieth 2013) 

Schneider & Spieth (2013) have later developed a more nuanced tentative framework to distinguish 

between BM development (BMD) and BMI with means of three theoretical theories (see fig. 3). As 

the RBV emphasises the BMs’ potential to mobilise and coordinate firm own resources, the 

strategic entrepreneurship perspective takes BMI further away from its status quo. BMD requires a 

firm to identify potentials in terms of improvements and incremental innovations, making 

adjustments to their extant BM (Ibid.). BMI, in contrast, demands the consideration of uncertainty 

within a firm’s environment as potential source of opportunities being explored and exploited; 

strategic entrepreneurship strengthens the early detection and recognition of opportunities and 

related challenges (Ibid.).  However, also within the group of BMIs there is a difference in severity 



 17 

of the innovations. Foss & Saebi (2016) 

sort BMIs regarding their scope and 

novelty, which distinguishes between 

modular and architectural scope and new 

to the firm or industry (see fig. 4). 

Evolutionary BMIs describe a fine-tuning 

process involving voluntary and emergent 

changes to individual components of the 

BM (Demil & Lecocq 2010). Adaptive 

BMI, in contrast, implies changes to the 

overall BM that are new to the firm, 

whenever BM architecture is changed in response to shifts in the external environment, e.g. facing 

competition from a new BM in its industry (Teece 2010). Focused and complex BMIs both 

undertake the attempt to disrupt market conditions, yet within the focused a firm innovates within 

one area of the BM, while a complex BMI shifts or changes the BM in its entirety (Foss & Saebi 

2016). Giesen et al. (2006) administered beforehand, discerning three different types of BMI 

strategies (see fig. 5). An Industry Model Innovation is affecting the industry value chain by 

moving into new industries, redefining industries and the relationships between actors or 

occasionally even creating entirely new industries. The Revenue Model Innovation is concerned 

with reconfiguring offerings (product/service/value mix) and overhaul of the pricing model, while 

the Enterprise Model Innovation relates to redefining organizational settings and boundaries by 

strategic decisions such as integration, specialization and/or network and external collaboration 

(Ibid.).  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: BMI Types (Gießen et al. 2006) 

 

Figure 4: BMI Typologies (Foss & Saebi 2016) 
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The following BMI definition is thus used for a common BMI understanding6: 

 

3.2  Triggers of Business Model Innovation 
 
Demil & Lecocq (2010) identify change regarding BMs to either deliberate decisions or externally 

induced outside of managers’ control, while Schneider & Spieth (2013) emphasis the identification 

and anticipation of developments in a constantly changing environment in order to timely react and 

initiate BMIs. This is particularly difficult or fairly impossible for opportunities that lie across a 

firm’s primary economic industry (Gambardella & McGahan 2010). However, most of the BM 

literature is by-product of the e-business boom, scholars name globalization, deregulation and 

advancements in technology (e.g. information and communication systems) as key drivers, where 

firms also increasingly pursue socially-oriented BMIs (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart 2010; Mezger 

2014). Alongside with internal drivers like organizational structure, leadership, changes in cost and 

revenue structure or stakeholder activities trigger BMIs (Demil & Lecocq 2010; Zott & Amit 2013), 

antecedents are changing customer demands, new market entrants or disruptive changes 

(Malmmose et al. 2014; Casadesus-Masanell & Zhu 2013). Further, the networked and 

collaborative economy enables the emergence of novel open BMs (Frankenberger et al. 2014). In 

the following section, the antecedents for BMI will be reviewed. 

3.2.1  Sustainability  
 
A sustainable BM (SBM) is described as model that creates a CVP, which contributes to a 

sustainable development of the company and society by aligning interests of all stakeholder groups 

and involving the environment (Lüdeke-Freund 2010). It has become central to competitiveness, as 

early movers can develop competencies involving an area that will remain integral part of 

innovation (Nidumolu et al. 2009). Accordingly, BMI is rated as key to the creation of SBMs that 

help companies achieve triple-bottom-line results: social, environmental and financial goals 

(Bocken et al. 2014; Boons et al. 2013). The integration of strategic and environmental aspects was 

found to positively shape performance of manufacturing firms carrying value for sustainability in a 

firm’s practices and products or both (Massa & Tucci 2014; Hall & Wagner 2012).  

                                                
6 A detailed overview of BMI definitions sorted chronologically is attached to appx. F 
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Nidumolu et al. (2009) propose a model moving 

sustainability into a firm’s strategic orientation (fig. 6), 

however, according to Massa & Tucci (2014) there is 

no consent that sustainability itself is the main acumen 

of business. As pre-requisite, a societal system itself 

must be sustainable involving structural and cultural 

changes for facilitating firm- and system-level 

sustainability (Stubbs & Cocklin 2008) as firms face 

regulatory, market & financial and behavioural & social 

barriers (Laukkanen & Patala 2014). Sustainable 

technologies often necessitate other BMs than the 

established ones favouring introduction by 

entrepreneurial entrants (Bohnsack et al. 2014). 

Yunus et al. (2010) have formed lessons for SBMs that require challenging conventional thinking, 

finding complementary partners, continuous experimentation recruiting social-profit-orientated 

shareholders and clear specification of social profit objectives. Yet the highest risk is linked to the 

fact that improvement of environmental and social performance may not be rewarded by the 

market, face structural constraints or weaken competitiveness in the short-term (Massa & Tucci 

2014; Schaltegger et al. 2011). 

França et al. (2016) acknowledge the flaws of current BMI design to sufficiently embrace the 

sustainability dimension, and recommend the use of the BMC. Adding two additional layers to the 

nine blocks: an environmental layer linked to the lifecycle perspective and a social layer based on a 

stakeholder perspective that support BMI efforts towards SBMs (Joyce & Paquin 2016). Bocken et 

al. (2014) even suppose concrete approaches introducing archetypes of SBMs and embedded 

sustainability. The rising popularity of the sharing economy or collaborative consumption has 

induced various new BMIs in favour of sharing underutilized assets driven by the consumer side 

(Sorescu et al. 2011; Foss & Saebi 2016).  

3.2.2  Servitization 
 
External pressures force stronger assimilation of service content to classical product offerings 

driving a development termed servitization, which been in the focus of firms for a very long time 

(Vandermerwe & Rada 1988; Matthyssens & Vandenbempt 2008). Service infusion is pushed by 

Figure 6: Five-Stage Model (Nidumolu et al. 
2009) 
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development of more service dominated CVPs or integration of value constellations into product-

service systems (Baines et al. 2009). Such strategies often channel into novel BMIs when 

manufacturing firms move from traditional BMs to ‘service-oriented’ BMs using enormous internal 

resources (Cusumano et al. 2008; Kowalkowski et al. 2013). Although hybrid solutions models are 

most effective at generating steadiness in profits, they bear the inherent challenge of prioritization 

of resources and strategic orientation regarding the different requirements, which the various types 

(product or service) place on their innovation processes (Ettlie & Rosenthal 2011; Cusumano 2003). 

Velamuri et al. (2013) has identified the five distinct services firms foremost combine with their 

product portfolio; namely business consulting, comprehensive services, educational services, 

financing services and information management services. Increasing service sales will mutually 

affect product sales and vice versa, suggesting a dual effect of charging separately for services 

(Kastalli & Van Looy 2013). Thus, BMI is found to be key in transitioning and converting services 

profitable (Witell & Löfgren 2013).  

The main challenges relate changing from being product-centric to being customer-centric notably 

for established companies with mature product-based BMs (Kindström 2010). Thus, Velamuri et al. 

(2013) have formulated three objectives for BMIs induced by service orientation, i.e. (1) 

improvement of the CVP by providing services around the traditional products, (2) redesign of the 

value chain architecture to challenge established cost structures and (3) appropriate revenues to 

profit from an improved value proposition and/or cost structure.  

In particular, with means of service science companies can systematically innovate and improve 

their CVP design by reconfiguring internal operations and customer and supplier interactions for 

new or improved offerings, or evaluating “the broader ecosystem reconfiguration” (5) (Maglio & 

Spohrer 2013). Kindström (2010) even refines the challenges for the purpose of forming SBMs and 

finds that companies have to simultaneously change six components of their BM7. Two firms with 

similar service-related BMs may however create distinct performances, solely the identification of 

both firm’s core competences can indicate the severity of service orientation (Nair et al. 2013). 

3.2.3  Disruptive Threats 
 
The major fear of corporates stems from so called disruptive threats that can obstruct an industry’s 

dominant logic and prevalent scheme of value creation and capture (Sabatier et al. 2012). Markets 

                                                
7 For steps of SBM creation, see appx. E 
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that are impacted by legal or regulatory change, technological shifts or environmental changes, 

changes in demand and competition, or BMIs can induce disruptiveness (Mateu & March-Chorda 

2016; McGrath 2011; Wirtz et al. 2010; Tongur & Engwall 2014).  

Bower & Christensen (1995) identify disruptive technologies as “not radically new or difficult from 

a technological point of view” (44), but offer a different set of performance attributes. Initially not 

valued by the existing customer base, this performance combination may improve so quickly that it 

eventually will become good enough and later, if appreciated, even displace the dominant 

technology over time (Charitou & Markides 2003; Christensen & Raynor 2003).  

While Christensen et al. (2015) distinguish between low-end disruptors and new-market disruptors, 

Sabatier et al. (2012) have observed a behavioural perspective. New technological discontinuities 

not inherently induce major changes in the industry or the dominant logic. In the first phase, they 

follow existing value chain structures of incumbents and match existing client and supplier 

expectations. Only after time when uncertainty of technology decreases, BMIs emerge and create 

new industry logics dominated by three triggers: (1) new philosophies, (2) new patterns of 

collaboration and (3) orchestration or integration of networks (Voelpel et al. 2004).  

A guide to respond is described by Charitou & Markides (2003) looking at the ability (portfolio of 

skills, resources and time) and the motivation (rate of growth and threat) of a company 

recommending strategic actions accordingly 

(fig. 7). A technological disruption differs to 

BM disruption, thus needs a different 

organizational response (Khanagha et al. 

2014). Markides (2006) challenges both 

disruptive forces as he distinguishes 

between radical product innovations and 

BMIs, where the latter is described as 

quickly growing and capturing a certain 

portion of the market failing to completely 

overtaking it, mainly because these new 

BMs are inferior to the established ones. 

These disruptive strategic innovations usually emerge as small or low-margin businesses and highly 

contradict the incumbents’ way of doing business, requiring different key success factors, 

Figure 7: Responses to Disruption (Charitou & 
Markides 2003) 
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combination of processes and activities as well as supporting culture (Charitou & Markides 2003). 

Scholars also express the relevance of self-disruption as anticipative attempt against being disrupted 

(Girotra & Netessine 2014b). However, King & Baatartogtokh (2015) recognize the difficulty and 

risk in ignoring rivals. When good managers improve their businesses, reinforce capabilities and 

listen to customers, they face a trade-off dilemma of diminishing the value of experience and 

existing activities of the BM on which a firm is financially dependent by trying to be responsive to 

emergent threats (Khanagha et al. 2014).  

Gilbert (2005) explains that cognitive framing of antecedents drive industry-level (disruptive) 

change and perception as threat or opportunity, prompting organizational actions like resource 

commitment and overcoming inertia and routines. Consequences from disruptive BMs and equally 

reactions depend on numerous contextual factors (e.g. opportunity perception, perceived 

performance-reducing threat, risk experience, perceived critical threat and industry tenure), and 

both rejection to adopt can be equally toxic as rigid response (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart 2011; 

Osiyevskyy & Dewald 2015).  

There are two strategies an incumbent may choose from: the first is explorative BM change, 

experimenting and learning with the disruptive approach (Ibid.), which is influenced by firm size, 

autonomy, risk-taking and pro-activeness (Karimi & Walter 2016). This strategy is mediated 

through organizational learning and by the three core capabilities strategic sensitivity, leadership 

unity and resource fluidity (Doz & Kosonen 2010; Günzel & Holm 2013). The other option refers 

to exploitative reinforcement as attempt of consolidating the existing BM (Osiyevskyy & Dewald 

2015). As Habtay (2012) showed, in the short run foremost market-driven firms can grow quickly 

and conquer mainstream markets, sometimes even shaping new industry structures and thereby 

likely pushing a reinforcing innovation circle (Gambardella & McGahan 2010). 

3.2.4  Open Innovation 
 
The concept of Open Innovation enlarges the scope of BMIs, by expanding a firms innovative 

output or enabling new markets or new structures (Huang et al. 2013; Dahlander & Gann 2010). 

Underlying change in this paradigm is rooted inter alia in the trend towards co-creational attempts 

as locus of value creation and value extraction (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004). This is evident in 

the relevance of involving lead users in crafting CVPs, but also in the shift towards user-centric 

BMs that manage users, partners or suppliers as key resources through dialog, access, risk-benefits 

and transparency (DART) (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004; von Hippel 2005). Frankenberger et al. 
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(2014) found five main antecedents of Open BMs (OBMs): (1) business model inconsistency, (2) 

necessity to create and capture new value, (3) previous experience with collaborations, (4) OBM 

patterns and (5) industry convergence.  

An open approach can reduce the costs and risk of experimenting with new BMs and open up for 

external inputs (Sandulli & Chesbrough 2009; 

Hienerth et al. 2011). Chesbrough (2003) describes 

the open innovation process in strong contrast to the 

traditional commercialization modes in a firm’s 

current business. Licensing and selling technologies 

as well as launching new ventures is crucial for the 

emergence of OBMs. Greater uncertainty induced 

by radicalness usually entails more hierarchical 

structures and deep BMs in collaborative efforts 

(Sandulli & Chesbrough 2009). Thus, 

Frankenberger et al. (2014) distinguish the openness 

according to the affected areas in the organization 

and its dependence on the focal firm’s BM (fig. 8).  

Within the OBM dimensions, Saebi & Foss (2015) further refine four types of OBMs differentiated 

through its activity-system. They notice that different open innovation strategies do require different 

BMs, where the extent of reconfiguration inherently varies with the chosen open innovation 

strategy (see fig. 9). Some challenges are discovered when BMs of co-development partners are not 

complementary and reinforcing (Chesbrough & Schwartz 2007).  

In this context, Berglund & Sandström (2013) stress restrictions in variety of BMIs being 

contingent upon interdependencies in established network constellations. Yet, research found that 

organizational inertia and the degree of absorptive capacity impact open innovation ability (Sandulli 

& Chesbrough 2009), and equally BMI efforts, as they can disrupt the current interests and power 

structures of the organization in areas like operating procedures, normative agreements and 

behavioural change of management (Huang et al. 2013).  

Figure 8: Degree of Openness (Frankenberger et 
al. 2014) 
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3.2.5  New Opportunities and Internal Reasons  
 
Derived from the cognitive sense-making perspective, new BMs can often be the primary reasoning 

in change of a particular industry and lead firms to take advantage of new opportunities (Martins et 

al. 2015). Comes & Berniker (2008) see internal reasoning behind BMIs whenever these situations 

occur (fig. 10): 

 
Figure 10: Internal BMIs (own ill.) 

These factors will change a firm’s cost and revenue structure and equally drive reconsideration of 

its BM in terms of balancing between transaction costs and costs of internal development, strategic 

objectives or the available pool of resources and capabilities (Pateli & Giaglis 2005; Demil & 

Lecocq 2010). Some organizational and managerial factors, such as experience with merger and 

acquisitions and heterogeneity of industry experience on the board can positively affect BMI 

propensity, resource dependence diminish tendencies (Hartmann et al. 2013). Identically, value 

capture of BMI is positively linked to firms bearing experiences in partnering, which large 

corporations can compensate with their scale and scope advantages (Bouncken & Fredrich 2016). 

Figure 9:Types of OBMs (Foss & Saebi 2015) 
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Another strength of BMIs is ascribed to processes being rarely visible in its entirety for competitors, 

impeding imitation efforts (Girotra & Netessine 2012). Kim & Mauborgne (2005) even advise 

companies to strategically oppose and challenge the industry’s strategic logic and dominant BMs by 

“making the competition irrelevant by creating ‘blue oceans’ of uncontested market space” (22). As 

competitive pressures were found to discourage BMIs (Waldner et al. 2015), this follows the idea of 

value innovation outside of existing market boundaries by creation and combination of elements to 

contrasting CVPs. Yet the formulation of an appropriately balanced innovation strategy, portfolio 

development and alignment of the overall business strategy is essential.  

The levers of Davila et al. (2006) indicate how difficult this objective is, as every change of 

technologies will immanently change the business processes, subsequently the BM. Waldner et al. 

(2015) also recognize that radical BMIs often tear down entire industry boundaries and most BMIs 

occur in the emergent life-cycle stages, rarely in maturity and decline stages. 

3.3  Process and Dynamics of Business Model Innovations 
 
BMIs basically occur in two distinct ways either requiring a careful pre-assessment and rational 

planning phase (Cavalcante et al. 2011) characterized as deliberate well-coordinated, focused 

process and commitment (Andries & Debackere 2013; Venkatramen & Henderson 2008). On the 

other hand, they emerge spontaneous and on trial-and-error basis (Sosna et al. 2010), embracing 

changes in the industry with instant modifications and alterations by incremental or radical 

experimentation (Andries & Debackere 2013). In the following, the process of BMI will be exposed 

by presenting a condensed overview of relevant tools, looking at the structure of the process and its 

actors involved. Further, BMI procedure gets demarcated from the New Product Development 

(NPD), Service Development (NSD) as well as process development.  

Table 1: BM Levers (Davila et al. 2006) 
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3.3.1  Tools of Business Model Generation 
 
Various tools can be linked to BM Generation, relating to perspectives, frameworks and ontologies 

that create graphical, textual or verbal representations (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart 2010). They 

require the attitude of a design profession (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010). According to Massa & 

Tucci (2014) these tools should fulfil three fundamental functions as reference language, scaled-

down simplified representations of BMs and graphical and/or verbal representations of the value 

composition (24-25). One of the most recognized tools in this context is Osterwalder & Pigneur's 

(2010) BMC. In the form of a template it maps and visualizes the structure of a BM, having its 

major benefit in the simulation of scenarios before committing to investments in reality 

(Chesbrough 2010). Eppler et al. (2011) list several other modes of idea generation, among others 

brainstorming, the use of objects for meeting facilitation for novel ideas in complex environments, 

or sketching, which fosters collaboration and communication. They are further complemented (see 

Table XX) by the most popular design and ideation techniques utilized. Boundary objects, such as 

drawings, can generally increase success of teamwork, knowledge development, communication 

and creativity (Eppler & Hoffmann 2012). However, Eppler et al. (2011) highlights that in 

particular guiding the collaborative process with visual artefacts (e.g. templates) enhances 

effectiveness, equalizes participation and collaboration, but eventually delimits the overall 

creativity. Consequently this area necessitates further research how to combine approaches to 

optimize both collaboration and creativity (Eppler & Hoffmann 2012). 

Table 2: BMI Design Tools (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010) 
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Another alternative is looking at BM patterns that can guide through recurring problems during BM 

design, drawing upon aspects proven to be successful for other companies and industries, and 

facilitate BMIs by addressing efficiency, creativity and overcoming cognitive barriers (Abdelkafi et 

al. 2013; Gassmann et al. 2013). A pattern often presents a solution for a certain part of a 

company’s BM. Therefore, it can be seen as combination of several patterns (Osterwalder & 

Pigneur 2010). Remane et al. (2016) thoroughly recapitulated all sources of patterns and found 182 

unique BM patterns that could be attributed to one of the five dimensions: overarching, value 

proposition, value delivery, value creation and value capture. This database of patterns helps firms’ 

to reduce the complexity in finding a relevant setting for a determined purpose or specific situation, 

e.g. integration of a business idea or technological innovation into a BM (Ibid.).  

Other creative tools suggest to include the systematic unpacking of existing BMs (Teece 2010), the 

decomposition in terms of different choices and consequences and the subsequent evaluation in 

isolation or aggregation from a distance in order to paint a larger picture (Casadesus-Masanell & 

Ricart 2010). However, Mateu & March-Chorda (2016) point out the urgency to think outside the 

box when targeting the creation of new markets. Escaping well-known territories and structures in 

search of truly radical or disruptive ideas can be fostered by new methods such as value mapping 

and design thinking (Geissdoerfer et al. 2016; Bower & Christensen 1995). 

3.3.2  Structure of the Innovation Process 
 
Günzel & Holm (2013) distinguish between two different modes of organising a BMI process: 

structured rigidity or organic flexibility. Structured rigidity involves a controlled process, where 

previous results are processed in the following phases, implementing a new BM gradually (Pateli & 

Giaglis 2005). In contrast, organic flexibility is characterized as messy process that brings forth a 

continuously developing BM based on a design attitude (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010; Sosna et al. 

2010). Depending on the severity and type of BMI, an incremental adaption will involve recursive 

respectively selective processes in so far that they “incorporate the principal of concept testing and 

rely upon exogenous (e.g., customer preferences or needs) or endogenous (e.g., new accounting 

system) feedback” (Günzel & Holm 2013:7).  

Thus, Frankenberger et al. (2013) have structured the general BMI process along four generic 

phases initiation, ideation, integration, and implementation, which to some extent are linear, at the 

same time, take iterations into account (see fig. 11). Linearity, as a sequence of elements going 

strictly one after another and finally forming a cycle whenever technologies are updated (Teece 
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2010), tend to empathize strategic 

alignment, profitability and market 

awareness (Günzel & Holm 2013).  

In the model of Frankenberger et al. 

(2013), the initiation phase is 

concerned with activities focusing 

on a firm’s surrounding ecosystem 

in order to meet two requirements: 

understanding the needs of the 

players and identify change drivers 

respectively potential triggers for 

BMIs (Voelpel et al. 2004). Serving 

as basis in the ideation phase, the 

firm transforms concrete ideas into proposals of BM change, where the dominant logic of both 

company and industry, strong product development focus and no formal or systematically support 

for the BMI ideation, constitute the toughest barriers to overcome. The integration phase then tries 

to answer the four dimensions (who, what, how, why) by integrating all pieces into a coherent BM 

architecture and ensuring stakeholder engagement and support (Ibid.). In this phase, adding a new 

BM, the incumbent should first balance separation with integration (Markides & Charitou 2004) 

and focus on the individual activities involved instead of an overall structural separation or 

integration (Markides & Oyon 2010). 

Finally, in the implementation phase the new BM needs to be fully implemented to work in reality. 

Communication and vision are crucial to overcome refusal, experimentation is mitigating risks with 

pilots and market experiments ideally managed trough iterative feedback loops and constant 

adjustments (Frankenberger et al. 2013; Bucherer et al. 2012). In the last two phases, firms should 

keep in mind to include virtuous cycles, that are self-reinforcing and continuously strengthen a BM 

by “creating a dynamic that’s similar to that of network effects” (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart 

2011:104). Casadesus-Masanell & Tarzijan (2012) proceed here and argue that companies must 

choose on complementarity or substitutability between their current and new BM, before they move 

towards deciding upon formal intellectual property rights in the short term, and develop specialized 

complementary assets and commonalities in the long term (Desyllas & Sako 2013; Girotra & 

Netessine 2014a).  

Figure 11: BMI Process (Frankenberger et al. 2013) 
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Another tool being supportive in driving and mapping processes, is the BM Roadmapping 

suggested by De Reuver et al. (2013). Roadmapping is valuable in terms of linking changes to a 

tactical and operational level. It improves communication and ownership of plans, leaving room for 

creativity and focus on long-term planning through setting priorities. However, this method requires 

time and dedication but also deep trust, cooperation and openness across the organization (Ibid.). A 

dual situation of a company may often be critical, especially when a new BM may disrupt and 

cannibalize the prevalent BM of a firm or it must innovate for commercial survival (Dmitriev et al. 

2014). Velu & Stiles (2013) propose a staged decision-making process where balanced procedural 

rationality and political expediency moderate in resolving the paradoxes of running conflicting 

BMs. First, (1) transcendence for a systemic change involving inter-organizational coordination and 

a collective decision-making process “facilitates the integration of viewpoints across different 

levels” of the organization (22). This is followed by (2) temporal separation of potential tensions 

inherent in the cannibalization process of the design phase before its (3) integration in the choice 

phase, accompanied by a lack of consensus, creating more alternatives and reducing interpersonal 

conflicts and rushed-through decisions (Velu & Stiles 2013).  

The respective strategy formulation process is characterized as emergent process based on 

experimentation and learning (Khanagha et al. 2014), dealing with unforeseeable uncertainty and 

complexity through exploratory activities inherent in (disruptive) changes (Günzel & Holm 2013). 

This often leads to a dynamic and cyclical process in value creation with mutual adjustment and 

alignment ingrained in everyday activities (Dmitriev et al. 2014). Kim & Min (2015) also note that 

firms can improve performance by agilely exploiting complementary assets and adaptively 

managing conflicting assets with sound managerial choices (e.g. by setting up an autonomous BU).  

3.3.3  Demarcation from other Development Processes 
 
Most product or process innovations trigger at least BM adaptions, however, the occurrence of 

BMIs can evolve liberated from product and process innovations (Bucherer et al. 2012). Boutellier 

et al. (2010) argue that BMIs remain the only option when products or process innovations become 

stable in order to sustain competitive advantage. Yet BMIs can be triggered in various ways and 

come from a wider range and combination of internal and external sources (Comes & Berniker 

2008). Bucherer et al. (2012) recognized “a similarity between product and business model 

innovations in regard to the high-level process steps” (190), entailing comparable innovation 

phases found in common models, such as the early Stage Gate model by Cooper (2011), the 
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Iterative Innovation Process Patterns of Van de Ven et al. (1999) or more dynamic, emergent 

models proposed by Cunha & Gomes (2003)8. Yet, there are “significant deviations for the concrete 

activities performed in these phases” and much broader impact on organization implementation 

(Bucherer et al. 2012). Firms face divergent situations when they (1) replace BMs, they tend to 

mitigate risks by test-driving new BMs only in one BU or target market (Ibid.), (2) run BMs parallel 

in different units or markets that require tailored BMs depending on desired synergies or conflicting 

resource allocation (Tongur & Engwall 2014). They might also (3) face ambidextrous situations, 

they must defy advancing both technological innovations and BMIs concurrently (Markides 2013). 

The selection of the appropriate innovation structure heavily relies on the degree of innovativeness, 

where classification of innovations can be transferred from ‘technology’ and ‘market’ for product 

innovations, to as ‘industry’ and ‘market’ for BMIs (Bucherer et al. 2012). Tongur & Engwall 

(2014) remark that especially discontinuous innovations do not weigh in between technological or 

service innovation or BMI, instead they involve both processes to “match the unknown competitive 

context” after an implemented change (1). Contributing to this context, Bucherer et al. (2012) 

determine the tendency of lacking formal processes or the clear assignment of responsibilities in 

BMIs, as they are perceived as rare events happening. 

3.3.4  The Role of Actors  
 
Looking at relevance and composition of involved actors in a BMI process, Bucherer et al. (2012) 

found that these approaches are usually driven top-down and highly dependent on CEO and top 

management involvement. Although Hienerth et al. (2011) have examined a few bottom-up 

transformation initiatives under the corporate radar, in general, the cognitive ability and individual 

agency will drive BM dynamics in terms of the recognition of a need and by its intention to 

promote and implement change (Cavalcante et al. 2011). Both social actors in combination with 

artefacts contribute to a socio-material view of the BM crafting process and drive collective sense 

making (Demil & Lecocq 2013).  

Thus, Govindarajan & Trimble (2011) attribute a significant role to the CEO of the innovating 

company. In order to react and decide appropriately upon issues occurring at the three levels 

strategy making, accountability and organizational design, CEOs have have to diagnose their 

businesses according to three boxes: (1) manage the present in regard of preservation, (2) 

selectively forget the past meaning destruction and (3) create the future with creation. While many 
                                                
8 Overview of models attached to appx. G 
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executives miss the right timing of destruction, Box 3 initiatives require strong commitment to 

launch and subsequently shift resources from present to novel BMs given their enormous short-term 

pressures (Ibid.). 

In some cases, Bucherer et al. (2012) observed that organizational units have shared responsibility 

for BMIs, yet these departments were supportive “with a direct or dotted reporting line to the top 

management” (195). Innovation literature argues for a participatory approach (Castiuax & Paque 

2009), where collaboration among multidisciplinary teams enhances diversity in discussion, and 

equally secures that the complexity of a subject is sufficiently covered (Fay et al. 2006).   

Frankenberger et al. (2014) acknowledge the difficulty related to BMIs and open innovation. All 

actors need be aligned, as multiple actors often co-create value for the same customer. Therefore, 

Girotra & Netessine (2014a) argue for appointing the best-informed decision-makers, which are not 

necessarily located inside of the focal company, entailing empowerment of employees, suppliers, or 

customers and joint usage of data evaluations. In the subsequent step, firms then should pass 

decision rights to the party that can best manage the consequences and has the most gain from BMI 

realisation (Ibid.) The larger a company is, the more difficult organizational anchoring becomes, 

requiring some degree of systematic organizational structures and ownership allocations similar to 

sound NPD/NSD processes (Bucherer et al. 2012).  

3.3.5  The Factor of Imitation & Replication 
 
Doganova & Eyquem-Renault (2009) explain the term model as either being a “schematic 

description of a system, theory or phenomenon”; a “small object” representing “in detail another, 

often larger object” or simply “serving as an example to be imitated or compared” (1568). In this 

context the latter case has become particularly relevant for BMI, because templates or working 

examples are identifiable and comparable by and among all industry participants (Baden-Fuller & 

Morgan 2010). In a large scale study, Weill et al. (2005) analysed the revenue streams US 

companies, exposing that BMs could more adequately explain company performance than industry 

classifications, and selling the right to use assets were found to be more profitable/highly valued by 

the market than selling ownership of assets.  

Contingent on the visibility of the value architecture and its description, Doganova & Eyquem-

Renault (2009) see many BMs as codified information available in press articles or books, while 

Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) and Gassmann et al. (2013) see recurrent patterns on which all BMs 

and BMIs are fundamentally built on to a certain degree.  
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In this context, Lindgardt et al. (2009) remark that often not the originators of BMI ideas prevail, 

rather a successful roll-out process and timely scale up may determine who would most benefit 

from BM transformation, even if the BMI is adapted from another company. A BMI with tightly 

coupled elements will more likely be a source of sustained competitive advantage than more loosely 

coupled BMI, because of higher level of causal ambiguity (Foss & Saebi 2016). Rivkin (2000) adds 

to this as tightly coupled BMI cannot be imitated, and loosely coupled BMIs are “responsive to 

change, but vulnerable to imitation” (843).  

Zook & Allen (2011) have identified 250 firm specific assets and capabilities that can be combined 

to 5,000 distinct and nuanced ways of differentiation in a company. Non-negotiable principles and 

robust learning systems drive competitive strength by unique and heterogeneous combinations here.  

Yet, Enkel & Mezger (2013) have proven the transferability and impact on performance, when BMs 

were partly or in complete copied from other industries, BM additions improve the incumbent firms 

when complementary assets were aligned with the new BM, while conflicting assets evacuated to 

an autonomous BU for the new BM (Kim & Min 2015).  

An imitation process according to Enkel & Mezger (2013) is hence prompted by abstraction, 

identification of analogies and finally adaptation to the prevalent BMs, urging for “deconstructing 

and mapping business model components based on their contribution to abstract, generic elements 

of the value proposition” (1).  

3.4  Common Misconceptions 
 
While its performance enhancing effect seems out of question, BMI has proven to be a tough 

challenge for companies (Zott & Amit 2010). The most important misconceptions are summarized 

in the figure above. 
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3.5  Mediating and Success Factors  
 
This final chapter addresses the exposure of relevant mediating and success factors, questioning the 

definition of success and its drivers in BMIs. Taran et al. (2015) measure success up to the 

definition of “doing business,” a successful BMI therefore primarily “enables the company to 

Figure 12: Overview of Misconceptions (own ill.) 
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generate revenue and help the company to achieve a sustainable competitive position by creating 

and delivering value to its customers” (311). Pinelli et al. (2013) see this competitive positioning 

given in innovating products and services, processes and BMs which all together help to achieve 

growth, customer engagement, business sustainability, productivity and business agility. Foss & 

Saebi (2016) consider perceived innovativeness, financial performance or cost reduction as logical 

BMI outcomes. In the following, key factors will be compiled, indirectly and directly, affecting 

BMI success. The categorization is applied to macro-, firm- and micro-level moderating variables. 

3.5.1  Macro-level Moderators 
 
Foss & Saebi (2016) stress the relevance of informal and formal social institutions, whenever BMI 

involves strategic considerations such as acquisitions or outsourcing labour forces. Factors are 

essentially driven by competition law, labour market legislation, generalized trust and others. 

Indeed, the viability of highly disruptive BMs can be hinged upon every individual country’s 

competition laws or other protective statutes. McGrath (2011) argues that only a few traditional 

industries (e.g. oil and gas) are relatively stable, but any industry lacking high barriers of entry of 

face shifts in technology or regulation will eventually face BMIs. 

The frequency and intensity of changes in a firm’s external environment is referred to as 

environmental dynamism (Heij et al. 2014), which requires a firm to fundamentally adapt to 

changes through BMIs. Refinement of a BM (replication) in dynamic environments, which has 

worked under other environmental conditions, may end up in a misfit between the new BM and new 

environmental circumstances eventually weaken the performance of the BM (Heij et al. 2014; 

McGrath 2010). The creation and application of a new BM (renewal) rather draws on the 

opportunities derived from environmental dynamism (Schneider & Spieth 2013) to adapt to the new 

environment or pursue firm survival (Hamel & Välikangas 2003). Thus, Heij et al. (2014) conclude 

that environmental dynamism may harm BM replication, but has a nonlinear moderating effect on 

the performance of BM renewal.  

3.5.2  Firm-level Moderators 
 
A great number of firm-level moderators relates to organizational values, culture and design, where 

changes often considerably clash with shared mental models or assumptions (Foss & Saebi 2016).  
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Coherence between leadership, culture and employee commitment 

Achtenhagen et al. (2013) formulate conditions for creation of critical capabilities and name 

consistency between active and clear leadership, as well as strong organizational culture and 

dedicated employee commitment. To achieve this, Hensle & Schön (2010) enumerate factors 

relevant for promoting an innovative culture, which involves cross-functional communication, 

creativity and error tolerance to mitigate fear of taking risks. The more complex the BMI in itself is, 

the more it requires a dynamic pattern of decision-making and leadership that balances between 

contrasting agendas (Smith et al. 2010). By effectively promoting ideation from bottom-up, 

hierarchical direction is discouraged (Hensle & Schön 2010), while through team- and leader-

centric structures decision-makers can build commitment “to both overarching visions and agenda 

specific goals, learn actively at multiple levels, and engage conflict” (Smith et al. 2010:448). Foss 

& Stieglitz (2014) define that both leadership and organizational design challenges must vary 

according to the nature of BMIs. Yet a flexible design anchored in job rotation and open networks 

combined with use of “incubators” can enhance innovative potential (Hensle & Schön 2010). 

Experimentation and exploitation of new business opportunities 

McGrath (2011) lists two functions a BM has to fulfil to be powerful: either creation of customer 

stickiness/loyalty or a strong barrier to entry. BM transformations, therefore, require various 

organizational capabilities to support BMI feasibility (Foss & Saebi 2016). Doz & Kosonen (2010) 

see the acceleration of BM renewal ensured by strategic agility, while Demil & Lecocq (2010) 

stress the importance of dynamic consistency preserving firm performance when changing the BM. 

Achtenhagen et al. (2013) view experimentation as integral part of the value-creation processes, 

having a clear path and idea how to monetize on the business opportunities (McGrath 2011). 

Moingeon & Lehmann-Ortega (2010) also mention the advantage of a firm being ambidextrous 

whenever it has to manage these experiments and handle two conflicting systems at the same time. 

Exploratory innovation will enable firms to escape from local search and exploitation traps, while 

exploitative business ensures company survival on the short-term (Wei et al. 2014). As the outcome 

of experiments generally bares uncertainty, McGrath (2011) recommends to create a portfolio of 

opportunities, where some succeed but many will not, ideally creating virtuous cycles that reinforce 

the strength and complementarities of BMs (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart 2011). In terms of risk 

mitigation, Kim & Mauborgne (2005) argue for blue ocean strategies innovating the value that is 

delivered, targeting a strategic move towards major market-creating business offering. 
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Balanced or transformative use of resources 

Achtenhagen et al. (2013) recognize that companies develop and utilize their resource bases within 

a controlled expansion involving dynamic BM adaption or development. That means, “financial 

investments for pursuing new business opportunities are linked to activities that develop also one or 

more of the other relevant resource bases” (436). This becomes apparent, when firms progressively 

exploit BMs using their strategic intellectual property in form of technology licensing (Pinelli et al. 

2013). Kavadias et al. (2016) formulates conditions on how a BM can link market needs with 

emerging technologies and likely transform the industry the stronger these linkages are. The 

presented factors are more personalized products/services, a closed-loop process, asset sharing, 

usage-based pricing, a collaborative ecosystem and agile respectively adaptive organization (Ibid.).  

Customer centricity and involvement 

The roots of customer value creation can be traced back to the RBV and aims to find the linkage 

between specific resources and specific product/services that optimizes the value both for customer 

and firm (Pynnönen et al. 2012). Customer involvement in the continuous innovation of the firm’s 

BM complement the traditional viewpoints that put technology in the centre of drivers (Thomke & 

von Hippel 2002). Pynnönen et al. (2012) describe how value-stream mapping techniques help 

adding and interconnecting customer preferences to the BM that require an iterative and continuous 

process monitoring changing customer choices. Foss et al. (2012), however, stress conflicts 

between customer involvement and strong internal development inertia. 

3.5.3  Micro-level Moderators 
 
On the micro-level, Foss & Saebi (2016) see moderators in the means of human capital, skills or 

psychology that essentially dominate the level of resistance against or enthusiasm for BMIs. Loss 

aversion is weighted higher as potential gains from BM changes. This implies that individuals who 

will lose position, decision-making power or privileges will strongly oppose BMIs (Ibid.). 

Consequently, Saebi et al. (2016) argue that managerial cognition related to environmental change 

can be divided into negative threat-oriented or positive opportunity-oriented evaluation. Firms more 

likely change their BM under conditions of perceived threats than opportunities. 

The relevance of cognition 

According to Doz & Kosonen (2010), BMs set the cognitive structures in terms of a firm’s 

boundaries (e.g. internal structure) and value creation mechanism, yet managers are the first to 
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sense, interpret and eventually drive changes (Foss & Saebi 2016). McGrath (2011) urges for 

processes that challenge existing assumptions and delivers data or present experiences to scrutinize 

pre-existing beliefs and incentivize re-invention. Aspara et al. (2013) highlight the role of 

executives’ cognitive abilities in corporate BM transformation, as the conjectures of the 

management ultimately specify CVP formulation and how value is delivered and captured.  

The significance of learning effects, experience and path dependency  

In terms of experience, Mateu & March-Chorda (2016) find that due to inertia related issues, open-

minded or less experienced people can be a much better fit in the search process of disruptive BMs. 

Thus, general strategy discussions should be held with unbiased individuals younger than the age of 

30 (Govindarajan & Trimble 2011). However, in the form of experimentation ‘commitment’ and 

‘incremental experimentation’, proposed by Andries & Debackere (2013), experience and learning 

are particularly valued in terms of path-dependant behaviour and adaptive learning within a given 

cognitive frame. Solely ‘radical experimentation’ often implies distant search coupled to generative 

learning that becomes crucial when complexity of the underlying environment increases (Ibid.). 

Knowledge management via artefacts and boundary objects 

Malhotra (2000) proposes a knowledge management system that can react upon (radical) changes in 

the environment by a tightly organized information processing system. This ensures optimization- 

and efficiency-driven decisions, while another part constitutes a loosely held sense-making system 

for divergent, flexible and adaptive knowledge creation and renewal processes. This is particularly 

relevant for BMIs as boundary objects need to act as knowledge bridging devices among different 

domains and business areas (Eppler & Hoffmann 2012). Jiebing et al. (2013) stress the importance 

of customers actively delivering inputs to BMIs, which requires a decent IT-based knowledge 

management system. Demil & Lecocq (2013) see artefacts central to a network of actors, where the 

company’s R&D and innovative personnel interacts effectively with external knowledge sources, 

being able to refer to its absorptive capacity and transform knowledge to their existing knowledge 

base and or into creations of innovations (Saebi & Foss 2015). 
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4.  Methodology   
 
The following chapter explains the research paradigm and the chosen methodology that serves to 

answer the research questions. As Zott & Amit (2013) stress the significant overlap of the BM 

concept with numerous other concepts, this makes an independent view of various theoretical 

concepts inevitable. The scholars recommend conducting multilevel research integrating various 

theoretical perspectives, in the interest of creating a sophisticated picture of the phenomenon and 

identifying complicated interactions among different factors (Creswell 2013). In this process, 

reflexivity or self-awareness is essential as it enables both process and outcomes being “open to 

change and adaptive to these multiple layers of reflection” (Symon & Cassell 2012).  

4.1  Research Paradigm 
 
Initially, to clarify the nature of my research and my views about the world I tie up with the idea of 

Burrell & Morgan (1979) that “all theories of organisation are based upon a philosophy of science 

and a theory of society” (1). This research evolves around four levels of philosophical assumptions; 

ontology, epistemology, axiology and methodology.  

Considerations on the ontological level concern the nature of reality or being (Saunders et al. 2009), 

which are primarily driven by a subjectivist view involving an interpretative perspective that 

assumes the co-existence of many realities “as a process of continuing social enactment” (111). 

This is apparent in the BM streams lacking a thorough interconnection among each other, as they 

can be sorted by their theoretical stance on BMI emergence. In Figure 13 adapted from Massa & 

Tucci (2014) the streams are categorized according to their degree of abstraction, the ontological 

approach and then assigned according to the overarching key categories of Martins et al. (2015): 

rational positioning (yellow), evolutionary (green) and cognitive view (blue). 

Individually, most streams are linked to a realist understanding, still a rather relativistic 

epistemological stance was chosen. This is due to a bulk of non-consolidated theoretical knowledge 

and individuals interviewed, who contributed their subjective experiences and highly context bound 

tacit knowledge and interpretations (Creswell 2013; Symon & Cassell 2012). Hence, the drivers and 

success factors of BMIs are not objectively given, but essentially constructed through social 

interaction, cognitive beliefs and emotions.  
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On the methodological level, the analysis is further designed to comply with the concept of 

methodological congruence ensuring the interconnection and relation of purpose, questions and 

methods as cohesive whole instead of fragmented, isolated efforts (Morse & Richards 2002). In 

order to guarantee an appropriate level of credibility, the four key aspects of qualitative research, 

proposed by Caelli et al. (2003) have been taken into account, wherefore initially the underlying 

paradigm is introduced before methods applied and the analytical process become central to 

presented discourse. As Gassmann et al. (2016) remark the debate around BM has not reached 

“sufficient theoretical depth” (42), wherefore I drive a qualitative research design using in-depth 

investigation to obtain a contextual understanding of data that resembles a setting being as close as 

possible to a natural one (Saunders et al. 2009; Symon & Cassell 2012).  

In contrast to a quantitative approach, a qualitative method is not bound by cause-effect 

relationships. It rather enriches the research and particularly imparts exploratory findings by 

involving multi-level perspectives and learning from research participants (Creswell 2013). In 

general, the analysis is following a constant interplay between inductive and deductive reasoning, 

Figure 13: BM levels of abstraction (Massa & Tucci 2014) 
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which also reflects the aim to achieve confirmatory and exploratory results. This way, it is possible 

to rely on existent and proposed theoretical knowledge, but extend knowledge gaps by exploratory 

findings using an emergent qualitative approach (Creswell 2013). 

From the axiological point of view, the interpretive research cannot ensure to be completely free of 

personal values and is always biased towards the subjective values of the researcher (Saunders et al. 

2009). Hence, I might be influenced by my history, traditions, conceptions of self, ethics and 

politics forming idiosyncrasies (Denzin & Lincoln 2011). It is crucial that I am not engaged in 

activities that are closely related to the research subject, so that the advantage lies in the open 

confrontation with the topic and the interviewees’ own interpretations (Remenyi et al. 1998). 

Moreover, I have chosen to involve interviewees from different industries to include heterogeneous 

backgrounds and to avoid creation of self-affirming patterns (Symon & Cassell 2012).  

4.2  Data Collection  
 
For this analysis foremost primary data was used, which can be traced to two different sources. 

Given the relative novelty of the field of BMIs the first source of data collection is linked to a case 

study method. A case study should be “the method of choice when the phenomenon under study is 

not readily distinguished from its context” (Yin 2003:3). The use of multiple case studies was 

applied, using a “holistic approach”, as the case study was examined on the corporate level of the 

organisation to order to create robust analytical outcomes. I combine multiple sources of data 

collection in order to increase the pool of sources of evidence; both internal and external sources are 

used to increase the validity and reliability of the underlying research (Yin 2003). 

On an internal level, corporate managers were interviewed in order to develop a feeling how these 

companies would deal with the challenges of BMI and to get a direct and inside perspective from 

the affected companies. The rationale of this lies in a potential recognition of patterns and conflicts 

firm wise that may also be observed in another setting. This could entail generalizability of the 

findings across other companies’ approaches (Saunders et al. 2009). As the purpose goes beyond 

the case of a company dealing with one particular BMI process, it rather focuses on the systematic 

replicable capability of succeeding in BMIs. In other words, the “case is examined mainly to 

provide insight into an issue” (Stake 2005:445) while any of the cases itself “is of secondary 

interest” (Denzin & Lincoln 2000).  

On an external level, the perspective of individuals involved in BMIs as external consultants and 

researchers in this area is incorporated. These experts deduced different opinions, views, 



 41 

perspectives of challenges and patterns from their own experiences working with companies and 

have developed a unique set of skills how to tackle BMI issues in divergent industries. Interviews 

with these experts served as main source of data. 

As the overarching research question of this study deals with how firms would understand the 

concept of success in relation to the BMIs, I chose a qualitative research design. Reviewing the 

term success, however, may involve a very abstract comprehension or lead to interpretations 

influenced by the interviewees’ personal or department’s agenda. In a first step, I have therefore 

specified the research by investigating the main drivers for BMIs and how they would affect the 

understanding of its relevance. In the second step, I have immersed into the process of BMI 

development and tried to sense how much of the process can be fluid and experimental respectively 

how much can or should be planned and decided upon by the top management a priori. Finally, in 

the third step, I sought to understand to which degree a successful and known BM is copied from 

market players in reality and how and especially when this could be the preferred option for 

companies. By doing so I am breaking down an abstract and broad topic and filter out relevant 

success patterns or factors on the macro -, firm-  and micro level.  

Using a combination of different perspectives arising from internal and external interviews ensured 

the assessment of aspects to be flexible in different ways. In overlapping the data collection by 

entering the field, calling in individuals that would have contrasting “stakes” and understandings I 

sought to apply a “flexible and opportunistic data collection” allowing me to “take advantage of 

emergent themes and unique case features” (Eisenhardt 1989:533). Applying an emergent research 

design throughout the thesis helped me to stay reactive and flexible upon changes that would 

become obvious by interaction with research participants.  

4.2.1  Literature Review 
 
Literature about BMs generally involves several layers of analysis, making its concept often very 

vague and ambiguous (Zott & Amit 2013). A distinctive analysis on the different demarked levels 

helps facilitating and reaching “meaningful coherence”, which according to Tracy is the deliberate 

interconnection of reviewed literature with research focus, methods and findings (2010:848).  

4.2.2  Semi-structured Interview Approach 
 
Data was primarily collected by interviews, as the explanatory character of the research implies 

using in-depth or semi-structured interviews to identify and acknowledge the relationship between 
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variables, while the exploratory also to seek new insights (Saunders et al. 2009). Thus, semi-

structured interviews serve the “purpose of obtaining descriptions of the life world of the 

interviewee in order to interpret the meaning of the described phenomena” (Kvale & Brinkmann 

2009:3). By interviewing respondents from companies directly involved in BMIs and combine them 

with interview of participants having a more disparate vantage on BMI processes, I was able to 

gauge different interpretations of where emphasis on success in BMIs was placed. Yet, I was able to 

integrate the interviewees’ divergent BMI experiences involving different company motives, 

industries and individually differing positions within their “BM life-cycles” or strategic focuses. 

In terms of setting up the procedure, Kvale and Brinkmann’s framework of “seven stages of an 

interview inquiry” was used to ensure a consistent structure of the qualitative research and in 

particular to guide the conception of the interview design (102). Semi-structured interviews seem to 

fit best in terms of consistency with the methodology, conceding the benefit of acquiring a profound 

understanding of the phenomena. By means of an interview guide, I have maintained an “outline of 

questions to be covered with suggested questions” following the idea that “a good interview 

question should contribute thematically to 

knowledge production and dynamically to 

promoting a good interview interaction” 

(Kvale & Brinkmann 2009:131). The 

structure of the guide was inspired by the 

overarching research questions and three 

sub questions. With exception of the 

introductory part, each section in the guide 

was covering a single sub question, which 

eventually would lead its path to the 

discussion of the actual success factors for 

BMIs on micro-, firm- and the macro level 

to obtain a “self-reliant story” (Ibid.:164). 

In total, eight semi-structured interviews were conducted, four of them with respondents from 

companies engaged in the process of BMIs and four with external informants. Underlying interview 

guides can be found attached to the appendix (appx. I). In terms of content guides were modified 

marginally according to interviewee, in particular to internal or external motivation/BMI contact. 

Yet, the length was set to take approximately 60 to 75 minutes with each interviewee.  

Figure 14: 7 Stages of inquiry (own ill.) 
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4.2.3 Selection of Respondents  
 
As depicted in Table 3, involved companies were large corporations operating on a global scope. 

Any delimitation on a particular industry was consciously avoided in order to enlarge the spectrum 

of opinions on relevance and applicability of generalized cross-industry success factors. In terms of 

external respondents, specialized departments of the expert institutions as well as consulting 

companies were contacted for data collection (Table 4). Interview respondents were selected with 

the limitation of being able to conduct only a small number of in-depth interviews, but with the 

desire to ensure strong focus on relevance and quality of interview partners in a self-selective 

procedure (Saunders et al. 2009). Companies that served as relevant cases were filtered in scope by 

research in current trade magazines, corporate websites or direct contact with employees and HR. 

The aim of this research was to approach companies that are deeply affected by BMIs, wherefore 16 

companies/organizations were contacted. In the following step, concrete departments of the 

contacted entities, which currently incorporate or work on BMIs on the corporate level, were 

located. In an on-going deliberation with Innovation departments, an appropriate interview partner 

was chosen. For the selection, I tried to choose the individual, who has the most holistic view about 

the company’s perceptions on BMIs. This way, I attracted specific respondents who can be 

categorized as “ideal-typical” or representative of their group (Lofland & Lofland 2006:93). In 

particular, senior employees were sought after as with higher experience, they more likely articulate 

a comprehensive understanding of the organizational perspective on BMI rather than their personal 

view. In the following, I will give a short explanation of both internal and external interview 

partners, however, both cases as well as expert opinions were anonymized due to data sensitivity.  

Global Software Company 

The first company that serves as a case for this study is a world leader in enterprise applications in 

terms of software and software-related services. The consulted company is, based on its market 

capitalization, among the largest independent software manufacturers employing more than 80.000 

employees and serving 87 % of all companies from the FORBES Global 2000 list. It is highly 

focused on its core business, which is the selling of software with value-added partnering with 

among others hardware vendors, software suppliers and consulting firms. With more than 100 

innovation centres around the globe it places high emphasis enhancing its position as global high-

technology leader.  
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A globally operating German DAX company 

With globally more than 200,000 employees and its headquarter located in Germany, the second 

case company is among the largest German producers of energy-efficient, resource-saving 

technologies and leading company in various diversified industries. All business areas are further 

heavily engaged in a constant process of business transformation and change management. 

 
Table 3: Internal interview partners 

 
Consultancy of the big four auditors 

The interviewed consultancy and first expert source provides various advisory services as global 

professional service company and member of the Big Four auditors. From its more than 180 000 

global employees, a large number is located and operating in Germany, represented in 20 locations 

around Germany. It is heavily engaged in conducting large-scale business re-engineering for its 

clients, but simultaneously advances its current BM to become future-proof. 

Research Institute 

The Research Institute as second external source that was contacted belongs to Europe’s largest 

application-oriented research organization relating to research areas such as health, security, 

communication, energy and the environment. Its research activities are conducted by 69 institutes 

and 24,500 employees and researchers located throughout Germany. Research revenue is derived 

from contracts with industry or publicly financed research projects, where continuous international 

collaborations with researchers and innovative companies ensure impact on future scientific 

progress and economic development.  
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Intrapreneuring Consultant 

Another expert is a self-employed consultant with focus on intrapreneurship, i.e. innovation projects 

in large corporations. With three years of experience he was able to work with leading firms from 

the insurance industry. His specialization relates to process intelligence by utilization of theoretical 

approaches and mentoring and coaching methods from among others design thinking, lean start-up, 

customer-centric BMCs. 

 
Table 4: External interview partners 

 

4.3  Data Analysis  
 
The analysis of qualitative non-standardised data involves the classification of data into categories, 

and therefore requires the use of conceptualisation (Saldana 2012). This means that through the 

process of coding the collected data was summarized, categorized and structured for further 

interpretation of factors and identification of their relationships (Saunders et al. 2009). 

4.3.1  Coding  
 
To obtain a simplified data analysis process the data derived from the interviews was recorded and 

then transcribed verbatim. For organizing data and coding the online software Dedoose was used 

that supported the manually conducted coding process9. 

Coding can be understood as “transitional process between data collection and more extensive data 

analysis” (Saldana 2009:4). The coding process followed the proposed methodology of Gioia et al. 

(2013), developing informant-centric codes in the first round, which guided into theory-centric and 

                                                
9 Interview transcriptions can be found in appx. J, for overview of coding rounds, see appx. H 
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overarching-theoretical themes in the next steps. Thus, the first round of coding was primarily 

carried out utilizing the structural coding method to organize data around the specific research 

questions. I have included nine themes to the first round of coding to reflect themes derived with 

the goal answer the research questions on both general but also company specific level. The first 

round was based on deductive orientation on literature. This was further demarked inductively in 

Round 2 by a focused method to what was derived from the interviews. In the third round this 

guided the allocation of success factors to the BMI process steps in which they may occur or be 

most relevant for.  

After analysing the outcome of all three rounds, a final coding was processed deductively in order 

to link potential theoretical influences of the interviewees’ ideas and perspectives to the basic 

theories performing a more accurate allocation. This revealed the source of influence of “BMI 

views” the respondents were most likely biased with, i.e. which theory shaped their interpretations 

of BMI success factors. Determination of codes was largely subject to an on-going process of 

adjustment based on output and patterns found in the analysis process and helped locating pertinent 

information within my dataset. The coding process was applied to both expert and case interviews 

in the same way to be able to compare the outcome of the process. 

4.3.2  Quality Criteria and Evaluation 
 
The evaluation of the level of quality is essential to ensure meeting a necessary level of scientific 

standards and follows Tracy's framework of eight criteria of quality in qualitative research (2010). 

An important measure that is connected to reducing bias and limits of single methods within 

qualitative research is often referred to as triangulation, “considered a process of using multiple 

perceptions to clarify meaning verifying the repeatability of an observation or interpretation” 

(Denzin & Lincoln 2000:443). Using two different types of sources increases - whenever 

perspectives converge on the BMI issue or conclusions come to the same understanding - the 

credibility of the research findings (Tracy 2010). Even though improved accuracy is questioned by 

many researchers multiple types of data and viewpoints widen the scope and encourage a constant 

re-interpretation.  This eventually leads to “crystallization”, which inherently marks “what we see 

depends upon our angle of repose”  (Ibid:844).  

In terms of sincerity, mitigation of unconsciously integrating personal bias into the analysis is 

moderated by self-reflexivity and confirmability of research findings. The aim was to set up a 

methodological construct so that readers would be able to draw the similar conclusions from the 
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collected data. Thus, confirmability contributes to the objectivity, which reveals “the degree to 

which its findings are the product of the focus of its inquiry and not of the biases of the researcher” 

(Lincoln & Guba 1985:290). To mitigate doubts about objectivity, transparency was aspired by the 

maximum possible disclosure of involved data sources, interview guides and resources of analysis 

in the analysis and appendix so that it “can be tracked to their sources, and that the logic used to 

assemble the interpretations into structurally coherent and corroborating wholes is both explicit 

and implicit” (Lincoln & Guba 1989:243).  

Credibility as further measure of quality is reflected in the coherence between my own and the 

respondents’ understanding of the phenomena to deliver trustworthiness and plausibility. In order to 

shape both transferability and generalizability, the desire of linking as much as possible of the 

research to existing theory enabled the demonstration that “findings will have a broader theoretical 

significance than the case or cases that form the basis” of this work (Saunders et al. 2009: 335).  

Resonance is reached by generalizing within the cases not across, placing the meaning within a 

larger frame of the instrumental case studies. To achieve this contingencies are filtered out, where 

the expert interviews help to put contextually dependent interpretations of data and transfer it in 

conjunction with my analysis into a framework. Transferability might be consequently performed as 

a process by the reader and “is achieved when readers feel as though the story of the research 

overlaps with their own situation and they intuitively transfer the research to their own action” 

(Tracy 2010:845) 
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5.  Findings and Analysis 
 
In the following the findings of the data collection will be presented, first in terms of the internal 

company perspectives of two instrumental case studies, which in the next step will be compared to 

the outcome of in-depth discussion with experts. 

5.1  Internal perspective 
 
As case served two large corporations, affected and equally affecting other companies with regard 

to BMI activities.  

5.1.1 Global Software Company 
 
As one of the largest global software developers the first case company has seen dramatic changes 

in the landscape of its business as it develops software for various different B2B applications. It 

serves companies that themselves are involved in on-going changes to their business environment. 

Through its deeply entrenched customer orientation delivering software “that is more or less the 

backbone of every company” (Int. A), it is able to sense changing consumer behaviour constantly. 

For instance, CRM software generally requires firms’ “to be able to deal with an omnichannel 

environment” (Int. A) and sell products in the future. Yet another elementary and disruptive shift is 

placed in the course of increasing digitalisation of companies, which led to the strategic decision to 

move its software solutions and applications to cloud-based solutions.  

Enabler of this business transformation was described to have two reasons; first, the company 

realized external pressures by a competitor developing and selling decent cloud-based solutions to 

the market and forced the Board to react upon this. Second, a trigger arose internally when the 

composition of the Board changed a few years ago and younger members moved up, formulating 

the question “if you want to be relevant for your customers in 5 years, or 10 years from now, which 

areas of software would you need to be investing in.” (Int. A). The firm subsequently moved 

massively towards cloud solutions by acquisitions of cloud-based providers on the market. The aim 

was to avoid major variations in revenue and profitability inherent in changing from solutions 

involving a BM built around huge upfront payments, moving to rental or licencing models. Yet also 

to extend a cloud-orientated customer base that will be interested in a diverse product portfolio. 

This required a different delivery model, as new IT centres had to host large amounts of customer 

data, making the know-how of many employees redundant and requiring re-education or transfer of 

employees, even massive reduction of the number of consultants. 
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A huge challenge in terms of BMIs usually comes from the side of its customers, which are heavily 

affected by external technologies trends such as big data, cloud, mobility and shift to e-devices. 

Although regulations may change some from time to time, the company sees it as “steady form of 

input” while cloud software has even simplified to react upon regulatory changes and “offer updates 

on a quarterly basis” (Int. A).  

The organization is managed through a product- and industry-orientated organizational structure 

and its respective BU’s. In terms of creation processes, the sensing for changes is hugely reluctant 

upon every single employee involved in software design, programming and implementation. This is 

explained as “core part of their job and that job is of course to analyse the process”. If BUs 

afterwards formulate customer-driven requirements, these are discussed further with the corporate 

strategy whenever modifications may either benefit other solutions in the portfolio or may become 

standard by default in the future. For instance, a car manufacturer’s shift towards the connected car, 

initiated recently, has pushed the company as supplier of service systems to rapidly develop master 

data systems that were able to handle the connectivity between the cars and its backbone systems. 

As it aims to “permanently think about the business process innovations at our customers”, this 

development was first transferred to other car manufactures by rapid prototyping. In the course of 

time it may also shift to other industries, before it would deeply change the business with customers 

and evolve to a new aspect in the BM (Int. A).  

In this context, it is trying to foster innovation in its development projects to dismantle bureaucracy 

and static structures of managing 80000 employees by using small teams up to 10 members and 

promoting agile methods (e.g. SCRUM methodology) as much as possible. Another advantage is 

derived by relying heavily on design thinking, as “nearly everybody […] was trained in this 

methodology” to improve the ideation processes with the customers and jointly create ideas that 

would foremost affect the BM of customers (Int. A). By supporting companies that changed from 

selling products and service to offering outcome-based solutions, this move pressurizes the provider 

of the solution and ultimately also the provider of its supporting system: “if you offer your products 

as a service as they do, then you have much higher requirements for your own service 

organisation” (Int. A).  

Replication is an important but ambiguous issue, which is obviously identifiable in the cloud 

transformation. Having started development of cloud in the early 2000s, it still ended in acquisition 

within that area, which demonstrates the firm’s view on replication: “it's more beneficial when you 
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are innovator, it is not so […] when you just copy, but of course you […] need to copy too to have a 

complete offering” (Int. A). This is underlined by the example of development of software that was 

perfectly harmonized on the trend of business process re-engineering and helped the company to 

grew from 4000 to 40000 employees in only 10 years. Much of the success is placed on the 

consistency and awareness of its own resources and core competences within the B2B area 

combined with a focused strategy. The company has rendered “mega trends where the firm never 

took part in” such as powered by Amazon, Facebook or Alphabet, which were focused more on the 

consumer areas of software. This caution to step entirely outside of its key businesses may have 

been a result of “a period in time a couple of years ago […] we talked about a melon traffic light” 

(Int. A). This was a culture where development of products and solutions had to be waved through 

under pressure regardless of its success probability and implications on the company, a pattern of 

social behaviour and leadership that also became apparent in the recent Diesel exhaust waste 

scandal of German car manufacturers.  

In general, the firm is concerned with enabling of the right culture within a diversified innovation 

ecosystem, having “so called App houses in Heidelberg and Palo Alto”, engaging a lot with start-up 

companies both in Berlin and its Headquarter to provide offices space and financial support in the 

course of an incubator role (Int. A). However, by starting a collaboration within a supply chain 

software application, it recognized the risk when “you take the wrong people, or […] people that 

are too much used to work in an environment of a large company” they would ultimately fail in 

finding the right way to scale up an idea to a working BM in a novel way (Int. A).  

Its database system for instance has become one of the main pillars and was developed jointly with 

an academic partner. Its performance is described to be so powerful that so far no other competitor 

was able to reach that, as they developed “better, faster and with better technology […] with some 

very different ideas” and stimulated collaboration and diversity within the development. A key 

competence of the firm is subsequently their learning from the customer in terms of the process: 

“we are so often involved in the innovations on the side of our customers that also plays back to us 

so […] we take over this idea from this customer” (Int. A). This may form a reinforcing circle and 

creates room for constant revision and development of its solutions and whenever required, also 

questioning and changing elements of its BM. Yet it is also fostered by individual empowerment of 

people to produce and publish ideas into an internal marketplace to overcome the corporate immune 

system, where good ideas get advertised regularly.  



 51 

Its unique organizational set-up regarding its dedication on BMIs was recently awarded with the 

Business Model Transformation Award, for having a cross-board initiative that is composed by 

employees from all relevant corporate functions. It enables its intrapreneurs use of a fast and 

inexpensive opportunity to incubate and validate the markets for new BMs executed through its 

own incubation unit. The BMI function equally takes a supporting role in the scaling and 

commercialization phase of these incubations, creating the necessary structures, processes and 

incentive schemes by giving guidance with, for instance, the lean (start-up) framework and counsel 

through the corporate standards and rules. In order to create its own BMI capability, the focus is 

placed upon monetization of innovations that happen outside the company borders, new 

monetization models and the ability to turn data assets into relevant information and insights to 

increase customer value and foster BM agility.  

5.1.2 Globally Operating German DAX Company 
 
The second case represents a German global player and highly diversified technology corporation 

that is particularly active in the transition of various BMs and strategies towards stronger 

orientation in digitalization.  

As remarked by the interviewees the firm has generally two stances on BMI application, the “need 

to review and adjust existing BMs and on the other side for chasing new opportunities” (Int. C) 

where “one of the questions we ask is, what's the right BM to capture that opportunity” (Int. B) to 

set up the right business mix. One central consideration of the strategic department is aimed 

towards holistically sensing changes in the environment, which would affect the various BMs on a 

meta-level. Thus, the department is responsible for the long-term strategic direction rather than 

being concrete in recommendation of operational actions. A practical BM change will be conducted 

by the individual and affected divisions or BUs as stated; “when it comes to concrete 

implementation it's […] up to the individual BUs to actually go about exploring […] concretely and 

implementing and finding customers to do this with” (Int. B).  

The corporate functions take a service role in so far that they are supportive in specific matters of 

the divisions, when they change their BM, or approach new markets and strategic elements: “in 

corporate strategy there is also the digitalization team helping business to drive digitalization […] 

internally and externally” (Int. C). The department pro-actively observes market and consumer 

changes and prepares opinions regularly presented to the Board. The Board decides if a change or 

enabler should be placed on the agenda and prioritized for further BMI consideration within their 
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product-, service-, solution- or software-orientated business portfolio. As one interviewee admitted, 

the challenge lies in translating this from corporate perspective into actions taken in the divisions: 

“there is a challenge in all that knowledge, and all these opinions we formulate here […], how do 

they get transferred to the business?” (Int. B). Yet the significance of BMI has been recently 

brought to the table: “BMs were not so in our focus in the last years, because […] we often look at 

markets, products, solutions, but […] BM was not in the core of a strategic discussion” (Int. D). 

The result was a recent strategic shift, which focused exclusively on BMI opportunities by looking 

at consumer-inspired businesses and start-ups whose BMs could be applied to the divisions.  

Previous efforts in this context were located either in the Corporate Technology Consulting recently 

consolidated with the Management Consulting, or the department for novel business ideas that was 

lately transformed and moved outside of the organizational boundaries. The latter newly formed 

unit focuses primarily on BM aspects instead of the corporate’s scanning for technologies and IP; 

“from these guys we knew a lot of new business opportunities are […] centred around new BMs” 

(Int. D). On corporate level, BM relevance is still a sub-aspect among many others. The under a 

different name and structure separately managed department fulfils the role, on one hand, being a 

venture capitalist and incubator for innovative start-up projects. On the other hand, it creates 

networks and business development services for these participants. As reflected about today’s 

environment: “It's much easier in this world to enter establish markets” (Int. C). This implies 

flexibility and room for adjustments for new firms, but conversely presses incumbents to do equally 

for increasingly dynamic markets.   

The paradigm shift is mainly driven by recent cross-industry trends such as digitalization and 

connectivity topics. Encouraged by data transparency and data analysis, change is reflected by 

purely product-orientated value propositions shifting to selling also services or solutions, or today, 

outcome- and performance-based solutions in consultative ways. Yet the company’s diversified 

character makes its different enablers for transformation extremely multi-layered. Selling product 

commodities for instance has moved towards service integration, while licensing software-based 

models are entirely shifting to cloud-based models. Decentralization is equally identified as trend as 

renewables and megatrends such as demographic change, urbanization, global warming and 

resource efficiency. Beside that, fundamental changes that are foremost driven by changing 

customer preferences and behaviour, e.g. preferring OPEX over CAPEX investments. The 

relevance is so severe, “you will find ways for every business […] where some aspect of the BM, be 

it the partnership of the customer, be it the actual substance what you are selling is changing” (Int. 
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B). On corporate level the fundamental question for the management is: “do we respond to them 

pro-actively or reactively? Do we try and shape the change or do we try and survive it.” (Int. B) 

One approach taken by the consulting function was to develop some specific best-practice methods 

educating and supporting the divisions in the understanding of BMI creation. The internally 

developed and shared framework is inspired by elements, which are similarly found in the BMC 

and can be used voluntarily by the divisions. Yet likelihood of employee contribution highly 

“depends on their position” (Int. D). To attract talents within and outside the organization, several 

approaches were introduced such as open innovation events, entrepreneur boot camps, internal 

hackathons, the start-up program of the externally managed function or the idea management tool.  

Having also identified some room for improved transparency, as one interviewee has remarked, the 

awareness is highly dependent on own search efforts in the internal social platforms: “if you read 

the internal news, you might find such opportunities […] but it's not in a formal way” (Int. D). In 

terms of formalizing any BMI creation the opinions differ between the process, tools and structure 

of it. In general, the requirements on a BM process must be highly matched upon an identified 

customer need and incorporate a very dynamic and trial-and-error process, keeping it iterative 

throughout the entire process: “I would really stray away from having a formalized BMI process, I 

think, that goes completely against the grain of it.” (Int. B). Rather than using classical structured 

product development approaches to BMIs, the flexible and agile elements of a BMI process should 

actually be transferred to NPD or NSD instead.  

However, using market indicators, tools or corporate initiatives where best practices are shared like 

“some role gaming on models and scenarios […] you can do a lot to develop a BM in theory” (Int. 

D). So there are possibilities to plan the ideation steps and methods as well as the initiation of BM 

development by engaging with the divisions and provide the general boundary conditions for such 

environment, “when you think about having a new […] what are the control points, what are the 

profit pools, how you want to address them […] you already get into the discussion what kind of 

BM you are running there” (Int. C). Still, ultimately implementation is driven in and from the 

divisions. Its procedure requires high levels of variability, reactivity and flexibility within certain 

boundaries of legal limits or business mandates adapting to any feedback on market acceptance of 

the new BM. This entails that ideas can emerge bottom-up from employees in the BUs and 

divisions. Whenever individuals have an idea, they have to discuss it with their Business 

development or Strategy departments first and “try to get resources or funding […] in order to 
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develop this further” (Int. C). To a limited degree that corresponds with the idea to “empower […] 

people to experiment themselves and try out new things, but don't force them into a rigid model.” 

(Int. B). Incremental or evolutionary changes to the current BM may not end up in the visual field 

of the corporate radar, and can be run individually on divisional level. The implementation lies in 

the interest of the BU “developing their portfolio in order to have something what they can sell to 

the customer” (Int. C).   

Another source of ideas derives from looking outside the company borders. Replication in regard of 

BMs has become standard practice: “everyone is trying to do software as a service platform […] 

these are not highly original ideas. These are new BMs that you know coming up in a digital 

ecosystem and you see a lot of players […] all trying to compete with that.” (Int. B). Subsequently, 

there is a constant and high level of market surveillance as integral part of competitor benchmarking 

and analysis intelligence. Equally close exchange with customers regarding new business 

opportunities is sought after to be as open as possible for inspirational reasons.  

This however may contribute to the critical challenges for several manifold reasons. Transferring 

ideas from start-ups often challenge the mind-set of the employees as stated: “in a company […] 

who did a business for a very long time, you have to convince people to do the business in another 

way as the first thing. And it is often not very easy to […] convince people.” (Int. D). In the extreme 

form, this relates to complacency, where managers and employees develop a blind eye being in the 

incumbent position and making steady profits. Particularly innovative companies like Amazon were 

able leverage upon “constantly challenging the status quo […] trying to find the next level […] 

thinking 100% about what the customer needs […] this is the key” (Int. B).  

Every company has different starting points, when it does not have the right capabilities or skills to 

do BMIs, lack the necessary IP or installed base effectively. A further factor relates to the 

implications of change to revenue streams. A company that is strongly concerned with 

predictability in being able to adequately plan its revenues for every quarter will face difficulties. In 

regard to the pressures of investors and shareholders, the interviewees see fundamental 

disadvantages and boundary lines given: “I think there also comes a restriction to innovation being 

a publicly listed company versus being a independently financed venture start-up” (Int. B). 

Companies like Tesla do not necessarily need to make profit for 5 to 10 years as long as their 

investors keep providing them with capital.   



 55 

This thinking is reflected in how success in BMI is reflected, as all interview partners agree on 

measuring success mainly through financial numbers. That means revenue and earnings by having a 

successful CVP and BM in place that sells to customers. Indirectly it involves aspects as a large 

customer or installed base, innovation criteria like patents or the fact of having a pilot customer to 

test it with, but in the end the question is, “is someone willing to pay for it” (Int. C). This refers 

precisely to BM changes for solutions, products or services, where comparative figures exist 

already on the market. While from corporate perspective it may be also valuable to look at the 

development of the market valuation of software-based BMs as they “tend to be valued higher than 

hardware businesses […] it’s interesting to look at, if you look at long-term development in market 

caps that have changed towards more service-based types of BMs.” (Int. B).  

Thus, disruptive or radical changes would inherently harm stable settings and conditions regarding 

stability in earnings making severe structures “not possible to change […] to a new model […] it's 

not realistic” (Int. D). For some departments, businesses transformation may constitute their only 

way to survive, the capability that is required is essentially “not being to stuck in your view how 

things have always been” (Int. B). However, as one interviewee remarked the transformation game 

is usually not won by incumbents, it is important to consider disrupting its own BM before being 

disrupted by others. To nurture ideas that contradict the current business logic, the idea should be 

treated outside of the company in a separately managed unit focusing on future business without 

having to think of possibilities of optimization for the current businesses. An important reason for 

its entitlement is delivered with the argument about divisions: “in my impression in our business 

today […] has high pressure on their day to day earnings […] they have not much room for any 

kind of real new innovations, which is a bit more riskier, which is a little bit farer away from their 

traditional business.” (Int. D). On the other hand a central or corporate BMI department would have 

the challenge to decide, which BM could be generally realized for the divisions. Whereas, 

divisions/BUs face the challenge of decision-making: “there is only a limited availability of the 

departments to do that” (Int. D).  

In terms of ultimately driving success of BMI, it requires “having the ecosystem in place, meaning 

giving the freedom to the people in driving these topics” (Int. C). That involves “more individual 

empowerment, better incentives - so really incentivizing people on their individual achievements - 

greater acceptance […] that some things just don't work and you have to try again” (Int. B). 

Especially the leadership must allow space for experimentation from a position of strength, as risk 

would be better manageable from a leading position being the fastest, e.g. by “allowing fast 
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prototyping coming up with new ideas” (Int. C). In the end, it is the big picture of various aspects 

that ensures freedom and an open culture accepted and resorbed by the employees of the company.  

Fostering these mind-set changes relies upon an intensive one-week workshop, where they invite 

highly diverse people to think about new innovations and BMs. The workshop simulates the ideas 

with fast feedback loops and agile methods within a very short time frame and high pressure. To 

increase its value added the employees are completely free in what they were looking for having to 

question, “what's their purpose they are standing for, what is in their perspective their most 

important problem, which would be solved” (Int. D).  

This inherently formulates two-sided expectations on the employees. First of all, questioning 

everyday the reasoning for what they are doing, and being relentless, if there is something to 

improve. And on the other hand “thinking or understanding of my customers most urgent pain 

points […] what is driving my customer […] how can I help them to solve that issues” (Int. B), 

relying on constant and fast feedback loops of customers, partners, suppliers, start-ups and other 

sources of innovations.  

One of the most critical challenges in a large company in this context is certainly knowledge 

transfer and sharing of success stories. One way is to foster transferring and sharing knowledge 

through functional networks in order to create some awareness. Despite reservations regarding the 

practicality of an institutionalized department due to strong integrational relationships between 

divisions, the environment has to “somehow foster the exchange between the people and this can be 

in an informal network, […] on conferences or meetings “ (Int. C).  

This cannot be accomplished by teaching it as one interviewee highlighted: “we are doing it by 

inviting people for these kinds of workshops, so that they can learn and have their own experience 

how it works” (Int. C). These innovation workshops do not address all employees, however, they 

attract particularly creative and engaged people that will develop and eventually distribute their 

newly developed mind-sets. This might be a gradual process, but as remarked: “there is not the one 

and only corporate unit urging the need for change. I think we all need to change, and this is 

continuously happening and has to happen” (Int. C). 

5.2 External perspective 

The following section aims to present the different perspectives of four external experts, who were 

interviewed following the research questions.  
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Two experts are researching for academia and Research Institutes in conjunction with advising 

companies using the latest theoretical approaches from service and BM innovations. Whereas the 

two other interviewees work as consultants having built a large pool of expertise within that area 

through advisory services by assimilation of outside perspectives, state-of-the-art tools, success 

stories as well as challenges from the companies they have worked with.  

Relevance and Creation processes 

The fundamental relevance of BMIs was stressed by all experts, as “companies exist to execute a 

BM or […] to run a BM” (Int. G) while “in the past years there was more awareness that the 

current BMs won't work anymore.” (Int. F). Pressures from Asia, where firms caught up with both 

manufacturing capacity and quality minimizing costs, urge US and European companies to shift 

away from product emphasis towards developing platforms, smart services or solution-driven 

innovations to maintain their competitive advantage. This requires challenging and rethinking 

innovations in the old-fashioned way and “their product-orientated attitude” (Int. F). 

Technological trends and enablers, related to key trends digitalization, Industry 4.0 or Big Data, 

thereby drive the most severe push. As one interviewee notes, this is reinforced by the hype and 

pressure created by the media and conferences. It “somehow creates a sort of panic to also do 

something […] to innovate and create those BMs” (Int. F), beside competitive pressures of direct 

competitors changing their BMs or elements fundamentally. Yet also economic triggers (e.g. 

globalization) or geo-political changes such as diversity, the aging society or the essentially distinct 

consumer behaviour of ‘millennials’ play a key role. Internally, the strategy, the vision/mission of 

the CEO as well as the culture including the organizational and administrational communication is 

seen to affect a firm’s BMI affinity. Howbeit foremost external enablers are perceived as dominant 

and more time-critical driving forces. Though in some industries regulations can become a factor, in 

most of recent data-driven or service environments “there are so many legal guidelines missing in 

anything related to data” (Int. F). 

A much more nuanced perspective on BMIs urges to look at the entire value chain. There is always 

a superordinate BM at large corporations that comprise various elements, while each of these 

elements has substitutes triggered by technological changes and consumer behaviour: “there is not 

only one BM anymore, every company has to really reflect on their current operating model […] 

and think about how is this BM set up by the different components of sub BMs” (Int. H). Every BM 

now constitutes a composition of several sub-BMs that can be changed individually by BM re-
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engineering to either make it “more efficient or make it clearly pivot to another market, product, 

whatever” (Int. H). The implication is that BMIs not inherently require spin-offs or new ventures 

when changing sub-elements. As resistance against BMIs was often identified related to division; 

“companies need to be more open to be a foundation for different types of BMs that can work under 

the same umbrella […] if you work with new BMs then that would mean that people that would 

develop that BM will actually leave the firm […] on an emotional level” (Int. F).  

This effect can be mediated through actors making changes and its implications as transparent as 

possible to the organization. Some grassroots movements for instance arise from “middle 

management, potential whistle-blowers […] who just start to act differently, start to run some 

workshops, start to invite some experts, invite people for key notes, do first sprint workshops” (Int. 

G). In extreme cases, visionary or charismatic personalities such as Elon Musk (Tesla) conveying a 

clear vision will advance such movements. But as a general rule, some of newly formed cross-

functional functions like Head of Digital Transformation/Chief Digital Officer, Head of Industry 

4.0 or positions akin may drive these. Acting as boundary spanners and communication facilitators 

between involved and affected departments would enhance proliferation but: “everyone needs to be 

aligned as well as collaboration over boundaries between departments. There is no key account or 

key driver” (Int. H). In the early stages, liabilities might be the attributed to lack of clear 

responsibilities and cross-boundary thinking when employees don’t “see the relevance or possibility 

to take action […] because they will only supply their system of their organisation” (Int. F). Also 

marketing and sales managers gain a growing importance in the initiation process, being the 

interfaces between the company and customer in which all experts see customer centricity as central 

source of innovation efforts.  

The place of innovation origin often guides where the innovation phases will be executed. For 

incremental BM adjustments “people who are mainly influenced by it must have the ownership, 

because they are able to test, and scale it” (Int. G). In such cases, the innovators are given the 

autonomy and ownership to decide upon changes. However, they should be supported by “internal 

consulting, the strategy department as well as the innovation department with all the coaches, labs 

and methodology”, being “strategically aligned, but tactically decoupled” (Int. G). The innovation 

department must provide the “tools and ideas and guidelines” to the innovating department, but the 

corporate strategy should just “give a frame or […] guideline in which ideas to think, and what fits 

and what is wanted” (Int. JJ).  
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In a corporate perspective, the strategy rather defines the direction, vision and values on a “meta-

level, the BM is more concrete and the processes are very detailed” (Int. E). Therefore, it presents 

the reasoning why a firm is able to earn more than it costs. Still, coordination between strategy and 

BM is often identified as stumbling block, when it comes to changes as noted: “Why do we exist? 

Organizations must have that, most European organizations lost that, this is why they struggle so 

much with transformation. They just don't know why” (Int. G). Corporations should strive to find 

and define their core in the BM first to be able to think about changes related to the sub-BMs.  

In contrast, the more radical innovations get, the more they should be placed in the (corporate) 

innovation department or strategy department. The linchpin is  “the earlier the sponsorship from C-

level, best case CEO” can be collected the higher the chance of realisation will be (Int. G). 

Essentially 4 different stakeholders were identified whose contribution on the corporate level is 

vital for the success of a BMI (fig. 15):  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The major challenge lies in avoidance of silos on topics where all “dealing with the same issue, but 

from a different perspective, they always getting confused and don't get their heads together to 

really work on that issue” (Int. H). As many concrete BMI ideas emerge from a bottom-up idea-, 

product- or solution perspective, the strategists often think holistically from a top-down perspective. 

The essence in success would demand to “really understand it from a different perspective […] they 

could actually combine their use to really work on the topic to get it focused” (Int. H).  

The process of creation incorporates different tools and approaches often delivered by consultants, 

applicable to both radical and incremental changes, where one might fit for the one or the other. For 

ideation purposes “ideas can be explored and validated with tools like BMC, Lean Canvas, the 

value proposition canvas” (Int. G) associated to design thinking methods. One of the acknowledged 

Figure 15:BMI Stakeholder (own ill.) 
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approaches is the St. Galen BM Navigator that offers the description and change implications in 

order to find the best-suited BM pattern and apply this to specific parts or its entirety. Another 

related approach is the business re-engineering, which “does not necessarily mean, that there needs 

to be a new component […] it could be re-arranging the existing capabilities in a BM” (Int. H) 

taking the granularity of BMs into account. Equally BM awareness can sometimes evolve 

throughout the product-, service- or solution development, often effected through a customized 

Stage-Gate model modified to the demands of a firm. When reaching the stage of calculation of 

financial numbers, project members have to think about implications how to “pilot this with key 

customers […] make a BM out of it and commercialize the idea” (Int. E).  

Yet the value of such structured process for BM development is questionable. The classical Stage-

Gate is neither an adequate solution for service innovation, nor for BMIs, even suited less: “the 

process has to be iterative, […] have to go back and forth to check back if this is the right approach 

and you have to have some loops” (Int. F), “it is also hard to say […] which gates that you have” 

(Int. E). Rather the new Agile-Stage-Gate (2016) could reflect the inherent demands a BMI process 

and urge for a “customer-centric Stage-Gate or BMI Stage-Gate process”, which “is a BM Canvas 

in the end, where every aspect of it is validated” (Int. G). For the assessment of implications on 

other value chain elements caused by BM changes, a partially structured process however could 

help in the validation process. A BMIs impact may only be fully reflected throughout the process: 

“Will this only be a slight adaption to what we are doing today, only small incremental stuff or […] 

totally question who we are, for example it is a new customer segment” (Int. G).  

Planning ability & Flexibility relevance 

With regard to the ratio of planning the processes, the experts agree that some of the steps and 

approaches in BMIs are plannable: “which questions to ask first, meaning which assumptions to 

tackle […] and if validated what comes next […] until the whole BM is validated […] you can also 

plan in which validation phase, which tools or methods are typical” (Int. G). In other terms market 

analysis methods are commonly used such as trend radars, the Gartner Hype Cycle, also developing 

questionnaires in advance and rapid prototypes in order to find the minimum viable product. As 

remarked by one interviewee: “there is a difference of having a systematic innovation process and 

having a structured approach towards innovation” (Int. F). As basis prerequisite, communication 

channels between the key- and sales-accounts that transfer customer ideas into the company are 

enforced.  
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The other side of a complex environment is that numerous assumptions won’t be validated by the 

experiments in the first run, which then require a distinct attitude: “you need to be 100 % flexible 

regarding the what you are doing. You shouldn't be 100 % flexible regarding the how you are doing 

it” (Int. G). The uncertainty covers also the commercialization aspect; “if the market really wants 

your idea […] this is highly unpredictable […] there is a lot of luck for that, is this the right time 

for the right product and right customer?” (Int. E). This flexibility can certainly depend highly on 

the context and overstrain the skillset of employees.  

In particular for radical changes, there might not be best practices or empirical values to compare 

results to. The complexity of BMIs requires a highly experimental working ethos using agile 

methods. “Working with methods like lean start-up or sprint not only on a product-development 

level, but also a BMI re-engineering level” (Int. H) compulsory fosters iterative feedback loops with 

customers. Classical innovation approaches are further challenged “advancing in how to re-

engineer the business with design thinking and how to get it in an on-going process in your 

company” (Int. H).  

The delimitation of individual elements that require more flexibility or imply radicalness could not 

be delimited. Interviewed partners would expect more freedom and variability in developing the 

CVP or changing revenue streams, and expect rather incremental variation in the area of key 

partners and key activities. This, however, is very context- and industry-dependant as one 

interviewee explained by depicting the example of a firm’s shift from B2B into the B2C area: “that 

would be somehow a new BM […] to implement something like PayPal payment and have a web 

shop […] usable for regular people is like so difficult to implement for them and […] to get through 

all the stakeholders within the firm.” (Int. F). Incremental changes for one company can be 

comparatively radical or disruptive for another company in a different industry context. This would 

stress its pool of capabilities and potentially imply fundamental changes on other elements in the 

BM: “every innovation somehow has an impact on the BM” (Int. G). To obviate and also mediate 

the ability to react more skilful, a dynamic capability of experimentation would benefit such BM 

shifts and should be obtained in any transition phase by challenging its re-engineering on a daily 

basis: “there has to be a department which enables people to understand how it works out to use 

agile methods to re-engineer the BM and they foster to multiply this knowledge, expertise and 

methods into the frame” (Int. H). 
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Replication  

The imitation or replication of BMI ideas has become standard practice for companies; “I think in 

most cases, the corporates are not the inventors. They are only better second or third or fourth 

movers because they execute better, they scale better and they have more resources to do so” (Int. 

G). So what the BM Navigator facilitates is transferring already decoded BM combinations; “you 

kind of have these templates, or pre-defined structures for elements and you just combine them” 

(Int. H). The reasoning that pleads for imitation rather than development was due to a misfit in the 

past: “they did not have the right infrastructure and culture to do so” (Int. G.) So one interviewee 

discern two ways of replication, one that can work and one that causes difficulties: “If it fits with the 

culture […] is from a totally different industry and can be applied to a new industry where 

something like this has not happened before, maybe yes. If it is within the similar industry or if the 

corporate culture is not ready at all […] then it's super tricky.” (Int. F).  

Companies like Apple or IKEA are not replicable, which might relate to the interplay of its strategy 

and resources, knowledge and dedication of employees, the organizational structure or the actual 

circumstances such as the political and legal surrounding. Yet the mind-set is essential around the 

copied BM: “If you just copy the BM of a potential disruptor, but set it up like a traditional 

waterfall corporate project this will not work […] they would need to copy how, why and what” 

(Int. G). In addition, the governance and the culture represent tacit boundaries: “company culture 

for instance is […] such intangible and implicit, you cannot copy this” (Int. E). Another 

consideration relates to the risks of copying, if the core competences are not held in possession: “it 

feels like nothing when the new BM is not within the core […] or in the ownership” (Int. F).  

Failure is identically linked to the right selection: “firstly how to judge what to copy and what not 

[…] you need to have a fundamental understanding of your markets” (Int. G). The subsequent 

question for a firm is which parts from a overarching BM to copy and which one to innovate: 

“every time you are talking about something which is not visible on the market yet and hasn't been 

revealed […] it always makes sense to at least partly develop your own BM […] there is never one 

solely and completely new BM […] it is always a combination of already existing stuff.” (Int. H). 

Finding skilled people from a particular technological area within the geographical site also refers 

to the strength of the ecosystem a company finds itself in: “It's always an focused environment […] 

where you have as much diversity and as much knowledge on side, which includes obviously know-

how, technology know-how, but also access to money, regulatory, to academics, etc […] that's what 
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fosters […] completely new BMs, if you only have less diversified ecosystems you will end up in just 

copying and adopting already existing BMs” (Int. H). Diversity in both eco-environment and 

individuals’ mind-sets enable novel solutions partly explaining the innovative power of eco-systems 

like Silicon Valley. For evaluation of risks and leading trends in the future, managers must have 

intuitive understanding and knowledge: ”you have been working for years and years in innovation 

ecosystems, be it as an entrepreneur or intrapreuner or as an innovation manager” (Int. G). 

Success factors 

The understanding of success is again reflected in the starting point of a company. For most 

incremental changes it “is return […] you made out of the BM re-engineering” (Int. H). The 

reduced costs of innovation using lean or agile methods in the innovation process or reduced costs 

of the organization are side factors, but ROI is still the key figure.  

In fundamental change driven situations (e.g. company survival) figures are difficult to compare as 

“companies would not exist anymore if they wouldn't have put all their investment on one other BM 

and then it's […] rather than that you still exist” (Int. F). For very radical or disruptive BMs, there 

must be a different criteria in the beginning, when these ventures write red numbers for years: “So I 

think on the one hand, you have very quantitative criteria […] on the other hand you have 

qualitative criteria or those KPIs, which is degree of innovation, or pioneer advantage” (Int. E). 

An guiding principle for changes can lie in the existing capabilities and competences of a company: 

“an organization must be clear about what is their core competence […] that only means to say 

these are the areas […] where we need to be cutting edge” (Int. G). Yet the baseline should not be 

limited exclusively on its capabilities otherwise “they only focus on their existing capabilities […] 

why they end up in restrictions and simply just not being creative […] because their purely limited 

by what they see” (Int. H). Some companies made successful shifts by screening out their core 

competences. They shifted to totally new business fields by validation of ideas located outside of 

the current key businesses and cross-functional collaborations: “you need to take different people 

from departments and let them work together because otherwise you will never leverage the 

resources and the advantage that you have” (Int. G).  

However, disruption is a highly sensitive but overstrung topic for many firms and “if it is possible, 

it is better you find it than somebody else does.” (Int. G). The disrupt-me methodology is a frame 

proposed by consultancies, where dedicated stakeholders, start-ups, technology companies or even 

experts are invited to drill down the BM on a BMC to disrupt every single sub element of BM. This 
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reveals week points in the current operating BM and thus should be conducted regularly, for 

instance by an individual entity: “that is only focused on hedging against disruption [...] with 

Chinese walls to the main organisation [...] to test and find out [...] can we disrupt this?” (Int. G). 

As often competitors run similar BMs within an industry, such an entity may assist in finding 

disruption potentials first, before all dominant BMs will be disrupted. It raises the question indeed, 

how to organize such functions, as radical BMIs potentially cannibalize the current core businesses.  

Many firms rather “make a small spin-off, who has got the greenfield” (Int. E). Early integration of 

radical potentials can lead to inefficiencies of innovating individuals: “if they adapt to strongly to 

the environment they are put in, they loose their abstraction immediately” (Int. F).  

One source, therefore, sums up how organizational setting would reflect the contingent 

requirements for various innovations: “you need for the three areas enablers […] a department 

Head of Business Development or […] New Relations who is responsible for the enabling potential, 

you need an entity and Head of Innovation […] to develop internally and watch externally what 

ever comes up there, incremental, radical or evolutionary and if it works implement it and scale it 

[…] and thirdly you need an entity far away from the normal organization only reporting to the C-

level or the CEO, who are only responsible to hedge against disruption.” (Int. G).  

Although applicable to the ideation phase, in the implementation rather the dual operating model 

proposed by John Kotter creates a setting where relevant resources and competences are combined 

internally. It urges a firm to stimulate loose structures in the resource and network connectedness: 

“if you take a glass of water and you take anything hard and hit the glass […] it just breaks. If you 

hit simply to the water, what happens is that you maybe get wet […] so it is fluid. So it can actually 

handle stress […] and the majority of BMs nowadays within corporates are not able to deal with 

stress. Trends are simply stress to BMs, nothing else.” (Int. H). A mediating and visionary role 

between the three different innovation twigs (incremental, radical and disruptive) may be ascribed 

to a so called “Head Entrepreneur […] as member of the Board who is the partner […] and only 

person who knows about all of the three activities […] on the same level as the CEO […] of today's 

business, and the other one is the CEO of tomorrow's business.” (Int. G).  

Regardless of intended type of innovation, any strategic function must be able to make an impact 

and get access to the necessary (financial) resources without being dependent on individual 

positions or functions. Being customer-centric is one mandatory task of every individual, as for BM 

change “it doesn't matter where you get your ideas from in the end, they must be validated with the 
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customer” (Int. G). This inherently creates the complexity of knowing who the customers are: 

“when you innovate BMs you often innovate for users you don't know as well as your current ones 

[…] we sometimes test BMs and then it turns out that the feedback comes from different people than 

expected.” (Int. F). The accuracy and value in customer-centric orientation can be increased 

sometimes by “approaches like open innovation, co-creation, agile methods by using design 

thinking, iterations with clients focused on really understanding the client” (Int. H). Trend radars, 

working cycles and competence centres, communication with clients or competitors on conferences 

from different industries enhance the idea pools of stimuli: “something that helps and steers the 

thinking a lot is to look at all different types of BMIs in totally different industries.” (Int. F).  

Digital alternatives have created new ways of incorporating diverse sources to formulate specific 

questions and then “use the collective intelligence of a specific community to get as much different 

and diverse answers as possible on that topic” (Int. H). Another key element involves experimental 

formats such as rapid prototyping for instance in Accelerator events in order to speed up idea to 

potential new BM within a really short time of period. The interviewee remarks the larger the 

variety of methods firms can use from, the larger the success rate will be: “the more formats, […] 

and the more diverse the formats, the better for the company. The more people, the more junior 

people are getting involved […] the more customer and people and for example ecosystem, the 

better for the company.” (Int. H). Equally supplier and business partners, be it horizontal or vertical 

in the value chain, and innovative start-ups are driving forces within the corporate innovation 

ecosystem.  

Ultimately, both formats and networks help to foster an open and diverse culture beneficial and 

supportive in starting grassroots movements. The first aspect is obviously a clear vision and mission 

of the CEO or the board that encourages any activity related to BMI. Another aspect is a so-called 

failure culture or precisely the ability of “taking risks and living with the results of the risks” (Int. 

F). This inherently demands trust in the innovation projects and on the other hand leadership from 

senior- down to the middle-management enabling space and freedom, meaning time, resources and 

access to money for contributions and ideas.  

It also includes “a structure and an ecosystem that allows both collaboration and implementation 

on external ideas as well as development and scale of internal ideas” (Int. G). This can be fostered 

by full transparency regarding collaboration systems involving processes, best practice tools and 

success stories: “this enables people with right skills, methods and tools to do BMI and multiply 
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that within the firm” (Int. H). As creativity is often required as fundamental capability, it was 

mentioned that: “we often think about the early stages, but as soon as someone’s says go do it, then 

it will be not more in the innovation funky thing but a project with resources and daily business for 

the people” (Int. F).  

This also means not every individual is able to contribute the same level of creativity and 

engagement. The profiles of individuals vary on a scale from a settler that avoids change and risks 

to the extreme of a pioneer that is constantly looking for new opportunities: “from the pioneer guys 

you can expect to become intrapreneurs to crack how to run innovation projects […] from the 

people in the middle of the scale to stay in their line of responsibility as a manager, but be very 

curious […] do everything to support the intrapreneurs on the right side to run this innovation [....] 

and then you have the people on the very left side […] you can expect one thing, which is not being 

in the way of innovation. (Int. G). In particular radical innovations form significant barriers, as 

completely novel capability profiles will discourage people, changes may not be “in line with the 

career steps” (Int. F), or heavyweight projects loose track when members are taking on or leaving a 

project. 

However, all experts felt confident that learning effects could be build in this area. A transparent 

BMI process enables that “everybody should have access to how you have initiated, how you 

developed, what kind of elements, what was the approach, what was the outcome” (Int. H). 

Documentation and physical places where people can meet freely and communicate without being 

restrained by politics, promote capturing tacit knowledge: “organizations can learn a lot from start-

ups there, how they do it and be a place where people like to be and like to talk openly with each 

other“ (Int. G). Lections of success or failure are publicly shared as, “the benefits of having a 

culture of sharing ideas and strategies also with the public […] are way higher than the costs or 

danger of being copied” (Int. G). Knowledge diffusion will enlarge probabilities for novel BMI 

combinations: “new possibilities and opportunities and the former lines of industries and 

companies get blurred, so […] creativity is very important” (Int. E).  
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6.  Discussion 
 
The goal of the discussion is to formulate a link between theoretical approaches and its limitations 

of how BMIs are dealt with its challenges evident in the real world. 

6.1  Introduction and Structure  
 
Initially, an aggregation of both the academic understanding of success factors, equally the internal 

case study results and expert opinions will be drawn together and discussed to their applicability in 

terms of the 4I-process of Frankenberger et al. (2013). Whenever the synthesis allows 

distinguishing between contingencies such as innovation type or BMI source, the line is drawn. In 

the next step, I aim to guide the managerial implications with regard to answering the research 

questions, before in the final step, reviewed success factors will be visualized in a BMI framework 

depicting identified innovation mediators. 

6.2 Success factors with regard to contingencies 
 
The analysis has identified that BMI is perceived as highly ambiguous concept. The semantic 

disharmony is fuelled by educational backgrounds and equally by the previous or current positions 

and underlying environments of the interview partners. This leads to a disharmony what BMI 

actually represents for the firms. Main disagreements were found (1) in the origin of a BMI coming 

either from corporate level or operational (BUs), (2) the implications of different innovation types 

on the organisational processes and (3) the structural incorporation of BMIs into strategic settings. 

In contrast, requirements on cultural and mind-set challenges were to a great extent shared among 

all interview participants. To better refine the results for this discussion, a contingency theory is 

used to compare constituent parts and disaggregated variables and derive implications on the 

performance (Zott & Amit 2008). As the transition phases between the stages tend to overlap, the 

identified criteria are often applicable to more than one stage of the model. 

6.2.1  Initiation 
 
Derived from the empirical findings, both interviewed companies and expert opinions agree on 

external enablers as the key initiators of BMIs, precisely trends and changing customer behaviour. 

This, mostly in a second step, drives a firm’s internal response in regard to growth and market 

opportunities, diversification- or transformation reasons and change in strategy. Yet, in terms of 

ambiguity in a firm’s reaction being either “pro-active or reactive” (Int. B) this may indicate the 
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joint interplay of internal and external enablers. BMIs, in the opinion of all involved sources, highly 

relate to the degree a firm is able to create a culture and innovation environment upfront, which 

allows understanding and sensing its necessity. Access to any information that raises urgency and 

awareness of its concept stands as initiative taken into any direction of BMIs (Friedrich von den 

Eichen et al. 2015). However, it is pivotal to reflect on a possible distinction, as different BMIs 

require a divergent set of conditions to succeed within a corporate environment (fig. 16). 

 
Figure 16: Range of BMIs (own ill.) 

Enablers which entail incremental or evolutionary changes to the current BM may be labelled as 

BMDs (Schneider & Spieth 2013). A corporation needs mechanisms that support analysing changes 

in the markets, the competitor’s landscape as well as any change in customer behaviour 

continuously. It includes the maintenance of communication channels and intensive exchange of 

observations between corporate and operational level on regular basis, supporting the ‘sensing, 

shaping and seizing’ abilities of divisions in dynamic environments (Teece 2010).  

Consent is also obtained in the necessity of creating a mind-set that is open and sensible towards 

adapting the BM to any serious inquiry that is identified from the consumer-side, either from 

internal or external business partners. The service- or often solution- and performance-based 

requests must be translated in concert with operational strategy, but operate in compliance with the 

boundaries of corporate strategy (Zott & Amit 2008). Employees who constantly challenge the 

status quo of current shortcomings encourage refinement of established BMs. This requires 

deliberate incentives that promote cross-functional thinking and collaborations outside of the silos 

or even outside of the organization. This can be realised through “communication, rewarding 

employees for sharing and acquiring knowledge, and high levels of delegation of decision rights” 

(Foss et al. 2011:980). Individual empowerment and freedom (i.e. time and resources) is pre-

requisite for participation and generation of such initiatives regardless of an employee’s position in 

the company.  
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In contrast, in-depth changes can be declared as BMIs (Schneider & Spieth 2013). These are 

labelled as new to the industry being focused or complex by Foss & Saebi (2016), often also 

classified as radical or disruptive changes. Thus, they formulate different conditions on the 

corporates. For the purpose of fundamental changes most of the basic requirements do not go far 

enough. The attitude of every involved actor needs to question every single element in the value 

chain permanently, trying to hedge against the current BM as much and frequently as possible. 

Although, in almost all cases the customers will be the entity that validates the demand for solution 

and subsequently the BM, in some disruptive cases the customer may not even know himself about 

his/her interest. 

Approaching changes within the range of BMDs and BMIs, diversity is key. This relates to the idea 

of having a diverse and large eco-system in place, where initiatives become a systematic function 

instead of occasionally held events. The aim is to bring together people with diverse backgrounds, 

coming from different business areas within the company, equally, stakeholders, partners, experts 

or individuals from different industries to fundamentally profit from creativity and exchange of 

divergent mind-sets (Laursen & Salter 2006). This is ideally placed in a large network of a 

geographical eco-system with academics, start-ups, research organizations and initiatives, where 

constant exchange of ideas is fostered and intentionally encouraged by deployment of creativity-

stimulating physical entities and events.   

6.2.2 Ideation 
 
An ideation process can be triggered by events and workshops, but equally may channel into one-

time actions lacking durable impact. Much more effective is the systemic implementation of a range 

of preconditions that promote and increase ideation possibilities to overcome current business logic 

(Frankenberger et al. 2013). The experts formulate the condition of a transparent process showing 

the internal BMI idea promotion and decision-making process of triggering actions. Ideas, even 

ones that initially fail, have potential to be translated into learning for other departments, yet 

transparency requires stringently open and public access to clear documentation about efforts. 

Another key element is the attraction of the right people. The often complex cross-functional, 

collaborative and voluntarily activities call for people, who are used to work in such environments 

and moreover are keen to acquire new tools and methods (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010).    

For the BMDs, the results expect a strong focus on core capabilities and competences within the 

current business setting. The experts confirm the partial recombination of BMs by re-engineering its 
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individual parts. In this sense, ideation concerns finding inefficiencies within a superordinate BM, 

and then applies existing patterns to components in compliance to the resource and knowledge 

pools without essentially harm the business’ reasons for being. Both the identification of core 

competences and strong emphasis in customer centricity guide the scoping. The application of 

design thinking tools in combination with collaborative cross-functional and cross-industry efforts 

conceivably increases variability of potential solutions. Graphical representations, such as the BMC 

the behavioural models from Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart (2009) can help to develop a common 

language for various different participants and serve as starting point for a element-by-element 

review of the current operating model.    

For BMIs, a visionary restructuring could evolve by sketching out the BM from scratch 

(Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010). Attraction of employees, who are not heavily embedded in the 

corporate processes, helps avoiding conflicts detrimental to the core business, the stability of 

organizational structures and hierarchy. Thus, experts and case companies perceive the ideation of 

more fundamental changes within the operational departments as highly delicate. For significant 

changes, re-education of employees will not work effectively, as innovators have to look outside of 

the borders of what their day-to-day work would request from them. A keen eye for developments 

in other industries and the ability to transfer this through design thinking methods or radical 

ideation tools, such as the disrupt-me methodology (Int. H), represent state-of-the-art approaches, 

which can be supplemented by creation of own systematic BMI tools. 

6.2.3 Integration 
 
The integration of BM sub-parts inherently needs a coordination process that aligns all elements to 

a harmonic BM answering the four dimensions of who, what, how and why (Frankenberger et al. 

2013). The experts recommend that affected divisions be given the ownership and autonomy to 

work on their BM. However, the more integrated a corporation regarding its divisions is, the more 

impact will a change have on other departments or even the corporate environment. Albeit divisions 

need to be tactically decoupled from the corporate head. 

In BMDs, cases have shown harmfulness of green light policies rushing through innovative projects 

without considering their implications. Thus, it can be supportive to use a development process with 

gates to validate all implications on BMs, organization and other stakeholders. This structured 

process, however, needs to incorporate iterative work steps, which are highly flexible and use 

various feedback loops to adjust to the results of the validation of experiments and changes in the 
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environment. In terms of the participants, a team should be built around smaller number of agile 

operating people, inspired by frameworks such as the SCRUM methodology (Pries & Quigley 

2011). This keeps development as close as possible to the customer insights increasing speed and 

learning, while minimizing waste and costs. Involvement of stakeholders, which are partially 

involved or provide some sub-elements to the BM, will increase the value of this process (e.g. 

Supply Chain Management, Logistics, Financial Services, etc.).  

The demands for BMIs ask for a much more entrepreneurial setting and mind-set from the involved 

participants. The process must be designed to involve the maximum level of flexibility and 

experimentation possible and utilize much more frugal tools. Minimization of resource usage 

simultaneously focusing on answering the relevant questions can be advanced by Lean Start-up 

methods (Ries 2012). Equally, agile tools like accelerator events and rapid prototyping are needed 

to shorten time and costs of a validation process. As the portion of failing ideas will be very likely 

high, validation should be as frequent, as fast and resource-efficient as possible. One challenge 

identified by the experts lies often in the unambiguity of who the customer is. This inherently 

demands a very deep understanding of the alleged customer base impeding slick customer 

involvement and likely requiring creation of a new set of capabilities and skills.   

6.2.4 Implementation 
 
The success of implementation largely depends on the ability to overcome internal resistance 

towards change (Frankenberger et al. 2013). The experts demand a frequent exchange between the 

corporate strategy and the operational strategy departments. This encourages capturing lectures of 

BMI management, and in the next step, sharing this best practice knowledge and success stories for 

future attempts. Alignment between BM and corporate targets demands stability in regard to 

revenues and forecasts, for instance, when revenue streams are changed. Markides (2013) provides 

a framework for such scenarios, guiding in separation, integration or phased strategies. A new BM 

must further be always matched upon corporate vision and mission of a corporation. 

For both BMDs and BMIs this constitutes the opportunity to test a novel concept with pilots, trial 

and error adjustments and experimentation. The success of the market implementation of BMDs 

can be measured how adequately customer expectations are met, reflected primarily through 

financial success. The implementation of a model on the BMI side might demand more patience 

both in terms of financial success, but also with integration into the parent company. The experts 

agree that these transformations need strong management skills guiding instead of forcing a 
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transition. Organizational culture must be designed to support change with incentive structures and 

empowerment of dedicated individuals, creating a momentum in the company. 

6.3 Managerial Implications 
 
In this final section implications for the corporations are discussed with regard to the initially 

formulated research questions. 

BMI Enabler difference 

From the empirical analysis it becomes apparent that firms most rapidly and fundamentally react 

upon threats that come from the external environment, while strategic involvement increases with 

growing impact on the entire organization. In particular, change in B2C markets are perceived 

faster as in the B2B area, questioning the relevance of first mover advantage in the latter. 

Innovators should listen very closely to what customers and the market really demands by moving 

its customers to the centre of validation of BM changes. It further requires the management to get 

across urgency of changes, as any BMI needs to be fully aligned with the company culture and both 

operational and corporate strategy. Forced transformations will very likely fail and be repelled by 

the corporate immune system and cognitive barriers of employees.  

Flexibility and Planning  

The outcome of a BMI process is highly unpredictable and complex. Thus, success of change 

attempts rely heavily on experimentation and individuals, who have the capabilities to aptly 

interpret the results of validating the assumptions and hypotheses made during the process. On the 

other side, every process needs elements of planning and structured objectives, where progress will 

be benchmarked, and if needed, pushed back iteratively to previous gates. The more a corporate is 

trained in, beside using classical market analysis tools, acquire and apply new BMI orientated 

methodologies and tools, this will strengthen the competences of managers having a proper set of 

tools for the respective validation steps. BMI ideas can come from every part of the company, so 

management must provide a simplified but explicit understanding of the BM concept. It can support 

and engage with operational departments and establish the connection between abstract theoretical 

BMI concepts or customized frameworks with the real-life business context. 

Replication 

Replication of BM elements is a relevant factor and must be distinguished according to two 

motivations. Replication for inspirational reasons helps to understand the trends in changing 
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customer demands and the competitive environment and serves as starting point in the ideation 

process for dissembling and questioning all sub-elements of the current BM. The second is for 

transfer purposes of elements, which is essentially linked to the degree in the interplay of BM, 

strategy, and subsequently its fit to the resource and knowledge pool and company culture. Any 

imitative effort that relies on a BM requiring specific capabilities that are neither owned nor can’t 

be build without severely damaging present business and stakeholder relationships, must be 

cautiously considered. These must be (temporarily) pursued outside of the company borders.   

Success in General 

Today’s businesses tend to split innovations in a white and black manner deriving those incremental 

operational improvements being handled in the current business context, while potential radical and 

disruptive efforts must be ostracized in a contrasting setting of culture and structure. The 

implication is however severe, as the organization self-reinforces its vortex being designed for total 

efficiency, where respective employees have to rely on the other function to do its job. Otherwise 

either the current or future business might collapse. Although it might be the best constellation that 

is practiced today, but will fizzle out “interdepartmental task forces, new strategy teams following 

new models, innovation councils, self-directed work teams, policies that give people time to work on 

their own creative projects” as initiatives, not permanent and sound systematic approaches (Kotter 

2014:12).  

In order to create an pro-active environment approaching change and innovation issues, experts 

proposed the model of Kotter (2014). This model urges firms to increase the frequency of strategy 

meetings and re-evaluate much more explicitly. More importantly, it asks to run another operating 

system in concert to its hierarchical, structured system, organized in a network-like mode with 

different processes. This operating system acts with a much greater agility, speed and creativity as it 

offers a parallel network structure with less bureaucracy, feyer layers and rules, tearing up risk 

adversity and static procedures. It appeals to voluntary involvement, where people engage because 

they want to, being inspired emotionally by leadership. Strategic initiatives should take place within 

the new network. The implementation is facilitated by following eight principles being placed 

around the sense for a big opportunity (see fig. 17).  
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Figure 17: Eight Accelerators (Kotter 2014) 

 

6.4 Business Model Innovation Framework  
 
In a final figure, all identified success factors are included in a framework that depicts the specific 

requirements on three different criteria, i.e. (1) management & processes, (2) skills & human 

capabilities and (3) tools & methods (fig. 18). As determined, there is no clear separation between 

BMDs and BMIs, thus, the framework suggests factors that can have a mediating impact without 

specifically involving the underlying organizational structure.  

As Kotter (2014) notes the discontentment of best practice methods is increasing, management of 

BMIs need a strong sense of holistic decision-making in regard to which setting and combination of 

factors most likely would contribute to the success of a BMI. 
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Figure 18: BMI Framework (own ill.) 
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7. Conclusion 
 
The goal of this thesis was to identify factors that can be subscribed overall effectiveness on a 

successful systematic BMI process. The statements of managers from two large corporation case 

companies and the opinions of four experts with a diverse, yet BMI-related background comprised a 

framework, which can serve as starting point. Yet this template does not stand truth as panacea for 

BMI success. The factors were distinguished according to what the theory has proposed to BM 

innovation types and its processes. Through answering the research questions, results were further 

delimited to a corporate scenario that is close to reality. The eight divergent streams, verified the 

lack in consensus of a theoretical basis in BMIs, as ambiguity of the concept’s bandwidth and its 

connection to other theories from strategy, change management, organizational economics were 

evident throughout the discussions with interviewees. Only few theoretical streams influenced their 

perception, which indicates BMI acceptance in the strategic departments, but equally signals room 

for improvement towards a much more holistic and systematic inclusion of the concept. 

The sheer complexity and number of different factors inhibits the allocation of individual attributes 

to performance effects with clear cause-and-effect relationships. The overly static view of BMs 

moreover questions the applicability and value for dynamic business environments, being often 

perceived as solely performative representation of the business (Perkmann & Spicer 2010). As 

consequence, increasing awareness and profound understanding of the BM concept remains to be 

tested if it has a noticeable effect on its frequency of occurrence. ‘Consumption’ of theory is 

insufficient; a paradigm shift actively engaging and thinking in BMs is required, sometimes even 

just “clever entrepreneur” (Int. B). However, as most BMIs are actions of clumsy and complex 

business transformations involving resources, risks, politics and strong commitment, they won’t 

happen often. This change adversity is described to fundamentally engrained strategic views, such 

as industry-positioning view or the RBV, which both glorified execution and adherence to a 

position or resource commitment over a long period of time. This hampers creating any sense of 

urgency and latitude for actions (McGrath 2010). Shareholder expectations and financial pressures 

detain corporations from vigorously promoting a continuous BMI approach and lead to a passive-

reactive attitude, making firms react only when it’s inevitable.  

In particular, the overly stressed emphasis on financial numbers is highly detrimental to any BMI 

effort. The more innovations involve radical, complex or disruptive settings including uncertainty 

and risks, the less adequately forecasts regarding time or ROI are practicable. The risk of such a 
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perspective, complying with the planned and agreed targets of a change project, may - even in case 

of its compliance - cause anomia and lack of deeper-rooted emotional meaning. Participants would 

be deprived of their animal spirits that enable them to trust and invest in the future success of 

projects as a collective ‘course of action’ (Kreiner 2014). On the other hand, BMIs impose two 

fundamental challenges on the corporation that need to be delicately balanced. One is the 

requirement of unlearning unchallenged assumptions about old BMs, eventually bearing the risk to 

damage a corporation’s strength: its optimization, execution and scaling abilities. Yet, any forced 

change from corporate strategic management or external actors (e.g. consultancies) implemented 

into the heads of the organization will induce decreasing commitment and identification. 

This research, therefore, could flourish further in many different directions. There is a need to 

quantitatively affirm the qualitative findings from BMI observations to deliver more arguments for 

incorporation of the BM concept to the centre of frequent strategic discussions. Conceptualizing a 

corporate innovation system for future organizations that encourages and increases both likelihood 

of BMI experimentation and exploitative scaling seems appropriate. This however challenges 

current organizational logic demanding two contrasting types of leadership. Scholars like 

Osterwalder frequently discuss visionary organizational structures that unify both innovation engine 

and exploitation competences of large corporations (fig. 19). It is a radical and futuristic re-

organization, yet its effect on BMIs would be a much deeper fusion between traditional strategic 

perspectives from the exploitative functions and new BMI concepts.  

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 19: Futuristic org. structure (based on Osterwalder - Strategyzer) 
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A. BUSINESS MODEL DEFINITIONS 
 
In line with a holistic representation, the most cited papers related to the BM concept offering its 

definitions, functions and components, chronologically according to the release date. 

 
Authors BM classifications Citations 
(Timmers 
1998) 

An architecture for the product, service and information flows, including a 
description of the various business actors and their roles; a description of the 
potential benefits for the various business actors; and a description of the 
sources of revenues. 

3404 

(Eriksson & 
Penker 2000) 

The business model is the focal point around which business is conducted or 
around which business operations are improved 

 1559 

(Amit & Zott 
2001) 

A business model depicts the design of transaction content, structure, and 
governance so as to create value through the exploitation of business 
opportunities.  

 5127 

(Chesbrough 
& Rosenbloom 
2002) 

The business model provides a coherent framework that takes technological 
characteristics and potentials as inputs, and converts them through customers 
and markets into economic outputs. The business model is thus conceived as a 
focusing device that mediates between technology development and economic 
value creation 

 3701 

(Magretta 
2002) 

The business model tells a logical story explaining who your customers are, 
what they value, and how you will make money in providing them that value. 

 3169 

(Chesbrough 
2003) 

The business model consists of the value proposition, market segment, value 
chain structure, cost structure, the position of the firm on the value network, 
and the competitive strategy.  

14375 

Morris et al 
(2005) 

A business model represents the way an interrelated set of decision variables in 
the areas of venture strategy, architecture, and economics create sustainable 
competitive advantage in defined markets. It has six fundamental components: 
value proposition, customer, internal competencies, external positioning, 
economic model, and personal/investor factors  

  2018 

(Shafer et al. 
2005) 

A business model is a representation of a firm’s underlying core logic and 
strategic choices for creating and capturing value within a value network.  

  1509 

(Johnson et al. 
2008) 

A business model consists of four interlocking elements (customer value 
proposition—CVP, profit formula, key resources and key processes)  

  2083 

(Teece 2010) A business model reflects “management’s hypothesis about what customers 
want, how they want it, and how an enterprise can best meet those needs, and 
get paid for doing so.” A business model articulates how the company will 
convert resources and capabilities into economic value. It is nothing less than 
the organizational and financial “architecture” of a business and includes 
implicit assumptions about customers, their needs, and the behaviour of 
revenues, costs, and competitors  

  3495 

(Zott & Amit 
2010) 

A business model is an activity-based perspective, including the selection of 
activities (“what”), the activity system structure (“how”), and who performs 
the activities (“who”). 

  1429 
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(Osterwalder 
& Pigneur 
2010) 

A business model reflects “management’s hypothesis about what customers 
want, how they want it, and how an enterprise can best meet those needs, and 
get paid for doing so.” A business model articulates how the company will 
convert resources and capabilities into economic value. It is nothing less than 
the organizational and financial “architecture” of a business and includes 
implicit assumptions about customers, their needs, and the behaviour of 
revenues, costs, and competitors  

  5179 

(Casadesus-
Masanell & 
Ricart 2010) 

A business model is the logic of the firm, the way it operates, and how it 
creates value for its stakeholder 

  1322 

 
In order to unify the discussed literature, this overview ends with a boundary-spanning definition of 

Wirtz et al. (2016) incorporating various streams: 

 
BM is “a simplified and aggregated representation of the relevant activities of a company. It 
describes how marketable information, products and/or services are generated by means of a 
company's value-added component. In addition to the architecture of value creation, strategic as 
well as customer and market components are taken into consideration, in order to achieve the 
superordinate goal of generating, or rather, securing the competitive advantage. To fulfil this 
latter purpose, a current business model should always be critically regarded from a dynamic 
perspective, thus within the consciousness that there may be the need for business model 
evolution or business model innovation, due to internal or external changes over time” (6).  
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B. BUSINESS MODEL CANVAS 
 
Business Model Canvas according to Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) 
 
Osterwalder and Pigneur describe a business model as: “the rationale of how an organization 

creates, delivers and captures value”. 

Framing a business model within the business model canvas, consisting of nine main building 

blocks, helps to increase the understanding of how a business operates, and encourages discussion, 

creativity and analysis. This factsheet describes the main components of the business model canvas 

and how they can be used to increase the strength of your business model.  

 

The nine building blocks are illustrated above: 

 

23

An example could be low cost airlines, where 
some activities are dropped, like seat assignment, 
while some are re-governed i.e. by having 
passengers print their own boarding cards.

Synthesis

The Zott and Amit ontology is a relatively abstract 
approach to the construct, focusing on structure, 
content and governance of activities. By including 
«themes» they blend the ontology with a sort of typol-
ogy in the design themes of the business model. They 
are in line with many other researches in that they 
follow the activity system perspective.

Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010)

Introduction

Parts of this section are taken from Breiby, Wanberg 
et al. (2010).

Osterwalder and Pigneur are a part of the 
group of practitioners behind the popular publica-
tion «Business Model Generation (2010)», which is 
a handbook in business models and business model 
innovation intended for management. The book was 

a collaborative effort and is widely available in book-
stores around the world. Osterwalder is co-founder of 
the Business Model Foundry, a business model inno-
vation advisory company.

Definition

Osterwalder and Pigneur define a business model as: 
«the rationale of how and organization creates, delivers 
and captures value».

Explication

Osterwalder and Pigneur’s business model ontology 
is built up of nine components, which together give 
an approximation to a holistic view on the business 
model of a company. As this approach to the business 
model is widely applied, we will outline this model in 
some detail.

Customer segment

Osterwalder and Pigneur claims that a firm’s under-
standing of the customer segment is instrumental for 
its survival and success, and has defined it as a com-
partmentalized part of the business model.

Key 
Partners 

Value 
Proposition 

Customer 
Segments 

Customer 
Relationships 

Channels 

Key 
Activities 

Key 
Resources 

Cost Structure Revenue Streams 

Osterwalder’s business model framework 

Figure 9: Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) business model framework
Source:  Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010)

 
 
 
 
LEAN MODEL CANVAS 
 
Lean Canvas is an adaptation of Business Model Canvas by Alexander Osterwalder, created in the 

Lean Start-up spirit (Fast, Concise and Effective start-up). 

Lean Canvas promises an actionable and entrepreneur-focused business plan. It focuses on 

problems, solutions, key metrics and competitive advantages. The structure is similar to the well-

known, but some sections have been exchanged 
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C. BUSINESS MODEL NAVIGATOR – 55 IDENTIFIED PATTERNS 
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D. LEVELS OF COGNITION 
 
The framework identifies four conceptual levels of managerial cognition related to the material 

aspects of the business model of the firm: industry recipe, reputational rankings, boundary beliefs, 

and product ontologies. 

 
Industry 
recipe 

Beliefs related to the logic of the economic, competitive and institutional environment and 
their effects on the focal firm 

Reputational 
rankings 

Social constructions that identify a focal firm with a certain interorganizational community 

Boundary 
beliefs 

Cognitive representations linking e.g. product/service attributes, usage conditions, and buyer 
characteristics into a definition of an offering believed to be superior on the target market 

Product 
ontologies 

Social evaluation of an organization’s competition and their competitors vis-a-vis their own 
performance. 

 

Following table presents the propositions about the relationships between the four-level belief 

system and the material components of the business model of the firm. 
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E. STEPS TOWARDS CREATION OF A SERVICE BASED BM 
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F. BUSINESS MODEL INNOVATION - DEFINITIONS 
 
Authors BMI classifications 

(Mitchell & Coles 
2004) 

By BMI, we mean business model replacements that provide product or service 
offerings to customers and end users that were not previously available. We also refer 
to the process of developing these novel replacements as BMI. 

(Markides 2006) BMI is the discovery of a fundamentally different BM in an existing business. 
(Santos et al. 
2009) 

BMI is a reconfiguration of activities in the existing BM of a firm that is new to the 
product service market in which the firm competes. 

(Aspara et al. 
2009) 

Initiatives to create novel value by challenging existing industry-specific BMs, roles 
and relations in certain geographical market areas. 

(Gambardella & 
McGahan 2010) 

BMI occurs when a firm adopts a novel approach to commercializing its underlying 
assets. 

(Yunus et al. 2010) 
BMI is about generating new sources of profit by finding novel value proposition/value 
constellation combinations 

(Sorescu et al. 
2011) 

As a change beyond current practice in one or more elements of a retailing BM (i.e., 
retailing format, activities, and governance) and their interdependencies, thereby 
modifying the retailer’s organizing logic for value creation and appropriation 

(Amit & Zott 
2012) 

Innovate BM by redefining (a) content (adding new activities), (b) structure (linking 
activities differently), and (c) governance (changing parties that do the activities). 

(Bucherer et al. 
2012) 

We define BMI as a process that deliberately changes the core elements of a firm and 
its business logic 

(Abdelkafi et al. 
2013) 

A BMI happens when the company modifies or improves at least one of the value 
dimensions 

(Aspara et al. 
2013) 

Corporate BM transformation is defined as a change in the perceived logic of how 
value is created by the corporation, when it comes to the value-creating links among 
the corporation’s portfolio of businesses, from one point of time to another. 

(Berglund & 
Sandström 2013) 

A BMI can thus be thought of as the introduction of a new BM aimed to create 
commercial value. 

(Casadesus-
Masanell & Zhu 
2013) 

At root, BMI refers to the search for new logics of the firm and new ways to create and 
capture value for its stakeholders; it focuses primarily on finding new ways to generate 
revenues and define value propositions for customers, suppliers, and partners. 

(Khanagha et al. 
2014) 

BMI activities can range from incremental changes in individual components of BMs, 
extension of the existing BM, introduction of parallel BMs, right through to disruption 
of the BM, which may potentially entail replacing the existing model with a 
fundamentally different one. 

 (Foss & Saebi 2016) 
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G. PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORKS 
 
Classical Five-Stages Idea-to-Launch Stage-Gate System (Cooper 2006) 

Discovery or Ideation

 

Ideas are the feedstock or trigger to the process, and they make or break the system.
Don’t expect a superb new-product process to overcome a deficiency in good new-
product ideas. The need for great ideas coupled with the high attrition rate of ideas
means that the idea-generation stage is pivotal: You need great ideas and lots of
them.

Many companies consider ideation so important that they handle this as a formal
stage in the process, the one we call Discovery—that is, they build in a defined,
proactive idea-generation and capture system. Many activities can be part of the
Discovery stage in order to stimulate the creation of great new-product ideas. Such
activities include: undertaking fundamental but directed technical research, seeking
new technological possibilities; working with lead or innovative users; utilizing
VoC research to capture unarticulated needs and customer problems; competitive
analysis and inverse brainstorming of competitive products; installing an idea-
suggestion scheme to stimulate ideas from your own employees; scanning the
outside world and employing “open innovation” to seek external ideas; and using
your strategic planning exercise to uncover disruptions, gaps, and opportunities in
the marketplace.
Figure 4.10: This Five-Stage Idea-to-Launch Stage-Gate® System Is for
Major and More Complex Product-Development Projects

Source: Adapted from Cooper, endnotes 2 & 4.

152

 
 
 
NEXT-Generation Stage-Gate System (Cooper 2016) 
 

projects often represent the majority of projects in the development pipeline—
they are the sustaining innovation or “renovation” projects, designed to keep
the product line fresh, up-to-date, and in good repair; as a result, they are
usually lower cost and more predictable to do. Note that the Stage-Gate
system is reduced to three stages and three gates for these lower-risk
developments. The activities list per stage is similarly truncated, and the
deliverables package and templates shortened. Gatekeepers are typically not
the senior leadership team, but mid-management.

• Stage-Gate® Lite (across bottom of Figure 5.1) is for very small
projects, such as simple customer requests or salespeople’s submissions.
Usually these projects represent minor modifications to existing products, and
though small, collectively they often consume a substantial percentage of
company R&D resources. Thus, these small projects should also be “in the
system”; they, too, need to be managed and scrutinized, and not every request
is undertaken (otherwise R&D become “busy fools”). Note that the model has
been reduced to two stages; the activities and deliverables are also reduced,
and the gatekeepers are often mid-management from technical groups and the
sales force.

Figure 5.1: Next-Generation Stage-Gate Is Scalable to Suit Different Projects

In Figure 5.1, all ideas or proposed development projects enter Gate 1 on the left
for an initial screen, so that Gate 1 is in effect a “clearinghouse.” The idea-
screening decision is made here, as is the routing decision—what type of project
this is, and therefore what version of Stage-Gate it should be in. The principle for
electing which version of Stage-Gate to use is simple: The higher the risk, the more
one adheres to the full five-stage process across the top of Figure 5.1.
 
A word of caution: Visible rules must be in place to ensure that higher-risk projects

185
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Stage-Gate System Illustration, that incorporates much more open initiatives 
 

including ideation, development, and commercialization. In doing so, much more
value is created and realized throughout the process—see Figure 5.8. For
example:25

Figure 5.8: Open Innovation Stage-Gate Features External Interfaces (In-
Bound and Out-Bound) at Multiple Points in the Process

214

 
 
The Iterative Innovation Pattern (van de Ven et al. 1999) 
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New Product Development practices (Cunha & Gomes 2003) 
 

First, the discussion shows that the principle
of contingency seems to be valid to NPD. Tradi-
tional, sequential models were context-free and
presumed to fit every case in any context. 
The ‘one size fits all’ assumption is no longer
tenable. As Gomes et al. (2003) have concluded,
different cases require diverse approaches.
Future research will need to refine a contin-
gency approach to product innovation. Such 
an approach will need to find types of pro-
ducts, structures and technologies that recom-
mend the use of a certain product innovation
model.

Second, the evolution of product innovation
models is also due to the growing recognition
that there is an element of emergence in orga-
nizational life that cannot be removed and that
encourages the adoption of flexible NPD prac-
tices. Innovation researchers have paid atten-
tion to the planned side of the process, but
treated emergent actions and particularly
improvisational actions as less functional if not
harmful (Lewin, 1998). Recently, how-
ever, a growing body of work is placing a 
significant focus on the emergent side of
product innovation. Thus, it was suggested

184 CREATIVITY AND INNOVATION MANAGEMENT

Volume 12 Number 3 September 2003 © Blackwell Publishing Ltd, 2003

Table 7. Linking organization theory and product innovation

Organizing as Organizing as
order disorder

Role of the Should be Complex
environment under control relationships

with
organization

Essence of Stability, Disorder,
organizing control, ambiguity,

rationality, improvisation,
predictability random

Main goal Achieving Achieving
equilibrium dynamical
and stability equilibrium

Organizational Mechanistic, Organic, flat,
structures hierarchical, horizontal

functional

Product Sequential Compression Flexible Integrative Improvisational
innovation
model

Assumptions Certainty, Certainty, Uncertainty, Uncertainty, Complexity,
equilibrium, equilibrium, surprise, surprise, emergence
stability, stability, adaptation adaptation,
predictability, adaptation, emergence
mechanicism mechanicism

Main goal To standardize To optimize the To adapt to the To integrate To manage
innovation sequential model project needs multiple PD efficiency and

components flexibility at
the same time

PS structures Universal: all Universal: all Adaptable to Adaptable to Dependent on
products; all products; all product types product types, the particular
organizations; organizations; and industries; organizations project
all industries adaptable to universal: all and industries

industries organizations
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Overview of Flexible and Iterative Development processes (Cunha & Gomes 2003) 
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H. CODING SCHEME 
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I. INTERVIEW GUIDE (INTERNAL COMPANY PERSPECTIVE) 
 

INT: Theme Research question Interview question 

Interviewee 
background 

- Position? 
- Responsibilities? 
- Tenure? 
- Department? 

 
 
 
- Intersection/connection 

to topic of BMI/BM? 

- Could you tell me something about your 
work/position you currently hold?  

- What are your key 
responsibilities/background? 

- How long have you been employed at your 
position? 

- Can you explain in which way you deal with 
the subject of Business Models or Business 
Model Innovation in particular in your 
professional life? 

- Is there any example of a real BM 
change/innovation case you are/have been 
taking part in? 

BMI – SQ1 – 
TRIGGERS/REASON
ING/ 
MOTIVATION 

 
- Relevance of BMI? 

 
Corporate vs BU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- Triggers/drivers of 
BMIs? 

- Digitalization/Industry 
4.0. etc. 
internally/externally 
driving factors?  
Forced vs on purpose 
 

 
- Creation processes? 

(Structure/Actors) 
Recognition/systematic 
 
 
 

 
- Difference in ways of 

creation? 
Hint: Type (incremental, 
radical, disruptive) 

- How relevant are changes to your BM at your 
company and why? 

- Which departments are generally involved in 
activities related to BMI? 

- Are those departments also responsible for 
the strategy formulation?  

- Would you make any difference between 
strategy and BM? Follow-up: what difference 
do see btw. Strategy and BM, or 
commonalities? 

- Which factors/drivers affect or influence your 
BM currently the most and why?  

- Are they foremost externally/internally 
driven? 

- Would you say that those factors are also key 
triggers of BMIs in general or rather affecting 
specifically your company?  

- Is there any formal/structured process for 
creation/designing activities for your BM at 
the moment? 

- Are your employees somehow involved in 
the ideation or design process? (Is there a 
way/process they could contribute?) 

- If yes: Can you describe the BMI creation 
process at your company?  

- If yes Is there any similarity to 
product/service development in any  
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Adaptions vs new 
creation, time criteria, on 
SBU level 

 

way? 
- If yes/no Do you place any difference on how 

you innovate your BM whether the triggers 
are internal/external/ threats/opportunities)?  
Why/What may be differences? 

BMI-SQ 2 – 
PLANNING 
PROCESS vs 
STRATEGIC 
AGILITY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IF POSSIBLE 
SHOW BM 
CANVAS 

- Planning ability? 
(on a scale from 1 
unpredictable to 10 
highly predictable)  
 
 

- Involved actors and 
decision-making? 
(top-down/bottom up, 
tight vs loosely) 
 
Cross-functional teams, 
Division leader, 
Consulting etc 

 
- Role of flexibility? (in 

terms of 
experimentation)(scale 1 
to 10) 

- Interrelation of 
flexibility with its 
reasoning? 
 

- Where is flexibility 
important in terms of 
BMI success?  

- On a scale from 1 to 10, can BMI activities 
be planned theoretically before 
implementation? Why? 

- Follow-up: Which activities may be subject 
for planning? 

- Which departments or people are responsible 
in your company for initiating a need for 
change of the BM? 

- Who is driving decision-making processes, 
delegation of responsibilities, resources and 
implementation? 

- How and why is it structured this way? 

- What role does flexibility play in the creation 
of BMIs?  

- Does the degree of flexibility change 
according to the underlying factors? Why? 
(external/internal reasons) 
 

- For which organizational activities or areas 
of the BM, could flexibility 
(experimentation) be more relevant?  

BMI – SQ3 -  
REPLICATION/REAS
ONING  
 

- Replication? Possibility 
and effects 
(from competitors, 
analogous industries, new 
entrants) 
 
(Ex. Tesla Motor’s) 
 

- Reasoning 
 

• Have you ever considered replicating or 
imitating parts or whole BMs of a 
(particularly successful) company? 

• Could this be a realistic scenario/practice for 
your company at all? 
Yes:In which situation? 

• What would be barriers of copying? 
• In general, could you imagine why copying 

does not lead to success? 

Success Factors – 
GENERAL  

- Success 
(in terms of execution/ 
function/organizational 
structure) 

 
- Systematic approach?  

- How would you measure or describe success 
in BMI or changes to BM?  

- What criteria could be used as key 
performance indicators? Why? 

- Which org.level/departments/actors are key 



 19 

 
 
 
- Capability changes; are 

there new requirements? 
(path dependency) 

 
- Disruptive changes 

accountable for making sure that the BMI 
will be successful? (Top MGMT, BUs) 

- To what degree do you think your company 
matches its current org. capabilities/core 
competencies with the ones needed for a new 
BM? 

- Do you think that disrupting your own BM 
may be a viable option?  

- Yes; In which situation should it be 
considered? No: Why? 

Success factors – 
MACRO/FIRM/MICR
O 

- Firm Level 
Probe: 
Culture? Leadership? 
Employee 
commitment 
Governance 

 
 
 
 
BMI can often commoditize 
the current core business in 
terms of resources, 
profitability and many more. 
 
 
 

- Micro Level 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- Macro Factors 
 

- What would you name the 3 (most) important 
firm/organizational capabilities that could 
increase probability of BMI success? 

- Is BMI in your company related to customer 
involvement? Why, not?  

- How and if, from which other sources could 
your company profit in ideation, 
implementation or execution of BMIs? 

- Can you think of an org.setting that would 
balance pursuing new business opportunities 
and your core businesses without harming 
your resource/knowledge pool.? Yes: How 
would you structure it? No: Why not? 

- How large would you say is your employee’s 
share in success of the development and 
innovation of BMs in your company?  

- What would you name the 3 (most) critical 
requirements that employees should 
contribute with regard to its success? 

- Could you think of learning effects in this 
area? If yes, how would you optimize them? 

- Could you name any specific industry or 
company characteristic that is particularly 
reluctant to BMI?  

- Why could be BMI for some companies in 
general be more relevant (necessary) than for 
others? 

- Probe: Are any industries/companies not 
affected at all? 
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INTERVIEW GUIDE (EXTERNAL PERSPECTIVE – EXPERT 
INTERVIEWS) 
 

EXT: Theme Research question Interview question 

Interviewee 
background 

- Position? 
- Responsibilities? 
- Tenure? 
- Department? 
 
 
 

 
 
- Intersection/connection to 

topic of BMI/BM? 

- Could you tell me something about your 
work/position you currently hold?  

- What are your key 
responsibilities/background? 

- How long have you been 
employed/researching at your position? 

- Can you explain in which way you deal 
with the subject of Business Models or 
Business Model Innovation in particular 
in your professional life? 

- Is there any example of real BM 
change/innovation case you are/have been 
taking part in? 

BMI – SQ1 – 
TRIGGERS/REASON
ING/ 
MOTIVATION 

 
- Relevance of BMI? 

(Consultancy/Research?) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
- Triggers of BMIs? 

internally/externally driving 
factors?  
Forced vs on purpose, 
 
 

 
 
- Creation processes general? 

(use of any product 
development tools/methods?) 

 
- Difference in ways of 

creation? 

- How strong do you perceive the relevance 
that companies should innovate or change 
their BM and why? 

- Which departments are usually involved 
or would you expect being involved in 
creation, design or planning activities 
related to BMIs?  

- Should those departments also be 
responsible for the strategy formulation? 

- How do you differ between strategy and 
BM, what are differences or 
commonalities? 

- Which drivers/triggers/factors affect or 
influence the BM of large corp.?  

- Would you say they are foremost 
externally/internally driven? 

- Can (in your eyes) be key triggers of 
BMIs identified in general or is it 
company/industry specific?  

- Do you know any companies that use a 
formal/structured process for creation or 
change in their BM? 

- Which actors/departments would you 
expect to be involved in the 
conceptualizing such process? 
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Hint: Type (incremental, 
radical, disruptive) 
Adaptions vs new creation, 
time criteria, on SBU level 

 

- How could a BMI creation process look 
like?  

- Do you expect any similarity to 
product/service development in any  
way? (Stage-Gate) 

- Would you expect any difference in the 
creation of BMIs whether the triggers are 
internal/external vs threats/opportunities)?  
Why/What may be differences? 

BMI-SQ 2 – 
PLANNING 
PROCESS vs 
STRATEGIC 
AGILITY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IF POSSIBLE 
SHOW BM 
CANVAS 

- Planning ability? 
(on a scale from 1 
unpredictable to 10 highly 
predictable)  
 

 
- Involved actors and 

decision-making? 
(top-down/bottom up, tight vs 
loosely) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- Role of flexibility? (in terms 
of experimentation) 
(scale 1 to 10) 

- Interrelation of flexibility 
with its reasoning? 
 

- Why is flexibility important 
in terms of BMI success?  

- On a scale from 1 to 10, can BMI 
activities be planned theoretically before 
implementation?  

- Follow-up Yes: Which activities may be 
subject for planning? No: Why? 

- Which departments or people should be 
responsible in a company:  

- Initiating the need to change the BM? 
- Driving decision-making processes? 
- Delegation of responsibilities or resources 

and implementation?  
- How should it be structured?   

- What role does flexibility play in the 
creation of BMIs?  

- Does the degree of flexibility change 
according to the underlying factors? 
(external/internal reasons) 

- For which organizational activities or 
areas of the BM, could flexibility 
(experimentation) be more relevant?  

BMI – SQ3 -  
REPLICATION/REAS
ONING  
 

- Replication? Possibility and 
effects 
(from competitors, analogous 
industries, new entrants) 
 
(Ex. Tesla Motor’s) 
 
 

 
- Reasoning 
 

• Could the replication or imitation of a 
(particularly successful) BM be a realistic 
scenario in creation of competitive 
advantage for a company?  

• Yes: How/have u seen examples? 
• Yes/No:What would be barriers to do so? 

Yes: In general, could you imagine why 
companies could fail? 

- Yes/No: In what situation would you 
imagine that a company imitates 
BMs/BMI or parts of BMs instead of 
creating its own BM design? 
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Success Factors – 
GENERAL  

- Success 
(in terms of execution/ 
function/organizational 
structure) 
 

 
- Systematic approach? 

(recognition mechanism) 
 

   (Top MGMT, BUs) 
 
 
 

 
 
 
- Capability changes; are there 

new requirements? 
(path dependency) 
 
 
 

- Disruptive changes 

- How would you measure or describe 
success in BMI or changes to BM? 

- What criteria (framework) could be used 
as key performance indicators? Why 
exactly? 

-      Which org.level/departments/actors are 
key accountable for making sure that the 
BMI will be successful? (Top MGMT, 
BUs) 

-      If a company could implement a 
systematic function, where or how should 
it placed into a org. setting (Top MGMT, 
BUs) 

- To what degree should a firm match its 
current org. capabilities with the ones 
needed for a new BM? Follow-up:A lot: 
Would you say path-dependancy is 
beneficial? why? 

- Do you think that disrupting its own BM 
may be a viable option for a firm?   

- Yes: When should it be considered? 

Success factors – 
MACRO/FIRM/MICR
O 

 
- Firm Level 

 
Probe: 
Culture? Leadership? 
Employee commitment 

 
 
 
 
 
BMI can often commoditize the 
current core business in terms of 
resources, profitability and many 
more. 
 
 
 
- Micro Level 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- What would you name the 3 (most) 
important firm/organizational capabilities 
that could increase probability of BMI 
success? 

- Is BMI related to customer involvement?  
- How and if, from which other sources 

could a company profit in ideation, 
implementation or execution of BMI? 

- Can you think of an org.setting that would 
balance pursuing new business 
opportunities and the core businesses of a 
firm without harming their 
resource/knowledge pool. How would you 
structure such scenario? 

- How large would you say is your 
employee’s share in success of the 
development and innovation of BMs in 
your company?  

- What would you name the 3 (most) 
critical requirements that employees 
should contribute with regard to BMI 
success? 
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- Macro Factors 
 

- Could you think of learning effects in this 
area? If yes, how could a company 
optimize them? 

- Could you name any specific industry or 
company characteristic that is particularly 
reluctant to BMI?  

- Why could be BMI for some companies 
more relevant (necessary) than for others 
Probe: Are any industries/companies not 
affected at all? 
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J. INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS  

Interview A – Head of Strategic Business Development – Global Software Company 

Daniel: Let's start with your personal background. Could you tell me something about 
yourself, about your position? Could you tell me something about your work/position you 
currently hold? What your key responsibilities are, and is your background you come 
from? 

Int. A: Yeah, Int. A. I am working in the area of business development for the Hybris Product at my 
company. Hybris is the brand for all CRM products that we sell and offer to the market at our 
company so everything around solutions for sales, for service, for e-commerce and for 
marketing. In e-commerce we are global market leader, no other company sells more e-
commerce solutions than we do. The current position means, that we need to bring new products 
to market that appear in this area, that means that we together with the Marketing organize 
campaigns and events that help our sales organization later to be able to sell. So it is mainly what 
we are doing. My personal background, I've studied business administration at the University of 
Mannheim and worked 5 years in a start-up company and now I am 23 years here and I've hold 
various positions. I started as a salesmen and was the assistant of a member of the extended 
Board and international organization for the go to market and so on and so on. So mainly many 
were related to market and production of new software and so to innovation topics and most of 
the time in the area of what you generally would call CRM.  

Daniel:  Ok, How long have you been in your last position?  

Int. A: The one that I am currently doing, is for the last 3 years. 

Daniel: Can you explain in which your position/work has to do with the topic of BMs or 
Business Model Innovation in particular? So how does your work affect the BM? 

Int. A: Yeah, there are two answers. So first of all, it affects mostly the BMs of other companies, 
but also our company. So part one, how does it affect the BM of other companies, in the area of 
CM software we are seeing dramatic changes over the past let's say 5 - 7 years since the iPhone, 
Smartphones came to market, tablets became popular. The way customers/consumers buy in the 
internet, buy over Smartphones, how they inform themselves about products has dramatically 
changed. As a result of that, many companies have to change the way they do business or they 
have to change their BMs. And good examples, of course we see that every day, how people 
shop consumer goods, how they inform themselves about consumer goods, a company that needs 
to sell to consumers needs to be able to deal with an omni-channel environment, so there need to 
be capable somebody twittered something positive or negative and mentioned it on his Facebook 
side. So the way those companies make business has dramatically changed, but the same is true 
for the B2B companies. Also here we have a lot of changes thanks to the digitalization, just to 
mention one example, today if you produce machines in discrete manufacturing, it is normal that 
those machines are able to be in contact with the company once produced them, so can offer 
totally new services to your customers, those customers that actually use the machines. So in this 
environment, my daily job is to discuss with customers that have or facing those changes and 
need now to change their BMs.  
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Personally, the second part of the answer to your question. Of course as I said, I was for a long time 
dealing with market introduction processes of new products, that also is a change for us. The 
largest is most probably that the software industry is moving heavily to Cloud solutions, so 
customers are not willing to pay upfront big amounts of money anymore and then install a piece 
of software that they in former times got on various CP's, now they download but nevertheless 
they are not willing to install their own datacenters anymore, they want to consume software 
over the web in form of cloud software. The largest project we had with that so far, was a 
product called Bydesign where I was also in team that rolled that out 10 years ago, actually it 
was not that successful at that time because it was a full ERP software, cloud-based in 2007, so 
exactly 10 years ago. And that time, it was a mid-market solution, but at that time no mid-market 
or no owner of a mid-market typical mid-market private company was willing to move all of his 
ERP functions into the cloud. Actually at that time it was a failure, in the meantime, it sells quite 
well, and in the meantime we make a good 1/3 of our revenue with cloud software in all areas. In 
the area of CRM software thanks to our ??? competitors from Salesforce customers nearly only 
buy cloud software anymore. We also had a company called SuccessFactors in the area of HR 
software and also in the area of business networks ARIBA. So a good portion of the software 
today is offered of the cloud and also the ERP solutions is not only the smaller mid-market 
solution Bydesign that I mentioned earlier that runs in the cloud today, it is also our flagship 
product of ERP, which once was named R3 today is S/4 HANA that is also fully offered as a 
cloud solution.  

Daniel: As I understood you make a lot of solutions or products that possibly engage other 
companies to innovate their BMs or parts of BM? 

Int. A: yeah, Is it typical for the software we deliver to our customer, that it is more or less the 
backbone of their company. We have customers like Daimler that invested billions in our 
software. So large portions of those companies run on our software, so it needs to be capable to 
support them when they do BMI. 

Daniel: But to be more specific on your company itself. How relevant would you perceive 
changes to your BM and why? 

Int. A: Yeah I think, I've mentioned a good example. We were faced with the fact that in one 
specific market, where we sell software, the CRM market the competitor became strong and 
successful by offering software as cloud software. Of course we needed to make a decision, will 
this be a major trend for the future or not. If we answered this question with yes, we need to find 
a way how we do that. There was a point in time 5 years ago where the board significantly 
changed, older people that were in the Board for a long time retired and younger people like the 
current CEO and that time another CO-CEO they came into the position of the CEO's and at that 
time there was a time where we faced a lot of changes, so they had to make a decision if you are 
one of the largest software makers of the world, actually the largest in Europe. And if you want 
to be relevant for your customers in 5 years from now, or 10 years from now, which areas of 
software would you need to be invest in. And they made that in a very clever way so because the 
decision was made to go into the Big Data area, which was a large hype 2,3 years ago. Now it is 
not so hot anymore, becomes somewhat normal. And we offered the product S/4HANA the 
largest business database that you can buy in the world at the moment. The decision was made to 
go massively into cloud, which is by the way though for a software company, I explain in a 
second why. So the decision was taken to move the entire offering in CRM into the cloud to buy 
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SuccessFactors in the cloud, to buy ARIBA for SCM software in the cloud and a couple of 
smaller software vendors. Why did we buy so much and why did I say it is though? If your BM 
today is you sell something and he puts all the money on the table and then he uses in the 
average our customers used our CRM software for 7 years. So they pay today and they use for 7 
years, if you move to a cloud it implicitly also means that you move from an upfront payment to 
a rental model or regular payment scheme, which is nice because only a small percentage of the 
customers quit the contract from year to year. So if you have a lot of cloud customers, you can 
very nicely predict how your revenue will look like in 1 year or 2 years from now. This is great 
if you are a CEO of a company, but unfortunately you have to go through a valley of tears, 
because in the moment you say don't pay me everything upfront from now on you just pay a rent 
then you have a couple of years, where all these upfront payments are missing and only the small 
rental payments come in. That is why the decision was taken that a good portion of this cloud 
software, had to be bought in form of acquisitions because here we should SuccessFactors, it was 
a company with 6000 employees at that time. The leading company for HR software in the cloud 
at that time when we acquired them 4 years ago, something like that, and of course, they only 
had cloud customers with a sufficient customer base already, otherwise if from tomorrow on you 
way say you stop any sales of normal or premise software so upfront payment and installable 
software and move overnight to cloud, your revenue would drop dramatically and your share 
prices would drop dramatically. It is a good example for a massive change process that our 
Board had to deal with and if you look how the rates of software along the cloud side increased 
and how on the CRM side decreased, it was the right decision at the right time. If we wouldn't 
have made this decision at that time, we would have been irrelevant for our customers, because 
they say in the past the software of our company was the backbone of our IT, today they are not 
offering cloud software so we buy something else. That is a good example, how a change 
affected us massively.  

Daniel: Ok, you've mentioned the Board that decided upon the changes. Can you specify 
which departments would be involved or would you expect to being involved in BM 
changes? 

Int. A: Yeah, that is ehm. The model here is handle that on a very broad basis. We are organized in 
two types of, or let's say where software is developed and broad to market in two types of 
organizations. There are product-related organizations like the Hybris, where I work for the 
CRM software and there are also organizations that are industry-orientated. So they look what is 
the trends in industries and what do our customers need tomorrow from us so that they can face 
the challenges they do have. And in all of this organizations there is a culture where we try to 
foster innovation, but it is though. I mean we are a large company and with more than 80 000 
employees and of course, you personally work at Siemens I don't think it is much different than 
Siemens or IBM. The larger you get, the less agile your organization is. Many of the innovations 
that we today can offer, also came from acquisitions. So we have the people that see, we need to 
be able to offer this or that type of solution, but sometimes we are not fast enough ourselves to 
develop it out of our own labs, and we buy then. But not always, as I mentioned the example of 
S/4HANA or the Hana software, the Hana database system that was developed here together 
with the University of Potsdam, but by us. It is not general that I say we are too big and too fat 
and not agile enough anymore, but it is not easy. We often vary various models to promote and 
to push the agility, the SCRUM methodology, you might have heard of, or things like teams of 
10, so that you somehow try to implement a culture of change and culture of small teams that 
work like start-up companies. But there are also examples where we miserably failed. For 
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example a couple of years ago we founded a small company together with a hardware partner 
and the idea of this company was to build software that allows you to track within the supply 
chain area, to track critical products like pharmaceuticals or spare-parts in the airline business. 
So that you can track where spare-parts today back from when was it produced, when was it may 
be dismantled and put into another airport and so on. The same for pharmaceuticals. And this 
small companies ended it up, we had 20 employees and there was a head of the company with 
two secretaries, so it was totally being not a start-up company. It was a company with 20 
employees and organizational structures of a company with 60 000 employees so. If you take the 
wrong people, or if you take people that are too much used to work in an environment of a large 
company. Then it is though to create such a culture. We do a lot of things, we have the so called 
App houses in Heidelberg and Palo Alto. Especially the one in Palo Alto is kind of famous, if 
you hear interviews with some of the founders interesting companies like Mr. Zuckerberg, he 
mentioned that he was sitting in this house and talks with people when he was building 
Facebook. So there are elements, where we try to promote to a start-up culture, but it is though 
for a large company. We support a lot of start-up companies, we have own organizations in 
Berlin and here in our HQ where start-up companies can get office space, or financial support, so 
incubators we call those or in Frankfurt is also one. So that we help start-up companies to 
become larger, but in the end we are a large company. 

Daniel: But, as you said, you have this product-related and industry-orientated types. In those 
organizational parts, would you say that the departments that think about BMI, they also 
do the strategy formulation. Or is it separated and if it is separated, would you make any 
difference between the strategy and BM? 

Int. A: That is a very theoretical question. Yes, there is of course a department of corporate strategy 
and so the answer is it is separated on the other hand, if the Business Units come up and say ok, 
we see that our customers need this and that in the future, and for us to be able to deliver this, we 
also we need to change our way we make business than of course they are of course in a close 
contact. 

Daniel: Ok, so they work together, but the strategy is more long-termed focus while BM is 
changed on a daily basis?  

Int. A: Well no, you cannot say that we change our BM on a daily basis. I mean we are very 
customer-driven so, the question is when is it a change of the BM or when is it just a change of a 
piece of software. So there is a large grey zone in that. We are not all the time changing our BM, 
in the end we never changed it, we are founded nearly 50 years ago and still the most successful 
foundation of a company in Germany after the second world war. And from the very first day, 
we've produced software for companies, we still do that, so...  

Daniel: Alright. Let's move to the triggers and driver of BM change. Which 
drivers/triggers/factors/trends would you say influence your BM currently the most? You 
already mentioned digitalization, is there any other factor or something you would say that 
is heavily working on the BM. 

Int. A: Yeah, if you look for the recent past. The four most important drivers in our industry that 
also required that we change were the big data topic, it was the cloud topic, it was mobility, 
mobile devices and the forth one... was... 
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Daniel: But those are technological external drivers. Is there anything else like regulations or 
other drivers?  

Int. A: Yeah, regulations of course are a steady form of input if you produce software for 
companies, if you produce B2B software, we do not have a single product that a private 
consumer would buy from us so our customers are 100 % other companies. That of course in 
such a business the local legislation and the EU legislation or the US, the Federal Agency, is 
often a driver. But the question is there is that a change of BMs, that can be if you... let's take an 
actual example. The EU “Datenschutzgrundverordnung” will change next year in April, the most 
important change is if you don't stick to the rules of data privacy of the data of consumers that 
you as a vendor of consumer goods do have, you can get dramatic fines. So of course now, so far 
we try to deliver software that are in accordance with the regulations, but as the regulations get 
tougher of course we check our software and see ok, what's coming, is somebody using our sales 
or our marketing to run his marketing department or to run his sales department then is what he 
has gotten from us. Is that in accordance with the regulations, and then we change the software, 
but I wouldn't say that this is a change of the BM. I could hardly think of a change of the BM. 
By the way, of course BMs play a part. It is much easier to do that in cloud software than to do it 
in the classical delivery model. In the classical delivery model you have to do updates on the 
customer side and in the cloud software we offer updates on a quarterly basis and the customer 
cannot say no. We just update these cases. Software of course the customer can decide, what 
parts are get updated. But in general we offer, in the next update changes are included that are 
needed to stay compliant to the new regulations of the EU. I can give you one other example, 
where of course legislation changed the BM. After 9/11 it was very though to sell software to the 
US government, if you are not a US company, so we founded a daughter company, 100 % 
owned by us but legally sitting in the US. All the employees were only US citizens, nobody who 
did not have a US passport was working in that company. And this company then sold software 
to the US government. That was I would say a change in the business processes influenced by 
legislation changes.  

Daniel: Ok, I see. Regarding the creation process of BMI, is there any structured process or is 
there any way that your employees can contribute or involve in the ideation and design 
process. If they have an idea, and let's say they see potential for the future, how can they 
contribute and get this idea into your environment. 

Int. A: Of course, there is pretty much of approaches that is in a way, a formalistic process. I mean 
in the end, if you think of ideation processes in companies, let say in companies that produce 
machines and somebody that is producing something. Somebody is having a good idea if we 
would do it in a different way than we could save a lot of material. Then you often have these 
system of ideation processes in normal manufacturing companies where you get some extra 
money. But that is very different here because we do software to support business processes at 
professional companies, so everybody in this company here as long as he/she is involved in the 
design, the programming and the implementation of the software at the customer side is 
somehow.. It is core part of their job and that job is of course to analyze the process. And that 
process starts if an industry department sees the need for change. Ok we see that all of our 
automobile customers are moving into an area, we saw that 2 years ago, moving to an area where 
they now have to develop the connected car, vehicles. Of course they do that by themselves, we 
don't produce software that runs an BMW, so the BMWs can talk to the company BMW, but of 
course it has a lot of implications to the systems that are installed at BMW, for example, they 
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need new service systems. The master data systems, where the master data of all delivered cars 
are recorded, need to be changed dramatically in the moment when those cars can talk to the 
backbone system. In the past you just sold the car and when you were lucky you got a feedback 
from a dealer saying their car with car number 4711 was now sold and 5 years later the dealer 
probably got it back, because the customer bought another car and the dealer bought the used car 
to somebody else. But now it is a very different knowledge base and you need totally different 
systems. And our developers or our product managers say, we see that such a process like the 
connected car is becoming big in the auto industry and we need to change our products in this 
and that way, so that they can use our products that they can do what they want to do. But that is 
the core part of their job that they produce software and wait 7 months that they have a good idea 
than there is another process, where they now fit this good idea in.  

 

Daniel: If you think about planning process of BMI, but if you can't relate it to BMI, 
probably to innovation processes. Would you say that these activities planned theoretically 
before implementation to some degree, or would you say it needs a lot of flexibility, in 
terms of experimentation, in terms of agility to innovate your BM, to innovate products. Or 
are there parts that you can plan and think through?  

Int. A: There are certainly parts that you can plan and think through, just like the example I've used 
with the car industry. The moment when you see and decide ok, there is a trend in the car 
industry, that they need to be connected with their cars. Of course then you can start to think, ok 
what does it mean for those parts of the software, that we deliver to Daimler or BMW. What will 
their needs be and then we of course also do prototyping processes. For example we had years 
ago at Cebit for BM exposed that to the public, ok we are working together with BMW because 
BMW plans to offer connected cars which was the fact at that time and this is how we contribute 
to that and so of course you can plan that from that time. But again, what makes our discussion 
here very difficult is that our job here for many people that work at our firm is to permanently 
think about the business processes innovations at our customers but only partially that also 
affects our own business processes. Our normal business is to support changes at the customer 
side.  

Daniel: Have you or has your company ever considered replicating parts or whole BM 
elements from competitors or other companies? 

Int. A: Hard to say. In the end, for example we used a couple of times the fact that today to deliver 
software over the cloud, that would be... 
Now the question is, where did we get the idea from. I can't tell you, we started to develop cloud 
software in 2003 so that's 14 years ago. At that time did we look, I think Salesforce was already 
existing, but it was a very small company at that time. Have we been aware of it, I don't know. I 
can't tell you. Certainly it happens, we look what others do and imitate but in the end, the large 
elements of success that our company had, were when we were offering the innovation 
ourselves. The phase of the largest of growth of us was between 1994 and 9/11, because we 
offered a product that is today known as R3 and that was a double ??? in innovation. It made use 
of the fact that companies did not need mainframes anymore and we had the best feed-tier client 
server architecture. And at the same time, companies started to rethink their business processes 
at that time. Business process re-engineering was a big topic, and our product was the perfect 
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software to support what you as our customer had decided to change your business processes. 
And with that we moved from a company with 4000 employees to a company with 40 000 
employees in these 10 years. Another strong phase of growth was in the last 4 to 5 years. And 
again it was this HANA technology for example that is innovative. There is no competitor or for 
a while there was no competitor that could offer similar technology. And again we were growing 
very strong at that time. So from this side it's more beneficial when you are innovator, it is not so 
beneficial when you just copy, but of course you also often need to copy too, to have a complete 
offering. We could not have said, we don't do cloud software because we don't want to copy, 
because somebody else had the idea earlier than us. That would have not been an option.  

Daniel: Ok let's move to the last section that refers to the success of BM changes. My first 
question would be how would you measure or describe success in changing your BM. In 
which criteria would you or what you use as key performance indicator if you look at BM 
change. Because you just said and mentioned the example with the employees and growth. 

Int. A: That is certainly an indicator, I personally love to use. You can use the revenue but again, we 
are at the point we had at the beginning of the interview. We are successful if we deliver 
software that helps our customers that helps our customers to do the BM changes they need to 
do. So in a way, if we deliver software that is relevant for our customers that helps our customers 
to do what they want to do then, of course we sell, then the key performance indicators are of 
course revenue mainly. Or the increase in sales, it is not so much the margin, just with reason 
that last week we published the results for the first half year and it was not only well received, 
because we grew very well but our margin went down. But margin is not a good indicator for 
BMI because if you do new things you have to invest. Sometimes we have to invest and then the 
margin goes down, even when the revenue still goes up and then the analysts and stock 
exchanges they don't like that. They say then don't buy shares but nevertheless sometimes we 
have to do that to keep track and to be in the front. But if you are honest there are mega trends 
where we never took part in or just indirectly took part in. We are the most successful company 
foundation after the second world war in Germany, but there are a couple of companies that are 
much younger and much larger than us. If you think of Facebook, Amazon, Microsoft, most of 
Google/Alphabet. Of course those were companies that were dealing in the area of more in the 
consumer business of software. So they offer something to the single individual, not into the 
B2B space. But nevertheless, why didn't we invent the Google algorithms... 

Daniel: Hmm that is an interesting question. Would you say that your company is sticking 
very much to its core capabilities/competencies. 

Int. A: We've never changed two things. We always produced software for companies, we are the 
largest vendor of business software in the world and we always produced software. There were 
very often attempts of people saying or coming to us from the outside saying they have a great 
idea. I was personally recently involved where somebody came there is a need for a database for 
in the airline industry. When somebody builds a house and he puts a crane next to the house and 
it is something which needs to be recorded in airline carts so that pilots now ok there is now a 
crane that is 70m high and then could pay attention. And I looked like I had no idea about this 
industry to be honest. And he said we could deliver that, but we said no and of course we have 
the technology. If you want to do that we can sell you the software, but we would not deliver the 
content. We do not collect data about buildings and put it into a Google maps type of software. 
We never sell the content that is the BM of our customers.  
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Daniel: Ok but if you think disruptive changes. Do you think that disrupting your own BM 
could at a certain point a viable option for your company? In which situation could you 
expect it? 

Int. A:  I think that we mentioned two good examples, a disruptive and non-disruptive one. If we 
think of cloud software, that was certainly a disruption. We needed to dramatically change 
things. We need a total different delivery model, we need to build huge IT-centers to host all the 
data from our customers and we needed a lot of know-how that at that point of time we didn't 
have so far. Of course that was a dramatic change, if you think of the very fast database 
technology HANA maybe that is more kind of advancing what we did before but do it better, 
faster and with better technology and with some very different ideas, developed from some 
people at the university that say you can... the way how you look at a database with your vectors 
needs to dramatically change and then you can be much faster and can get the data out of the 
database and you can put all of it on the main memory of the computer and you don't need to 
have it on stored devices anymore. So of course it was technology also a kind of disruption but 
then what we made of it, was a normal development. So it is very difficult to answer that 
question. I don't think there are many examples of companies that really disrupted completely 
their BM. Apple is certainly one, at the time when Steve Jobs was still alive, two or three times 
he completely stopped what they did at that point and said we do it now totally different. We go 
away from Newton and build music software or whatever. It was certainly a good example, you 
would not find such a dramatic example in the history of us.  

Daniel: Ok, let's move forward to the firm level factors. What would you name the 3 most 
important firm capabilities that would increase the success probability of BMI success? 

Int. A: The most important is certainly culture. You need to have a culture that allows people to 
make or have the time and the ability to try new things out and at the same time in such culture it 
needs to be accepted that things don't work. Only one of 10 ideas of these or however the ratio is, 
really make their way into real software products. Most probably that is the most important part 
of it. And leadership is also an important part. We had times especially in the field organizations 
also there was a period in time a couple of years ago where we talked about a melon traffic light. 
Everything is green, inside it was red. Because there was a culture or in parts of the organization 
there was a culture where people couldn't say something is not working. We need to stop here 
because the management wanted to see only green lights, that's the same why German carmakers 
so miserably failed with the clean Diesel. Or a great example for this is, two years ago when the 
German ministry of defense ordered a drone. And 11 years after they started the process with the 
company that delivered the drone, some American airplane builder, it figured out that the drone 
was not being able flying over normal countries because it misses some technical features. So 
that would not be allowed to fly, because it could crash into other planes. And in this 11 years 
there must have been a point in time where somebody in the project from the ministry of defense 
found out, ohh, if they don't have that feature it will never work. But why did nobody go to his 
boss and say “hey look at that that will not work”. We waste a lot of money for nothing. If you 
don't have a culture when people can do that, you will eventually fail.  

Daniel: You already mentioned that you have a lot of start-ups involved, university 
collaboration and work closely with the customers. Are there any other sources your 
company would profit in ideation, implementation or execution of new BMs? 
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Int. A: Of course, to support the culture, implemented an own ideation process. I can't tell you it 
was developed at some US university. It is called the design thinking methodology. You might 
have heard of it, our founder decided that that is a very good methodology to implement in such 
a big company, so that you can come back into a work mode where people can step out of their 
normal job go back and get creative ideas. Nearly everybody at our company was trained in this 
methodology. We often do it with customers even in our sales processes. So very often when a 
customer raises interest for a certain product, our sales people say I don't just sell you the product 
that we have right now, we sit together with some creative people in one of these app houses and 
go through an ideation process and see what more we can do together with you. If we think of 
the implication that it might have, let's not just me try to sell you some piece of software. You 
know this is my job as a salesmen, I would like to go into a common ideation process and of 
course if customer trust you and are willing to go into such process with you, then of course the 
relationship is also afterwards much better. Or to put it in very negative words, the dependency 
of the customer on us is much higher. So they of course will stick together with us. To give an 
example, Kaeser is producer of air compression machines and they had this idea to stop selling 
the machines, they didn't stop selling the machines but they also offer now, outcome based 
solutions. So you don't buy the machine, you just say I have a construction sight and I need a 
couple of machines at the construction sight that work with compressed air and I need per day 
500 000 cubic meters of compressed air and then Kaeser sells them the compressed air. And 
what machines they actually need to put this on the construction side, the customer is not 
interested in. The customer just pays the compressed air and they did that pretty much with us. 
That was an disruptive change for this company and they needed of course software that 
supported such a process. They needed ideas and software and ideas, where they for example 
could collect the data of course if you offer your products as a service as they do, then you have 
much higher requirements for your own service organization because when one of these 
machines stops, somebody needs to immediately go there before the customer realizes and says 
something and in 3 days you send an technician, but it doesn't work anymore this old model. So 
they had a very disruptive change in their BM and they asked us to help them to deliver the 
software and now they are quite successful with that. 

Daniel: On the micro level, what you name the 3 most important capabilities that your 
employees can contribute to the success of BM changes. So what would you expect from 
your employees to contribute?  

Int. A. In a sense of behaviour I would say stay interested, be open. Things like that I would say.  

Daniel: Could you think of learning effects on this particular area, would you expect that a 
company if it innovates its BM will get better and better over time? 

Int. A: Yes, certainly. And also in our case, we are so often involved in the innovations on the side 
of our customers that also plays back to us so that we say why don't we take over this idea from 
this customer. We could do this ourselves as well.  

Daniel: So you try to optimize the learning effects within your company, you share this 
knowledge? 
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Int. A:Yeah, there are a lot of, let's say, internal marketplaces or internal web, where those ideas are 
shared and good ideas are advertised so other employees see that in this and that area, they have 
done this and that. There are a lot of things within this area.  

Daniel: We say with the example of cloud that BM change can often commoditize the current 
core business in terms of resources, profitability, take away other aspects. Can you think of 
an org. setting that would balance these new opportunities with the core business without 
harming the resource pool and knowledge pool. 

Int. A: No I can't think of that. A good example of that is the cloud software, you need significantly 
less consultants and so we had 5 500 consultants employed in Germany only and we needed to 
reduce this number dramatically. We trained people, we offered three large programs for people 
that they could earlier retire. So if you have such a disruption of course we don't want to get rid 
of people here, only partially if somebody moves into another area, then it's very fine. For 
example the change to cloud brought the necessity the number of consultants dramatically, and 
however you do to reduce the number of consultants and we tried or offered different things. Of 
course as very successful company we did not want to lay-off any people, that would have not 
worked. But we offered them other jobs in other areas or if they above a certain age, we offered 
them an early retirement but you need to do things like that.  

Daniel: But did you do this cloud thing within the organizational boundaries or did you do it 
first in a kind of start-up environment? 

Int. A: It is different. In that case we did it within the normal organization, the cloud business, but in 
other areas we did it also by outsourcing or founding a small start-up company and then get it 
back to the organization.  

Daniel: Then my final question would be, why would you think BMI or changes affect some 
companies more than others? 

Int. A: Oh that's a difficult question, because it's relevant for any company. And there are enough 
examples in mankind's history where companies became completely irrelevant, because they 
were not able to make those changes. From that side, for example 15 - 20 years ago, our most 
important competitor was called Baan. Nobody knows this company anymore, they missed a lot 
of technical trends... 

Daniel: From the Netherlands? 

Int. A: Yeah from the Netherlands, oh you know it wow. Normally younger people don't know it. 
Completely irrelevant, but there are enough examples, where this happened because they missed 
some changes and they were not able to reflect to innovations in their own organization.  
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Interview B – Head of Strategic Transformation – TechnologyCorp.  

Daniel: Let's start. First question would be about yourself, about your position? Could you 
tell me something about your work/position you currently hold? What your key 
responsibilities are, and is your background you come from? 

Int. B: Ok, I am responsible within the corporate strategy for strategic transformation and strategic 
projects. That includes long-term development of the corporate strategy and execution of all 
types of strategic projects for the managing Board. I've been here for 4 years, and prior to that 
I've worked as management consultant.   

Daniel:  So in this position 4 years right now? 

Int. B: No, in the current position I've been for a year. 

Daniel: To the intersection to the topic of BMs. Can you explain in which way you deal with 
the subject of Business Models or Business Model Innovation on the corporate level in 
particular in your professional life? 

Int. B: So... I mean BMs is something we always look at when it comes to exploring new 
opportunities, whenever we see that we have a possible new business opportunity, one of the 
questions we ask is, what's the right BM to capture that opportunity. Certainly in the context of 
individual strategic projects, that's the question after the go to market and BM arises, also on a 
meta-level, where we ask the question of do we see the external world changing in a way that the 
company holistically needs to think about different BMs. For example take the service business, 
where we definitely see a changing nature from a, driven by digitalization and connectivity and 
all these things, enablers that you have, where we see a shift from purely selling the customer a 
service, a repair type of thing on the product we sold him towards actually guarantying him some 
type of performance for the products that he has bought, so in the most extreme sense that means 
looking at large infrastructures people used to buy turbines or they used to buy trains and then 
they would buy a 30 year maintenance contract for these items, to where today maybe they buy 
the infrastructure, but what they actually buy is, we give them a guarantee that so and so many 
hours of power, so and so many miles of train transportation they actually are allowed to receive. 
So there is a fundamental change, you know, in selling an asset to selling a service and these 
things of course we think about strategically on a corporate perspective, because these are things 
that address all our businesses. But when it comes to concrete implementation it's obviously up 
to the individual BUs to actually go about exploring what this means concretely and 
implementing and finding customers to do this with.  

Daniel: Can you give a current example of a BM case, where you have been taking part in or 
is that something confidential? 

Int. B: It doesn't get that concrete in my work. I am not part of.. we set the long-term strategic 
direction, we think about where do we see disruptions in BMs, what does that mean for the 
company as a whole, but then it's up to the individual divisions to execute. We as corporate 
strategy, we do not implement.  

Daniel: How relevant do you see changes to the BM of your company at all and why?  
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Int. B: I mean I don't think that you can generalize it here in such a way. But I think there is, we 
have call it BM or business type I mean we engage in largely for different types of business 
types, right. We have a product business, we have service business, we have a solution business 
and we have a software business, I am sure that you have heard that from other people. And I 
think in a lot of divisions we are very good at selling products, but because of the external 
environment changing rapidly and things like digitalization and data transparency and data 
analytics collecting data is changing our customer behaviour. We are also required to probably 
change in some areas of our business from purely selling products to a much more of 
consultative selling approach and selling services and as I said performance guarantees. So it's 
really dependant on the individual business that you are in, but I think as company, we need to 
constantly take stock of what is happening in our external environment and how we best respond 
to those changes and that of course ultimately also means changing the way we interact with our 
customers, changing the way we sell him things.  

Daniel: Ok, on this corporate level. Which departments or actors are involved or would you 
expect to being involved in creation, design and planning activities related to BMI? Do 
some departments have a special responsibility? 

Int. B: I mean ultimately and this is my view, my personal view, that BMs is something that the 
businesses do. So as corporate, I mean yes you probably have someone in financial services that 
needs to support the businesses when it comes to different types of performance contracts or 
different types of leasing models for example. So I think in corporate, any type of service 
organisation, be that Financial Services, even Supply Chain I don't know, Procurement, IT, they 
probably have some sort of service role in business, but ultimately finding new BMs and 
implementing them in my opinion is job of the divisions. Maybe the external department yeah, 
they are separately managed type of function or business unit as well.  

Daniel: So would you that your main or key responsibility on corporate level is the strategy 
formulation. 

Int. B: Yes. 

Daniel: Which then gives the divisions the governance or direction for the BM? 

Int. B: Well, I think to be honest, now you got into philosophical questions of what corporate 
strategy does, I mean we look out for the long-term portfolio planning, for the long-term 
positioning of the company and I think we try to observe what paradigm shifts are happening in 
our external environment, and we try to understand broadly what the implications are for the 
company. And yes of course, when these implications are for more that one division we try to 
engage the divisions in a dialogue. But then, and I think there are certainly some departments 
within Corporate Technology who look at it from a technological perspective and who also try 
and understand from a foresight idea what interesting BMs do we see. And then I think there is a 
challenge in all that knowledge, and all these opinions we formulate here in corporate, how do 
they get transferred to the business. And also how much of a responsibility do we have to tell the 
businesses what to do with, as for something as concrete as BMs. I think where it becomes a 
question of something that's a matter of survival for the entire company, yes I think, there is 
probably the Board, the managing Board would have to say we prioritize BMs, please divisions 
do it, so we as corporate Strategy, we are not a governance organisation, we cannot tell the 



 36 

business to do this. So the way it would work is that we as corporate strategy have some ideas, 
have some observations in the markets, we formulate an opinion, we discuss ... we prepare that 
for a Board discussion and then if the Board says yes you know this is something important, the 
Board sets the priority that the businesses then have to follow. But we as strategy do not tell 
businesses what do to. 

Daniel: But do you think that makes sense that these concepts strategy and BM are distinct, 
or should they be in one function? And that you can decide upon BM changes like in a 
hierarchical setting?   

Int. B: Well, I mean in certain instances that does happen. If you take the digitalization topics and 
now, but again it's a Board member, it's not strategy. I think you really have to separate between 
where we suggest something and can we tell someone to do it or force them to do it and I think 
our role in strategy is to come up with good ideas and then you make the Board think hard about, 
are these the right ideas and then the Board tells the business what to do. And I mean, each 
business has their own strategy division as well, so I think in those divisional strategies it's 
absolutely essential that they also think about BMI, but I would find it a little bit strange if 
corporate strategy suddenly has a governance to tell business, what BMs they need to pursue. 
Unless we are talking about a fundamental BM that affects the whole company, but I wouldn't 
know... for example, if the Board suddenly says we should do more solution business, we should 
become a system integrator, I mean those are obviously questions of corporate strategy nature 
but then also again we as strategy would not be the ones taking the decision. The decision is 
taken by the Board.  

Daniel: Alright. We already talked about digitalization and solution based services. Which 
drivers/triggers/factors would you say influence the BM of your firm. 

Int. B: Software, increasing importance of software, which is fundamentally changing also from a 
??? more licensing based models. Or I mean away from licensing to a more cloud based type of 
set-up. That's a huge challenge for our software division. This whole type, I mean we talked 
about servitization performance contracting outcome based remuneration. More from a product 
type of commodity selling to taking a role of a system integrator in certain business, I mean I 
really think there is very few BU's that are not faced by some type of changing BMs, even in 
large infrastructure it is about, you know can you do kind of a sell and lease back type of even 
when you come to financing so, I mean, we said as it is such a complex topic, you can cut in so 
many ways that you will find ways for every business probably find at least one angle where 
some aspect of the BM, be it the partnership of the customer, be it the actual substance what you 
are selling is changing. 

Daniel: These triggers that you've mentioned, do you think that those key triggers of BMI in 
general or is it very specific company or industry? 

Int. B: No, I think those are fairly universal. Because what's the underlying trends that are 
impacting this are connectivity, are abundance of data, are what else, changing regulatory 
environments and yes, some are maybe industry specific, but most of them broadly I think reach 
across many different industry, not just B2B but also B2C, and I don't think that is something 
specific on our company or any industries we are in.  
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Daniel: So you see these trends are foremost external triggers that drive BMIs.  

 

Int. B: Most of these developments are outside of the company yes. The question is do we respond 
to them pro-actively or reactively to them? Do we try and shape the change or do we try and 
survive it.  

Daniel: On Corporate level or divisions level. Do you know of any formal or structured 
process for creation or change in their BM. So specifically for the BM? 

Int. B: I think there is within corporate technology actually or used to, some type of toolkit that was 
called Bizmo. I think the colleague from Corporate Technology will be talking about that. Which 
kind of was kind of a toolkit, which was supposed to help businesses and coming up with things 
they need to think about when it got to new BMs.  

Daniel: So can employees somehow contribute to that process? Or maybe I should ask the 
colleagues about that? 

Int. B: If there is some type of co-creation? 

Daniel: If for example somebody has an idea for a BM change, is there any kind of tool where 
he/she can contribute and propose that change. 

Int. B: I have no idea. 

Daniel: Would you say that BM change processes has similarities to product development or 
service development, you can use for example Stage-Gate as traditional process you would 
drive development.  

Int. B: No, I think, no, because I think it something much more dynamic, much more trial and error, 
it's probably rather that the product development process should maybe take some aspects of the 
BMI, which isn't such a formal process, but it arises more out a certain kind of need of the 
customer and it isn't so formalized I would really stray away from having a formalized BMI 
process, I think, that goes completely against the grain of. 

Daniel: I see. In terms of the planning ability. Can you think of BMI activities that be planned 
theoretically before implementation? In terms of ideation, in terms of implementation, in 
terms of methods and how you would sense need for changes. 

Int. B: I think you can try and set kind of indicators of like certain market alarm signals, like aahh, 
but I think that is over engineered, I think BMs they come because you have a clever 
entrepreneur, you have a clever salesmen, that has an idea and I don't see how such a process can 
be formalized. 

Daniel: So in other words, you would enable or even support diversity? 
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Int. B: Absolutely, and empower my people to experiment themselves and try out new things, but 
don't force them into a rigid model.  

Daniel: I mean in the early stages you have the ideation phase, but even in later stages, where 
you have the Business case and so on, wouldn't you have a more structured process there 
or even then you would keep it iterative, flexible? 

Int. B: I would keep it iterative, I mean I think there are certain things like of course at some point 
you have to calculate a viable business case. I mean certainly we have a very structured process 
for M&A processes, and organic investment allocations, but I don't think it makes sense to have 
a similar process for BM approval. 

Daniel: And also you said, that basically or theoretically every employee could be a potential 
source for BMI in the company: 

Int. B: Yes.  

Daniel: What do you think about flexibility or agility in terms of experimentation in terms of 
being fluid in the development, if you change the BM? 

Int. B: Absolutely, I think it's something which you have to try many times and you learn from. One 
example with one customer you maybe do it a little bit different the next time and I think it's 
very much something that grows and that can't be, of course there are certain boundaries you 
can't cross, you have to be within legal limits and etc, within business mandats, but the company 
has, but within those boundaries I think it is a very iterative, flexible, creative process 

Daniel: You probably know the BMC by Osterwalder, would you say that flexibility in terms 
of experimentation and strategic agility is relevant for all areas within the BMC or more 
relevant for certain parts? Or in which areas would you expect, you could experiment a lot 
of.  

Int. B: I don't know, are you asking where the change will be incremental and disruptive? 

Daniel: Well, yes. 

Int. B: Well, I mean you can generate a lot of disruption by changing channels. By changing your 
value proposition for sure as well, I mean I think you can't generalize it. You could take this 
example of selling and leasing back, I mean, you fundamentally changing your cost structure and 
your balance sheets. It's very specific on the individual context, so I don't think that you can 
generalize, where the greatest source of disruption potential lies. 

Daniel: In terms of replication or possibility of imitation. Could the replication or imitation of 
a BM be a realistic scenario to create competitive advantage for a company? 

Int. B: Sure, I mean everybody does it. That's just standard practice, no I mean everyone is trying to 
do software as a service platform as a service infrastructure as a service, these are not highly 
original ideas. These are new BMs that are you know, coming up in a digital ecosystem and you 
see a lot of players out there all trying to compete with that.    
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Daniel: Would you see any barriers to do so? Or could imagine fail, when they imitate a BM 
and why would they fail? If you think of the example of German car manufacturers and 
Tesla. Why didn't they do it? 

Int. B: Because they are lazy. They are feeling very secure in their position and so there was no 
need for change, and they have entrenched vested interest in a very powerful lobby with the 
government.  

Daniel: But in general, what would see as barriers? 

Int. B: I think complacency is the biggest single threat of to not being innovative when it comes to 
your BMs. It's being in an incumbent position over many years, you know, making steady 
profits, got the blindfold on that makes you blind. I mean if you look at the company which is 
truly the most innovative right now, when it comes to BMs, is Amazon. They have it really in 
their culture that every employ in their culture no matter where they work is constantly 
challenging the status quo and constantly asking about what can I do differently, where can I 
find a new go to market and then they just try it out. They are, even though they are in an 
incumbent position in some way, they are constantly trying to find the next level, because they 
are thinking 100 % about what the customer needs. I think this is the key. 

Daniel: Could your company get into some environment like this and create this culture? 

Int. B: Not sure, I don't know. I think that depends on many things. 

Daniel: Has it something to do with company size, organizational structure... 

Int. B: No you getting in a different... I mean there is company culture, there is company 
hierarchies, there is company organization, how you organize in the matrix, decentralized vs. 
central, I couldn't... it would be very hard to pinpoint what it is what it keeps you from being 
innovative. 

Daniel: Ok then let's move to the last section, which refers to success in BMI. Again a broad 
question, how would you measure or describe success in BMI, or changes to the BM? Or a 
different question, what criteria or framework could be used for key performance 
indicators in terms of BMI? 

Int. B: Revenue and profit. Customer base. It is hard numbers, I think in the long-run very little else 
matters. You could of course see also, you can also look at what drives company value, what 
drives enterprise value and I mean certainly software BMs tend to be valued higher than 
hardware business. So certainly if you able of kind of shift towards service and software-based 
BMs, then you should also see a change really, a sustainable change in your company valuation. 
That's actually interesting to look at, if you look at long-term development in market caps that 
have changed towards more service-based types of BMs. Could be some interesting statistics to 
run.  

Daniel: In a transition phase, would you say there are specific actors or departments key 
accountable for transformation success. If you think about the Head of Digital 
Transformation? 
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Int. B: Which we don't have... Certainly we have digitalization officers within individual BU's but 
on corporate level I do not think we have person responsible for that. 

Daniel: But do you think it makes sense that it is on the corporate level, or even on the Board?  

Int. B: I would think so, currently we have 3 people in the Board. 

Daniel: And to what degree would you say should a firm match its current organizational 
capabilities/core competencies with the ones needed for the BMI. So how important is path 
dependency? Or from another point would you think that disrupting the BM for your 
company would be a viable option? 

Int. B: It's not so much a viable option, for some businesses it's a matter of survival, but the 
question is will they be able to do it. And I mean this goes back to your question of Tesla vs 
BMW. How could everyone just said it's not possible, making a car is so complicated and that's 
such a complicated design process, you can't just do that from scratch. Elon Musk said, of course 
I can, and I show you how and again it goes back to the topic of complacency, of not being to 
stuck in your view how things have always been.  

Daniel: But that was actually my previous question, because Tesla was kind of free in building 
up the resources they need. But your company has a resource and knowledge pool and if 
you step outside of that? 

Int. B: Well that's one topic. But also if you look at it from the capital allocation, Tesla is backed by 
venture capitalists, they are not on the stock exchange, they do not need to make a profit for the 
next 5 to 10 years, if their investors just believe in them and just keep pumping in millions. Our 
company is a stock listed company, if we just decide to take a business and decide to burn 
billions and billions and billions over the next years, our investors will not be so forgiving. So I 
think there also comes a restriction to innovation being a publicly listed company versus being a 
independently financed venture start-ip.  

Daniel: Ok, that is very good. In terms of firm level capabilities. What would you name the 3 
most important firm/org. capabilities that would increase the probability of BMI success, 
in your perspective? 

Int. B: More individual empowerment. Better incentives, so really incentivizing people on their 
individual achievements. Greater acceptance for accepting that some things just don't work and 
you have to try again.  

Daniel: We said BMI is highly dependant on customer centricity, from which other sources 
would you see companies could profit in ideation, implementation or execution of BMI?  

Int. B: Yeah certainly collaboration with others, so partners. With start-ups, although I don't always 
know how suitable it is to really collaborate with little start-ups. But yeah it's finding different 
partners, other companies or even competition. 

Daniel: How large would you see the share of the success on the employees in contributing to 
BMI. 
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Int. B: I think it almost all on my employees; where else would it come from.  

Daniel: What would you expect what the three most important critical requirements that you 
would expect from employees that they contribute. 

Int. B: First of all, the thinking or understanding of my customers most urgent pain points, they 
have to understand in everything they do, what is driving my customer, what is motivating him, 
where are his issues, how can I as corporate help them to solve that issues. And I think it's being 
relentless to some extent, you know, if the first thing you come up with doesn't work, then you 
go out and try again. It's being hungry for, but that comes automatically when you think from 
your customer's perspective then you have this hungriness to solve this problems, and culture 
and incentives being the icing on the cake.  

Daniel:  Could you expect that there are learning effects for a company in BMI. How could 
optimize that, or make this tacit knowledge more explicit? You would treat this topic very 
confidential? 

Int. B: No, no. I think it is one way that you have to encourage kind of some form a best practice 
sharing in functional networks, but yes, I think it definitely lives from being talked about. It's not 
something to do behind closed doors.  

Daniel: Would it makes sense to have on corporate level a systematic function or department 
that is kind of ensuring knowledge transfer. 

Int. B: I think that's something this BIZMO team did, I really don't know how effective they were. I 
am always sceptical about centralizing competencies on the corporate level, then you have these 
troops sitting there gathering information that's not really the point, I think you have to... That's 
really thinking very antiquated, because that's thinking you know the information is somehow in 
the division and somehow I need a central node that ensures that information flows. I think it 
needs to go to here I have my nodes and somehow they are smart enough to exchange here 
(drawing lines between the divisions) amongst themselves. 

Daniel: So it would make sense to foster more cross-functional, cross-divisional and cross-
industry collaboration and communication? 

Int. B: Yeah, what you should look at is Danaher. Have you heard of them. It is basically a type of 
Holding company, that has many, many brands, companies and every company it buys is forced 
to implement the Danaher BM and that's an example very much, where you have this type of 
control. It is a very interesting case, it is called the Danaher Business system. It works in the 
Danaher context where you have such completely independent brands, that are entirely in parts 
operating completely different businesses, there to have one type of parent here that tells each 
business exactly what to do, sure, but I mean I think we are much more integrated, and there it 
should be much more natural that these Businesses communicate amongst themselves rather than 
having a central function. 

Daniel: But if the corporate function would be much more of a knowledge enabler, kind of 
ensuring that the culture is given and best practices and success stories shared? 



 42 

Int. B:  Yeah, yeah sure, I just don't see the value.  

Daniel: So my very last question would be, a challenge related to BMI. BMI can often 
commoditize the current core business in terms of resources, profitability and many more 
aspects. So can you think of an org. setting that would balance pursuing new business 
opportunities and saving the core businesses' resource/knowledge pool? How would you 
structure it and why? 

Int. B: You have to do it separately. A business will never do, and this is a big problem, a division 
will never start a business that it sees as long-term cannibalizing or dilutive to its own BM. You 
have to provide some type of sheltered environment outside of that Division.  

Daniel: Even if they realize ok it's necessary for survival. 

Int. B: Look at BMW, how did they do the electric vehicle.  
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Interview C – Director of Strategic Transformation – Technology Corporation 

Daniel: Let's start. First question would be about yourself, about your position? Could you 
tell me something about your work/position you currently hold? What your key 
responsibilities are, and is your background you come from? 

Int. C: Ok, then let's start with the personal background. I've got a major in industrial engineering 
and management from the University of Karlsruhe and a PhD. in strategic foresight. Started 2006 
here as part of the internal management consulting, the corporate management consulting, had 
afterwards a position within sustainability taking care of the worldwide non-financial reporting 
and on special projects. Since 2015, nearly 2 years I am with corporate strategy taking care of all 
long-term innovation topics within strategy and being responsible for executing corporate 
projects. 

Daniel: So since 2015 you are in the current position. 

Int. C: Yeah. 

Daniel: Perfect, so. My next question would be your intersection to the topic of BMs. Can you 
explain in which way you deal with the subject of Business Models or Business Model 
Innovation in particular in your professional life? 

Int. C: Mhm, probably two things to mention. First of all, while as current changes are happening 
and affecting our current portfolio there is a need to review and adjust existing BMs and on the 
other side, for chasing new opportunities, where in the current portfolio there aren't in adjacency 
or it is normally also the question how we can we can participate in these and normally these are 
also new BMs not following a traditional ???, so meaning probably not too much on product or 
solution, or product business shifting much more to software solution businesses, new service 
models. Also meaning coming from the past and looking into the future, anything is impacted by 
BMs. 

Daniel: But these BMs are on the divisional level, you are looking at? Or on the BU's or even 
corporate level? 

Int. C: Well, on both. So for example seeing we have got successful product businesses with all for 
example, digital factory, but also we are present in a solution turnkey business within mobility 
and power generation. So there is always the question what's the right business mix, what are 
potential future BMs on the corporate level. But normally you have narrow it down to on a 
division or even BU perspective. 

Daniel: Is there any example of a real BM change case, you could give where you have worked 
on?  

Int. C: Probably also for you making it easier for documenting this and doing all this triangulation. 
Probably it is easier looking backwards, well currently we are affecting, let's take the Power 
Generation business, normally or historically we come from a classical combined cycle power 
plant having a central power generation and then distribute it to all to the consumers. Nowadays 
we see a strong trend towards decentralization and towards renewables, meaning while we are 
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currently affected at out power generation businesses, meaning current business as it's own 
selling either products like turbines and generators or the complete solutions, a turnkey business 
is getting harder and harder, and you also have to think about going into new BMs meaning flex 
time, service guarantees, guarantying output, operating even power plants. So it perhaps it's still 
not in the main area the BM, but you have to be innovative in order to generate new businesses 
or maintaining them. 

Daniel:In terms of the relevance of BMI.  How strong do you perceive the relevance that 
companies should innovate or change their BM and why?  

Int. C: Ehm, take the example, we have got our EAD strategy, Electrification Automation 
Digitalization, we see that in the E-layer we have got slower growth, it is about 1 - 2 % annual 
growth of the market, while in automation we are 2 - 4 %, and digitalization part we are growing 
with 4 % and higher and we are exceeding this by far. Digitalization is a fast growing business, 
but digitalization meaning either software businesses or new digital services, require a new way 
of doing business instead of the classical product or solution business. So yes, having these 
trends towards digitalization and the company's aim to do even more in this area it's required to 
do a new BM. 

Daniel: Which you generally identify departments are involved or would you expect to being 
involved in creation, design and planning activities related to BMI? 

Int. C: Well in the end business is done by the business, meaning by the divisions and BU's and 
therefore they are responsible for executing and doing so. Normally having something new it's 
easier to do some kind of best practice sharing, educating and showing down and helping them 
overcome obstacles and then doing so. And therefore I think there's where corporate is coming in 
place, for example, in corporate strategy there is also the digitalization team helping business to 
drive digitalization internally and externally. So what they are doing is that they are thinking 
about new concepts and helping then the business to implement them. Same happening also on a 
corporate technology side, where also departments taking care of new ways to approach new 
markets, new portfolio elements and then helping the Businesses, but these corporate activities 
are just to support the businesses in their primarily task.  

Daniel: On the corporate level, is that the place being responsible for strategy formulation. So 
the same departments? Or is it also distinct between corporate and division level. 

Int. C: Happening on both layers, while everyone with the perspective on it's own area meaning 
corporate much looking in a bigger context and across divisions and looking for white spots and 
external threats coming up there, while then it's up to the Division and BU's to detail this and 
coming into a kind of business strategy. That's what they are doing.  

Daniel: Do you think it makes sense to separate both concepts of BM and strategy, or does it 
makes sense that they are held together in one department.  

Int. C: Both topics are closely interlinked because if you want to address a new strategy, well it 
normally goes along with changes in the BM or adaptions not necessarily complete changes, so 
therefore there needs to be some form of inter-linkage. Whether you have it organizationally 
wise together not sure. It helps if it is someway in the organization bundled, in order for the 
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support to the businesses, but this can be with the corporate strategy, this can be with corporate 
technology, this can be also with a kind of consulting part, so I think the major point is that you 
bundle it and you got a kind of impact where you can move the needle instead of everyone 
spending just a share of it's time on a topic. 

Daniel: We already talked about solutions and software that is coming. Which other 
drivers/triggers/factors would you say influence the BM of large corporations. 

Int. C: Well, on the trends these are affecting the businesses, we have got our 5 megatrends, we 
have got paradigm shifts, which happening more and less as translation into different markets, so 
megatrends are demographic change, urbanization, global warming & resource efficiency, 
digitalization and I am lacking the 5th. 

And on paradigm shifts we have once again digitalization, because it's the changing ???, we've got 
decentralization and shifts to what is carbon neutral, decentred energy and carbon neutral, we've 
got connected e-mobility, robotics, and new healthcare. But those are more high level, and then 
it's coming into the specific context. When you see then on the business side, where we have got 
faster innovation cycles mainly affected from the consumer side. We have got new players, like 
start-ups being founded with venture capital having there.. so it's much easier in this world to 
enter establish markets, so all resulting in that you have to be faster in innovating being more 
flexible, adjusting faster and so on.  

Daniel: So those factors are key triggers for BMIs or just affecting individual companies or 
industries? 

Int. C: I think every company/industry is affected. Some earlier, some later, some more than others. 
But I think those are generally speaking to be found everywhere. 

Daniel: In terms of a creation process for BMIs. Do you know if your company using a formal 
or structured process for creation or change in their BM. So specifically for any steps for 
the BM? 

Int. C: Mhm, let's think working with consultancy part, there are some practices dealing with new 
BMs and they are trying to educate and also to transfer also to the business. On a higher level we 
have got corporate initiatives taking care whether it is digitalization or we pushing for new ways 
within service business. So also going along with digital services and having their best practices 
sharing and trying to push these topics. So there are different elements helping to push them, on 
the other side we are trying to do some scouting on new topics, but it's not necessary for BM, 
because it comes later on. When you think about having a new topic and then you have to think 
about what are the control points, what are the profit pools, how you want to address them and 
then you already get into the discussion what kind of BM you are running there. 

Daniel: So Scouting is for the potentials and for areas and markets. 

Int. C: Yeah. 

Daniel: In these processes, can employees kind of contribute and share their ideas somehow? 
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Int. C: Yeah, first of all for those initiatives, let's call them like this, their represent all the 
businesses and presenting somehow the people being involved their, additionally to this, there 
are other ways of trying to come up with new ideas, we have got an, how you translate this, this 
employee idea management, we have got kind of internal start-up, where people can get 
dedicated to this for some time in order to drive this. There are nowadays internal hackathons, 
there are open innovation activities, where everyone can contribute and also try to get resources 
or funding for this topics in order to develop this further.  

Daniel: Is this ecosystem you have just described, somewhere documented so that employees 
can kind of get an overview about that, or these initiatives are kind of individually 
working? 

Int. C: For corporate initiatives their community is exchanged, for those topics open innovation and 
idea management, hackatons, those are also somehow coordinated nowadays via internal social 
network, the SSN, so there are groups on open innovation, where you can exchange on ideas 
with others, and where you will also find this idea company, which is the internal start-up. So it 
is somehow documented, if you would ask me could you provide better transparency and easier 
funding, probably there is also some improvement potential. We try to find this idea company, 
this internal start-up.  

Daniel: Let's move to the planning ability. On a scale from 1 to 10, can BMI activities be 
planned theoretically before implementation? Or do you think it is a very open, iterative 
and flexible process? 

Int. C:  Well, I think you can provide general boundary conditions and kind of awareness. That's the 
general part that you can do upfront, so providing the environment for such topics to be easily 
nurtured and ???. Concrete implementation has to be case by case, because just speaking on 
process will not generate an impact for a topic. So it's mainly that you have to beat on a case 
based.  

Daniel: But would you say that flexibility in terms of experimentation or agility is an 
important thing in BMIs. 

Int. C: Yes, so being open to something new, being fast in reacting on this, yes. 

Daniel: But are there any departments, or actor within the org. boundaries for initiating the 
need? 

Int. C: I think there are various player, who could urge a need, coming from top down whereas from 
corporate to business, but also there are lots of small ideas coming from the bottom, where 
someone in the department has got an idea and starts fighting for it, and starts to push it. So once 
again I think you need to provide somehow the environment and then you can start from 
corporate urging people to do or to change, but also it is a bottom up topic. And I think there is 
not the one and only corporate unit urging the need for change. I think we all need to change, 
and this is continuously happening and has to happen. 

Daniel: But at a certain point when it comes to delegation of responsibilities and resources. At 
this point, which function would decide upon the implementation decision? 
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Int. C: First of all, it's the business spending resources and money on it, because it is in their 
interest. Their other activities are also corporate funded, topic wise or via activities done on 
corporate level, meaning for example, we have currently activities developing new apps and 
BMs and for certain use cases, there is corporate funding on top of the money, spent by the 
business, so there is an add-on. And on the other side, it is in their own interest of the businesses 
to develop something further because in the end it's a new as a product development something 
different just a hardware piece, but in the end it's developing their portfolio in order to have 
something what they can sell to the customer.  

Daniel: In terms of replication or possibility of imitation. Could the replication or imitation of 
a BM be a realistic scenario to create competitive advantage for your company? 

Int. C: I would say yes. It is part of normal competitor benchmarking and reviewing analysis 
intelligence. So being aware what competitors are doing it's the same like to speaking to 
customers and getting also new ideas for business opportunities and then it's up to decide 
whether you want to enter a market or chase a certain opportunity, and then we got for sure 
inspired by others. It's not meaning we inventing the wheel twice of times.  

Daniel: Would you see any barriers to do so? Or could imagine fail, when they imitate a BM 
and why would they fail? 

Int. C: Well, normally you might have different starting positions, you need to have the right 
capabilities, some other company might have the right capabilities and skills, we don't have. So it 
is necessary to develop these or have them in order to be successful. Some ideas are protected by 
IP, so not having these. Other thing is if you have a big installed base, you can rely on this and 
when you enter a new market and don't have a big installed base, probably it is hard to build 
some digital services on it. So there are lots of reasons, why you could succeed or why you can 
fail.  

Daniel: Ok then let's move to the last section, which refers to success in BMI. Again a broad 
question, how would you measure or describe success in BMI, or changes to the BM? Or a 
different question, what criteria or framework could be used for key performance 
indicators in terms of BMI? 

Int. C: Well the ultimate success is, if you have a successful product that you can sell to the 
customers and you can generate revenue on profit with it. So then it's hard to narrow it down, 
what was the contribution by certain activities. Not sure if there is a particular KPI, meaning 
XYZ innovation patented or I think an early indicator is, do you have got a pilot customer for 
this or a business case. How fast are you in getting the idea to the market. And in the end is 
someone willing to pay for it.   

Daniel: And to what degree would you say should a firm match its current organizational 
capabilities with the ones needed for the BMI. Or would be disrupting its own BM a viable 
option? 

Int. C: Well, in the end. If you are going to be disrupted then it's probably it is better to disrupt 
yourself. That's nicely said, but difficult to do. Because there is still some hesitance to do so, or 
you are not aggressive enough, but I think that's a problem of every company and it's normally 
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not an incumbent who wins a transformation game. But anyhow, you still have to try to doing so 
and push for it in order to be the exception, and there is also the ideas, how you nurture these 
new ideas, for example with the external department, also there is a vehicle which is somehow 
outside of the traditional company in order just to do so and not be dependant, not focusing on 
the current business, but mainly focusing on future business and trying to separate somehow 
those activities. But in the end, you should do on your own.  

Daniel: Ok good, on a firm level. What would you name the 3 most important firm/org. 
capabilities that would increase the probability of BMI success, in your perspective? 

Int. C: Well, in the end it's probably having the ecosystem in place meaning giving the freedom to 
the people in driving these topics, having kind of, getting rid of the burden in doing of something 
new, so it's the mind-set being or allowing failure, allowing fast prototyping, coming up with 
new ideas so probably all the aspects you mentioned before (culture/leadership) you have bring 
down into an environment and then you have to have the people accepting this environment and 
seeing that there is freedom, that you can do and that you can fail and learn from this failures to 
overcome the big picture. So it is really the big picture.  

Daniel: What would you expect what the three most important critical requirements that you 
would expect from employees that they contribute. 

Int. C: Mhm, identifying the customer need, seeing what could be beneficial and by this you can or 
need to look beyond current thinking. Questioning everyday and every moment what they are 
doing, if there is something to improve. And then start doing so. 

Daniel: Kind of try and fail and again. 

Int. C: Yeah. But it would be once again allowing and providing them with the chance to do so and 
the ecosystem. 

Daniel: Could you expect that there are learning effects for a company in BMI. How could 
optimize that, or make this tacit knowledge more explicit? 

Int. C: As company you know, when we would know what we know. So I think it's all about 
speaking, connecting people, exchanging ideas, success stories and failures, just to avoid doing 
the same error twice, or if you have got a success criteria that you can scale it up and transfer it 
fast. 

Daniel: So would it make sense to have a functional department, or role on the corporate level 
that is concerned with supporting the divisions with best practices, with tools, with success 
stories enabling the knowledge transfer, or should that be natural in the divisions. 

Int. C: I would not agree that it needs to be institutionalized, that there is someone just doing the 
kind of process. It's can be beneficial to exchange between divisions, so therefore I wouldn't see 
just purely to the division. I think main task of the corporate or of the company is to provide the 
environment, where people then can do so. And then it's also if people are interested in that topic 
and they are willing to fight for it, well then they will take the opportunity by just seeing ok now 
we have got a weekly call on best practices sharing. Not sure, by just doing it for the process and 
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to get a checkmark or if it is beneficial, having more somehow fostered the exchange between 
the people and this can be in an informal network, this can be also on conferences or meetings. I 
think that is what you can do. 

Daniel: So to get it more into the mind-set of the people. 

Int. C: Mind-set change for sure as well.  
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Interview D – Head of Corporate Technology – Technology Corporation 

Daniel: Let's start. First question would be about yourself, about your position? Could you 
tell me something about your work/position you currently hold? What your key 
responsibilities are, and is your background you come from? 

Int. D: Mhm, ok. My background I studied physics and then also economics, and I started my career 
here in the trainee program in the power generation group in the development, then I changed to 
Infineon as a product manager, then to Boston Consulting and then now to Corporate 
Technology, which is my current position and I am there in the so called TIM department, TIM 
is standing for Technology and Innovation Management. And I am the head of a small group, 
which is called Innovation Management, so I am responsible for Innovation Management, what 
does that mean within a corporate department, we are working for the CTO and evaluating 
strategic questions like which markets do we see in the future, which are technology driven, 
where the company could step in or which disruptive technologies do we see, where are potential 
threats. So we have a corporate perspective on new topics and markets, but always somehow 
technology driven, because we are within CT as a corporate technology.   

Daniel:  How long have you been in this current position?  

Int. D: 5 years. 

Daniel: Perfect, so. My next question would be your intersection to the topic of BMs Can you 
explain in which way you deal with the subject of Business Models or Business Model 
Innovation in particular in your professional life? 

Int. D: So to be honest, BMs were not so in our focus in the last years, because within the company 
we often look at markets, products, solutions, but we in the history, BM was a not in the core of 
a strategic discussion. We often are discussing should we buy a company or spend some 
development work in hardware or software, but not in the BM. In the last 2,3 years the 
importance of BMs increased and therefore we also did some ??? strategic project, which 
focused only on BMs, within this project we looked at start-ups and new businesses, often also 
consumer inspired businesses and tried to derive from these new businesses new BMs, we could 
also use here. But that was in the last 2 years, the first time that we really focused on BMs. There 
is a little bit difference between corporate department, where I am and the local innovation 
departments, or business development departments in the operating business, of course. For them 
BMs is more their day-to-day thing, but for us, we are looking more into the big picture, which 
markets we want to enter.  

Daniel: Can you give an example of a real BM change/innovation case you have been taking 
part in or is that something confidential? 

Int. D: No, a lot of ideas were around pay per use, also service business models, performance 
contracting and such things.  

Daniel: You've mentioned that you started this project with BMIs 1,5 years ago. Would you 
say that from this point you've realized the relevance of BMIs and why did you start 
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exactly there? How strong do you perceive the relevance that companies should innovate or 
change their BM and why?  

Int. D: First we had also a department at CT, which was called novel businesses, which is now an 
external department and this department had the focus to develop new businesses for the 
company. And from these guys we knew a lot of new business opportunities are also based or 
centred around new BMs, it is not only to sell a new product and new hardware product, BM is 
very important. On the other side, we also saw some new BMs from competitors, but also from 
smaller companies and from them, we had the inspiration or we thought, we did a lot of work in 
the past to find out in which new hardware solutions or software solutions we should go into, but 
we remarked the BM as a blind spot for us. And therefore we decided to do it.   

Daniel: Are there generally some departments that are involved or would you expect to being 
involved in creation, design and planning activities related to BMI? 

Int. D: We had a Corporate Technology consulting department focused on BMI. A year ago they 
shifted to Management Consulting, so they are now part of the corporate Management 
Consulting. Other departments I don't know to be honest, if they deal exclusively or mainly with 
BMs. 

Daniel: Would you say that the strategy formulation should take place in the same 
departments? 

Int. D: I think that should be combined. Of course depending on what kind of strategy you mean. 
For example if you talk about these corporate things, do we want to enter the robotic market or 
do we want to enter this... then it's not necessarily combined with BMs, because for me BM is 
then more a question, how to enter the market and before I answer this question, because I want 
to know if I want to enter these markets. But if you are in the operating business in the BU, I 
think it makes sense to combine these two aspects, strategy and BM. 

Daniel: So on the corporate level rather separated, on the division level together. 

Int. D: Yeah. 

Daniel: In terms of the general triggers. We already said service based solutions, more 
digitalization I heard before. Which other drivers/triggers/factors would you say influence 
the BM of large corporations. 

Int. D: You mentioned digitalization as most important trend, I think also the customer behaviour 
that they want to often invest not so much in Capex investments, more in Opex, so in running 
costs, also I think by the competitors because they offer our customers for example performance 
based contracts or something like that. So the customers get used to it, also firms like Amazon, 
which are core companies in the digitalization offer with Amazon Web Services, other models 
than we have done it in our software or service business.  

Daniel: But mainly external factors that are forcing it? 

Int. D: yeah, yeah. 



 52 

Daniel: Would you say that these key triggers or factors are universal or company/industry 
specific? 

 

Int. D: I think that the main trends you've mentioned, digitalization for example, they affect all 
companies in the same way, I think so. So for me I would distinguish a little bit between B2B 
companies and B2C companies, so in the consumer area there is much more speed and 
innovation focus on also on BMs than I have observed in the B2B area. Maybe this is only a time 
lag, yeah, between these two areas.   

Daniel: In terms of creation processes. Do you know any companies using a formal or 
structured process for creation or change in their BM. So specifically for the BM? 

Int. D: We have a framework, I know I have mentioned before these consulting guys, they have 
built up a framework. 

Daniel: Is that BIZMO? The colleagues already mentioned it. 

Int. D: Yeah, Bizmo framework, which tells you what criteria you have to fulfil and what you have 
to do and what are the important questions and so on. That's an offering and I think if you are in 
a business and if you design a new BM, you can use it, the Bizmo framework, but you don't have 
to use it. 

Daniel: So it is just a best practice supporting tool. 

Int. D: Yeah, it's a toolbox. 

Daniel: Is that confidential? Or is that something you share with employees? 

Int. D: With employees we share it. 

Daniel: So theoretically I could see that framework? Is there any other way employees can 
contribute ideas for BM changes, when they have ideas? Or does it depend on their 
position? 

Int. D: I think that it depends on their position, but it's not a BM exclusively or specifically that with 
every innovation idea, if they are in their department and they have an idea, they can go to their 
business development and/or strategy department and discuss that idea. We have now also some 
other methods, for example in my department we tested a so called entrepreneur's boot camp, 
what we have done right now for the second time, where we invited, we had 50 places, but we 
invited all employees to participate and we've selected 50 employees and they had 6 days time to 
develop new business ideas. We had 8 groups, and six or seven groups have developed ideas, 
which are very correlated or very close also to BMIs. And also we have other open innovation 
initiatives, where employees can bring in their ideas, so innovation funnels and so on. But the 
main part is to bring in one's idea is to go to their department, who is responsible for that and 
first discuss it with them.  
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Daniel: Do you have these processes and this ecosystem with the different possibilities, is that 
something mapped out and transparent ready and available for your employees? 

Int. D: It's not formalized, you can if you are open and if you read our internal news, you might find 
such opportunities, where you can participate, but it's not in a formal way. 

 

Daniel: In terms of the planning ability, On a scale from 1 to 10, can BMI activities be 
planned theoretically before implementation? if yes, which activities can be planned and 
executed? 

Int. D: What do you mean with activities? 

Daniel: Activities can be like if you think about ideation methods, if you think about design 
methods, later you have a Stage-Gate that you can apply to. 

Int. D: Ah yeah, mhm. I think you can plan it, with planning I mean you can plan and do an ideation 
phase with a group of people for example. You can do some role gaming on models on 
scenarios, I think you can do a lot to develop a BM in theory. But in the end then if you test it, 
there has to be variability and flexibility to adapt to the changes you have to do. If you see that 
the market does not accept it for example or they have to some smaller changes and you have to 
do. Experimentation I think is very important, but before you, for the first planning and 
development of the model, I think you can plan it.  

Daniel: Let's move to the replication factors. Could the replication or imitation of a BM be a 
realistic scenario to create competitive advantage for your company? 

Int. D: Yeah, of course. That was the way we did also the project that we didn't try to invent new 
models, we looked at other companies, what are they doing and then thought about transferring 
these models in our business, if it is possible and makes sense and so on.  

Daniel: Transfer it means take it and then apply or buy this companies? 

Int. D: No, take the idea and apply it to our model. For me I do not know if we have bought a 
company because of its BM, to be honest.  

Daniel: So rather for its technology or IP? 

Int. D; For to increase markets and customer base or to buy a technology, yeah.   

Daniel: Would you see any barriers to do so? Or could imagine fail, when they imitate a BM 
and why would they fail? 

Int. D: Yeah, because of the mind-set of the people. So in a company like us who did a business for 
several years, for a very long time, you have to convince people to do the business in another 
way as the first thing. And it is often not very easy to do that and convince people. And the 
second thing is, sometimes if you change the BM sometimes you also have to change revenue 
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streams. And that's for a big company risky because a company like us is very focused on 
predictability, we want to know for every quarter, which revenues we will expect and so on. And 
for example, Adobe, who changed the model completely and didn't sell their software any 
longer, but have now pay per use offers, for them it was clear, their revenue will decrease 
radically for the first year also and then it will be okay. That we have to accept. 

Daniel: But in terms of resources, if you have them, you could apply the BM? 

Int. D: Yeah, I think it is not a resource question.  

Daniel: Just another example, in the case of Tesla, would you think German manufacturers 
could have easily copied the BM of Tesla?  

Int. D: That's for me not only a BM, that's also the strategy what they are doing. I think yeah, I think 
the traditional car manufacturers could do that, because their resources would be there. It's a 
strategy perspective, because for example go into battery storage, or home storage solutions or 
solar panels, I mean, for many experts it's questionable if this will be successful. I think it is not 
a question of resources, it is a question of do I believe in this strategy or not. And I know that 
German car manufacturers also thinking a lot of.. I did a project with them 15 years ago, for e-
commerce how to attract customers, how to increase their selling prices with car configurators 
and so on. But they also know they also know the importance of their retail system that they 
have right now. I am not sure if it's really a new BM, they have a different strategy.  

Daniel: Ok then let's move to the last section, which refers to success in BMI. Again a broad 
question, how would you measure or describe success in BMI, or changes to the BM? Or a 
different question, what criteria or framework could be used for key performance 
indicators in terms of BMI? 

Int. D: Hmm, in the end it is always revenue and earnings. So if you change the new BM that would 
mean you have already a product in a BM for the product in place and you have an existent 
revenue stream. And what you try to do is to increase your revenues or your earnings with a new 
BM and therefore in the end I would measure on revenue and earnings.  

Daniel: We already talked about this strategic project regarding BMI itself. Do you think that 
it makes sense to have some sort of department on a corporate level that has the systematic 
function dealing with BMIs or it is something more you expect on the BU's and Divisions. 

Int. D: I think it makes sense to have a department who's focused also in BMs. Because in my 
impression in our business today, in our business today has high pressure on their day to day 
earnings. And they have not much room for any kind of real new innovations, every innovation, 
which is a bit more riskier, which is a little bit farer away from their traditional business, they are 
not doing today, that is my impression and you need a department outside of their departments, 
who looks at this new kinds of innovation and also BMs and then tries to convince them to use it 
and try it. I mean for us it's obviously a problem, we are huge and have a lot of different 
businesses and it's clear if you in a central department, find some BM it's not adequate or could 
not be used for any kind of businesses, you have to be very careful, which kind of businesses it's 
possible for that BM. And therefore for the BM it would be better the department self is looking 
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for that and tries to find out, what is the right one. But the fact is today, from my experience, that 
there is only a limited availability of the departments to do that.  

Daniel: So you say that it makes sense to kind of have a supporting function that could look at 
potentials, start initiatives and share the knowledge. 

Int. D: Yes, exactly 

Daniel: And to what degree would you say should a firm match its current organizational 
capabilities with the ones needed for the BMI. Do you think that disrupting its own BM 
would be a viable option for a company?  

Int. D: I think it has to fit to the core competencies, that is very important. I think it is not possible 
to change the whole company to a new model, it is very, it's not realistic for me. 

Daniel: So you would see disruption at your company only outside of it? 

Int. D: Yes 

Daniel: Ok, so on a firm level. What would you name the 3 most important firm/org. 
capabilities that would increase the probability of BMI success, in your perspective? 

Int. D: I think first, you mentioned, the right culture openness. Also from a leadership position not 
to avoid risks, to accept that especially there are adaptions necessary, so failing is ok. You have, 
in the leadership position, you have to give to your businesses enough space and room to be 
experimental. And you have to do it in a position of strength, in the right time and not wait too 
long. If competitors, or your environment is faster than you, than it's much more difficult to try 
to do that, than if you are the first one. More time, more room for failure.  

Daniel: Do you think that BMI is heavily related to customer involvement?  

Int. D: Yeah, definitively 

Daniel: Do you see any sources and if yes, which sources where you can profit from ideation, 
we already heard of start-ups, do you see any other ways you generate ideas? 

Int. D: Yeah, we were successful bringing together people with different backgrounds and diversity, 
give them a week time for example and then in this week, they have a high pressure, because one 
week is not very long, they should try to find out new innovations and BMs, but within this 
week, they did it not only on paper, they were very agile so their first ideas they had, they tested 
it with potential customers, did a one hour interview with them, with few of them, and then went 
back and adapted their ideas and this kind of work in very diverse teams, fast adaptions, fast 
feedback loops with customers that could be interesting.  

Daniel: Could be or was it successful? 

Int. D: It was successful. 
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Daniel: And this is something you would share on the whole company level or is that 
something you would do on a single function? 

Int. D: I would recommend to do and it is not just done only in a single function that should be done 
in every business. 

Daniel: But it's time and resources? 

Int. D: Yeah, but we really did it in only one week and you can also split it and do it in two day 
sessions. Yes it cost you some resources, but the outcome for me, it was good.  

Daniel: So you set a large kind of share of the success on the employees in contributing to 
BMI. 

Int. D: Yes 

Daniel: What would you expect what the three most important critical requirements that you 
would expect from employees that they contribute. 

Int. D: Let them be free. The most important thing was, that we didn't tell them that we tried to find 
a new BM exactly for that product. But what we have done, they should first try to find out, 
what's their purpose they are standing for, what is in their perspective their most important 
problem, which would be solved, so that they are really have a high, very eager to work on this 
problem. So they first try to have a problem definition and then try to find a solution for that 
problem. So that was one very important aspect. 

Daniel: Could you expect that there are learning effects for a company in BMI. How could 
optimize that, or make this tacit knowledge more explicit? 

Int. D: For me, it is two things. That every employee has a certain amount of time or freedom to 
develop such ideas and then the possibility to really talk very, very fast with customers, to get 
very fast a customer feedback.  

Daniel: But then I would guess this knowledge is very tacit, so it's stays within that person and 
BU. How would you foster that this knowledge is getting explicitly shared within the 
company? 

Int. D: We are doing it right now by not teaching lessons, we are doing it by inviting people for 
these kinds of workshops, so that they can learn and have their own experience how it works. 
That's very important, that you invite people, and do together with them these innovation 
workshops. And after these workshops they always told us, yes, you changed my life, you 
changed my thinking, I now understand what is important. And if we only try to teach them via 
PowerPoint Slides, this wouldn't have been successful in my opinions.  

Daniel: So that is mentoring and coaching? 

Int. D: Yes, and it is very important.  
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Daniel: Who are those people that you are mentoring, so which positions do they have? 

Int. D: It's very mixed. From an expert to a senior manager, it's not the question which position they 
have, the question is, are these the right people. Not every employee is willing and able to work 
on such new things, to be so creative, so you need the right people and you find them in all 
hierarchical levels.  

Daniel: But these events are voluntary? 

Int. D: Yeah. That is very important, if it is not voluntary, the results would not be so good. We 
hope that the people who participated, they so good experiences in this events that they go back 
and talk to the colleagues, and to their bosses, and so they recommend participating in such 
workshops and I am sure, that only 30 % of our employees will be able and will be doing that, 
but that would very, very high portion of employees if you could address 30 % for example, if 
we would address 5 % that would be also ok. But I think it's important that there is a network of 
people, who have the right mind-set in each organisation and that's efficient. So not every single 
employee has to participate in defining new models.  

Daniel: This is related strongly to BM or innovation management in general? 

Int. D: Not only, to both.  
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Interview E - Research Expert BMI – Research Institute  

Daniel: So the first question would be about yourself, about your position? Could you tell me 
something about your work/position you currently hold? What your key responsibilities 
are, and is your background you come from? 

Int. E: Yeah sure. So my name is Int. E and I am working for a Institute, especially for the Supply 
Chain Services and I work there since two years and I am a research assistant and I am also 
doing my PhD and my research question is also about BMI and especially I research what 
influence digitalization has on BMs. My task here so on the one hand, I make my own research 
about the topic I said before and on the other hand, I work for research projects and they also 
analyse the current BMs and develop with the companies the future BMs. So how can a 
company compete in the digital world, so to say. And yeah, that's basically what we I am doing 
everyday, but we don't have one fix model, for example the BMC, but based on the problem or 
the individual problems of the company. We develop our own methods. 

Daniel. Ok, you said two years? 

Int. E: Exactly. 

Daniel: Can you give any real case or example of a BM change or projects you were part in or 
taking part or working right now, or is it something confidential probably.  

Int. E: Yeah, right now we have a project called ISLT's, in German it is “Intelligente Sonderladungs 
Träger”, and it's about load carriers that transport parts of cars from A to B and the current BM 
of the load carrier developers so to say, to make the construction for this load carrier (Behälter) 
and now he wants to change and doesn't want to be anymore just the constructor, but they want 
to develop a platform and develop smart services and to make of this stupid load carrier, a smart 
load carrier and offer the services around this load carrier so to extend the current portfolio. So 
what we figured out that a lot of research projects go to the direction of platforms, so past 
industry, they really concentrated on the product, but right now the think about to implement the 
intelligence and make money out of the intelligent products to compete because they feel the 
pressure from Asia, because they can say they can produce way cheaper and faster, but what they 
right now can't do is to offer the services, because on the one hand they don't have the 
knowledge about the intelligence and on the other hand because they are so far away, so it's the 
opportunity right now for the companies. 

Daniel: So in general, how strong do you perceive the relevance that companies should 
innovate or change their BM and why?  

Int. E: So the relevance for the companies, I think in the whole world is very very high. And right 
now the opportunity is given and because the intelligence is there, the sensors and as I just 
mentioned before from the other project. The companies can get a competitive advantage in 
contrast to for example US, which are very good in the software development and very fast, but 
what they are missing is the physical construction for cars or I don't know, other physical 
products especially in the industry sector and yeah. So I think right now is a very good chance, 
but what we also see when we talk with companies that small and medium-sized companies, they 
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don't trust the technology, they often want to wait or see it as kind of hype, the Industry 4.0, but I 
think if they don't innovate then others for instance start-ups will compete against them.   

Daniel: Ok. Which departments or actors would you expect to being involved in creation, 
design and planning activities related to BMI? Which departments would you expect to be 
responsible? 

Int. E: So I would say the whole company. First of all the CEO is the person, who gives the vision, 
who formulates the strategy, who has got the responsibility for all the other employees and who 
is formulating his vision to the others and he also got the financial resources. So I think this is 
one key person and who is responsible for the initiation. So just an example like those 
visionaries like Steve Jobs and Elon Musk with Tesla, who can inspire and got the influence and 
power to do this. But they cannot do it alone. So I think also the Board members and what we 
can see right now, there are a lot of people, there are in positions like Head of Digital 
Transformation, Head of Industry 4.0. But what we also see this Chief Digital Officers, they very 
often come from another position such as Marketing. Various studies show marketing 
responsibilities are now changing to chief digital officers and I think this is another very 
important person. And on the other hand we often see that BMI comes from the customers 
especially from those employees especially those that are very close to the customers such as 
Marketing or Sales people, or HR maybe. They also can see and they can sense which changes 
customers have and on the other hand. Researchers in terms of people that analyse the 
environment, competitors and which technologies come in the world. Those people are also 
getting more and more important and in case there are no machines or algorithms that can 
analyse which changes are currently in the environment. So I think it goes through the whole 
company if you really want to make this BMI, so it can be top down or bottom up.  

Daniel: So both ways, but would you say that these departments.. or actually who would say is 
responsible for the strategy formulation then.  

Int. E: The CEO, I would say. Absolutely because he has got the vision, he has to formulate the 
strategy. This cannot come from bottom up I would say. So the CEO has to give the employees 
the direction where the company wants to go.  

Daniel: But then how would you differ between the strategy and the BM? Do you see any 
commonalities, you see totally differences?  

Int. E: Where I would differentiate it? So what is interesting, or what is the nice thing about BMI is 
in between the process, which is very... strategy, which just gives the direction, but BMI or BM 
for me is just a graphical demonstration what the current BM is, how the company makes money 
and which customers they have, which activities are necessary to make money. That's what the 
BM shows, the strategy in contrast shows what the company stands for which values it has, in 
which direction it wants to go. It's a meta-level, the BM is more concrete and the processes are 
very detailed.  

Daniel: Alright. In terms of triggers of BMIs. You already mentioned some. But Which 
drivers/triggers/factors would you say influence the BM of large corporations. 
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Int. E: I would distinguish between two key factors. The one are company internal I would say and 
the other one are external and internal aspects are as we mentioned before the strategy, the vision 
the company has, the CEO also the culture and the organizational and administrational 
communication, I would say communicational channels and so on. And the external factors, the 
PESTEL analysis what I am thinking about. So which political factors, or economical, legal and 
so on. So those and or also other competitors or new technology that evolves.  

Daniel: Would say that the triggers are foremost internal or external? Or is there an interplay 
between both?   

Int. E: That is an interesting question, I just can say right now so we focused on the... or I focused 
on the external, on the digitalization, so I would say that the external factors. I think they could 
be more disruptive, for instance a new technology you got a new competitor that you haven't 
seen and this can really trigger BMI, I would say. But as you said before, it is also like if 
internally nothing changes then you won't have a BMI, so I think if you have a new CEO or if 
you have a new position like the Head of digital transformation then this also can change a lot I 
think. But maybe this can take longer than if you have a new competitor and new technology and 
you have to act right now. 

Daniel: Ok, can in your eyes be key triggers be identified in general or would you say it is 
company or industry specific? If you think about digitalization? 

Int. E: Exactly, that's the one thing that comes into my mind. That digitalization is one key driver 
absolutely and a lot of other trends and mega trends we have got we interact with this. For 
instance if you have got the globalization which is also triggered by the digitalization, because 
we can communicate way faster. So to be honest, like right now I would say that the 
digitalization, that this is right now what has got the most influence and makes the industry 
nervous. 

Daniel: So the more global a company acts, the more it is affected by digitalisation?  

Int. E: I wouldn't even say that it's just the more global, but also if you are local and you see that 
also in another factor is, like another factor is the servitization point. Even if a company is in 
Germany and we as the customers we all use mobile phones and we want to act or be active with 
the company in a digital way, so I think doesn't matter if it is global or not global. The 
digitalisation has got impact for all companies. Yeah what just comes into my mind, if 
servitization is also a trend, then this has got an high impact because now companies has to get 
more customer-orientated and I also think that they get the innovations from the customer, for 
instance, they also work together with the customers. 

Daniel: In terms of creation processes of BMI in general. Do you know any companies use a 
formal or structured process for creation or change in their BM. So specifically for the 
BM? 

Int. E: During my study I also asked companies about that and interestingly they have, very many 
companies have a structured way, but they also experiment. So for instance, the structure is very 
close to normal and strategy management structures, so they start with the strategy formulation, 
they go on with the analysis of the competitors, the environment or the internal environment, 
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they have this ideation phase then they continue to make a business case to calculate the new 
idea and if it is good or worth it or they see high potential for this, then they start to make a ??? 
product and to pilot this with key customers and if it is good or adopt something and then they 
make a BM out of it and they commercialize the idea. What I also see, what is very popular that 
they make a kind of a spin-off I would say so they outsource small group and they say ok, you've 
got this time and budget. You can make whatever you want and at the end it would be good 
when there comes out a BM.  

Daniel: But if it is within the organizational boundaries, not as a spin-off. Which actors or 
departments would you expect doing this or being involved?  

Int. E: So what I've learned. You have got one responsibility person, which is not the CEO but kind 
of HEAD of whatever, Head digital Transformation, Head of Industry 4.0 or Head of Innovation 
Management. Then you have got people that have a digital mind-set, which are for instance very 
young which do not 20 years experience with the same company, who have got a digital affinity, 
also lot of software developers and yeah those people I would say.  

Daniel: Do you see any similarity to product/service development in this process in any way. 
Just to give you an example, you probably the Stage-Gate model how to develop, would you 
say that Stage-Gate would be also applicable for BMI? 

Int. E: So interestingly in 2016 Cooper developed a new Stage Gate model, which is more agile. So 
I think you can adapt this very good, but I will or it is also hard to say I also think it is a lot of 
research those gates that you have, if you can make it for BM. If you got a sequence and you've 
got also the possibility the agility perspective or iterative aspect that you can always go back to 
another step, I think that is perfect for BMI. What I cannot say, what are those gates, when can 
you say that I am going from the one phase to the other phase. So that will be interesting, but I 
think yeah you can definitely take parts of the Stage-Gate model to the BM innovation.  

Daniel: But would you expect any difference in creation of the BM whether the triggers are 
internal or external or whether the company faces threats or the company sees an 
opportunity, would this affect the creation process somehow.  

Int. E: Mhm... Yeah when I think about the external factors, when a competitor, I remember NEST 
from Google and all the thermostat constructors got nervous and they didn't see it, so if there is a 
new competitor, companies really realize that we have to act very quickly so I think the process, 
we have to do something is bigger than you have a CEO who is saying that you have to change 
something. I don't know how much influence he's got and how much power, and how he can 
push the company, but I think external triggers or new technology or new political law... Well 
one scenario that the government say we don't have any trouble with the data, there are no 
restrictions all the data can be used, there are no high security standards, I would think, this 
could trigger novel BMs and even has got a bigger impact than internal factors.  

Daniel: Now let's move to the planning ability of BMI. Let's take a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 
is unpredictable and 10 highly predictably, can BMI activities be planned theoretically 
before implementation?  
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Int. E: Yep, 10. For instance which market analysis method you choose. You take a trend radar, so 
before you can screen all the trend radars that are relevant for you. Or I don't know the Gartner 
Hype Cycle, you want to ask in pilot something with customers. So you can go in advance and 
develop questionnaires, you can acquire the necessary customers and ask them if they want to 
volunteer the minimum viable product. At least you can guarantee that you have the viable 
resources in order to develop this minimum viable product, the BM case, if you want to calculate 
for instance something. And you also can construct the model in advance and if your BM or the 
idea is in that stage, you can put the figures into the model. But one thing, which is 
unpredictable, is if you really can commercialize... I think if the market really wants your idea or 
product, this is highly unpredictable. In my opinion there is a lot of luck for that. Is this the right 
time for the right product and right customer. So I think the time issue which also got a lot to do 
with intuition of the CEO that could be unpredictable. 

Daniel: Ok, but you said the planning ability is very high. On the other side, what role does 
flexibility play in terms of BM design and innovation. Flexibility in terms of 
experimentation. 

Int. E: Yeah, that is also very high. This buzzword agility plays a very important role I would say. If 
you pilot something with the customers and you have figured out actually they don't want this 
functions. They want completely new functions, then you have to develop again a new product 
or new features that you pilot this again with the customer. Yeah you are right, that you have to 
be iterative that you always can go back a modulate. But I think the method, how you can do 
something, how you can pilot something, how you can ask the customers, this can be predicted, 
but you always need the option to go one or two steps back.  

Daniel: So for which organizational activities, if you think about the BMC, for which parts of 
the BM would you expect that flexibility is highly important? You already said the 
commercialization of the BM itself kind of needs experimentation. But which other parts 
would you expect more experimentation.  

Int. E: So from the BM elements? I think some elements are more dominant which have to be more 
flexible, so the value proposition. So what is the core value that the company wants to sell, this 
has to be flexible. because if the customer don't want this product or function, they need to 
change it. In what place more and more important role is the revenue model, I would say, there 
you can offer the customers lot of things in terms of we want a pay as you use like those pay per 
use models and you can change their something or make a flat rate, which I don't know are 
necessary. I think those two elements are very important and from the internal aspect, the key 
activities, so maybe you have to change something internally. And you have to change the 
product, so you have to change the activities, maybe also need to change the resources. So I 
would say, those 4 elements are the most critical, so most flexible.  

Daniel: But do you think that more flexibility means also more room for disruptiveness or 
radical innovations or not necessarily? 

Int. E:  Let me think about this, no I think if you speak about disruptive then it's not enough that you 
change just the value proposition for instance. Then you change you change something 
completely new. So with this disruption thing it is hard to say because, I think you can make a 
disruption... I am sure you also heard about it... if you have a BM and it is new for the industry 
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or is it new for the company. And if it's new for the company, then I really think you have to 
change the whole BM and if you changed something for the industry and you make a disruption 
for one industry, then maybe it is enough if you just change the value proposition and just the 
customer segments are changing.  

Daniel: Ok, now let's move to the replication possibilities and effects. Could the replication or 
imitation of a BM be a realistic scenario to create competitive advantage for a company? 

Int. E: Hmm, I would say no. It is interesting that for instance IKEA that no one is able to imitate 
IKEA even though it is kind of obvious what they are doing. But you cannot see any other 
company which is really now a competitor for IKEA. So I think they way they are doing it is 
extremely good, and not imitable. The same with Apple what they did with iTunes or iPhone and 
Mac's. I think it is hard to imitate and it is a bad strategy if someone is just someone is saying I 
am just copying it. 

Daniel: But what would you see as barriers to do so? Or could imagine fail, when they imitate 
a BM and why would they fail? 

Int. E: Because I think the people behind the BM are not... you cannot copy them, their knowledge 
and their ideas, their future perspective and also the circumstances. For instance Apple which has 
got Steve Jobs as CEO, they were in California, they had the political restrictions or legal 
circumstance. All the surrounding and the right timing is impossible for a company to, they 
cannot change that. The company culture for instance is one thing that is such intangible and 
implicit, you cannot copy this.  

Daniel: If you think about the example of Tesla and it's huge success. And that now more and 
more German manufacturers move into the direction of electric vehicles, although they are 
not there, but in theory they could. In what situation or what circumstance would you 
expect that the company rather imitates a pattern, a BM part or whole BM instead 
creating its own.  

Int. E: Yeah. The first idea that came up in my mind is if a company has got the money. Because 
what Tesla or Elon Musk has, he has got a lot of money. He has got a lot of money he can play 
with, what he is also doing. And what's also is very typical for Elon Musk, he is very diversified, 
so he's also experimenting for the Mars mission and the cars and so on. Maybe if you have a 
"crazy" CEO, then maybe you could copy Tesla, but... 

Daniel: Ok, but if you think about company survival. Let's say, just to give you an example, 
Kodak. If you have them in a situation, where they fight for company survival. Would that 
be a situation where they more likely copy to survive or take the risk to develop their own? 

Int. E: Yeah, but then I think then you really have to very fast. Like you mentioned Kodak is one 
example, they even invented the digital photography, but they thought no one is interested in 
this. But the same with Blackberry and iPhone. Blackberry also thought who doesn't want to 
have a keyboard. Yeah i think you are not right on track, if you don't have the right timing you 
cannot copy and maybe sometimes the follower advantage, then copying someone is not the 
right strategy.  
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Daniel: Ok then let's move to the last section, which refers to success in BMI. How would you 
measure or describe success in BMI, or changes to the BM? what criteria or framework 
could be used for key performance indicators in terms of BMI? 

Int. E: Yeah I think, that is a very hard question and I think on the one hand for companies, they 
need to survive and they survive if they have got money. So if the return on investment, if they 
get back earnings than it is fine. Then it is a successful innovation. On the other hand, such as 
Tesla, they wrote red figures for a very long time, but they gave a lot of pressure to the 
automotive industry and they had an innovation or pioneer advantage, which cannot be 
transferred in money directly. So I think on the one hand, you have very quantitative criteria, 
such as money, on the other hand you have qualitative criteria or those KPI's, which is degree of 
innovation, or pioneer advantage. Those are factors that come to my mind. 

Daniel: Would you also say for example timing, how fast the transformation was at the 
company? Or is that not relevant regarding the success factors. 

Int. E: I mean even if you are quick, and you develop something very fast. But in the end if no one 
wants to buy it then I would say, so what? You could even take, maybe sometimes if you have 
some more time and wait it is even better. So it has got two aspects. Sometimes as we have 
discussed before it is good to be the first, but sometimes it is even better if you wait, for example 
with the MP3-technology.  

Daniel: So in terms of an systematic approach. Which organizational departments/levels or 
actors would you say are key accountable for making sure that the BMI or BM 
transformation is becoming a success. Who overviews the whole process? 

Int. E: Before I mentioned those positions such as Head of Digital Transformation, Head of Industry 
4.0, Head of Innovation. So those people who are responsible for the BM or really try to 
innovate and have the overview and responsibility for the people and ideas for the 
commercialization. They are the key persons in this process. But I think every company 
determine those people differently.  

Daniel: I saw and also interviewed some of them. Some large corporations have own 
departments just relating to BMI for example SAP, Bosch. Other companies have it in 
their corporate development or strategy departments and so on. Would you say that it 
makes sense to implement a systematic function or department that is just focused with 
BM issues. Or is it better to have it together with the strategy department? 

Int. E: Absolutely, I would think so. Especially in big companies, so we also spoke with large 
companies, they say for instance, they have got a BMI department and if other departments have 
got questions and they have got ideas then this BM, or some of the employees of this BM 
department come to the other departments and then they educate them or give them support. So 
it is good to implement such a department, absolutely. 

Daniel: But it's important to have communications with the company itself for the ideas and 
the strategy department.  
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Int. E: Yeah, yeah, absolutely. So it's very closely linked to strategy. So if the CEO is saying for 
instance Bosch also got the vision for 2020 or 25 that in every device an IP address is located. So 
well you can see, what this means for all the other departments.  

Daniel: And to what degree would you say should a firm match its current organizational 
capabilities with the ones needed for the BMI. So how important is path dependency? 

Int. E: Ehm. If you could just explain what you mean with the path dependency.  

Daniel: Ok, just to give you an example. You know what Siemens for example, which kind of 
direction they go. And if they would say let's move into technological area XYZ, which is 
out of their current competencies and capabilities of the company. Which constitutes a 
totally new technological field, that has to be acquired or built up, that would be a good 
idea. Or to make it even more extreme, do you think that disrupting its own BM would be a 
viable option for a company?  

Int. E. I think it would be healthy that a company is questioning itself and say ok "what can really 
disrupt us", but such a large company like Siemens I think it is hard. I don't know how many 
people are working there... it is hard to change the whole capabilities or to match the old 
capabilities with the new capabilities or it is a very long process. So maybe it is easier in this 
term to make a small spin-off, who has got the Greenfield I would say. Just to make the match 
the old company should change and make new and have the new capabilities, that is though. But 
on the other hand, there was a very interesting article in the Harvard Business Review. So the 
AT & T company from the US also thought they have the old organization. We have got many 
thousands of employees, but we have to change. So what they did, they developed a capability 
profile, which are needed in future and they gave the option to the old employees. Ok, either you 
change to new role we gave or you have to leave the company. But this is a very though thing, I 
don't know how realistic this is for all the large companies. I don't know if I really answered your 
question otherwise... 

Daniel. Yeah you answered it. I mean it is really difficult or though, but in terms of disrupting 
its own BM. Could you think of any situation, when it should be considered? 

Int. E: I would say every time. Like the CEO should think all the time how can I be disrupted and 
what is needed? So new technology or new law or new competitors. Either they do it by 
themselves or they give the responsibility to some of their employees, who continuously track 
the environment. So I think you cannot say that every or once a year we track what is new. And 
we see if we can disrupt us. But nowadays, even if I think it is buzz wording, it is very dynamic 
and we also hear from companies. Earlier they did once a strategy meeting, right now they do it 
every 3 months, because it is really kind of unpredictable and the competitors like start-ups are 
getting more and more, which are also very dangerous.  

Daniel: Sometimes a BMI can commoditize the current core business in terms of resources, 
profitability and many more aspects. So can you think of an org. setting that would balance 
pursuing new business opportunities and saving the core businesses' resource/knowledge 
pool? How would you structure it and why ? 
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Int. E: I would say, separate those things. Because if you keep those things in one organisation, also 
if I would imagine, that I would be in that company and I know there is another group and they 
maybe disrupt me and make or eliminate me, I would work against this group. So I would say 
separate this group.  

Daniel: So in terms of "ambidexterity"? 

Int. E: Exactly, yeah. So this exploration and exploitation or what experimenting or innovating, 
inventing. Keep those parts separate I would say. 

Daniel: But in the beginning, or for a longer time? 

Int. E: Absolutely, especially in the beginning because you experiment a lot. Actually you don't 
know how the final product or final service will look like and when it is getting more clearer and 
you can be sure that you want to commercialize in the market, and you want to go broad in the 
market you should think about how to implement that in the company. I think it is hard if you 
make it right from the beginning. Because people can get feared or frightened about their jobs if 
they get lost or if they are necessary or if they have got still the skills to fulfil those services. I 
would say it is better to do this at the end.  

Daniel: But at some point you have to incorporate and then you have to kind of get rid of 
departments or people? 

Int. E: Yeah, I don't know. Seriously it seems hard. If the old thing is not profitable any more and 
you don't make any money out of it. I would say even with a new BM or not, this department is 
not necessary anymore. So actually it could be a good opportunity if you say guys you don't 
make any profit, it is old-fashioned what we are doing, but there is a new product that seems 
very fruitful for us. Maybe you want to develop or just to teach new skills that are required, for 
example data analytics, if it is that easy so to say.  

Daniel: In terms of success factors on a firm level. What would you name the 3 most 
important firm/org. capabilities that would increase the probability of BMI success, in your 
perspective? If you think in the direction of culture, leadership and so on... 

Int. E: Hmm. On the first side I would say creativity came in to my mind. So you need to think 
outside of the Box. There are a lot of new possibilities and opportunities and the former lines of 
industries and companies get blurred, so I think to have this creativity is very important. Same 
thing with curiosity I think this can be a success factor when I've spoke with companies and I 
was asking them, why are you doing BMI, why do you think about digitalization? They say on 
the one hand it is really the curiosity, they want to figure out what is possible with this and I 
think if you have got the spirit especially in the board members or they have this curiosity it is 
very helpful to trigger this. And financial resources if this is a capability, but if you have got the 
resources, the people, the time, the money, then this is critical if you can make BMI or if it's 
possible or not. 

Daniel: You already mentioned that the BMI is closely related to customer involvement and 
centricity. How and if, from which other sources could a company profit in ideation, 
implementation or execution of BMI? 
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Int. E: So as we mentioned from the customer, but also from the company itself. So if the 
employees can observe customers or the surroundings then the analytical capabilities such as if 
you can read the trend analysis like the Gartner Hype Cycle or if you go to lot of working cycles, 
like Bitcom, associations like VDMI, VDA or the competence centres. If you extend the current 
network with partners or you speak with competitors even. Then you also you get to new ideas 
and also I would say future trend radars. They are also very important, where it goes and if you 
read a lot of studies, if you speak with people, this can be also other triggers.  

Daniel: So kind of connecting and building up an ecosystem? 

Int. E: Yes, exactly. But it is very hard, if you have already got some ideas and actually no one 
wants to speak about very innovative things. Yeah you shouldn't just rely on that, but it's good if 
you can make out of a nice chat a future partnership.  

Daniel: So you set a large kind of share of the success on the employees in contributing to 
BMI. What would you expect what the three most important critical requirements that you 
would expect from employees that they contribute. 

Int. E: Ah, then I think then it even fits better what I said before. The creativity, then the customer 
centric perspective so if the employees really know and figure out what the customer wants, this 
is really good. And they should have free-time or the time to think about new innovations, and 
they shouldn't be too much involved in the operational stuff and just have I don't know 10 
minutes before finishing work to get new ideas.  

Daniel: Could you think that there are learning effects for a company in BMI. That by 
innovating it gets better and better? How could optimize that, or make this tacit knowledge 
more explicit? 

Int. E: So the mistake/failure culture, they should know that they fail 10 times and they loose a lot 
of time and money, but if the 11th. idea is good it can be a huge success, so I think this is critical 
and very important. They should then be open for all the ideas like the typical brainstorming 
factors. So there is no-no-go. This is very important. And you need someone such as the CEO or 
Head of XYZ that really supports the team and a clear vision of the strategy by the CEO. If the 
strategy is that you need new ideas, that you need to innovate, that you have to customer centric 
for instance, and you repeat that every time to your employees than this can also help a lot to 
make a successful BM.  

Daniel: Do you see any specific industry or company characteristic that is particularly 
reluctant to BMI right now. 

Int. E: Ok first, I thought you asked the obvious question. But who's reluctant. 

Daniel: Or why could it be more relevant for some companies?  

Int. E: Yeah I was thinking about the finance sector, which is right now super innovative. And also 
in the Brand Eins magazine, the finance industry was the most innovative sector because they 
felt the pressure with blockchain, new competitors, the mobile payment, a lot of start-ups which 
are going to their direction, so Deutsche Bank and all the other institutes are going crazy and 
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make a lot of innovation efforts there. But on the contrast, I think also the industry, the 
manufacturing industry, they are kind of reluctant, especially the small and medium sized 
companies. Because they don't have the money, they don't know which technology they should 
choose. The customers don't want it, so they are kind of reluctant I would say. 

Daniel: But do you see any industry/company that are not affected? 

Int. E: I think software industry says that they are doing what they were doing 30 years ago. 
Everyone is going crazy, but they are still doing the same thing. I know that also big companies 
like SAP they also innovate and they try some new things, but it is not that crazy as for the 
manufacturing industry, who are doing something completely new for them, because they don't 
sell the product, they sell more services and services that are based on data. So the software 
industry, they always dealt with data or bits and bites I would say. The small and medium sized 
companies they don't know how the future will develop and if this is just a hype or not and they 
should just way, so I think they are kind of reluctant.  

Daniel: But also sceptic not moving directly into a new direction, is that because they lack 
resources compared to large companies? 

Int. E: Yeah i think it's the resources, they don't have the time and money. And maybe it is also the 
culture. When you have people working there since 20,30 and 50 years, they don't want to 
innovate and make something. They are frightened about their job, maybe also don't have the 
culture that wants this. Maybe the customers don't see the need for change. And maybe what is 
also relevant is that the technology is not ready like Internet stability. Now we work on the 5G 
infrastructure, but it is still not ready also the censors depends on which functionality you have, 
they are expensive and for instance if you want to establish a platform, some companies really 
don't know what to do next, so the path and the structure how to do this, also in the process way, 
so the BM really gives a good overview how it looks like but once they want to further 
implement and establish this new innovation then companies ask like what should we do right 
now. So this is also missing right now, and also what I sometimes heard is, that companies want 
to exchange with others. They say, it would be good to make this idea, but we want to talk with a 
company who did this before, such as KLAAS with this farmnet365, they also talk with axxume 
who did the platform just to see how did you this.  
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Interview_F -Research Expert Service - IM-BMI- Research Institute  

Daniel: Let's start. First question would be about yourself, about your position? Could you 
tell me something about your work/position you currently hold? What your key 
responsibilities are, and is your background you come from? 

Int. F: So my background is actually in service management, that's what I study, Business 
administration with service management specification. I have a strong focus on innovation 
management, because before studying at the university I did more than 4 years in an innovation 
consultancy where we consulted and implemented different open innovation tools depending on 
the path that was given by the firms that were often big consumer goods companies, but even 
suppliers that could be Blumschaniere, that could Beiersdorf with all different industries, that 
could be Gore fabrics textiles etc. I became a researcher at this university about 5 and a half 
years ago, and ever since I did research in the context of innovation and service innovation, 
focusing on user co-creation but also on the inter-disciplinary and inter-organizational 
innovation processes, that leads to the projects that I am doing, or what I am responsible for. It's 
one project where we create an IP infrastructure for engineers and for engineering innovation 
here in Erlangen. I am responsible for Josephs, which is like a co-creational and open innovation 
platform in Nürnberg. And which is most relevant for this interview I guess is to project 
BIDIMO, it's a federal founded project about data driven service innovation, where we work 
with companies like Festo, Bosch, Areva, Greenguide, mytaxi in Germany to develop a toolbox 
for data based service innovation, especially targeted at medium-sized companies. 

Daniel: You've mentioned that you have worked for a consultancy, was it in Nürnberg? 

Int. F: No, it was Hive in Munich. 

Daniel:  And you have been in this position for 5 and a half years?  

Int. F: Yes.  

Daniel: Perfect, so. My next question would be your intersection to the topic of BMs Can you 
explain in which way you deal with the subject of Business Models or Business Model 
Innovation in particular in your professional life? 

Int. F: Mhm, so on one hand of course I teach service innovation, so we often discuss BMI and also 
BMs when it comes to radical service innovations because the line between new BMs and 
radical service innovation is so fuzzy that often one implies the other, like many radical service 
innovations do imply that a company needs to implement a new BM. It's not BMI in terms of 
setting up totally new BMs that are new to the world, but it's BMs that are new to the firm. The 
same implies to the work that I do in the research project, of course the BM we having software 
as a service offers, or having different types of service packages is not innovating BMs, but it's 
the implementation of new BMs for specific firms.  

Daniel: Could you give an example of a real BM change/innovation case you recently have 
been taking part in? Or is that something confidential. 
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Int. F: No, what we worked with Bosch and Festo, we worked with those guys that have to to stuff 
like predictive maintenance services, they also develop or we are involved in developing a 
service, where they sell their key competence that is they show, and that's not confidential, they 
have a new factory and the factory they use to show everything that they can in terms of energy 
saving, and now there is somehow thinking about ok how can we actually make value out of this 
knowledge that we showed for our own factory building to other firms, but of course Festo is a 
supplier like in the machine building industry, there is no foundation whatsoever to actually offer 
services like how to build your factory energy saving. That would be typical stuff. 

Daniel: In terms of the relevance of BMI.  How strong do you perceive the relevance that 
companies should innovate or change their BM and why?  

Int. F: I do not think that a company should ever engage in constantly changing their BM, because 
that would just overwhelm people and would probably not work in the core competence of a 
firm. But I feel that just in the past years there was more awareness that in the current BMs won't 
work anymore and that you need to be open to actually incorporate other different BMs into your 
firm. And the firm is a platform and I would see that there has to be a platform or a foundation 
within the firm that different BMs can grow on and there is lots of discussion when we talk to 
the firms or the conversations we are observing, people talk about a lot about having spin-offs or 
starting new like ventures, or being a group and then being just the Head of different businesses 
that leave the core company when it comes to BM, so I think this is so interlinked and from my 
perspective it doesn't have to be like that. I feel like companies need to be more open to be a 
foundation for different types of BMs that can work under the same umbrella more or less. I feel 
that this is way they feel so dangerous, because if you work with new BMs then that would mean 
that people that would develop that BM will actually leave the firm and that feels often for the 
firm, i think, that is actually something more on not on a cognitive but on an emotional level. It 
is like ok if we have a new BM and this BM doesn't go under our brand or core company then 
we will be splattered and we will loose so many people. I think this is so strongly connected and 
makes it a little bit tricky to talk about new BMs in firms as something that can be part of the 
firm.  

Daniel: But if you think about setting up a BM that would potentially harm the current core 
BM, wouldn't you expect people fighting against that, because they know it will harm 
them. 

Int. F: Ok, then it's okay. Then I feel it is normal and okay to have an own legal form of these firms 
of course.  

Daniel: Which departments are involved or would you expect to being involved in creation, 
design and planning activities related to BMI? 

Int. F: The ones that we deal with now are Innovation Management and then different project 
owners in the companies. In my former job we also talked about BM's with some guys from the 
R&D department and then these concepts were not ever thought about it anymore because it was 
in their business. In R&D they didn't see the relevance or possibility to take action in terms of 
how things would be solved because they will supply their system of their organisation, but for 
the rest, I think... 
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Daniel: But who would be responsible then for deciding upon actions? 

Int. F: Exactly, the next steps never happened. 

Daniel: Yeah, but who should be responsible? Is that the top management? 

Int. F: Oh, they didn't care. It's like all the others, but in the companies that I work with now that's 
for sure that it's there needs to be a strategy towards, in our case digital solutions, towards 
services. Actually at Festo it turned out a little bit wrong because the employees found out 
through the press release, from the newspaper, that their CEO said that they would go for digital 
services which was of course interesting for them, but it is really the different product 
departments and the Innovation management that helps and supplies with tools and ideas and 
guidelines.  

Daniel: would you expect that those departments are responsible for strategy formulation. So 
the same departments? 

Int. F: No, no. The strategy is minimum one, or two level above.  

Daniel: But then how would you differ between the strategy and the BM? Do you see any 
commonalities, you see totally differences?  

Int. F: For me of course the strategy gives a frame or like a guideline in which ideas to think, and 
what fits and what is wanted from the company. But to really develop the BMs for the 
innovations that are put forward is actually something that the strategist will not and say it's okay 
but it will be developed by other people.  

Daniel: Alright. Let's move to the triggers. Which drivers/triggers/factors would you say 
influence the BM of large corporations. It is a broad question, don't be too specific. 

Int. F: Yeah, I think that many of the thoughts that I like sort of receive related to cases that they 
know about, so it is really media triggered or like all these huge conferences that go into the 
directions.. there is a lot of for Industry 4.0, conferences and there is digitization and 
transformation events all the time, if it's by the chambers of commerce, is it by different 
consultancies and the cases that they are presenting at that events, that I think, triggers a lot in 
which ways to think and somehow creates a sort of panic to also do something, which is then 
forwarded to the people that are actually in charge to innovate and create those BMs.  

Daniel: But what would you say that behind these conferences the actual reasons they are 
more internally orientated from a company perspective or externally, like technology 
driven, or regulations driven, or whatever there might be. 

Int. F: So regulations driven for sure it is not, because regulations are actually the thing that is 
lacking in most of the context that I am working with, because there is so many legal guidelines 
missing in anything related to data. For the rest I think it is both, internal and external. External 
from what I said and internal because of the possibilities that companies have. I mean we work 



 72 

with companies like Bosch and Festo, who have access to a lot of data and who actually have the 
knowledge to collect data. They are sensors and having or knowing what their machines are 
doing that's like what they do anyways, so the possibilities that are coming with technology are 
for sure a trigger. 

Daniel: Do you think that there can be key triggers identified, or is it very company or 
industry specific?  

Int. F: I don't know, at our research institute I think it is different because they... like we working 
with some engineers in the field, I don't know whom we are working with but the ones we work 
with in the Headquarters in Erlangen, they never have ideas for BMs independent from what 
industries they are working with. So in that case it is industry independent, because if you are not 
lack the knowledge of thinking in BMs then it doesn't matter which industry, and for the data 
based service innovation and the BMs that are needed to go further with these, I think the 
industry characteristics is that for those firms it was very hard to innovate services and they still 
struggling to innovate services, like they have engineering services in their organizations that 
have no SAP numbers, but on the other hand data feels so natural for them and something so 
technical that of course the predictive maintenance, to develop predictive maintenance software 
and BMs to offer that is something that is very easy for them, because it goes into their product-
orientated attitude how to do business.  

Daniel: Do you personally know any companies using a formalized or structured process for 
creation or change in their BM. So specifically for the BM? 

Int. F: No, no.  

Daniel: So would you say it is rather a flexible experimentation thing or is driven by certain 
individuals and agencies within the company? 

Int. F: I mean know a small company that I know who went through a major change of BM is 
INOSABI, who was first offering innovation projects by using some sort of software and now is 
moving forward to become something like a software provider and having the former 
background and the consultancy about how to do this as a side effect and as something as their 
sales factors, but of course that was not planned either. I have seen this developing only step by 
step, like naturally, but not structured in a systematic way.  

Daniel: If you think about product or more relevantly service development processes, models, 
would you think that they could be applicable for BMI in the future. If you think about 
Stage-Gate as a structured process... 

Int. F: I personally believe and that's the reason where I am, that service innovation does not work 
in the way of Stage Gate processes that well. So I would suspect that BM innovation is closer to 
how service innovation works that Stage Gate processes. I guess it has to be iterative, I guess to 
have to go back and forth to check back if this is the right approach and you have to have some 
loops.  

Daniel: Otherwise it would be killed in the first stages? Or it would not end up like desired? 
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Int. F: I mean the issues that I have and that we share here in the department is that if you have 
Stage Gate processes, if you realize in Stage 3 that something has happened in your 
environment, will you kill your idea or will you just pursue and develop further a concept that 
you know that will die after it was implemented. What you going to do, so there is not too much 
room to act spontaneously and if you leave the room because while there is a business concept if 
it is a business innovation or service concept or I don't know what is developed, and something 
in the environment change, you need to adapt to it.  

Daniel: In terms of the planning ability, we said there is no real creation process. On a scale 
from 1 to 10, can BMI activities be planned theoretically before implementation?  

Int. F: Yeah, I would say yeah. I think there is a difference of having a systematic innovation 
process and having a structured approach towards innovation and if you have a structured and 
continuous approach towards innovating then of course also innovating BMs for a firm is part of 
that innovation processes.  

Daniel: But which activities would you expect that can be planned? 

Int. F: Like constant screening, or specific activities to foster communication about user needs to 
tap user knowledge in specific activities and enhancing the dialogue, and I am often in an 
industry context, that would be clients, also give channels for any one, who is in sales like key 
account or etc. to actually forward these needs and to have specific people that have as their task 
to take in every knowledge and triggers for innovation and the BMs for these innovations. 

Daniel: But who would you think is responsible for making sure that this communication is 
enabled and requirements are somehow given. 

Int. F: That's something I know is very different from firm to firm how they organize this.  

Daniel: What would you say about flexibility in terms of experimentation? What is the role of 
flexibility in terms of adjusting and creation development of the BMI? 

Int. F: I mean I am very influenced by design thinking or these ideas of thoughts, so I believe that 
early prototypes do help a lot, but I know also very well it is very difficult for firms to work with 
early prototypes. I see flexibility as important but it depends really on the context and I know 
from those guys, that are struggling with this that it is really though and you can not blame them 
for not being very flexible. 

Daniel: I just forgot to bring it, but do you know the BM Canvas? For which parts in the BM 
Canvas would say flexibility could be more beneficial or fostered? I have an understanding, 
but I don't want to tell you. I mean flexibility could be also related to maybe be more 
radical and disruptive in our thinking and so flexible in everything we develop. Or on the 
other hand that it's very hard to change because it is given, it is the consequence of 
something.  

Int. F: Well, I think the value proposition that can often be innovated very freely, the key partners is 
somehow rather tricky because most of the time you are in specific networks and it's difficult to 
get out of this networks or to really broaden them pro-actively, because that's like industry 
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settings. But it's possible and I think that it's often easy for firms to think freely and be flexible in 
the way how to interpret or how revenue streams or etc. will be going, but the implementation in 
the end will not be so free, because it has so many surrounding factors and it is so interdependent 
with so many other departments, so many other technical issues, if a company like ... someone 
who made hinges and stuff like that wanted to actually open up their web shop to regular users, 
like to end-consumers. That would be somehow a new BM, because they were in B2B business 
only, to implement something like PayPal payment and have a web shop that is actually not for 
B2B, but usable for regular people is like so difficult to implement for them and so difficult to 
get through all the stakeholders within the firm. So they had a cool idea, but then it was slowed 
down a lot by anyone needed to be involved to put in action.  

Daniel: Now we move into the area or possibility of replication. Would you think that the 
replication or imitation of a BM could be a realistic scenario to create competitive 
advantage for a company? 

Int. F: If it fits with the culture and if it is from a totally different industry and can be applied to a 
new industry where something like this has not happened before, maybe yes. If it is within the 
similar industry or if the corporate culture is not ready at all for something like this because it 
often about sharing etc, then it's super tricky.  

Daniel: Would you see other barriers to do so? Or could imagine fail, when they imitate a BM 
and why would they fail? 

Int. F: They don't have the resources, that's very trivial but most often they don't have the people 
who have the knowledge. And in the context where we work often, the BM depends on some 
sort of business analytics which you can't find, even you set free money, you can't find someone 
in Esslingen who will do data analysis, it's just impossible. So then it's a key question, if you 
want to create a brand new BM, which is rather risky by buying something from outside, where 
the core competence has to lie with some consultants that you buy in, then it's like the 
uncertainty is going to be too big. Because.. like it feels like nothing within the new BM is 
within the core of the company or in the ownership.  

Daniel: But what in situation or what circumstance would you expect that the company rather 
imitates a pattern, a BM part or whole BM instead creating its own. Is there any scenario 
or have you seen examples? 

Int. F: I think there is some... I don't know an exact example but I think there are some they apply 
sharing approaches to the stuff and had it as parallel BMs. I think, like building tools, stuff like 
that, I don't know which firm it was, but they run two BMs side by side. One where they sell and 
one where they rent out, and one where you can hire just specific tools like pay for usage etc. 

Daniel: So they kind of imitated but not... 

Int. F: They didn't shift completely, they started to run different BMs even with, I think one was 
with a new brand, which you couldn't easily see that it was the same company, but they 
diversified. 
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Daniel: Ok then let's move to the last section, which refers to success in BMI. Again a broad 
question, how would you measure or describe success in BMI, or changes to the BM? again 
very broad, what criteria or framework could be used for key performance indicators in 
terms of BMI? 

Int. F: I have no clue.  

Daniel: Just to give you an example, many interviewees it is only revenue or cash in, so kind of 
how fast you get the revenue, others said it is more like factors how innovative you are, 
how it is perceived within the company. 

Int. F: I can see that perceived innovativeness and also branding and also money like measures for 
return on investment, but then I think it is difficult to say you take incoming cash as key factor, 
because you don't know what to compare it with. You had the moment where you started to 
innovate and where you have implemented the new BM and then you want to know if you 
earned more or less. But you don't know what would have happened, if you would not have done 
it, so would you have disappeared from the market. Would have something happened and 
exploded, so I think it is strange to take how much is earned from that, because sometimes 
companies would not exist anymore if they wouldn't have put all their investment on one other 
BM and then it's not about how much more you earn or not, rather than that you still exist.  

Daniel: But you just mentioned the fact that some companies innovate because of the fact that 
they wouldn't exist anymore. Before we talked about the fact, that there is no systematic 
approach, would you define anybody in the company so department or actor, that you 
would make key accountable for sensing BM changes or sensing changes in the 
environment to initiate changes to the BM.  

Int. F: It's easy in family-owned and medium-sized companies because then you would usually see 
the steering board as people to have the sense. In large corporations I don't know, if you take 
Siemens, I don't know if anyone. The steering Board would not be capable to sense the changes 
in any division, and in some divisions they maybe have people they not feel in charge but then 
it's tricky. But of course they are people in corporate technology and also specific division 
managers that are in charge in doing that, and putting up extra projects for BMIs.  

Daniel: I saw and also interviewed some of the companies, they have implemented a 
systematic function or department, called BMI, for instance Bosch, SAP has an own 
department. Others don't really have it or have it in the corporate strategy development 
and something. Would you say that it makes sense kind of create an individual own unit, or 
have it together. 

Int. F: That's actually quite funny because in our institute only a few, past three months, has 
employed 3 or 4 Business developers in the specific departments, so there is a BM developer/ 
business developer it is called actually only for audio engineering. I don't know how this person 
is going to do, I feel sorry for the person, because they can only screw up. There is no chance, if 
they adapt to strongly to the environment they are put in, they loose their abstraction 
immediately and can't develop BMs in their. They are working with engineers who have not ever 
heard of even BM Canvas or something alike, so they have a huge task of establishing 
themselves while their being outsiders in a world of engineers, who think that these people talk, 
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like they don't trust business people, they don't know business people, so they will have a lots of 
prejudices towards this person. It is super though, so I am not sure if it is a good idea at least in 
this specific context to have business developers in the departments. I think go nuts easily. But 
the institute has business development as a strategic function and I think that position has 
worked very well in the past, because they have been like an interface and have worked with the 
different departments and came back and forth and asked them how far they went, the different 
workshops, so I think that is something that I would support. In general, I am doubtful about all 
these departments that don't have budget, it is the same with innovation management. At Festo 
the department is big enough, so they actually can do some things, but often I think at Leoni, it is 
2,3 people, and it is such a huge company with so many different sub-subsidiaries and so many 
different sub-forms and that is a job that won't have any impact and something the people will be 
very unhappy with, because they can't create impact. If so, it has to be big enough and has to get 
stuffed with resources and budget and have a strategic power to it.  

Daniel: When you think about changes. And to what degree would you say should a firm 
match its current organizational capabilities with the ones needed for the BMI. So how 
important is path dependency? So could they step out of their core competencies to a 
totally different area? 

Int. F: I wouldn't suggest so, but there are sometimes companies that have made nice shifts, where 
all of a sudden it shows that their competences are applicable in different ways and then they 
don't look the same anymore. Like Areva is currently working to find out what their core 
competences are that they can sell not to loose all their employees because no one is going to 
build nuclear power plants anymore and the recovery of nuclear power plants is limited to a 
certain extant. So they are looking at core competencies within the context and that's for example 
measuring to micro millimetres, because they need to be very precise in distances and know if 
something is broken. So they have a lot of interesting measuring competencies and now they are 
looking for different new business fields for that, so in that case it is still in the competences, but 
if they really develop it, it will not look like something that they did before.  

Daniel: In this sense, would you think that disrupting its own BM would be a viable option for 
a company?  

Int. F: Yeah, some have to do that? 

Daniel: When would you consider a company does that? 

Int. F: Hopefully before it is too late. I don't know if you ever had contact Gerhard Müller 
something something Maschinen, at Herrnhütte there is a company that does some really specific 
engineering tools and also some sort of hinges and feathers. And they have really some parts, 
which is really their core competence and where they are really specific and they can survive, 
but this is a company where you can, you go and you feel that is a miracle that this firm still 
exist. There is still cigarette automats in the entrances of the buildings, nothing is renovated, they 
are really struggling for new and fresh resources. So if you enter a company where it already 
feels like this, of course, it's okay to doubt their own BM and see if they can break this up, 
because the global market is going to kill them at some point of time and then maybe would be 
left is a couple of people that do very specific mini series for problem-solving but that's it.   
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Daniel: So you would say before getting disrupted by somebody else, you should think about 
disrupting yourself. 

Int. F :Mhm...  

Daniel: Ok, then let's move to the firm level factors. What would you name the 3 most 
important firm/org. capabilities that would increase the probability of BMI success, in your 
perspective? 

Int. F: Something that is called failure culture often times, I mean it's a buzzword, but I think what 
is behind is taking risk and living with the results of the risks, so it's more like risk-taking than 
failure culture actually. And trust in the different innovation projects like really, if you have 
employees that believe that a certain innovation business, a certain service innovation should be 
implemented, then trust them that their gut feeling is good. That of course refers to leadership 
culture, but most of the time it is not relevant for the steering level, but for the middle 
management. And for many large companies like Siemens many BMIs or rather radical 
innovations are hard to succeed because they are not in line with the career steps of people. So 
many projects depend on people really putting the ideas and the concepts forward and these 
people will only be in their position for 2 and a half years because they then have to go to the 
next ladder, someone else has to adopt that project and then it often loses speed, of course a pity.  

Daniel: We already talked about it before, but would you say that customer involvement is an 
important source for BMI?  

Int. F: I think that is tricky for BMI because you don't... I think that is one of the crucial things 
because when you innovate BMs you often innovate for users you don't know that you don't 
know as well as your current ones, at least as I've experienced from Joseph's, where we 
sometimes test BMs and then it turns out that the feedback comes from different people than 
expected. So the orientation is nice but it doesn't help a lot, if the orientation is towards, and that 
happens often automatically, towards the current client-base. But if you innovate your BM, you 
will probably need to find out and get to know new client bases, I don't know, Datev is currently 
heavily trying to develop services for start-ups and that's of course a huge challenge because they 
don't have the connections, they don't have the networks, they are not used to talking to this 
people, they don't know how to deal with it and then they feel very insecure. That's good for 
consultancies.  

Daniel: From which other sources would you see companies could profit in ideation, 
implementation or execution of BMI?  

Int. F: As I said, there is a lot of stimuli from outside with different cases, I think something that 
helps and steers the thinking a lot is to look at all different types of BMIs in totally different 
industries. It is a chance and a threat at the same time, because if we do workshops for example 
and present examples in the beginning, then everyone will think of the examples and not in new 
ways anymore, and then on the other hand, if you give plenty of the examples and have that as a 
constant flow of information that can trigger to put pieces of puzzle together, then it's actually a 
good chance. 
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Daniel: So you set a large kind of share of the success on the employees in contributing to 
BMI. 

Int. F: I mean, that's I don't know, not more or less than in other innovation projects.  

Daniel: What would you expect what the three most important critical requirements that you 
would expect from employees that they contribute. 

 

Int. F: I am not really sure. I mean they have to have some risk awareness, be brave to some certain 
degree and more, but then on the other hand, when we talk about these innovation processes, we 
often think about the early stages, but as soon as someone’s says go do it, then it will be not 
more in the innovation funky thing but a project with resources and daily business for the people 
in the project in this BM or for this innovation. So then it's actually to do what they do and what 
their jobs is and to do it well and connect well with other departments to establish something 
internally, but I don't think it changes, that it's too different from what their job is anyway. 

Daniel: Could you think that there are learning effects for a company in BMI. How could 
optimize that, or make this tacit knowledge more explicit? 

Int. F: I don't know, I think that is very company dependant, because if you take like very large 
companies of course that would be other mechanisms that in medium-sized or family owned 
businesses. Because if it is smaller you can have case-based learning, and you can capture it and 
easier transfer the knowledge between people that are in charge by putting them together, or 
having different mechanisms to capture the lessons learned. But if you have a large corporation, 
I don't have a clue.  

Daniel: But would you say probably transparency in the way they did BM change in the tools, 
methods, could increase awareness for the topic? 

Int. F: But I would take this for granted, that they are being transparent in what they did. 

Daniel: But are they transparent, how they do the strategy today? 

Int. F: It depends. 

Daniel: So my very last question would be, a challenge related to BMI. BMI can often 
commoditize the current core business in terms of resources, profitability and many more 
aspects. So can you think of an org. setting that would balance pursuing new business 
opportunities and saving the core businesses' resource/knowledge pool? How would you 
structure it and why? 

Int. F: If I would know, I would be a rich person I think. Everyone is searching for something like 
this, I think it depends on how you understand yourself as a company. If you understand yourself 
as a platform for different businesses to grow as a google would do, I think those are perfect 
conditions, but not every company can perceive themselves as platforms. They have history, they 
have people that have been doing business for 30 years. But once you have an understanding of 
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yourself being something, I can see works like this, For example Festo perceives themselves as 
partners to their clients. If something like this can be embedded in the feeling that is already 
there, than it can work out being a partner to the client and trying to be as close as possible as 
often as possible, works perfectly with predictive maintenance and because you get even closer. 
If our institute is perceiving themselves as an education institute and as a company that will 
make people ready to leave, then it's totally okay to spill out the resources and have the people 
that have an idea for BMI for some technology, have their own companies and let them take their 
IP's with them and leave the company. For them it's okay, because they have this understanding 
of we are not a company that keeps people, but we are a company that will educate and train 
people to leave us and we can do business with them later.  

Daniel: What we already mentioned before is I guess the innovation type itself, if it's 
something very radical/disruptive it is probably makes sense to spin it off and not have it in 
the company? 

Int. F: In our institute, nothing can stay inside. It's not possible, they can only support a start-up by 
having shares and by having specific contracts about using the IP license for a specific time, but 
in our institute no one can found anything, anyways. That's just the natural way how things are 
going, that whenever there is something there is a patent that can become a BM or where you 
can develop a BM around, people will have to leave. So they see everyone that founds a new 
company as a future partner.  
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Interview G - Intrapreneurship Consultant_ Expert 

Daniel: Let's start right away. Could you tell me something about your work/position you 
currently hold? 

Int. G: Ya, I am self-employed, freelancer. I am doing workshop leads as well as co-founding 
interims for corporate start-ups and corporate innovation projects. Working for companies like 
Allianz, Munich RE, Osram, etc. And heavily engaged in the intrapreneurship scene globally and 
... very curious about process intelligence behind ...  

Daniel: something was wrong with the connection, so probably just turn-off the video.  

Int. G: Ok, what did you get?  

Daniel: I got the companies you work with and also that you are interested a lot in process 
intelligence. 

Int. G: Ah yeah, i would say the craft that I've learned building start-ups one side and on the other 
side I am doing advanced Stanford design project management, design thinking, lean start-up to 
train the staff process intelligence for innovation execution. 

Daniel: What is your personal background, where are you coming from actually? 

Int. G: As mentioned, I build start-ups some of which became success. Successful defined as got 
traction, got customers, got revenue, established as corporates in their niche, thereby changed the 
industries a bit regarding the veterinary industry as well as pet industry plus a third company I've 
built, and this is how I got in touch with corporates, was acquired by Allianz. 

Daniel: How long have you been in this self-employed position? 

Int. G: the current position since 3 years.. 

Daniel: To find out your connection to the topic of BMs, Can you explain in which way you 
deal with the subject of Business Models or Business Model Innovation in particular in 
your professional life? What is the intersection with that topic?  

Int. G: I would say that it is more than a intersection, it is basically the goal of everything I'm doing 
so every project that I'm executing myself in the start-up or as intrapreneur within a company or 
on projects on start-ups I am mentoring or coaching is to have a validated potential for a BMI. 
This is basically the goal of all those design thinking, lean start-up, call it whatever you want it, 
the goal of the whole process is to check all aspects of a BM and make sure whether... what you 
think is basically a invention, a BM invention, so something new, whether there is really 
potential for an innovation defined as the market and growth potential behind that.  

Daniel: Is there any example you can give of a real BM change/innovation case you are/have 
been taking part in, you participated? 

Int. G: I have to think what I am allowed to tell.  
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Daniel: sure, if it's not possible, it is not.  

Int. G: Yes, I can give you an example. I've been working with, I can't tell you which, with a big 
strategy consultancy on their insure-tech strategy and we've been developing five potential 
innovation cases for... not BMI... innovation cases for insurers building digital insurers, one of 
which was I would say a typical BMI case, because we said like Lemonade in the US is doing, in 
the moment the BM of insurers regarding the revenue stream works with... you collect premiums 
und pay out claims and what’s left is your margin. What Lemonade says is, screw that, we take a 
fee, we take an admin fee... so they are basically changing the aspect revenue stream of the 
insurance BM and that is huge, nobody has done that so far. And this of course would have a big 
impact on every other aspect of a BM, so this is I would say, a very tangible example.  

Daniel: That is perfect, let's move on to the general relevance of BMIs. My first question 
would be... how strong do you perceive the relevance that companies should innovate or 
change their BM and why? 

Int. G: Okay, let me put it like this. I think, companies exist to... only exist because there is a BM, 
let me put it like this. Companies exist to execute a BM or to be the umbrella, or however you 
face it, to run a BM. So of course we have typical BMs that work at the moment, one of which is 
insurance, it is pretty clear about what key activities and what partners and what costs do I have 
running in insurance and what resources I need. It is pretty clear what is the value for the 
customer and it is pretty clear at the moment, of course, changing a bit with digitalization, but it 
is nothing radical new who the customers are for which product, how to reach those customers 
and what you earn with that. So and then there are tons of insurances, insurance companies exist 
to exploit this BM. So what happens now that from different sides there might be a push, that 
questions this BM and I think the most important push factors are changing customer behaviour 
and technology. So either customers are demanding something new, millennials want for 
example, want more transparency regarding Lemonade for example, customer behaviour 
changes and BM is questioned, not necessarily changing, but questioned and so under pressure. 
Or technology changes and allows to change one or a lot of important factors of the BM and 
questions it also. And I would say for every company, it must know what is the BM, we are build 
for to exploit and run projects to explore every potential change of this BM to, in the worst case, 
be the one that changes it and not let the others change it. So I think this is the relevance, it's 
their reason to exist, so they need to be sure about it. 

Daniel: Ok. Which departments are usually involved or would you expect being involved in 
creation, design or planning activities related to BMIs? So on which organizational level 
would you expect that it happens? 

Int. G: So let me try to define that first. What I am going to say now all refers to BMIs and then this 
is, correct me if you define it differently, but this means we are not talking about sustaining 
innovations in Christensen's sense.. so we are not talking about a new channel here and or we are 
not talking about digitalization of processes, but basically it is the same process or we not talking 
about optimizing in incremental and maybe evolutionary stuff, we are talking about the radical 
or disruptive stuff....is that right? 

Daniel: Not necessarily, depends on you. It could be also sustained BM change or adaptations, 
but still affecting the BM, I mean... 
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Int. G: ok let me put it like this, I like the approach of saying we are talking about a radical 
innovation, so I am always referring to Osterwalder and the BM Canvas and I'd say we are 
talking about a radical BM when customer or revenue changes, so on the right side when you go 
to new customers or you find out a new revenue stream and maybe also we have a new value 
proposition, which includes a new solution or product. Then when one of this things changes, 
new VP and/or new customer and/or new revenue stream this is where it gets heavy. The other 
stuff is more in the incremental, optimizing, sustaining evolution area. New partners, digitalized 
processes, a new channel, for example we use Google Adwords now, all of this stuff, this is 
more the incremental, sustaining stuff, whereas the other things get heavy and might have a real 
impact on the whole organization and the reason why it exists. Let me come from that side and 
then I would say if we are talking about the incremental stuff, the innovation must happen/come 
from/planned and executed in the department that is mainly influenced by it. So there will be no 
sustaining marketing innovation regarding the channels if you do not work heavily together with 
the marketing department. You can plan it as much as you want, but in best case you integrate 
them as stakeholder or even place them as the owner of this innovation. I think ownership is a 
good term here, the people who are mainly influenced by it must have the ownership, because 
they are able to test, and scale it. Who can support? The internal consulting, the strategy 
department as well as the innovation department with all the coaches, labs and methodology... 
they can support, but the ownership must be in the department where the innovation is needed. 
Whereas when we talk about the radical stuff, I think the ownership must be in the innovation 
department or the strategic department and in both cases, but more importantly in the second 
case, there must be the earlier the sponsorship from C-level, best case CEO. He must allow 
failure, basically. 

Daniel: Ok, you described the setting or the distinction between the radical and incremental, 
would you say that those departments, depending on the radical/incremental, should also 
be responsible for formulating the strategy? Or would say the strategy must come from the 
corporate functions? 
 

Int. G: The strategy, referring to the strategy of the whole organisation for the next 10,20 years? 

Daniel: well depends.... 

Int. G: Every department must be responsible for its own strategy, but it must be aligned with the 
corporate strategy or the organizational strategy. So i am big fan of strategically aligned, but 
tactically decoupled, that's what I mean, if the board says we believe that the world in 20 years 
might look like this and that, this is why... here are no go areas, this is our core competence and 
this is where we need to innovate or get better, whatever. And then the marketing department or 
the whatever department can say, here are areas where we allow to improve, where we allow to 
innovate, where we have to innovate maybe, we have to change. But how they exactly going to 
do that, only they can find out, so tactically it must be in their ownership, but they must be 
strategically aligned with the whole picture. Whereas when the strategical big picture includes 
something like "we believe that in 20 years our industry does not exist anymore", then you 
cannot give that to... then we are talking about the radical stuff... then you cannot give that to the 
marketing department. This is then something that has to be figured out by the strategy 
department as well as the innovation department.  
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Daniel: Hmm. How do you differ between strategy and BM, would you say that both terms 
can be used as synonyms or are there differences or commonalities? 

Int. G: I think it is something totally different. To look at strategy I always like the strategic 
framework of Stanford, that basically say, every organization... the most important thing is to 
have a "why". Why do we exist? Organizations must have that, most European organizations lost 
that, this is why they struggle so much with transformation. They just don't know why. But they 
must have a reason why they exist, what it is it, what is the reason to be in the world. Then you 
need a culture, you need a structure, that is aligned to this "why" and measures that makes this 
"why" and the impact behind this "why" measurable. Second stage measure can of course be the 
profit you make, because you need the profit to invest more, so that's fine, but it's a measure. 
And like the forth part of the picture is then the operations you have, the projects you run, the 
portfolio you run and programs you run. And in the middle of all of that is your strategy. So the 
strategy basically aligns, why do we exist, how do we measure that, what is our culture and 
structure and do we need to change that or adapt that somehow and what do we do operationally. 
This is what the strategy aligns, so in that sense, the BM defined like Osterwalder did it has 
nothing, or basically is not the same as the strategy. The BM is just the reason for why the 
organisation exists, the reason this organisation is able to earn more than it costs or the costs are 
smaller than the customer lifetime value. That's basically all the BM is representing in my 
opinion. 

Daniel: We've talked about the triggers of BMI, as you said, changing customer behaviour 
and technological advancement/changes? Do you see any other triggers/factors that affect 
the BM of large corp.? Or is it mainly related to those two? 

Int. G: Regulation. Regulation might force you or allow you to change, and...  in the end it's these 
three things, heavily focused on customer behaviour and technology. Ah, what I see very often is 
solution-driven changes, so people say, why don't we do it like this or that. On a superficial level 
one might think, then this is another driver, which is just people having a new idea how to do 
things in your solution. Why don't we do a platform that does xyz, typical stuff, but in the end 
this platform will only work when you have technological edge and a customer problem you 
solve. So in the end it is the same driver for innovation. 

Daniel: Those triggers, you mentioned, can be identified as general or specific to an industry? 
would you say it depends on industry, or is it like, it affects all companies? 

Int. G: it affects all companies, because it is so general, basically. 

Daniel: Then something about the creation process itself, do you know any companies that use 
a formal/structured process for creation or change in their BM? A process, a framework, 
something from management tools? 

Int. G: Yeah, maybe. So.. I am struggling with it. If you would have asked me do you know 
companies that follow a structured process to do innovation and to innovate, then I would, it 
does not matter where in the end the innovation has a slight impact on a part of the BM or 
questions the whole BM. But then I would say yes, most of them meanwhile do or are in the 
middle of doing it. So we see increasing awareness that an idea is worth nothing, we see 
increasing awareness that ideas can be explored and validated with tools like BM Canvas, Lean 
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Canvas, the value proposition canvas arising from movements like Design thinking from Lean 
start-up, we see every corporate with a better and better process on how to come from I have an 
idea to this is a validated business case. So I would say, the literature would allow to have a 
structured process for that, and corporate companies will implement this process. I don't think, 
that they say it must be necessarily a BMI all the time. I don't know that term or how you could 
define that term in and compared it to others. Every innovation somehow has an impact on the 
BM.  

Daniel: Do you expect any similarity in those processes to product/service development in any 
way? You would say, any innovation could be handled in such... 

Int. G: Yes, product and service development is a typical example for this solution driven stuff. 
They start with we need something new, and our people realized damn, the biggest risk we are 
facing is that the customers don't want it. So a bunch of methods, and tools and mindsets arises 
to say first the customer and when it works, and we find out that we have a customer problem 
solution fit then we see, whether we have a product market fit for that. And when you say, yes 
we also have that, then basically what you have is a checkmark on every part of the BM and then 
you say alright we have a product, we have a customer, we could sell it, what do we need to sell 
it and then you have a product or service innovation, just in a new umbrella. 

Daniel: So... basically... you could use framework, tools such as the Stage Gate process, which 
you use products, you could use it also probably for incremental BMI? 

Int. G: If you define Stage Gate process, these are the phases and it runs through that "i have an 
idea" until alright here is a validated "case" behind that idea. This is how we will make money, 
this is the channels we use, this is the customer, bla bla bla... Basically a checkmark on every 
part of the BM Canvas, then I would say you definitely need a Stage-Gate Process for that. You 
need some phases in that, the first phase would be exploration, is there a customer-problem fit, 
qualitative validation of that, second stage would be more quantitatively launch prototypes, even 
launch an NYP and find out, do we have a problem solution fit in the second phase. And the 
third phase, then would be if we have a problem solution fit, is there a product market fit, so 
what channels do we use, what are the customer acquisition costs, is it scalable and maybe we 
have an idea on how can we make money with that. So what is the customer lifetime value, and 
if you see in this third stage, wow, we might even make money with that, you will launch the 
first product, conquer the early adopter market and secondly prepare to scale, and prepare to 
scale means finally, make sure you have a proper IT infrastructure, you have the team setting 
right, you know which legal entity to run, make sure to tackle the legal and controlling stuff, so 
all of this comes in the third phase prepare to scale and in the very end of this, the new Stage-
Gate, I would say a customer centric Stage Gate process or a BMI Stage-Gate process is a BM 
Canvas in the end, where every aspect of it, is validated. You have a matrix for every aspect of 
that. And then you can say this is how it works and this is why we need 50 million for the next 5 
years or whatever. So let me put it the other way around, yes a Stage-Gate process in that 
definition is definitely needed and normal product/service development processes need to be 
radically changed to be BMI processes, or customer centric innovation processes. The normal 
Stage-Gate process you can, like prototype different departments, all of this stuff you have 
learned in university and 5 years ago, you could totally forget.  
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Daniel: Would you expect any difference in the creation of BMIs whether the triggers are 
internal/external whether the company is looking for new opportunities or fighting against 
threats?  

Int. G: Yes, the process I would say is similar. The process is... start-ups should do the process, 
corporate innovation projects should run through this process, even incremental optimization 
stuff should run through this process. The only thing that is different is that you replace customer 
by internal customer, but you will always have people affected by the new idea that you have 
and you will always be able to measure whether you have a valuable impact with the idea you 
have and you will always be able to do that before you execute it. That's all I am saying, so I 
think from a structural side there shouldn't be any difference. From a corporate perspective, 
when you look at how to structure your corporate innovation ecosystem, you can use start-ups 
for 3 things. One thing is invest in them, in whatever stage, but invest in them with a hope of 
return on investment. Another thing is invest in them or not invest in them, but with the goal to 
do Business development, so enabling. And the third thing, which is invest in them, to get the 
knowledge, get the people, or get the ideas, so watch them and get their assets. So these are the 
three drivers I see to collaborate with start-ups and this is just one tool in innovation ecosystem 
is start-ups, as I would refer to as external ideas. And internal ideas, well basically the same, 
have a place, have a structure how to collect people and ideas, but more importantly people that 
are willing to run ideas. Secondly put them into the process, into the accelerator and let them 
learn how to execute a new sense for BMI ideas and do that, again and again, until something 
works. And in the end, you can only decide in the end because there is so much change in this 
Stage-Gate process, and in the customer centric Stage-Gate process, you can only decide in the 
end basically. Will this only a slight adaption to what we are doing today, only small incremental 
stuff or will this totally question who we are, for example it is a new customer segment. So i 
think, you can only decide that in the end.  

Daniel: We've reached 5 pm and should find another date for the rest of the interview.  

Interview Part 2 27.07  

Daniel: Last week we already had the relevance and triggers of BMIs, so today we are moving 
to the planning ability. On a scale from 1 to 10, can BMI activities be planned theoretically 
before implementation? If yes, which activities may be subject for planning? 

Int. G: Do you want me to answer the scale or the question? 

Daniel: You can answer everything, if you want...  

Int. G: So let's start with the question. You can plan in advance where the project will run through 
on high level. So which questions to ask first, meaning which assumptions to tackle, to validate 
and if validated what comes next, meaning first customer then problem, then solution, etc. until 
the whole BM is validated. You plan that. You can also plan in which validation phase, which 
tools or methods are typical. For example a landing page test, when you are at the beginning of 
the solution or the value proposition. You cannot plan in detail, what actions to take every day, 
like tactical and you cannot really plan how long it will take. Because you don't know your 
experiments will be validated or not. If you have a lucky shot and every assumption, basic 
assumption you make, and validate that it is right, I think you can validate a BM within let's say 
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100 days, which does not mean 100 days of working but more 100 days in a timeframe 
perspective, but that means that every experiment you run, you have a lucky shot. Normally you 
will run or do... for example landing page test, it works, then build your first product prototype 
clicked dummy based on the value propositions you had on the landing page. Then you will 
realize, hey our landing page worked but our clicked dummy haven't worked, so we have to get 
back to, do we have a channel problem or do we have a customer problem or do we have a 
problem problem. And this is normally why you cannot predict how long those projects will 
take. 

Daniel: But what would say which departments or people are the ones that initiate those 
planning processes or the need for the BM changes. Who is that?  

Int. G: From the corporate perspective? Hmm... 

Daniel: If you think about the orientation if it is more toward top-down, bottom up? Which 
actors should be responsible for that? 

Int. G: I have seen both, I cannot imagine any innovation ecosystem without the C-level supporting 
it and wanting it, for whatever reason they want it, be it for shareholder branding, or employers 
branding or for really the need for innovating and challenging the BM. But on the other side, 
they need people to do it, and only my perspective on things is that normally you have a kind of 
grassroots movement. People from middle management, potential whistle-blowers whatever, 
who just start to act differently, start to run some workshops, start to invite some experts, invite 
people for key notes, do first sprint workshops. All of that and develop the basic understanding 
of how you could work differently or how you could evolve the way of working together. And 
then there comes the moment we get the C-level in hopefully. Then you can start really from a 
grassroots movement to a strategic transformation, this is how I would see it.  

Daniel: In terms of flexibility, in terms of experimentation and strategic agility, what role do 
you think play in the creation of BMI? 

Int. G: A scale again? 

Daniel: you can answer it on a scale or just your qualitative assessment. 

Int. G: Again, I would say that you need to be 100 % flexible regarding the what you are doing. 
You shouldn't be 100 % flexible regarding the how you are doing it, meaning you need to ask 
your customers before you develop solutions, stuff like that is not questionable. So flexibility 
there, might be too much. And I think you should not be any flexible regarding the why you are 
doing things. I think and that is true for both innovation projects as well as whole corporate 
ecosystems, you need a mission, a crystal clear mission why you are doing what you are doing 
and this should not be questioned or flexible at all.  

Daniel: Would you expect that the flexibility changes according to the underlying factor if it is 
external or internal reasons? Or is flexibility always necessary on the same level? 
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Int. G: You mean, is it more that I have to change because I see start-ups potentially disrupting my 
BM or I see competitors changing faster than I do or because... is this what you mean with 
external pressure?  

Daniel: Yeah, that would be an example for an external pressure.  

Int. G: While internal is more because employees demand to do it, or I just want to do it because I 
see it is necessary. 

Daniel: Yeah, that would be internal. 

Int. G: No, I don't see any difference, I don't think that would change my answer before regarding 
how, why and what and the scale of flexibility is the same, no matter where the pressure to 
innovate comes from. 

Daniel: Even if you have to change, for instance because of regulation, you would also expect 
flexibility? 

Int. G: On the what yes, of course. I mean okay, but I wouldn't call that innovation if regulatory 
says, you now have to put a pop up on your website and let your people actively say they are fine 
with your cookies for example. That is not innovation, that is just implementation of regulatory 
rule.  

Daniel: But if you think about car manufacturers and Diesel. Wouldn't that be an innovation 
to solve that problem. 

Int. G: External triggered innovation, still you have to be very flexible on what you are going to 
innovate now or what is the answer to that.  

Daniel: If you think of the BM Canvas, for which organizational activities so areas of BM 
Canvas, would you say that flexibility is more relevant, more important or more 
applicable. Or in other terms where would you expect incremental changes and where 
would you expect very flexible, very experimental changes. 

Int. G: When you say that you are on the right side of the Canvas and you are really changing or 
developing a new customer segment you are targeting or you are implementing a new revenue 
model, this not incremental. This can never be incremental from an organizational perspective, 
whereas if you say, we use a new channel to target our customers or we have on the left side, we 
have a new partner, we changed a bit regarding our key activities and what do we outsource to 
partners and what kind of key resources do we... no, no forget the last half sentence. Key 
partners and channel would be incremental, whereas you come to the point where you say I 
change the key activities and key resources, this can also not be incremental. Because you cannot 
incrementally change key activities of your organization. So let's don't have a look at costs, 
because I think this is a logical consequence from what is above that. So I would say, a change 
of key activities and key resources on one side, customer and revenue on the other side can never 
be incremental. The consequences are really severe whereas you can easily say we add a new 
channels, this is more incremental as well as we add a new partner. Never thought about that in 
this perspective, but I think that would be my answer.  
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Daniel: Let's move to the replication and the possibilities. Could the replication or imitation 
of a BM be a realistic scenario to create competitive advantage for a company? And have 
you seen examples? 

Int. G: Yea. Let me think. Yes, LED and Osram. Osram did not invent LED and I think there is 
more to be honest. I think in most cases, the corporates are not the inventors. They are only 
better second or third or fourth movers because they execute better, they scale better and they 
have more resources to do so. I would assume that normally you would realize looking at 
innovation that the innovation was triggered and explored externally and then scaled by the 
corporate. The reason for that and this is I think very, very important. The reason for that is not 
that corporates cannot do so. This would be the fundamental mistake here of looking at it in the 
past and missing causality and saying corporates looking at innovations in the past, it was 
seldom explored and then scaled by the corporate. I think it was not explored by the corporate, I 
don't say that this will not stay like this, and there will be external inventors and explorers, but I 
think the reason that corporates in the past did not do so in many cases, is more that they did not 
have the right infrastructure and culture to do so. I am pretty convinced when we look back in 
maybe 20 years, we will see that some corporates managed to build new innovation ecosystems 
where they set up infrastructure to work with external innovation and internal innovation both, 
and scale what works in a way that works. In the end, it is only about finding out where the 
future growth is and you can find it out by looking at what others do, competitors or start-ups, 
and do that yourself. Looking at what others do and buy that or invent it yourself and scale it. 
But again very important, I am convinced that corporates can do better like they do. They do 
only underestimate their employees and don't have the right infrastructure.   

Daniel: But do you see any barriers to do so? Or could imagine fail, when they imitate a BM 
and why would they fail? 

Int. G: Yes. Yes. I think they underestimate how difficult it is. Firstly how to judge what to copy 
and what not. This means you need to have a fundamental understanding of your markets, the 
new entrance in the market, what they do differently and change in technology and customer 
behaviour. And I am convinced that you can gain this knowledge and intuitive understanding 
what to copy and what not and what is really a threat and what is not, if you have been working 
for years and years in innovation ecosystems, be it as an entrepreneur or intrapreuner or as an 
Innovation manager. It doesn't matter, but you can only judge the potential of innovation, if you 
know how to do so and if you have an intuition for that. You cannot do it by simply looking at a 
website talking to the founders, this will not help you. This is the first thing, so are you able as a 
corporate to really judge what to copy or what not. 

The second thing is, are you able to copy it not only the idea, but also the culture, the way of 
communicating with the customer, the way of managing projects of working together, so will 
you get the right talents, will you set up an infrastructure. I am referring to exponential 
organizations here. If you just copy the BM of a potential disruptor, but set it up like a traditional 
waterfall corporate project this will not work. So you also need to copy the way start-ups and 
potential disruptors organize themselves and not only what they do. Again we are this golden 
circle, where you would say if they want to copy successfully, they would need to copy how, 
why and what.  
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Daniel: Ok then let's move to the last section, which refers to success in BMI. Again a broad 
question, how would you measure or describe success in BMI, or changes to the BM? In 
terms of what criteria or framework could be used for key performance indicators in terms 
of BMI? 

Int. G: You can measure from day one the reduced costs of innovation, meaning that you say this is 
how we have innovated before digitalization, this is how much innovation did cost and this is 
how we are innovating now with the new lean and agile and customer centric approach. And you 
can just compare it and you will realize that you can.. what did costs.. you spent a million just a 
random number per project before, because before you were forced to launch it to the market and 
see whether there is customer need or not. For the same amount of money, you can now validate 
ten different ideas. This is something like the decrease of this costs until you have customer 
feedback and validation which counts in the end, can be measured from day one, very short term. 

Long term you need to have a look at when it's an sustaining innovation, does it decrease the costs 
of our organization or increase the sales of our organization. And if it is a new BM, you have to 
measure if it works. Is there a return on investment or not. And here you must measure, and that 
is the difference, sustaining innovations will be implemented and you have to see the big picture, 
they can also be cost centres for themselves, but increase the efficiency of the whole 
organization. Whereas when you really develop a new BM, that would mean you normally 
would have to do a spin-off. And if you want to measure that, you definitely will have to look at 
this organization or this BM standalone and see is the revenue bigger than the costs. Yeah, that's 
how to measure it. 

Daniel: Which organizational departments or actors would you expect in a transition phase to 
be key accountable for the success? 

Int. G: Spontaneous answer, everyone. I cannot see any prioritisation in that. Because at least from 
an incremental basis, so how do we do things. Digitalization of processes, all of this stuff, 
everyone needs to be aligned as well as collaboration over boundaries between departments. 
There is no key account or key driver.  

Daniel: Some companies for example Bosch, SAP, have a systematic function called BMI 
department. Does it make sense to implement something like this or would you take people 
from different departments and let them work together. 

Int. G: You need to take different people from departments and let them work together because 
otherwise you will never leverage the resources and the advantage that you have, you will never 
be able to scale within the organisation, if we are talking about this sustaining innovation stuff. 
On the other side, you need a, and it doesn't matter how you call it, but you need a let's go for the 
new Business Development department or the Innovation department or whatever as a physical 
entity as well as a mental entity where people meet and projects maybe are owned before there is 
maybe another owner and where people get not only the physical infrastructure, but also the 
mental infrastructure, but also the education to work on their ideas. So yeah, this is basically the 
answer.  
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Daniel: In terms of capabilities. What would you say, to what degree should a firm match its 
current organizational capabilities with the ones needed for the BMI. So how important is 
path dependency? 

Int. G: Ok, I see what you mean. I think you my personal opinion is more than before a organization 
must be clear about what is their core competence. What are areas that we assume that we are 
best in, but that does not mean to not innovate in other areas. That only means to say these are 
the areas, where we want to be cutting edge, where we need to be cutting edge. So this means 
where to focus on, this is where to implement every new technology which is out there and react 
to every changing customer behaviour and do everything we can to stay top-class, to stay world-
class. But the other way around this could mean for reassurance company assessing risks, 
handling claims, yeah so two areas as a core competence. So from the other side of my 
perspective that does not mean that if there is somebody with an good idea, that does not fit 100 
% to this, to not let him validate this. Why not. One is optional, the other one is a must do, if you 
want to survive.  

Daniel: So would you think that disrupting its own BM would be a viable option for a 
company?  

Int. G: The question is very broad. My answer is yes, it may be a viable option. I would again do it 
like this as a corporate, I would set up an entity that is only focused on hedging against 
disruption and what they have to do with Chinese walls like reporting to the CEO with Chinese 
walls to the main organisation, they have to do everything to test and find out can their existing 
BM of our corporate, which by the way, when there is one big corporate with this BM there are 
tons of others who run the same BM, just a side note. Not the corporate, people always 
disrupting the corporate but it is about disrupting the BM also the competitors are based on. Can 
we disrupt this BM. There is no big disadvantage in that. Why, because the fundamental 
definition is, that they start in a niche, that at the moment is not served by the big ones, so let 
them start there. But if they realize, they do things fundamentally differently and it really works. 
Then that helps a lot that you are the one owning this disruption, hey no matter what, it did not 
cost anything. So I would say it is just a tool every big company should have one big entity with 
smart guys only working for the CEO trying to disrupt. But they need to understand disruption 
for that. So starting in another niche, a niche that is not well served at the moment. And that 
means you will have find a problem that all the corporates have at the moment when they talk 
about disruption, but if we do so, we will loose our existing customers. You need another 
department, that is responsible for all the innovation and this is way more stuff to do, all the 
innovative stuff with the existing customers, for them, within the incremental and evolutionary 
scope of the existing BM. So I would say, trying to disrupt your BM is a viable option, you need 
to try it yourself, if there is not disruption possible with the technology available at the moment 
fine, if it is possible, it is better you find than somebody else does.  

Daniel: Ok, on a firm level. What would you name the 3 most important firm/org. capabilities 
that would increase the probability of BMI success, in your perspective? 

Int. G: First, a mission or a why. A customer orientated why for the society and the customers, why 
do we exist. This will help every innovator, there because he or she then has guidelines, where to 
go to, where not to go to, what do to and what not do to and decide on that....and sale and not 
having to ask everything. So failure is ok, experience and exploration is fine and you don't need 
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to ask for every step you take. And the third thing then is, you need to have a structure and an 
ecosystem that allows both collaboration and implementation later on external ideas as well as 
development and scale of internal ideas. You need to have a structure, meaning physical place, 
legal entity, methods, tools, processes everything to do so. This I would say are three 
capabilities. 
 
Daniel: We have talked a lot about customer involvement and customer centricity, also 
about start-ups to get ideas. How and if, you see other sources, which sources can be used 
to profit in ideation, implementation or execution of BMI? 
 
Int. G: Mhhm. Internal.. employees, competitors and partners in your industry be it vertical or 
horizontal on the value chain. 
 

Daniel: So you would say that a large part of the success is placed on your own employees. 

Int. G: No, no. I wouldn't do any prioritization in that. The only thing I would not agree on this is 
the level of the customer here. I think that if you have, if you want to phrase it like that, you can 
do or collaborate with start-ups or competitors. You can collaborate with neighbours in your 
value chain or other players in your value chain, vertical or horizontal, and you can enable your 
employees. The customer is not a source of innovation, or the other way around it is always the 
source of innovation. So it doesn't matter where you get your ideas from in the end, they must be 
validated with the customer. And it doesn't matter when you say I look at start ups and I look at 
what they are doing, still you would have to find out, do these start-ups serve a need or do they 
only grow because they have so much venture capital. So in the end I would more do it like this, 
one thing is the how to do so, the other thing is the customer validation, which is just at the 
moment state of the art and at the moment the best thing we can do to reduce the chance of 
failure.  

Daniel: But again to relate to the employees in terms of the requirements. What would you 
expect your employees to contribute to the success of BMIs? In terms of capabilities they 
could contribute?. 

Int. G: Imagine it like this, imagine every person on a scale. On the very left side you have a settler, 
so somebody who does not like variation and who does not like failure, likes processes, or likes 
analytics and he doesn't like change. And on the other side you have a crazy pioneer, who is 
always searching for a change and explores and is curious and looks for the next step. Also here 
a very crazy guy, so example would be Elon Musk, is in the moment it get's interesting again 
already working on the next company and forgetting about his last one. The world is not binary, 
the people are somewhere in between that, everyone of us. And you need both, as an 
organization you need to explore and exploit and this is why you need both people. But from 
everyone of these you can expect a different amount of contribution to innovation. If very 
important, the organizational structure and culture allows them to do so. But if you say structure 
and culture allows you do to do so, you can say alright from the pioneer guys you can expect to 
become intrapreneurs to crack how to run innovation projects, how to be innovative and do it 
again and again. From the people in the middle of the scale, you can ask them to stay in their line 
of responsibility as a manager, but be very curious about the areas innovation might be and do 
everything to support the intrapreneurs on the right side to run this innovation. So they stay in 
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the line area, but they exploit it, but they do everything that helps to explore the other things. 
And then you have the people on the very left side, and also from them you can expect one thing, 
which is not being in the way of innovation. So from both sides being respectful with each other 
and what the intrapreneur needs to respect the settler and the other way around, and the guy who 
is on the line production and maybe does not even understand or like innovation. He has to be 
respectful towards that and understand I am earning the money at the moment, so that's spend to 
find out tomorrow's business. And this is basically the contribution you can ask from them. But 
you cannot ask from everyone I want them to be.. think customer-centric, everyone needs to be 
tired of these processes and implement ideation, it is just bullshit.  

Daniel: But can you explain from the employees and the organization that it builds learning 
effects in the area. How would you optimize that?. 

Int. G: With documentation. Documentation at meeting and some ???. The first thing is you need to 
create freedom for people to talk and interact, be it just nice places they can meet and get food, 
coffee and breakfast for free or whatever. Organization can learn a lot from start-ups there, how 
they do it and be a place where like to be and like to talk openly with each other. Second thing, 
you need to have a culture where people are not afraid to talk openly because of politics. You 
need a culture where people are accepted also if they are troublemakers.  
Third thing is you need to enable as well as force every innovation initiative to document clearly 
which experiments did we run and what did we learn from it and ask them to talk about. Because 
it doesn't make any sense at all, if you have an idea regarding one of your customer groups, you 
run customer interviews and within those interviews you realize that your initial idea does not 
solve any problem they have, but you realize that they have a totally different problem. You have 
no idea how to solve that, but you need to share this information and this is way you need to 
document properly. That does not mean document a lot, but properly. From which experiment do 
we learn, how to we learn it, what was our hypothesis, what was the result of the experiment and 
what did we learn from it. 

Daniel: So you would place transparency higher than let's say security or non-disclosure of 
your strategic ideas. 

Int. G: Yeah, way higher. I don't think that security is worth anything. The benefits of having a 
culture of sharing ideas and strategies also with the public, the benefits are way higher than the 
costs or the danger of being copied. That is also something you learn when you build your start-
up, the best thing you can do when you have an idea is to talk with as many people as possible 
about it, because you will create a momentum doing so and you will find people that help you. 
People can only work with you and help you and contribute to what you are doing when they 
know where you are going, and for most employees of corporates they have no idea where they 
are going. A strategy, nobody knows about is not worth anything. Just to make it clear, I am not 
talking about data stuff here that need to be secured because of regulatory reasons, not talking 
about customer data, I am talking about ideas and strategy. 

Daniel: So my final question refers to the challenge of BMI that it may often commoditize the 
current core business in terms of resources, profitability, and many other aspects. Can you 
think of an org. setting that would balance pursuing new business opportunities without 
harming the core business with its resources and knowledge pool. And if yes, how would 
you structure it? 
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Int. G: I mean what you are saying is that innovation is always harming the existing structure, I 
would not agree on that. So what I... of course there are investments of people and resources 
necessary and the Euro/Dollar that is spent on innovation cannot be spent on marketing. So if 
you mean that, I would say yes every innovation harms somehow the existing business. The 
other way around, if you are talking about harming it in the way.. they are cannibalizing. If that 
is what you are referring to, I would say normally. If you are so innovative that you really find a 
innovation that is harming your existing BM, then you can just clap in your hands and say good 
that we found it and not somebody else and scale it. So from this perspective, I don't see a big 
harm in their organizational set-up. 
I think I've already said that in the beginning of last time. You need to be crystal clear, let's do 
this first. You can have external or internal innovation whatever, but be it a internal or external 
start-up and I am referring to internal start-up as a innovation project here. Can we, from an 
organizational perspective, can it be categorised in 3 categories, can it be an enabler of the 
existing BM, it can be an incremental first, secondly it can be incremental or evolutionary or 
even radical change of the existing BM, or thirdly it can be a potential disruption of the BM. And 
I think you asked about the organizational setting. I think that we assume that we found a setting 
referring to strategy, structure and culture that allows us to be aware of those ideas and create 
those ideas and early stage projects. If you do so, if you say I know of all or most important of 
these and you even own some of them, you can say alright. Everything in the category enabling 
needs to be handled with a Head of Innovation department, or Head of Business Development, 
who is able to facilitate collaboration between digital start-ups and existing corporations firstly. 
Secondly, if you say for the stuff that I have named in the second part, so you need to make sure 
to invest and implement the early stage ideas here that have an impact on your BM. Impact does 
not mean change of the BM, just an impact on it, incremental stuff and all this ??? stuff. You 
have to clear about like an entity to watch all of this start-ups, internal and external ideas. Firstly 
invest in the externals and scale the internals, or watch is important, not invest, watch is 
important. Have an entity to watch those and if you realize in that entity that they really have 
potential, scale, either by if it is your internal idea great, and if it is a external idea copy it or buy 
them and scale them internally. You need an entity that is able to watch, understand, acquire or 
scale ideas.  
And the third thing is the potentially disruptive part that is really fundamentally questioning 
everything, that maybe true in insurance business for blockchain based marketplaces that allow 
risks to disappear on themselves and be directly in touch with the capital market. Concepts like 
this in the moment do only exist on paper, but you need to be sure and have an entity which is 
able to develop and understand those ideas. And the fundamental difference to the entities that 
I've been talking about before that this third entity needs to have a Chinese wall to the corporate, 
whereas the other one need to be very very close and this entity have the Chinese wall and try to 
understand the disruption, we are talking about McKinsey's Horizon 1-3, we are talking about 
Horizon 3 stuff and they need to make sure to be clear about potential disruption, make sure to 
invest if possible in potential disruptors and if they miss to invest or are not allowed to invest, try 
to as fast as you can copy that and built it on their own. So this is again, so if I repeat it, you need 
for the three areas enablers, sustaining innovation stuff and disrupting innovation stuff, you need 
a department Head of BD, Head of New Relations who is responsible for the enabling potential, 
you need an entity and Head of Innovation, that is what normally the Heads of Innovation are 
doing, so be sure to develop internally and watch externally whatever comes up there, 
incremental, radical or evolutionary and if it works implement it and scale it or build it on your 
own and scale it and thirdly you need an entity far away from the normal organization only 
reporting to the C-level or the CEO, who are only responsible for to hedge against disruption. 
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This is how I would set it up and in best case you have a Head Entrepreneur, so this is how I 
would call him, as member of the Board who is the partner for all three of these and who is the 
only person who knows about all of the three activities and who is on the same level as the CEO. 
And the one is the CEO of today's business and the other one is the CEO of tomorrow's business, 
that's like very visionary. 

Daniel: Perfect 

Int. G: This idea with the two CEO's is not mine, it is Osterwalder's idea. 
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Interview H - Head-of-Innovation Germany- Consultancy  

Daniel: Let's start. First question would be about yourself, about your position? Could you 
tell me something about your work/position you currently hold? What your key 
responsibilities are, and is your background you come from? 

Int. H: So my current role I'm having within the German firm is I am heading innovation for our 
consultancy in Germany, that actually includes two parts. So the first part is corporate 
innovation, that actually is dealing with how to innovate the German firm with its 11.000 
employees to make it ready for the next steps for the future. And the second role then the client 
facing role, that means that I am also responsible for innovation services to our clients and 
market, and ... I think both topics combined is a really good story. Why? Because for me it is for 
the opportunity to learn from both sides, so everything I've learnt from the insides dealing with 
innovation including every road block ... with stuff like this is valuable to know as I can also 
share with my clients, and everything I gain from client side is valuable for me to actually 
incorporate it to our business to make us more innovative. In a nutshell, what my current role is, 
and what responsibilities, the function or the department I am heading is cross-service and cross-
segment functions, so it is a so called, as you would say in Siemens world a central function. So I 
am dealing with every service and with every segment and I'm kind of, in matrix perspective, 
kind of part of the matrix. So I am not in some instances on a central level and then top-down 
driven, ???, so our operating model is more on a matrix level, which means we are incorporated 
into the segments in sectors with for example, innovation scouts and innovation managers, who 
are dedicated for the service, but are working on the topic innovation and in that case Business 
Model Innovation. 

My background is, I am a... trained.. I made an apprenticeship in the public sector, long long time 
ago, so I have a background in public sector, where I've spent 3 years general apprenticeship in 
the federal government for employment, so I was part of the agency for employment in Germany 
and after that I've studied business and law, so my background in business lawyer and after that I 
came to this consultancy and then started in corporate audits, classic business, in Germany and 
then also abroad. ?? abroad I was focused on, especially, the technology sector for a couple of 
years, was heading one of our biggest clients, one of our ??? clients with all issues including ..... 
and transaction services and nowadays, or after getting the opportunity to setting up innovation 
management for the German firm, a couple of years ago. Today I am heading the team with 
these two topics I've mentioned before.  

 
Daniel:  How long have you been in this position? In your last? 
 
Int. H: So dealing with innovation management, with purely the innovation management topic, for 

4 years now. So solely it was part of my day to day business, so I would say, I came with 
technical experience and then I moved over to the topic innovation, which I guess is the more 
valuable way to deal with innovation to be honest. Because I think you need technical 
experience to actually deal with the topic also within the firm. And I am heading the 
innovation department now for 1 year.  

 
Daniel: Perfect, so. My next question would be your intersection to the topic of BMs  
Can you explain in which way you deal with the subject of Business Models or Business 

Model Innovation in particular in your professional life? 
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Int. H: Yes. So as I have mentioned before there are two sides of that story, so let me first start, 

with the first side of that one, which means dealing with BM from our professional service 
firm perspective, so that means from the consultancy corporate level perspective. That clearly 
means, our innovation initiatives and activities are clearly incorporated in a so called end-to-
end process, that means when we've structured our board in 2014, it was clear to us, that we 
have to, we need to have an end-to-end process, which means from idea to let's say ... market, 
which also includes to identify the existing solution portfolio and therefore existing BMs at my 
consultancy, and also includes steering the existing BMs and solution portfolios and also 
identify potential white spots and/or potential re-engineering and revising the BM. So in a 
nutshell, based on the structure, we are clearly part of that permanent process of redefining, 
evaluating the BM within the firm to make it more concrete actually, clearly means for us until 
today, or let's say until the last couple of months, we were keen to sell talents at people to our 
clients, people that have experience to the clients. As we understand our BM, digitalization has 
also an impact on consulting business, not only on the perspective markets, so market potential 
for consulting business, but also for the consulting business itself so digital transformation 
affects also our professional services in the firm. That means that we have to find ways, to sell 
services more and more digital to clients, which means we have to completely change our BM. 
That's two steps,  the first step would mean you are selling previous analogue or previous 
talent-based business simply just digital, so that would be kind of just a from a sales point of 
view. So That means you are approaching clients not face to face anymore or directly on a 
personal level, so you are also trying to get clients approached by digital media, which means 
setting up digital sales platforms as we did in our consultancy 2 years ago. The second step 
then is also to think about what might be potential digital business for our consultancy to be 
sold to clients, that means not only sell talent-based initial offerings on a digital bases, so for 
example, run an assessment on a manual basis, that means simply on a questionnaire as we do 
our interview now or based on an Excel and then you include the answers, that would be 
moving from talent to digital, but there is no real digital component to ... this. What I am 
referring actually to move over from talent-based business to not only asset-enabled, which 
also mentioned for the assessment now, moving over to asset-based business. To make it 
simple, to sell software business in the future to our clients. So that means we are nowadays 
reengineering the BMs in more and more standardized pricing, for example, or scalable 
business and obviously more asset-based business, which means selling software and license 
based business to our clients.  

 
Daniel: In terms of the relevance of BMI. If you think about the client side.  

How strong do you perceive the relevance that companies should innovate or change 
their BM and why?  

 
Int. H: First step, highly relevant. Why? Because from my point of view, there is not one BM, so, I 

mean a lot of academic issues on that one and a lot of pretty good literature on that one actually 
explains if you talking about, for example, the BM of an OEM,  it is not that one BM, the BM 
is kind of a combination or comprises of different BMs and I think that is the major difference 
nowadays, that we have talked about the digital world, instead of the analogue world in the 
past that in the past these different types of BMs were not substitute to any other possibility to 
be changed. That means for example if we are talking about delivery hero, let's take it as 
example or any other of these food provider companies. So you would say, for example, if we 
have lieferando, so the BM of lieferando is to deliver food to your place, ok, so, but if you then 
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actually drill it down to, so what is the supply chain of lieferando. So the supply chain of 
lieferando is purely simple. First step is you have to get on the landing page, the second step is 
you have to order, you have to place your order, third step would be to initiate the cooking of 
your meal, the fourth step then would be to actually, get initiated your cooked meal into a car 
or on a scooter, get it to your house and then get it paid. So at least with the example of 
lieferando you have at least 7 sub BMs combined to one overall BM, which then makes up 
lieferando. In the past it was not so easy to actually substitute one of these elements to another 
one, to let's say to take initiating my order by telephone, I can either do it by app, by going on 
the website, by simply walking along, or whatever. In the past, there were no alternatives to be 
honest. So you did not have a landing page, an app or whatever or Siri to get another 
technological level, you only had the analogue world, which means walking by or picking up 
the telephone and giving a call. And due to the variety of possibilities of technological 
possibilities, you nowadays don't have that only one BM anymore, so it is a comprise of BMs, 
for example, if you take butler.com which is also in the field of lieferando, they are not dealing 
with anything, solely with picking up the order for the client and just delivering it to the client, 
nothing else, but for example McDonald's is doing the whole supply chain or whatever. So I 
think from my point of view, that pretty simply explains that there is not only one BM 
anymore, so every company has to really reflect on their current operating model, say it like 
this, and then really think about how is this BM set up by the different components of sub BMs 
and how can we actually re-engineer this sub-BMs from a company perspective to either make 
our BM more efficient or make it clearly pivot to another market, product, whatever.  

 
Daniel: Ok, if you think about BMI itself. Which departments are involved or would you 

expect to being involved in creation, design and planning activities related to BMI? 
 
Int. H: Yeah, that's a good question, and the thing about that one, there is no one on one answer for 

that one. If you take a look at your company Siemens, completely different to BMW, to BASF, 
to whatever. So in theory you would think about if you talk about BMI that you have not only 
one department involved. That you have ideally several departments involved, that means 
obviously you would need someone from the CEO level, that means actually so the strategy 
office, because normally it is linked to the CEO. You would need in that case kind of an 
innovation department, nevertheless if its called business innovation, technology innovation or 
whatever it is called, but it should be the innovation department involved. And thirdly, 
involved should also be on such a level subject matter experts, so that means whether it's a 
segment expert, whether it's a product expert, whether it's a market expert. But always it should 
be involved a subject matter expert and fourthly, and obvious could be, something from 
business re-engineering obviously you also have the economy department, which means 
anybody from the CFO office and in an ideal world it would have been the controller, the CF 
controller, but as this role is not really executed as it should be, as a kind of navigator, it's only 
the number cruncher. It should be someone from the strategic CFO office.  

 
Daniel: As I understood, you would say that these departments, the strategic departments, 

are also responsible for the BM change itself and strategy formulation. So the same 
departments? 

 
Int. H: Yeah, should be. From my point of view.  
 
Daniel: But then how would you differ between the strategy and the BM? Do you see any 



 98 

commonalities, you see totally differences?  
 
Int. H: It is a really good question, because when you talk to clients, you always have these 

departments not talking to each other. Why? Because they actually set-up their silos and differ 
their roles pretty different. But in a nutshell, they are doing the same to be honest. So there is 
no real differentiation between both of them, so there is a kind of fluid overlap between both of 
them. That actually means and that's why I think that a lot of companies are struggling with the 
topic BMI, because no one really sees themselves to be responsible for it. So that means for 
example, innovation is getting alongside with BMI from an, I would say now, that's black and 
white now so don't get this wrong, they are coming from a concrete idea perspective or 
solution or product perspective. They ??? that one, they are thinking about BMI for instance, 
so they are coming kind of from the bottom to the top, so the other way around. Then if you 
talk to a strategy office or strategy department, they are all likely coming from the top to the 
bottom. So it is more coming from the top-level which means they are thinking about really 
holistic views, so they are setting holistic targets and based on that one, think of how to re-
engineer the BM based on the strategy or in other words how to get it executed. And as both of 
them are simply dealing with the same issue, but from a different perspective, they always 
getting confused and always don't get their heads together to really work on that issue. From 
my point of view, that's one of the major issues. And thirdly, what comes around daily is the so 
called Chief Digital Officer, which makes the chaos perfect to be honest. So nowadays you 
have strategy, you have innovation, and you have transformation offices, and all of them don't 
really talk to each other. Why? Because they are doing quite the same stuff, but if you would 
really would drill it down, they would really understand it from a different perspective and 
they could actually combine their use to really work on the topic, to get it focused. But as all of 
them have different views on the topic, for example, the transformation officer has topics to 
really reset-up the company, which is another, I would say, mixed view on the topic. And those 
three together really make up the chaos perfect, in that case.  

 
Daniel: Alright. Let's move to the triggers. Which drivers/triggers/factors would you say 

influence the BM of large corporations. 
 
Int. H: Ahh. That's a really wide question. So you have obviously you have environmental, so 

influential factors like for example trends, market trends coming along, I mean, digitalization 
is a trend to be honest. You haven't heard about the analogue trend before, so digitalization is 
also a trend for me.  

 
Daniel: Would you say technology in a broad sense.  
 
Int. H: Yeah, I mean that is one part of the... you have technology or technology driven trends, 

which obviously are really laid on technology. Then you have economic trends, so 
globalization would be one of those trends. Then you have geo-political trends, for example 
diversity is coming more and more into the game, you have like things like that there are not 
typical role models within families any more, coming to the game. You have the aging issues, 
more people are getting older. So quite a wide range of exogenous factors. Then obviously you 
also have competitive factors like your major competitor is obviously dealing with an issue. 
Let say for example, electro cars, you would have to go on that field too, if you would be BW 
instead of BMW. And then obviously and that's the most tricky thing, based on technological 
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and also the other trends. You have competitors you really don't know yet. That's the biggest 
issue, so you have triggers from the outside, you do not know yet and that is the most critical 
issues for the companies, because they have to find a way that their BM are in future fluid, I 
like the word fluid, so that fluid that it doesn't matter which trigger, when, how, how 
intensive... the BM is always that fluid to react on it or to say it like this, if you take a glass of 
water and you take anything hard and hit the glass, what actually happens that glass based on 
stress, it just breaks. If you hit simply to the water, what happens is that you maybe get wet, 
but that's it, nothing else, so the water is still is there, doesn't have any damage so it's nothing 
else, so it is fluid. So it can actually handle stress to put it on that level and the majority of 
BMs nowadays within corporates are not able to deal with stress. Trends are simply stress to 
BMs, nothing else.  

 
Daniel: So you see these trends are foremost external triggers that drive companies to 

innovate their BMs.  
 
Int. H: Right, you can obviously also say there intra-company factors, but there are always from 

my point of view driven from the external world. For example you can say Generation Y, or 
now the Generation Z, yes, but the trend, even when they come from the inside and they are 
working for the company now that trend is forced by the outside world, because if they 
actually understand that in another company they have, I don't know, more flexibility or the 
latest workplace technology or so on, is again purely driven by external factors to be honest.  

 
Daniel: Do you know any companies using a formal or structured process for creation or 

change in their BM. So specifically for the BM? 
 
Int. H: What do you mean with formulary? 
 
Daniel: Like a structured process. Let say you have product development or service 

development, you can use for example Stage-Gate as traditional process you would drive 
development.  

 
Int. H. Ah yeah ok. Yes, you know the St. Galen Business Model Navigator for example. 

Obviously the majority of corporates who are working with strategy offices recruit previous 
strategy consultants and these strategy consultants obviously work alongside with the tools and 
methods which they get trained and educated in the top business schools, where one of it is for 
example the BM Navigator. You can work with that one. What we do actually, re-engineer BM 
approach where we actually divide the BM in different steps and then reallocate identified 
single elements and combine them to a new BM, that's kind of re-engineering due to 
combination, that’s one of the approaches we do, but we actually do business re-engineering 
with companies, which does not necessarily mean, that there needs to be a new component for 
the BM. So it could be re-arranging the existing capabilities in a BM. So for example those are 
two options I am aware of and common for me.  
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Daniel: But you would set a clear distinction between product/service development and BM 

how it is created? 
 
Int. H: Yes. Until nowadays, but, that's how the world ticked until let's say the age of digital. But 

as I mentioned before, that there is not only one BM anymore. Key to understand, that every 
single product makes up a own BM or at least three to four sub-BMs, because every product 
has a kind supply chain, sales and delivery steps. At least 3 sub-BMs, so nowadays you do not 
have this differentiation anymore so nowadays it's getting more and more on granular basis, 
which means it gets more and more combined. 

 
Daniel: I see. In terms of the planning ability, we said that there is the St. Galen Business 

Navigator you can use. On a scale from 1 to 10, can BMI activities be planned 
theoretically before implementation?  

 
Int. H: Can be planned before implementation? About what timeframe are we talking? 
 
Daniel: I mean in the early stages. You could define that for yourself, if you say that there 

are stages that you would say can be conceptualized and plan theoretically, or is it more a 
flexible process that needs a lot experimentation. 

 
Int. H: Flexible process and thirst thing you mentioned, theoretically plannable and kind of setting 

up the projects on that one is the past. Nowadays and in the future it is more from the 
experimental point of view by using and that is also something new for BMI really strictly 
working with agile methods, working with methods like lean start-up or sprint not only on a 
product-development level, but also a BMI re-engineering level will be the future and 
obviously we also have clients where we were advancing in how to re-engineering the business 
with design thinking and how to get it in an on-going process in your company.  

 
Daniel: But which departments, people in that process to kind of sense how this 

experimentation how these success results work out and how they should change it? 
 
Int. H: Yeah. So my answer it pretty simple on that one. It should be everyone, it is not one 

dedicated team in the future dealing with BM-reengineering, it should be challenge to re-
engineer the BM on a daily basis. Why? I think the cycles of innovation are getting shorter and 
this is no secret, but that's known already but really make a company ready for having a highly 
flexible, or again fluid BM being able to deal with stress without any issue. It has to be the task 
of everyone. The only thing which needs to be kind of framed or where you need someone to 
enable and multiply the knowledge. That must be done from a central level, but in an ideal 
world it should be the CEO office but it wouldn't be, but there should be at least one dedicated 
office from the top that really in the transition phase and that's what I am referring from today 
until the future field, everyone's task is innovation there has to be a department which enables 
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people to understand how it works out to use agile methods to re-engineer the BM and they 
foster to multiply this knowledge, expertise and methods into the frame. But that is a 
transformational department for only 2,3 years, after 2 years this department should have been 
gone or the other way around there should now be another focus.  

Daniel: We talked about the Navigator as well as you mentioned the example of delivery hero. 
If you think about the BMC by Osterwalder, would you say that flexibility in terms of 
experimentation and strategic agility is relevant for all areas within the BMC or more 
relevant for certain parts? 

Int. H: I think it is relevant for all areas because every element in the so called BMC is key to the 
BM itself. As I mentioned before, for me every element of the BM Canvas is one kind of a sub-
BM again. It should be relevant to every column.  

Daniel: In terms of replication or possibility of imitation. Could the replication or imitation of 
a BM be a realistic scenario to create competitive advantage for a company? 

Int. H: Yes, of course. So what Navigator does is pretending to do actually to try to find out what 
are the top 50 BM structures, which are highly successful on the market. And obviously if you 
have the most successful BM identified for your supply chain for company XZY for example. Or 
you have identified the most successful BM how to reach out to highly diverse community and 
also having really simple touch points to your customers, seen for example with Amazon, it 
definitely would be an advantage if you kind of have these templates, or pre-defined structures 
for elements and you just combine them.  

Daniel: Would you see any barriers to do so? Or could imagine fail, when they imitate a BM 
and why would they fail? 

Int. H: Yes. Different factors why a company could fail is when they just try to adopt a BM, so for 
example if you try, i mean, obviously everyone knows that for example Amazon is highly 
successful. If another company, let's say BMW now would think about how to sell cars to 
customers by one click. Would theoretically not the worst idea, let's say it like this. Can it work 
out? No it can't because at least BMW wouldn't have the capabilities and the know-how to set up 
and run a platform like Amazon and the other thing is that the company structures, I am more 
talking about governance and culture, is not aligned with how for example Amazon is working 
on that topics. I mean the technological restrictions I would say, the ??? restrictions, but I would 
say also the governance and cultural restrictions maybe road blockers to really only adopt BMs 
on my own BM. 

Daniel: But what in situation or what circumstance would you expect that the company rather 
imitates a pattern, a BM part or whole BM instead creating its own. So what would be a 
possible eco-system or environment where the company has to imitate?  

Int. H: That's a good question. Now the answer could go into the direction the business behind that 
it makes it necessary to actually set up a new BM, completely different BM and that was the 
second part of the question. What would foster a company and what kind of ecosystem would 
foster a company to getting motivated or initiated to set-up a completely different BM. Let's start 
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with the first one, I guess every time you are talking about something which is not visible on the 
market yet and hasn't been revealed on the market yet in any case. I guess, it always makes sense 
to at least partly develop your own BM from my point, but I would say, there is never one solely 
and completely new BM. Because it is always a combination of already existing stuff. And I 
would say there is only one new element in the BM, which can obviously defined as own BM 
again. Let's say for example selling via VR application to customers in 3D or 4D shops anymore. 
It is always a combination of existing elements with new elements and that one new element 
then makes up, if you take a look from the outside, the new BM. But if you take a closer look 
and divide the existing BM, you actually came up with only one really innovative element or 
let's say really new element but only in combination with the other ones it makes up the new 
existing, new defined BM for a company.  

And the second, what really fosters setting up a new BM. Obviously I would never say now it is 
Silicon Valley environment, because that is too easy as an answer. It is an ecosystem, and it is 
interesting because I am talking this with St. Galen at the moment. It's always an focused 
environment or limited environment, talking now about space, or clearly identifiable 
environment where you have as much diversity and as much knowledge on side, which includes 
obviously know-how, technology know-how, but also access to money, regulatory, to academics, 
etc. So that's what fosters obviously developing completely new BM's, because if you only have 
less diversified ecosystems you will end up in just copying and adopting already existing BMs. 
Diversity makes up the chance to really foster new, disruptive BMs. As example you see the city 
of Munich with UnternehmerTUM and TU Munich which have been announced to be the Digital 
Hub for Germany and they are now setting up a so called creative Lab, which will be a 
combination of companies, corporates, start-ups, know-how, technology, ventures, money, 
access to regulatory, but also that's the other essential thing, access to architects, artists, 
musicians. So really diverse and that's really fosters the imitation and initiation of new disruptive 
BMs.  

Daniel: Ok then let's move to the last section, which refers to success in BMI. Again a broad 
question, how would you measure or describe success in BMI, or changes to the BM? Or a 
different question, what criteria or framework could be used for key performance 
indicators in terms of BMI? 

Int. H: To initiate or to measure? 

Daniel: To measure... to measure the success 

Int. H: It is pretty simple, it is return. So simply the results return you made out of the BM re-
engineering. Or if you really break it down, it is cash in. That's it, nothing else, from my side. 

Daniel: So you would not incorporate, how fast the change of transformation was for example 
or such criteria? 

Int. H: No, not really. Because I think if the change is not too fast or fast enough, you won't earn 
any money out of that, so the ultimate KPI cash-in or return on invest, or return on re-engineering 
would be newly defined as KPI. Nevertheless it is always the return you make on the market and so 
that's the ultimate KPI for me, everything else is just an indicator of how much return you earn out 
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of re-engineering, but by the end, it is coming down to how much you really make out of your re-
engineered BM, nothing else.  

Daniel: And to what degree would you say should a firm match its current organizational 
capabilities with the ones needed for the BMI. So how important is path dependency? 

Int. H: Ehm. Just to confirm your question, that means how to align the current BM with re-
engineered one or what do you mean? 

Daniel: I mean how much of the core competences and current organizational capabilities 
should be reflected in a BMI for the future, or if you put in a totally different and that 
would be my next question. Do you think that disrupting its own BM would be a viable 
option for a company?  

Int. H: Yes, your existing capabilities or competencies are just the baseline for re-engineering your 
BM and somehow companies fail because in re-engineering. Why? Because they only focus on 
their existing capabilities and BM elements capabilities and that's why they end up in restrictions 
and simply just being creative in BM re-engineering because their purely limited by what they 
see. So in another way yes obviously the current capabilities are the basis for re-engineering 
because in to get it combined differently as I mentioned before might be a possibility to actually 
re-engineer your BM and finding new ways of BMs, but it also on the other hand is kind of 
limitation for yourself, because as it works... I mean if I tell you, you have ingredient 1,2,3,4 and 
5, please cook a meal out of that one. I would guess 80 % of the people would end up with the 
same meal. Why? Because they associate or link with the combination of ingredients a specific 
meal and so you would also link with ingredients or elements a specific BM. So I would say 
setting the basis for re-engineering, linking one on one no, because it would end up in restricting 
you. 

And the second one was is it relevant to disrupt your own BM. Yes definitely yes and that's what I 
am telling my clients everyday. Otherwise other companies are doing it, this way around. I don't 
know if you are familiar with the format disrupt-me from the US?  

Daniel. Not sure. 

Int. H: Disrupt me is a format, kind of methodology to give you a frame and the ability to get your 
BM disrupted in a pretty short timeframe by relevant stakeholders. How does it work. For 
example if Siemens would say, well I would like to understand how my healthcare business 
might be disrupted, you can set up the stage for one day with dedicated start-ups, but not only 
start-ups but also technology or corporate companies. And they have one time structured time to 
really disrupt your BM, that means actually in the first step they drill down your BM on a BMC. 
And then they think what are the elements that they can really disrupt with my technology or my 
expertise. So if you have a start-up which is really an expert on digital marketing, they will focus 
on the marketing element in the BMC in the client touch point. And they would actually focus on 
how can I disrupt them on that field, how can I really get in to that field with my technology and 
so on. After one day you get a complete BM, for example Siemens Healthcare disrupted by real 
different audience and therefore really valuable input for your own BM re-engineering because 
you understand how it might be possible to disrupt the different sub-BM elements in your BM 
Canvas.  



 104 

Daniel: Ok, that is very good. We've talked about governance and culture, you mentioned 
before. What would you name the 3 most important firm/org. capabilities that would 
increase the probability of BMI success, in your perspective? 

Int. H: Yes, it is leadership. It is simple as it is, it is space. And space includes time, resources and 
access to money. And it's total transparency. So you would say a company-wide collaboration 
system which allows you to discuss all topics, barrier-free 100 % transparency. So for me those 
are the key elements for success of BM re-engineering, not about in detail for technology and 
stuff like this, for me it is more about giving people or say like this enable people with right 
skills, methods and tools to do BMI and multiply that within the firm and therefore you need the 
leadership you have set for ???. Pretty simple as it is. 

Daniel: We have talked about the disrupt-me methodology, from which other sources would 
you see companies could profit in ideation, implementation or execution of BMI? So would 
be customer involvement a viable option? 

Int. H: Yes, so when we talked about BM-reengineering it should be, will be solely customer-
centric so that's also... The funny thing about that one is everyone should have done in the past 
already but they didn't do it because they were developing on their products on their own and it 
was them saying it is a brilliant product, what do you think about? Do you have a need on that 
one? So everything in the future in reflect to innovation and BM innovation has to be customer-
centric. That means BM re-engineering will be driven by customer centricity. That means 
approaches like open innovation, co-creation, agile methods by using design thinking, iterations 
with clients focused on really understanding the client, will be the key to make success for BMI. 
So that would be one thing and that could be done obviously by, for example design thinking 
workshops, but also can be down digital solutions where you try to perform for example 
challenges on a digital way, like we do with the Innovation factory, where you actually 
formulate a specific question and then so might we question and then try to use the collective 
intelligence of a specific community to get as much different and diverse answers as possible on 
that topic. Third thing obviously is, that what I mentioned before, is more a experimenting 
element or is it just a theory, it should be more experimental that means actually you would have 
to find a way to make it pretty fast, so one key element is rapid prototyping and/or accelerating 
formats whereby you actually try to accelerate your idea to potential new BM within a really 
short time of period. That's so with for example with InnoCube within the German firm, so only 
4 workshop days, and then end up with a demo day, where you can present your new BM and 
including the potential solution with respect to that one. And so on, there are so many elements 
and ways. The good thing about it, there is not one on one answer on that one, but also the way 
how to re-engineer BM has to be more experimental and more flexible. So there is not only one 
approach anymore, so for example to do it by design thinking, it is and it will be a combination 
of that. And the more formats, the better for the company and the more diverse the formats, the 
better for the company. The more people, the more junior people are getting involved, the better 
for the company, the more customer and people and for example ecosystem, the better for the 
company. 

Daniel: So you set a large kind of share of the success on the employees in contributing to 
BMI. 

Int. H: Yes 
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Daniel: What would you expect what the three most important critical requirements that you 
would expect from employees that they contribute. 

Int. H: Time, Knowledge, Motivation. Pretty simple as it is. 

Daniel: Ok, you said knowledge. Could you expect that there are learning effects for a 
company in BMI. How could optimize that, or make this tacit knowledge more explicit? 

Int. H: Yes, obviously. What actually should work out that every time you work on a BM or 
actually trying to define a new BM, the how to way and the result should be transparent to 
everybody. So that means everybody should have access to how you have initiated, how you 
developed, what kind of elements, what was the approach, what was the outcome. Should be a 100 
% transparent and accessible to any employee, the idea should be that via platform, or that is how 
we try to foster it in our firm. But we in our case still lack the how to because how to is always in 
the head and not really transparent to people, so that would be really keen. And obviously as simple 
as it is, get people communicating to each other, discussing with each other how they approached 
and how they tried to develop a BM. That simple collaboration on-side but also digital really 
initiates and helps to foster knowledge transfer and really gain from experience.  

Daniel: So my very last question would be, a challenge related to BMI. BMI can often 
commoditize the current core business in terms of resources, profitability and many more 
aspects So can you think of an org. setting that would balance pursuing new business 
opportunities and saving the core businesses' resource/knowledge pool? How would you 
structure it and why? 

Int. H: Yeah. Just simply google the approach by Kotter, the dual operating model, and that's what I 
think is the best way currently to deal with these two worlds, to have on the one hand side an 
operating model just dealing with the effective running of the current business and on the other 
hand you have this other operating model, which enables to re-engineer existing BMs combining 
the relevant resources and competences from that one and getting both alongside in the same 
company, so the dual operating BM by Kotter is for me a valuable way to deal with that issue. 
So that would be one for the mid-term period, from a visionary perspective I would like to have 
a, and now I come back to my famous word, to a fluid BM, which means there are no really 
steady structures anymore. It is simply just fluid and in any case reacts on stress or on trends in a 
way that you do not really experience that there is a new BM. It is just a fluid BM getting along 
or reflecting or working with or reacting on specific circumstances. So in a nutshell, from a 
visionary perspective I would love to have one fluid BM, which is completely stress independent 
and can deal with any kind of trend. Which means real-time adoption of the BM or make it more 
pictorial. If you think about when you fly with a plane from Munich to Frankfurt, I guess the 
airplane adjusts the direction of the airplane 10.000 times within 30 minutes, so that's something 
I would guess the overall aim for BM re-engineering in the future. 

Daniel: I just see the big challenge in, for example if you take Siemens, and their different 
requirements, lifecycles, and so on. So to bring that together and be fluid within all areas, 
that is difficult. 

Int. H: So for Siemens, the first step would be to find the core. Where is the core BM of Siemens 
overall and then start to re-engineer the core of that BM and then really focus on how to adopt or 
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let's say reflect the specific division-wise topics into the BM-reengineering, but the first step would 
be to find the core. 

Daniel. Ok. Just a small thing, Kotter you were referring to. Is this related to ambidexterity 
or a different. 

Int. H. Yes it is. 

 

 

 

 
 


