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ABSTRACT 

Purpose – The purpose of this study was twofold. Firstly, to landscape the Danish Fintech sector in 

order to develop an extensive database (appendix 5) about the Danish Fintech companies, including 

identifying and classifying their idiosyncratic operating models as well as describing the taxonomy of 

the Danish Fintech sector. Secondly, the objective was to develop an integrated model predicated on 

Clayton Christensen’s theory of Disruptive Innovation (cf. chapter 3) in order to analyze disruptive 

innovation in Fintech and thus tackle the seemingly popular and often misconceived use of the term 

“disruption” in relation to Fintech.  

Design/methodology/approach – Theoretically, the study adopted Clayton Christensen et al.’s 

(1997; 2003; 2006; 2015) conceptualization of Disruptive Innovation in order to both respond to the 

misuse of the concept as well as to gain a sufficient understanding of disruption and develop and 

integrated model in the context of Fintech.  Empirically, the study was thus based on an extensive 

and self-created database using secondary data in order to classify all the identified Fintech 

companies in Denmark – both domestic and foreign-based companies operating in Denmark – into 

distinct categories and variables.  

Findings – Following extensive secondary research, the study created an extensive database of 

Danish Fintech companies (see appendix 5), which resulted in 107 identified Fintech companies 

across 6 main categories, 15 sectors, 30 different types of solutions as well as 5 core problem types 

and 6 value propositions. While the definition of disruptive innovation remains rather relative, it is 

argued that four elements in particular are important in order to better understand and recognize 

disruptive elements, including 1) the solution, 2) target market (customers), 3) business model 

(performance and price attributes), and 4) the enabling technology. The study suggests that there is 

indeed potentially disruptive elements within Fintech areas, including Crowdfunding, P2P Lending, 

Neo-Banking, Accounting platforms, Retail Investment, and E-learning, however, with the majority of 

the Fintech solutions being sustaining innovations and improvements to existing financial services.  

Research limitations/implications – While the integrated model developed and applied in this study 

provides an original framework that could help to bridge the gap and existing discrepancies between 

the concept’s theoretical definition and often-misapplied practical usage, there is nevertheless room 

for further research in order to validate the key aspects in the model. Particularly, qualitative 

research with both customers and Fintechs will be a valuable addition to this study in order to 

understand the performance attributes in relation to different financial services.      

Keywords – Fintech, Disruptive Innovation, Financial Services, Fintech in Denmark, Fintech 

Taxonomy, Fintech problems and solutions, Fintech value propositions, Digital Technologies.   
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1. INTRODUCTION  

This introduction aims to present the context of the thesis by first providing a preliminary 

background to the Financial Technology (Fintech) sector before outlining the scope, objective and 

limitations of the research with an emphasis on the existing knowledge gap that has given rise to 

the delineated research question.   

 

1.1 An industry in transformation – the emergence of technology in financial 

services  
 

“Use of technology in finance is not new, nor are many of the products and services that are 

offered by new entrants to the sector. Rather, it is the novel application of technology and its 

speed of evolution that make the current wave of innovation unlike any we have seen before 

in financial services.”  (World Economic Forum, 2016) 

 

The financial sector is at an inflection point and undergoing a new pace of transformational change 

with significant forces converging around technology-enabled innovations. The proliferation of 

digitalization, adoption of rapidly advancing technologies, changing customer preferences, increasing 

datafication, and shifting market and regulatory conditions (Mention & Torkkeli, 2014) are enabling a 

wave of new and unconventional entrants that are seemingly opening the doors to “disruptive 

innovation” in financial services (World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015).  

New entrants focusing on financial technology or “Fintech” has in recent years increasingly emerged  

at almost every level of the financial services industry and are fundamentally introducing new ideas, 

new channels, new processes and new expectations around the speed, efficiency, cost, accessibility 

and convenience of financial services (Accenture Fintech Report, 2015).  

From payments, banking, investments and market provisioning to crypto-currencies and peer-to-peer 

lending; a rapid ascension of Fintech companies are capitalizing on shifting market conditions and 

customer preferences to deliver novel customer-centric solutions that redefine the way in which 

financial services are structured, delivered and consumed (World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015).  
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1.1.1 Setting the scene for this study – Disruption and Fintech has become a hot topic! 

Fintech companies – which in this report will exclude incumbents and be limited to entrants – are 

challenging the status quo and collectively driving efficiencies and cost reductions to transform the 

business models and the long-held value propositions of financial services (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015).  

Working around a common technology-driven denominator that are permeating many areas, 

subsectors and processes of financial services, Fintech companies are currently challenging the status 

quo by unbundling and rethinking many of the archaic processes, services and business models of 

financial services through smarter, faster, cheaper, and more transparent and convenient means.  

At the same time, by opening new markets and blurring the lines between financial services and 

adjacent industries (Finans Watch, 2016; PwC Fintech Report, 2016), Fintech companies are also 

challenging the very bedrock of incumbent financial services, with an estimated US$4.7 trillion of 

revenues at risk of disruption from Fintech (Goldman Sachs, 2015, p. 4). All of which have caused 

Fintech to take the center stage of financial services and capturing the attention and interest of 

incumbents, investors, customers and public institutions alike.  

Furthermore, with new entrepreneurs and investors appearing, cities are now also internationally 

competing to establish a strong and sustainable Fintech ecosystem in order to position themselves as 

regional Fintech leaders (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, p. 4); manifested in Denmark by the establishment 

of “Copenhagen Fintech”1 dedicated to promoting and developing the Danish Fintech ecosystem (CPH 

Fintech Hub, 2015). 

Consequently, Fintech and their potential disruptive effect on the financial sector has very much 

become an increasingly hot topic of discussion with the concept of disruption frequently tossed around 

and loosely applied, often with disregard to its initial definition (Harvard Business Review, 2015; 

Business Insider, 2015). Indeed, a lot have been said and written about Fintech being disruptive by 

various analyst reports, experts and articles2 – even from a Danish perspective (CPH Fintech Hub, 

2015, pp. 4-14), however, from an academic and practical context it remains unclear how exactly 

these new players are being disruptive to the financial services industry.  

As such, in an attempt to cut through the hype, filter the noise and clear the picture on Fintech and 

Disruption, this thesis applies literature on the concept of Disruptive Innovation (Christensen, Clayton, 

1997) with a particular emphasis on Fintech in Denmark, in order to assess to what extent Fintech are 

truly being disruptive to the financial services industry.  

                                                           
1 Copenhagen Fintech (formerly CFIR – Copenahgen Fintech Innovation and Research), is Denmark’s Fintech cluster 
organization that aims to develop Denmark’s Fintech position (Copenhagen Fintech, 2016).  
 
2 (Bloomberg.com, 2016; CB Insights, 2016; CPH Fintech Hub, 2015; Finans.dk, 2016; McKinsey, 2016) 
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1.2 Research problem – Cutting through the hype of Fintech disruption 
 
Fintech is gaining significant momentum and experiencing exponential growth; both the number of 

startups venturing into the space but also the level of funding into Fintech, which has accelerated at a 

remarkable rate in recent years, globally rising from a total of US$1.8 billion in 2010 to US$22.3 billion 

in 2015 (Accenture Fintech Report, 2015, p. 3). Nevertheless, despite of growing interest and 

recognition of Fintech, the extant research and literature (cf. footnote 3 and 4) that, has hitherto 

focused on Fintech, has almost entirely been limited either to identifying the key factors that would 

enable a given city or region to foster a strong Fintech ecosystem3 or with studying the implications of 

Fintech for incumbent providers4.  

Interestingly though, a large portion of especially the latter studies refers to Fintech companies as 

either “disruptors” or “attackers” as well as making unclaimed arguments that Fintech by virtue is 

disrupting the financial services sector – even from a Danish perspective (cf. section 2.4): 

“FinTech – digital financial technologies – is currently reshaping the development and future 

of the financial services sector by disrupting financial services and products, much in the 

way that similar digital technologies have reshaped other industries like publishing, music, 

tourism and taxis in recent years.” (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, p. 4) 

Furthermore, these studies primarily focused on answering what the implications of Fintech were for 

incumbents, but failed to justify how or in what sense these innovations exactly met the conditions for 

qualifying as disruptive (cf. section 2.4). While Fintech may very well prove to be disruptive in some 

cases, the existing studies into Fintech has all to a large extent made the assumption that Fintech per 

se is synonym with disruption, however without providing theoretical or empirical arguments to 

support this claim, which begs the question of whether Fintech really is disruptive or just popular hype? 

Given the pivotal role that the financial services industry has on society together with the significant 

impact that Fintech entrepreneurs exert on the industry, this gap in knowledge needs to be addressed.  

Accordingly, this thesis will go some way towards filling this gap by particularly mapping out the Fintech 

landscape in Denmark, gain an in-depth understanding of the problems and solutions they focus on, 

and subsequently address the question as to how and which Fintech innovations qualify of being 

potentially disruptive. 

                                                           
3 (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015; Deloitte - Connecting Global Fintech, 2016; EY - Landscaping UK Fintech, 2014; EY - UK 
Fintech , 2016; KPMG - Fintech India, 2016; KPMG - Making Hong Kong a Fintech centre, 2015; Nexus Squared - 
Switzerland Fintech, 2015; PwC - Developing a Fintech ecosystem in the GCC, 2015; Stockholm Fintech sector, 2015) 
 
4 (Accenture Fintech Report, 2015) (Accenture Nordic Study, 2015) (BCG, 2016) (Banque de France, 2016) (Deloitte 
RegTech, 2015) (Goldman Sachs, 2015) (London Business School, 2015) (McKinsey, 2016) (University of Cambridge, 
2014) (World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015)  
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1.3 Research question - How disruptive is Fintech really  
 

Having now established the research problem, the validity of the problem and its key role in 

understanding the nature of Fintech innovation and their disruptive effect, the thematic focus of this 

thesis will solely be limited to Fintech in Denmark, including both domestic as well as foreign-based 

companies with operations in Denmark. 

To ensure a logical coherence that would allow it to achieve this goal, the study will – through the 

conceptual lens of disruptive innovation – structure its contents around answering the following 

research question.  

 

To answer this twofold question, the study will synthesize an analysis of the current Fintech 

landscape in Denmark and their innovations together with the theory of disruptive innovation by 

pursuing the following tasks: 

 

► Descriptive level 

● What is Fintech? Description and review of Fintech literature, including a 

working definition of Fintech. 

● What is Disruptive Innovation? Review of disruptive innovation theory, 

including developing an integrated model to ascertain disruption in Fintech. 

► Analytical level  

● How is the Danish Fintech sector landscaped? Analysis of the Fintech 

landscape in Denmark, including a taxonomy of problems, solutions and 

sectorial clusters of all the Fintech companies in Denmark. 

● How disruptive is Fintech? Analysis and discussion of how Fintech innovations 

qualify as potentially disrupting innovations. 

► Concluding level 

● Conclusion on how the Danish Fintech landscape is structured and how Fintech 

is disrupting financial services.  

  

Research question 

What characterizes the landscape of the Danish Fintech sector as well as the emerging Fintech 

solutions, and how does Fintech qualify as disruptive innovation?   
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1.4 Theoretical and practical relevance  
 

Theoretically, this research question is approached by adopting Clayton Christensen et al.’s (1997; 

2003; 2006; 2015) conceptualization of Disruptive Innovation in order to both respond to the misuse 

of the concept as well as to gain a sufficient understanding of disruption in the context of Fintech.  

The theoretical framework will together with the reviewed literature and research analyses on 

Fintech, specifically explore the Danish Fintech sector in order to 1) identify and landscape the 

Fintech companies in Denmark, and 2) analyze and assess disruptive innovation in Fintech.  

Empirically, the study is predicated on an extensive and self-created database containing collected 

secondary data and categorization of all the identified Fintech companies in Denmark, both domestic 

and foreign-based companies operating in Denmark (cf. chapter 4 – Method).  

 

WHY FOCUS ON FINTECH COMPANIES IN DENMARK? 

In Denmark, a comprehensive study from 2015 analyzed the potential for Copenhagen to become a 

leading Nordic Fintech hub. The study found 6 key enablers and 17 concrete recommendations in 

order to overcome a number of challenges and barriers (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, pp. 5-7).  

Particularly, the study – in common agreement with extant Fintech research5 – found that a crucial 

prerequisite for developing a strong Fintech hub depended on ensuring a vibrant domestic startup 

scene:  

“Having a large and vibrant start-up scene is crucial for being a strong FinTech hub. Our 

research shows that innovation and job creation in FinTech is to a high degree, driven by start-

ups and young companies today.” (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, p. 4) 

 

The study particularly highlighted the challenge of the Danish Fintech sector remaining relatively 

small, dispersed and in need of greater clarity in terms of identifying and qualifying the local startups 

and emerging innovations edging into the market (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, p. 30).   

As such, the fundamental premise of this thesis is to fill this gap by conducting extensive literature 

review as well as collecting and analyzing data content in order to map, classify, and accurately 

describe the Danish Fintech landscape and subsequently assess to what extent these Fintech 

companies are disruptive.  

                                                           
5 (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015; Deloitte - Connecting Global Fintech, 2016; EY - Landscaping UK Fintech, 2014; EY - UK 
Fintech , 2016; KPMG - Fintech India, 2016; KPMG - Making Hong Kong a Fintech centre, 2015; Nexus Squared - 
Switzerland Fintech, 2015; PwC - Developing a Fintech ecosystem in the GCC, 2015; Stockholm Fintech sector, 2015) 
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WHY LANDSCAPING THE FINTECH SECTOR IN DENMARK IS IMPORTANT? 

Firstly, besides a limited and inadequate list (CFIR - List of Startups, 2016), there is no clear and 

publicly available list, taxonomy or structured overview of the Danish Fintech landscape, nor is there a 

deeper understanding of which areas, problems, and solutions these Fintech companies are focusing 

on or edging into the Danish market.  

From a Danish perspective, this issue needs to be addressed given the Danish Fintech ecosystem 

remaining small and relatively scattered, and thus in need of greater visibility into who the particular 

companies are and what they do (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, p. 30). Indeed, there is no single 

consolidated directory of Fintech companies as a point of reference for Danish and international 

audiences and practitioners, something that is clearly needed and valuable to further promote 

Denmark’s position as a Fintech Hub (Meeting with Oliver Hall, Head of ICT Investments at Copenhagen 

Capacity, 2016)   

WHY ADDRESSING DISRUPTIVE INNOVATION IN RELATION TO FINTECH IS IMPORTANT?  

Given the frequent misapplied and unbacked use of “disruption” in relation to Fintech (Bloomberg.com, 

2016; CB Insights, 2016; CPH Fintech Hub, 2015; Finans.dk, 2016; McKinsey, 2016) there is a clear 

need of addressing this issue head on in order to understand how disruptive Fintech really is.  

Clayton Christensen, the pioneer of “Disruptive Innovation” himself published an article in response to 

the misuse of the concept, emphasizing why it matters to apply the concept correctly in order to 

manage innovation and eventually succeed in appropriating and realizing its benefits (Christensen, 

Raynor, & McDonald, What Is Disruptive Innovation?, 2015).  

Both from an academic and practical point of view, this issue is important to address, as the continued 

ambiguous and misapplied use of disruption in relation to Fintech not only waters down the conceptual 

meaning of “disruption”, but also contributes to uncertainty for the different stakeholders in the wider 

ecosystem (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, p. 48; Christensen, Raynor, & McDonald, 2015). 

For financial service practitioners (both Fintech entrants and incumbents) to become better equipped 

at making sense of their business model, focus on the right growth opportunities and make strategic 

choices in an appropriate way, then addressing this problem of misapplying the term “disruption” and 

clarifying the theory is paramount (cf. 6.4.1 – Implications for practitioners and why getting the 

theory right matters)  

By taking a more granular approach, this thesis thus aims to generate detailed insights and valuable 

perspectives about the Fintech sector that can contribute to advancing extant Fintech literature as 

well as benefit practitioners.  
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1.5 Limitations of the research  
 

This study offers evaluative perspectives on a current wave of change from emerging tech-based 

companies that are hitting the shores of the fundamentally important financial services industry. In 

light of the chosen method, research design and applied theories, the study and its results are 

consequently subject to a number of limitations that are important to clarify and consider. 

 

LIMITATIONS TO THE METHOD AND RESEARCH  

Given that many companies as well as the sector as a whole remains relatively new, small but also 

rapidly evolving – both the number of companies as well as the wider Danish Fintech ecosystem – 

accessibility of data was an issue with specifically financial data often undisclosed. This study only 

included confirmed and disclosed information in this report as well as the database (cf. appendix 5).  

As the Fintech space in Denmark remains relatively new and the companies within it rather 

unexplored and unaccounted for, it was necessary for this study to take broader perspectives based 

on secondary desk research in order to approach this extensive task of finding and documenting all 

Fintech companies in Denmark. While qualitative research may have benefitted the study by 

providing deeper insights and valuable indications to disruptive innovation, the allowed time and 

imposed page limit for the study restricted the opportunity to take a qualitative approach to the 

research problem and engage on a more in-depth level with practitioners, such as Fintech companies, 

industry experts and customers.  

As such, the conclusion does not provide specific recommendations as to how specific practitioners 

explicitly can or should respond to suit their strategic interests. The study merely provides insights in 

terms of how the current landscape looks like from a Danish context, and tackles the seemingly 

misconceived use of the term “Disruptive Innovation“ by answering how Fintech solutions – from a 

theoretical standpoint – might fit the conditions to qualify of being potentially disruptive innovations.  

Furthermore, while the study focus exclusively on Fintech startups and entrants, no formal definition 

of what constitutes a startup or entrant is provided. Rather, the study used a working definition to 

specify the rather abstract “Fintech” term (cf. section 2 and appendix 1). 

The study then purposely chose to exclude big banks and incumbents, regardless of their Fintech 

offerings and capabilities. The focus on disruption within this emerging segment of Fintech 

“challengers” was important, as they have received much attention from various market studies, 

however with less focus on clarifying the exact ways that Fintechs are being disruptive to 

incumbents.  
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LIMITATIONS TO THE RESULTS  

The study is further subject to uncertainties and limitations from various factors, particularly tied to 

the element of time. As a direct consequence of the fast changing Fintech landscape that may cause 

the Fintech companies in Denmark to mature, stagnate or die, the study is likely to suffer from 

attrition, causing the results in this study to represent a snapshot of current affairs, which may differ 

substantially at a later point in time.  

However, having classified the Fintech innovations by sectors, subsectors, problems, solutions, value 

propositions and business models represent a significant contribution towards understanding how 

Fintech companies are attempting to innovate the archaic financial services industry, and therefore 

provides a framework for which future studies can be based upon.  

Finally, the study restrict itself to only determining if the respective Fintech innovations qualify as 

either sustaining or disruptive innovations. As such, the particular innovation-type will only be 

detailed in the case of disruptive innovations (low-end or new-market), while the study – due to lack 

of theoretical basis on sustaining innovations – will restrict itself from determining whether the 

innovation is incremental or radical.  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW (WHAT IS FINTECH) 

This chapter reviews Fintech literature to understand how the sector has evolved over time, 

identify gaps in literature as well as seek to reach a sufficient and delimitated definition of “Fintech” 

that will be used in order to subsequently identify and map the Fintech companies in Denmark. 

 

2.1 Fintech definition  
 

“If I had 20 days to solve a problem, I would spend 19 days to define it.” (Albert Einstein) 

 

Fintech is a particularly sticky problem because the sector continues to evolve at a rapid pace with 

emerging technologies increasingly blurring the lines between financial services and adjacent 

industries and processes (Finans Watch, 2016; PwC Fintech Report, 2016). Consequently, the 

definition of Fintech has remained rather fluid, subjective and with no consensus on its exact 

definition, thereby making it difficult to pinpoint the exact number of global Fintech companies as 

well as the amount of investments poured into Fintech, which very much vary depending on the 

applied definition (KPMG Fintech Report, 2016; Accenture Fintech Report, 2015).   

Before it is possible to map the Fintech companies operating in Denmark, it is therefore first 

necessary to establish a clear understanding of the Fintech definition as well as its different sectors.  

Essentially, the term “Fintech” is an acronym of the words “financial technology” and was a term 

coined as early as 1971 by Abraham Bettinger, a New York banker, in reference to the intersection 

of Finance and Technology as seen in figure 1 (Copenhagen Capacity, 2016; Digital Finance Institute, 

2016).   

 

 

  

Finance Technology Fintech 

Figure 1. Fintech illustration 
Source: own creation 
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2.1.1 Fintech characteristics  

Although there is no generally accepted definition of what qualifies a Fintech, existing studies and 

literature commonly use the term Fintech in reference to both startups, incumbents as well as legacy 

providers leveraging data and using technologies to cover a wide range of services within the 

financial sector (Deloitte RegTech, 2015; Accenture Fintech Report, 2015; EY Fintech, 2016). 

The nature of these financial services (cf. appendix 2) range from mechanisms to promote economic 

resilience to safeguard savings, enable payments, cash flows and consumption as well as provide 

access to investment opportunities (World Economic Forum, 2013). Particularly, Mention and 

Torkkeli (2014) argue that financial innovation may include changes in internal structures, 

processes, management practices, distribution channels as well as new ways of interacting with 

customers, all within a wide array of different financial services.  

Finally, in the context of Fintech, these studies recognize common characteristics and prevailing 

idiosyncratic factors associated with the operating models and value propositions of Fintech startups. 

Table 1 provides an overview and description of these interlinked attributes relevant to Fintech.  

 
Table 1. Characteristics of Fintech companies (EY Fintech, 2016, p. 12) 

FINTECH CHARACTERISTICS DESCRIPTION 

C Customer-centric 
 Fintech companies offer solutions designed to solve 

particular pain points and offer seamless user experience. 

L Legacy-free 

 Compared to incumbents, Fintech startups often have the 

distinct advantage of not being burdened by legacy 

structures, regulatory constraints and an inert culture. 

A Asset-light 
 By integrating technologies, Fintech often incur low fixed 

costs on assets, resulting in relatively low marginal costs  

S Scalable 
 Scalability is often inherent to the very business model of 

Fintech companies, which relies on cloud technology.  

S Simple 
 Fintech tend to offer transparent, easy and single-purpose 

solutions, reinforcing the notion of customer-centricity.   

I Innovative 

 Fintech is challenging the methods used to structure, 

deliver and provision financial products and services, 

business models and processes.  

C Compliance-light 

 Being legacy-free, Fintech companies are often not 

subject to high compliance regimes and thus able to 

innovative and have lower capital requirements. 
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2.1.2 A working definition of Fintech 

In its broadest sense, Fintech companies provide a wide array of technology-enabled services, 

solutions and capabilities to either create new value propositions or improve existing ones within 

different areas of the financial services industry.  

For the sake of simplicity, this thesis have chosen to rely on below definition used by “Rainmaking 

Innovation” and “Oxford Research” in their latest report:  

 

However, this thesis will impose specific limitations in order to clarify the definition further:  

1) Firstly, in contrast to Rainmaking Innovation’s definition, this thesis will in accordance with 

the research problem and in light of the imposed page limit, exclude incumbents and legacy 

providers and instead restrict itself to focus solely on Fintechs operating in Denmark.  

2) Secondly, while Rainmaking Innovation include management consultants in their definition of 

Fintech companies, this thesis will exclude these and instead focus solely on businesses that 

use digital technologies to provide, support and/or enable financial services. This choice is 

deemed warranted as it is from within this realm of digital technologies (figure 2) that a large 

part of these scalable, customer-centric and potentially disruptive Fintechs have emerged 

(CPH Fintech Hub, 2015), and thus are most relevant to shed light on. 

Accordingly, these limitations together provide a working definition of Fintech that this study will 

apply when identifying and mapping the Danish Fintech landscape, which will purely consist of 

Fintech companies that fit the qualifications of this working definition.  

  

Definition  

“Fintech is defined as digital technologies and solutions that supports and enables finances 

services and activities” (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, p. 11). 

 

ROBOTICS 
Robots equipped 
with artificial 
intelligence to 
sense, predict and 
react to situations 

 

SOCIAL 
Social media are 
intersecting with 
financial services 
to create new 
business models 

 

CLOUD 

Scalable, agile and 
low-cost SaaS 
solutions with real-
time processing 
and storage 

 

MOBILITY 

Simple and 
convenient mobile 
devices enable a 
range of location-
based services 

 

BIOMETRICS 

Smart identity 
authentication 
methods to access 
banking services 
securely 

 

INTERACTIVE 

Customer-centric 
solutions and user 
experience boost 
client attraction 
and retention 

 

ADVANCED ANALYTICS 

Gain unique 
customer insights 
and make better 
decisions by 
leveraging big data 

 

BLOCKCHAIN 

Reduce costs and 
process time of 
transactions while 
improving security 
and transparency  

Figure 2. Digital technologies reshaping financial services  
Own creation based on Accenture (2015) and BCG (2016) research on Fintech  
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2.2 Categorization of Fintech companies 
 

Developing a taxonomy for the categories within Fintech is a challenging task. However, while Fintech 

as a broad term comprises of a range of companies, business models, technologies, and solutions, 

recent international and Danish Fintech studies6 identify distinct core categories, sectors and 

subsectors within Fintech. Areas amenable to Fintech innovation include, but not limited to, 

payments, crowdfunding, risk and wealth management, regulatory compliance, remittances, 

blockchain and digital currencies, with companies broadly categorized as either being institutional 

(B2B), consumer-facing (B2C) or accommodating both. 

 

This split into categories and sectors, based upon recent Fintech studies and literature, are 

particularly important for the purposes of this thesis to provide a comprehensive and detailed map of 

the Danish Fintech landscape. As such, once the Fintech companies operating in Denmark has been 

identified using the definition in section 2.1.2, the next step is to dive into every one of the 

companies, understand their unique business features and then categorize them accordingly.  

The Fintech companies in this thesis are divided into six distinct core categories covering the entire 

financial services industry: 

1. Capital raising 

2. Deposits and lending 

3. Enterprise financial software 

4. Investment management 

5. Market provisioning 

6. Payments 

 

While the first five categories are based on The World Economic Forum & Deloitte (2015), the last 

sector, Enterprise financial software (e.g. invoicing, accounting and workflow platforms) has been 

identified as an additional category based on studies from accredited Fintech reports and 

practitioners 7 .   

These six FinTech categories will be used to analyze and categorize the Danish FinTech landscape 

and thereby provide a more concise and in-depth understanding of the competencies of Danish 

FinTech and of the areas within the financial sector that they are primarily focusing on.  

                                                           
6 (EY, 2014; Accenture, Fintech and Banking, 2015; KPMG, 2015; Silicon Valley Bank, 2015; Oxford Research, 2009; 
Accenture Fintech Report, 2015; Bank of New York, 2015; BCG, 2016; CB Insights, 2016; Citibank, 2016) (Deloitte - 
Fintech hubs, 2016; Goldman Sachs, 2015; Sonovate, 2016; Stockholm Fintech sector, 2015; World Economic Forum 
& Deloitte, 2015; University of Cambridge, 2014; Venture Scanner, 2016) 
7 (Vedanvi, 2015; Christian Gabriel, 2016; Venture Scanner, 2016) 
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2.2.1 Capital raising  

Capital raising describes Fintech companies that provide customers with access to innovative ways of 

attracting investments and raising capital, either in exchange for equity or in return of interest rates 

(World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015; Venture Scanner, 2016).  

Capital raising broadly consists of the following sectors: 

 Crowdfunding: these include Fintech companies providing crowdfunding and P2P platforms 

that help companies, entrepreneurs and freelancers with raising capital for their business, 

products, projects or social causes (Venture Scanner, 2016). 

 Alternative financing: these include Fintech companies offering new and innovative ways for 

SMEs to obtain capital or fast liquidity without going to traditional financial institutions 

(University of Cambridge, 2014).  

 

 

2.2.2 Deposits and lending 

Deposits and lending describes Fintech companies that both provide innovative ways to assess the 

credit risk of consumers, helping them to obtain personal loans as well as better control and 

management of their personal finances and savings (World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015; 

Venture Scanner, 2016).  

Deposits and lending broadly consists of the following sectors: 

 Personal finance: these include Fintech companies providing services that support an 

individual or a household in creating and tracking budgets as well as managing their financial 

decisions and activities to make most of their disposable income (Sonovate, 2016). 

 Digital banking: these include Fintech companies offering innovative and interactive ways for 

consumers to engage with and conduct a range of banking services remotely by using digital 

or mobile devices, such as paying bills, transfer funds between accounts as well as access to 

checking and savings accounts, and digital debit cards (Venture Scanner, 2016). 

 Alternative lending: these include Fintech companies offering innovative ways for consumers 

to have their credit score assessed and obtain personal loans, such as peer-to-peer (P2P) 

loans without going to a traditional financial institution (World Economic Forum, 2015).  
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2.2.3 Enterprise financial software 

Enterprise financial software describes Fintech companies focusing on providing various 

administrative software solutions and tools to help companies better manage their banking and 

financial-related activities, including tools for handling accounting, invoices, taxes, payroll, and 

supplier and shareholders management (Venture Scanner, 2016).  

Enterprise financial software broadly consists of the following sectors: 

 Collaboration and workflow tools: these include Fintech companies designing cloud-based 

software solutions and platforms to enable better communication and efficiency of internal 

workflow processes and applications within a given company (Vedanvi, 2015; Christian 

Gabriel, 2016; Venture Scanner, 2016).. 

 Accounting and invoicing: these include Fintech companies offering cloud-based application 

software that helps companies to streamline the time and resources spend on their 

bookkeeping and invoicing processes (Vedanvi, 2015; Christian Gabriel, 2016; Venture 

Scanner, 2016).  

 

2.2.4 Investment management  

Fintech companies centered on investment management provide services that help retail as well as 

institutional investors in buying, selling and managing assets and securities to optimize their returns 

(World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015; Venture Scanner, 2016).  

Investment management broadly consists of the following sectors: 

 Retail investment: these include Fintech companies that leverage automated process and 

innovative trading algorithms to provide retail investors (private consumers) with new or 

improved ways to trade and manage their investments in various securities (World Economic 

Forum & Deloitte, 2015; Venture Scanner, 2016).  

 Institutional investment: these include Fintech companies that provide institutional 

investors, such as professional investors, wealth and hedge fund managers, and investment 

institutions with new or improved tools and technologies to improve their operations and the 

way they are able to manage their investment portfolio (World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 

2015; Venture Scanner, 2016). 
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2.2.5 Market provisioning  

Fintech companies engaged in market provisioning seek to improve transparency, connectivity and 

accessibility of information among the different constituents in the market. These companies collect, 

analyze and distribute information for better decision-making (appendix 2), which both allows buyers 

and sellers to easily connect and engage with each other as well as allowing them to compare 

different financial products and services. Market provisioning consists of the following sectors: 

 Comparison & matchmaking: these include online aggregator platforms that allow customers 

to identify and compare financial products and services and present the information in an 

interactive way that is easy to understand in order to make informed decisions in accordance 

with their unique preferences and needs.   

 Data & analytics providers: these include Fintech companies that provide data and analysis 

services and software solutions relevant to the financial sector in order to combat fraud, 

security issues and cybercrime (World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015). 

 Financial social networks: these include Fintech platform companies that embed elements of 

social networks to facilitate interaction among buyers and sellers in the financial sector and 

to improve financial literacy and inclusion.   

 

2.2.6 Payments  

Payment companies are centered on providing or facilitating different services, such as remittances 

and payment processing services, including payment backend infrastructure, card issuers, merchant 

acquiring, mobile payments and Point-of-Sale (POS) providers.   Payment companies broadly consist 

of the following sectors: 

 Payments backend and infrastructure: these include payment companies, such as payment 

processing providers, solutions for merchants to accept electronic payments, POS providers, 

debit card providers, and enabling solutions for mobile payments (Venture Scanner, 2016).  

 Consumer payments: these include Fintech companies centered around consumers, including 

solutions such as mobile wallets that enable consumers to pay on the go using smartphones 

or peer-to-peer transfer of money (Venture Scanner, 2016).  

 Cryptocurrency: these include Fintech companies centered around digital cryptocurrencies 

and on offering consumers a way to buy, sell and convert digital currencies, while also 

offering businesses and retail merchants a way to accept and verify payments based on 

different cryptocurrencies8 (Venture Scanner, 2016).   

                                                           
8 Cryptocurrencies are decentralized digital or virtual currencies that relies on cryptography for security, these 
include: Bitcoin, Ethereum, Litecoin, Starcoin, TetherUS, Dogecoin, Peercoin, IXCoin, IOCoin, Mintcoin, Storcoin, 
XNubits, Hypercoin, Novacoin, Digibyte, Quarkcoin, Reddcoin (Investopedia, 2016).  
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2.3 The Fintech market today 
 

There is indeed indication that Fintech companies has found a product-to-market fit that satisfies a 

strong and latent market demand within the financial services industry. A point further indicated, 

both by the number of companies venturing into the Fintech space globally, but also the level of 

funding, which has accelerated at a remarkable rate in recent years going from a total of US$1.8 

billion in 2010 to US$22.3 billion in 2015 (cf. figure 3).  

 

Interestingly, notable hotspots such as London, New York, Silicon Valley, Hong Kong and Singapore 

appears to attract the larger share of these Fintech investments (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015). Albeit at a 

different scale, other European cities such as Stockholm, Berlin, Amsterdam, Helsinki and Copenhagen 

are also gauging interest, and investing heavily in growing their respective Fintech scenes to attract 

more entrepreneurs and investors, and take advantage of this global trend (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015). 

While North America and Asia-Pacific from a regional perspective constitute the biggest Fintech 

markets, the European Fintech scene is also growing – reaching 1.5 mUSD in 2015.  

It is particularly interesting and perhaps surprising to note that the Nordics constitutes the second 

biggest area within the European Fintech market after the United Kingdom; both measured by deal 

volume as well as investments, which amounted to 345 mUSD in 2015 (Accenture Nordic Study, 

2015, p. 8).  

Figure 3. Global Fintech financing activity (2010 - 2015) (Accenture Fintech Report, 2015, p. 3) 
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However, as illustrated by figure 4, Sweden – by far – constitutes the single biggest Nordic Fintech 

market, followed by Finland, Denmark, Norway and finally Iceland. 

 

Figure 4. Nordic region - Fintech investment (The Nordic Web, 2016) 

  

 

 
2.3.1 Fintech ecosystem and the importance of mapping the Fintechs in Denmark  

Financial services play a fundamental role to the functioning and development of society, performing 

a number of indispensable functions that seek to expand the economic opportunities for individuals, 

families, businesses and civic institutions alike  (Sutton & Jenkins, 2007) (see also appendix 2). By 

offering a range of different solutions – such as facilitating payments for goods and services, insurance 

and risk mitigation, investment possibilities, and access to financing – financial services help to enable 

private individuals to save, invest and borrow money, while similarly supporting businesses with access 

to liquidity necessary to thrive and compete in local and international markets. 

The financial sector in Denmark is no exception and plays an important role for the Danish economy, 

employing roughly 79.000 people, and with the entire Danish Fintech ecosystem employing around 

14.000 people (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, p. 13). While Danish Fintech from a Nordic perspective is a 

rather small player compared to Sweden, investments into companies in the Danish Fintech 

ecosystems (both startups and incumbents) has grown from 35.9 mDKK in 2014 to approximately 1 

billion DKK in 2015 (Finans Watch DK, 2016). Indeed, the commitment across the spectra of 

stakeholders to develop and invest in maturing the Danish Fintech scene has increased in recent years 

(Finans Watch, Anna Mee Allerslev, 2015; Copenhagen Capacity, 2016).  

Denmark
9,8%

Finland
15,7%

Iceland
4,0%

Norway
7,8%

Sweden
62,7%

Nordic Fintech
Investments 

(2015)
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From a Danish perspective, the Fintech ecosystem (figure 5) is steadily maturing with entrepreneurs, 

investors, incumbents, academia, public authorities, and consumers becoming more interested in 

Fintech and in committing to the Danish Fintech ecosystem (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015; Finans Watch, 

2016; Finans Watch, Anna Mee Allerslev, 2015; Copenhagen Capacity, 2016).  

Indeed, Denmark was the first, and until December 2016, the only country in the Nordics to have 

established a Fintech hub and co-working space (Business Insider, 2016). 

Particularly, while the stakeholders in the right half of the below figure (i.e. civic bodies, universities, 

financial incumbents and industry experts) has stated their commitment and support of Fintech, the 

challenges of growing the Danish Fintech scene lies with the left part, which remains relatively scarce 

and infant (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015, p. 4). This observation only reinforces the importance of this study 

in its objective to also establish a taxonomy of the Danish Fintech sector and especially mapping and 

categorizing the Fintech companies within it.  

 

Figure 5. Danish Fintech ecosystem  
Source: own creation based on (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015; Finans Watch, 2016) 
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2.4 Conclusive remarks on Fintech studies and the knowledge gap 
 

For any person new to Fintech, reviewing many of the studies, articles and comments made about 

Fintech in recent years will most likely discover a seemingly recurring theme with headlines stating the 

impending death and obsolescence of big banks and traditional financial services in the face of new 

and disruptive Fintech entrants (The Economist, 2016).  

While a review and evaluation of more “nuanced” Fintech studies9 strongly suggests that Fintech 

innovations does indeed bring significant opportunities as well as threats to the existing financial 

services industry and its incumbents, the notion that Fintech companies disrupting the entire sector 

and  overturning incumbents is widely contested by many.   

Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that a large portion of these studies still refer to Fintech 

companies as either “disruptors” or “attackers” as well as making unclaimed arguments that Fintech 

by virtue can be considered disruptive – but without providing any deeper explanation or evidence as 

to how. The focus of these studies were primarily on finding what the implications of Fintech were for 

incumbents. However, from reviewing these extant sources, it appears as if the questions as to 

investigating the Fintech companies, validating who they are and what they do as well as how Fintech 

qualify as disruptive, is something that have not been pursued before with the same degree of detail 

elsewhere as intended by this study. 

Particularly, appendix 9 provides an overview of selected excerpts on how existing literature, studies 

and analyses make use of the term “disruption” in relation to Fintech without clarifying in the 

respective report the definition of the concept nor why or how Fintech exactly qualifies as disruptive. 

These excerpts in appendix 9 provides a brief look into the widespread use of statements and 

assumptions on disruption by extant analyst reports and research studies in relation to Fintech.   

 

In this respect, it is noteworthy to call attention to articles that address this issue regarding the widely 

ambiguous and misapplied use of the concept of disruptive innovation pioneered by Clayton 

Christensen (1997), which chapter 3 will seek to elaborate and discuss in further detail.    

As such, in order to do solve the research problem and make a significant contribution to advance 

Fintech literature, the extant literature on Fintech in this chapter will be synthesized with the theory 

of disruptive innovation (Christensen, 1997) in the next chapter to develop an integrated model, which 

will complement the later analysis and discussion of this study.  

                                                           
9 (Accenture Fintech Report, 2015) (Accenture Nordic Study, 2015) (BCG, 2016) (Banque de France, 2016) (Deloitte 
RegTech, 2015) (Goldman Sachs, 2015) (London Business School, 2015) (McKinsey, 2016) (University of Cambridge, 
2014) (World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015) (Citibank, 2016) 
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3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This chapter aims to review, clarify and critically evaluate the core concept of disruptive innovation 

in order to demonstrate an understanding of the underlying theoretical framework that will 

complement the later analysis and help in answering the research question.    

 

3.1 A descriptive review of disruptive innovation theory 
 

The theory of Disruptive Innovation (Bower & Christensen, 1995), a term pioneered by Harvard 

professor, Clayton Christensen, has since its inception in 1995  emerged as a strategically influential 

and widely embraced concept in management practices as well as become the subject of debate and 

extensive research within academia (Yu & Hang, 2010; Harvard Business Review, 2015).  

Copious, scattered and often conflicting as the academic literature are on disruptive innovation as 

well as the term’s many connotations in the English language have likely contributed to the concept 

being widely ambiguous, misapplied and ubiquitous (figure 6) (Harvard Business Review, 2015; Yu & 

Hang, 2010; Danneels, 2004; Clayton Christensen Interview, 2014).  

Indeed, a prevailing issue surrounding the theory revolves around the very definition of disruptive 

innovation, and its lack of clear-cut and specific criteria to determine when an innovation exactly is 

disruptive or not (Danneels, 2004). 

 

Figure 6. The ubiquitous "Disriptive Innovation" (Christensen, Raynor, & McDonald, What Is Disruptive Innovation?, 2015) 
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3.1.1 Evolution of the theory – from a technological focus to a business-modelling focus 

The theory of disruptive innovation, formulated and since refined by Christensen (1997; 2006; 

Bower & Christensen, 1995; Christensen & Raynor, 2003), is essentially built on a series of earlier 

studies going back to Schumpeterian innovation (1942) and the notion of creative destruction as 

shown by the timeline in figure 7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In its original formulation, Christensen (1997) provided an explanation for why seemingly 

established, successful and well-managed incumbents eventually failed. Known as the “Innovators 

Dilemma”, Christensen argued that companies, by doing the very things that made them successful – 

listening to customers, investing in R&D and product development and tracking competitors would 

follow a sustaining trajectory and thus become vulnerable to disruption (Christensen C. , 1997). 

“The resources, processes, and priorities that an organization acquires and develops for 

its initial success become sea anchors when it attempts to change course”. (Christensen, 

Clayton, 2013) 

 

Christensen (1997) initially introduced the term disruptive technologies as his primary focus was on 

technological innovations and how new technologies would seemingly disrupt otherwise superior 

technologies in a market. However, he later renamed it to disruptive innovation (2003), thereby 

expanding the concept to include not only technologies but also products, services and business 

models as he recognized that technologies are not always intrinsically disruptive or sustaining in 

character; on the contrary, Christensen (2003) attributed business models as being the primary 

engine responsible for driving disruption.  

 

Figure 7. Timeline of evolution of disruptive innovation theory (Yu & Hang, 2010) 
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3.1.2 Distinction between sustaining and disrupting innovation 

Christensen’s theory furthermore grows from the strategically important distinction between two 

types of innovation; namely sustaining innovation (incremental and radical) and disrupting 

innovation (low-end and new-market). Figure 8 provides an overview of Christensen’s innovation 

types.  

 

Common to all sustaining innovations (Red Ocean) are that they target mainstream customers in a 

market with better performance through either incremental or radical improvements to established 

products and services in an existing market (Red Ocean), without significantly affecting or 

transforming said market (Christensen & Raynor, 2003).  

On the other hand, common to all disruptive innovations (Blue Ocean) are that they do not seek to 

bring better products or services to established customers in existing markets (Christensen & 

Raynor, 2003). In contrast, disruptive innovation is about introducing products and services that 

initially are “not as good” as existing items but rather simpler, more convenient and affordable than 

existing products and services, which in time disrupts market linkages (Christensen & Raynor, 2003).  

“Products based on disruptive technologies are typically cheaper, simpler, smaller, and, 

frequently, more convenient to use.” (Christensen C. , 1997) 

 

This distinction between sustaining and disruptive innovation is especially important to bear in mind 

in light of the prevailing misconceptions surrounding the theory. According to Christensen (2016), a 

breakthrough innovation that simply makes good products and services perform even a lot better is 

not disruptive innovation but rather a radical innovation (sustaining innovation). Disruptive 

innovation instead transforms a product or service that historically was so expensive and 

complicated that only few customers with a lot of money or skills had access to it.  

Innovation 

Sustaining innovation

Improve the performance of existing products without 
transforming an existing market

Incremental 
innovation

Improves or modifies 
existing products in ways 

that customers expect

Radical innovation

Unexpected changes to 
existing products that does 
not transform an existing 

market

Disrupting innovation

Results in worse product performance initially but end up 
creating a new market or expanding an existing market

Low-end disruption

Address overserved 
customers with a lower-cost 

business model

New-market 
disruption

Compete against non-
consumption

Figure 8. Types of innovation according to Christensen and Raynor (2003) 
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In essence, disruptive innovations either originate from creating new markets by bringing new 

features to nonconsumers or by offering simpler and cheaper products to customers at the low-end 

of an existing market and systematically improving the product until it meet the needs of mainstream 

consumers, generally at a lower price (Christensen, Anthony, & Roth, 2014).  

“An innovation that is disruptive allows a whole new population of consumers at the 

bottom of a market access to a product or service that was historically only accessible to 

consumers with a lot of money or a lot of skill.” (Clayton Christensen, 2016) 

 

3.1.3 Definition of disruptive innovation 

Christensen and Raynor (2003) refined the theory of disruptive innovation by distinguishing between 

two broad origins of disruption: low-end and new-market disruption.  

Low-end disruption, at least at the early stages of its introduction typically first target and seek to 

gain a strong foothold at the bottom of an existing market that otherwise may appear unattractive, 

insignificant or overlooked by industry incumbents (Christensen & Raynor, 2003). A frequently used 

example of low-end disruption is the steel industry, and how minimills moved upmarket to disrupt the 

bigger integrated steel mills. While, these minimills initially were inferior and could only produce low 

quality steel, they ended up disrupting the incumbents. 

“Low-end disruptions are those that attack the least-profitable and most overserved 

customers at the low end of the original value network.” (Christensen & Raynor, 2003) 

Conversely, new-market disruptive innovations originate from appealing to a completely new 

customer base, and while new-market innovations have the greatest potential for long-term industry 

change, they are the innovations most difficult to identify (Christensen, Anthony, & Roth, 2014). 

Similar to low-end disruptive innovations, new-market disruptive innovations also typically perform 

functionally worse than existing products but bring new benefits such as convenience, customization, 

or lower price (Christensen, Anthony, & Roth, 2014). 

New-market disruption occurs when entrants create and take hold of a market where none existed 

before, thereby becoming first movers (Teece, 1986) and finding a way to turn nonconsumers into 

consumers (Christensen & Raynor, 2003; Harvard Business Review, 2015).  

“New-market disruptions compete with “nonconsumption” because new-market disruptive 

products are so much more affordable to own and simpler to use that they enable a whole 

new population to begin owning and using the product, and to do so in a more convenient 

setting.” (Christensen & Raynor, 2003) 
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Unlike low-end disruption where the main challenge is concerned with overcoming incumbents, the 

primary challenge of new-market disruption – where no incumbents or previous trajectory exists – is 

overcoming non-consumption and finding a way to exploit the untapped market (Christensen & 

Raynor, 2003).  

One clear signal for identifying new-market disruptive innovations are that they typically allow people 

to do for themselves what previously required expertise, while also being significantly more 

affordable than available solutions (Christensen, Anthony, & Roth, 2014, p. 8). Accordingly, new-

market innovations tend to follow two patterns (Christensen, Anthony, & Roth, 2014, pp. 6-7): 

 “They introduce a relatively simple, affordable product or service that increases access and 

ability by making it easier for customers who historically lacked the money or skills to get 

important jobs done” 

 “They help customers do more easily and effectively what they were already trying to get 

done instead of forcing them to change behavior or adopt new priorities” 

 

To further illustrate this point, “The Disruptive Innovation Model” (figure 9), proposed by 

Christensen & Raynor (2003), depicts two contrasting trajectories; product performance 

trajectories10 (the red lines) illustrating how a given product improves over time, and customer 

demand trajectories (the blue lines); i.e. customers’ willingness to pay for the said performance. 

Figure 9. The Disruptive Innovation Model (Christensen & Raynor, 2003) 

  

 

                                                           
10 Product performance: Christensen (2003) described “performance” as the key performance criteria (except for 
price) that dominate the customer’s choice when buying a particular product. For example, the key performance 
criteria for cars would include speed, design, convenience, acceleration, fuel efficiency, safety, and operating costs.  
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As industry incumbents tend to focus on improving their products and thereby move along a 

sustaining trajectory (the upper red line) in order to satisfy their most demanding and profitable 

customers, they often end up exceeding the needs of other segments (usually the less profitable) 

mainstream and low end customers in the market (Christensen & Raynor, 2003).  By doing so 

however, companies will end up providing products that are often too sophisticated, complex and 

expensive for the mainstream customers, thus unwittingly, disabling themselves and leaving a door 

open at the bottom of the market for disruptive entrants.  

“In their efforts to provide better products than their competitors and earn higher prices 

and margins, suppliers often “overshoot” their market: They give customers more than 

they need or ultimately are willing to pay for. And more importantly, it means that 

disruptive technologies that may underperform today, relative to what users in the market 

demand, may be fully performance-competitive in that same market tomorrow.” 

(Christensen C. , 1997) 

 

Consequently, new entrants on a disruptive trajectory (the lower red line) will typically target and 

focus on gaining a strong foothold in these overlooked and neglected low-end niches by providing 

simpler and lower priced products and services.  

At the early stages of their introduction, mainstream customers will typically perceive these 

disruptive products as being worse and inferior in performance compared to established products 

and thus not be attracted to buy them (Bower & Christensen, 1995; Christensen & Raynor, 2003).  

Furthermore, as disruptive innovations generally promise lower profit margins than established 

products, incumbents will naturally be less inclined to invest in these low-end segments, which 

conversely allow new entrants to take advantage and gain a strong foothold in the non-served and 

low-end niche segment. While preserving the competitive advantages that fueled their initial success 

(simpler, cheaper, and more convenient), disruptive entrants will gradually move upmarket to chase 

higher profitability and improve their products and services to suit the needs and requirements of the 

more demanding mainstream customers.  

This in essence captures the idea of disruption, which occurs at the bottom of an existing market or 

new market, and then gradually moving upmarket towards the mainstream customers, causing the 

disruptive product to emerge as the new dominant design (Schilling, 2013).   
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3.2 A critical review of disruptive innovation theory 

 
Having achieved widespread attention in business circles as well as extensively cited by scholars from 

different fields of research; disruptive innovation continues to be debated, questioned and challenged 

(Chesbrough H. , 2001; Danneels, 2004; Yu & Hang, 2010; Harvard Business Review, 2015; King & 

Baatartogtokh, 2015). The following paragraphs will thus present the prevailing disputes and 

significant limitations that are important to take into consideration when discussing Christensen’s 

theory of Disruptive Innovation.  

 

1) Disruptive innovation does not exclusively target the bottom of a market (low price/low 

performance)  

Christensen stressed and reiterated (Harvard Business Review, 2015) throughout his work that 

disruptive innovations are both inferior in performance as well as lower priced (low price/ low 

performance) than established products when introduced to the market (Christensen & Raynor, 

2003). By doing so, however, scholars argue that Christensen failed to consider disruption beyond 

this low price/ low performance dimension (Yu & Hang, 2010). 

In this regard, Govindarajan and Kopalle (2006) especially made a noteworthy contribution as they 

found that disruptive innovation not exclusively originates from low price/ low performance. Instead, 

they expanded the concept of disruption, arguing that high-end disruption (innovations with low 

performance/high price) was relevant to consider as well.  To illustrate this point, they classified 

mobile phones as an example of high-end disruption, which at its introduction was primarily targeting 

corporate executives who valued its convenience and portability, regardless of its relatively high 

price. Meanwhile, mainstream and low-end customers still preferred traditional landline phones 

because of their lower cost and higher performance in terms of reliability and coverage. However, as 

advancements in cellular technology improved the performance and price of the phones, mainstream 

customers eventually began to adopt the product, leading to the disruption of landlines (Govindarajan 

& Kopalle, 2006).  

 

2) Disruption is a relative concept 

Furthermore, as already stated, a prevailing and central issue with disruptive innovation relates to 

the very definition of the concept. Even despite of the distinction between sustaining innovations and 

disrupting innovations, Christensen himself emphasized that disruptive innovation remains a relative 

term; “what might be disruptive to one business can be considered as sustaining to another 

depending on whether the innovation is consistent with the company’s business model” (Christensen 

& Raynor, 2003).   
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For example, while the internet and e-commerce (selling directly to consumers online) only was a 

sustaining innovation for Dell compared to its initial business model, which included selling directly to 

consumers via phone and mail, the same innovation was disruptive for IBM, Compaq and HP 

(Christensen & Raynor, 2003).   Likewise, while the internet is sustaining to catalog retailers, it 

proved disruptive to department stores (Christensen & Raynor, 2003). 

 

This point of relativity is especially important and noteworthy to take into consideration for the 

purpose of this thesis and its validity as it not only sums up the central limitations to the theory, but 

also give rise to two issues that illustrates the difficulty in determining whether a given innovation 

indeed is disruptive or not: 

1) Firstly, it is unclear if an innovation is inherently disruptive or determined so by the 

perspective of the company it is subject to (Danneels, 2004) 

2) Secondly, it is difficult to pinpoint the point in time when an innovation becomes disruptive 

(Danneels, 2004). Does it become disruptive when it succeeds in displacing the incumbent 

(ex post), or is it possible to classify an innovation as disruptive beforehand (ex-ante)?   

 

3) Disruption is difficult to predict ex ante 

Following up on the issue surrounding the relativity of the concept, many scholars have further 

criticized Christensen of cherry-picking case studies that only succeeded in being disruptive ex post 

to thereby support his theory, while excluding disruptive innovations that eventually failed to 

displace the incumbents (Danneels, 2004; Yu & Hang, 2010; Christensen C. , 2006).  

Although Christensen later emphasized that the theory was indeed defined ex post (derived from 

historic accounts), he also pointed out that observations frequently indicated that disruptive 

innovations did end up displacing the incumbents (Christensen C. , 2006).  Nevertheless, researchers  

have reiterated the criticism regarding the theory’s lack of value in making ex ante predictions about 

the type of innovations and firms most likely to emerge as disruptive as well as what the outcome will 

be for the incumbents in the existing market (Danneels, 2004; Schmidt, 2004; Govindarajan & 

Kopalle, 2006; Yu & Hang, 2010; King & Baatartogtokh, 2015).    

Christensen (2006) in response refuted the assertion that there is no guaranteed outcome of 

disruptive innovation.  Disruptive innovation is a process that takes place over time and both occurs 

gradually and then suddenly as it may take decades to fully substitute the incumbent (Christensen, 

Raynor, & McDonald, What Is Disruptive Innovation?, 2015). As such, disruption does not exclusively 

imply that entrants inevitably will completely displace the incumbents and lead to a winner-takes-all 

dynamics (Eisenmann, 2006; Christensen C. , 2006). A claim supported by later research which 
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observed that disruptive innovation indeed can open a new market and encroach the lower end of an 

existing market without necessarily displacing its incumbents as a result (Druehl & Schmidt, 2008; Yu 

& Hang, 2010).   

 

3.3 Conclusive remarks on the literature – When is an innovation disruptive? 

 

Besides demonstrating the copious and conflicting nature of the literature on disruptive innovation, 

the reflective and critical review has particularly highlighted the challenges with attempting to define 

the concept of disruptive innovation, which remains contested and without a clear consensus.  

However, despite of the multiple and often overlapping definitions of the concept of disruptive 

innovation, for this thesis to answer the research problem by specifically contextualizing the theory 

to the case of Fintech companies, disruptive innovation will be defined according to Christensen’s 

definition (Christensen, Raynor, & McDonald, What Is Disruptive Innovation?, 2015): 

 

 

Additionally, according to Christensen’s theory, there are five important points to bear in mind when 

identifying potential disruptive innovations (Bower & Christensen, 1995; Christensen C. , 1997; 

Christensen & Raynor, 2003; Christensen C. , 2006; Christensen, Raynor, & McDonald, 2015): 

1) Disruptive innovations originate in either low-end or new-market.  

2) The innovation is simpler and cheaper than established products. 

3) Disruptive innovations perform worse than established products on the attributes mainstream 

customers value and will therefore not be valued by mainstream customers initially.  

4) With the passage of time, further improvements of the innovation’s performance will 

eventually cause the product to move upmarket and attract mainstream customers. 

5) The newcomer uses a novel technology or business model that are different from the 

incumbent, which enables the newcomer to move upmarket by following a new trajectory and 

thereby avoiding to emulate the incumbents high costs.  

Definition  

”Disruptive Innovations originate in low-end and focus on providing “good-enough products” or 

new-market footholds, meaning creating a new market where none existed.” 

“Disruptive innovations don’t catch on with mainstream customers until quality catches up to their 

standards, meaning they are initially considered inferior by most of an incumbent’s customers.” 
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3.3.1 Developing an integrated model for assessing disruptive innovation in Fintech  

For the purpose of this thesis, however, clarifying the theory of disruptive innovation alone is not 

enough, rather, the imperative task is applying that knowledge into understanding when an 

innovation is disruptive or sustaining in the context of Financial Technology.  

 

Following the review of the theoretical framework, it becomes possible to synthesize Christensen’s 

theory together with the extant Fintech research discussed in chapter 2 in order to then extrapolate 

an integrated model, which will be applied in the later analysis of this thesis to answer the question of 

whether Fintech innovations qualify as being disruptive or not. Accordingly, in order to assess 

disruptive innovations in Fintech, the following four conditions, which together provide a basis on 

which disruption is defined, needs to be identified, analyzed and clarified: 

1) The “what?”  Identify and describe the offered Fintech solution (product and service)  

2) The “who?”  Determine the target market (customers) and the potential disruptees 

3) The “why?” Describe the business model and how it is different from incumbents  

4)  The “how?” Examine the core technology and how it enables disruption to take place 

 

Figure 10. Integrated model for understanding disruptive innovation in Fintech 
Source: own creation 
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Keeping in mind that disruptive innovation is relative to the business it is subject to, following the 

four steps in this model (elaborated below) will provide a sufficient base in accordance with 

Christensen’s theory that will make it possible to analyze the identified Fintech solutions and assess 

whether they may qualify as being disruptive or not.  

 

SOLUTION (PRODUCTS AND SERVICES)  

 WHAT TO DO:  

The first step entails understanding and clarifying the characteristics of each Fintech solution (i.e. the 

products and services). 

 WHY DO IT 

In order to understand and recognize any potential disruptive innovations in Fintech, it is necessary 

to first identify the Fintech solutions edging into the market in Denmark.  

 HOW TO DO IT 

Identification of the solutions are based on primary and secondary research to gain insights into the 

company’s products and services, which will then be categorized in line with extant Fintech studies. 

The empirical data are found in the following columns of the database (cf. appendix 5): “Fintech 

category”; “Sector”; “Subsector”; “Solution 1 & 2”; as well as “Solution data”.   

 

 

TARGET MARKET (CUSTOMERS)  

 WHAT TO DO:  

The second step entails analyzing each of the identified solutions with emphasis on clarifying the 

market segment they are targeting and who the potential disruptees of this innovation might be.   

 WHY DO IT 

Disruption is a means rather than the end it self. Primarily, it is a theory on economic growth based 

on customer dependence that answers why successful companies lose their growth and fail in the 

hands of new entrants. In line with Christensen’s theory, disruptors will target segments that 

incumbent’s either are not economically incentivized to fight for, or not serving at all in the first 

place.  

 HOW TO DO IT 

Christensen argue that disruptive innovation happens from the bottom of an unserved market or a 

completely new market. As such, in order to assess whether the identified Fintech companies in 

Denmark are embarking on a potentially disruptive trajectory of innovation, the second step entails 

clarifying whom they are selling to (i.e. their customers) and whether the customers are low-end or 

new-market niche segments. The empirical data are found in the following columns of the database 

(cf. appendix 5): “Target customer”; “Target markets”; as well as “Solution data”; and “Problem 

data”.  
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BUSINESS MODEL (PROBLEMS THEY SOLVE) 

 WHAT TO DO:  

The third step entails focusing on the Fintech companies’ business model in order to understand how 

they differentiate from incumbents to create value and solve archaic problems in a profitable way. 

 WHY DO IT 

Understanding the business model is crucial to recognize disruptive innovations in Fintech.  

According to Christensen’s theory, disruptive companies often have a fundamentally different 

business model from those of incumbents, which allows them to serve profitably the niche segment 

that incumbents do not want.  

 HOW TO DO IT 

Particularly, this entails understanding the performance and pricing dimensions in order to clarify if 

the solutions does in fact follow Christensen’s characteristics of disruptive innovations, i.e. by 

performing worse and being simpler, more convenient and cheaper than established products and 

services. The empirical data are found in the following columns of the database (cf. appendix 5): 

“Problem”; “Solution 1 & 2”; “Value proposition”; “Delivery model”; “Revenue model”.  

 

 

ENABLING TECHNOLOGY  

 WHAT TO DO:  

The fourth step entails focusing on the technology used by the Fintech companies, which Christensen 

argues is decisive as it enables the disruptor to take the business model and eventually move 

upmarket to serve the mainstream markets, thereby challenging the incumbents head on.   

 WHY DO IT 

As emphasized by Christensen, Raynor and McDonald (2015), disruption is all about starting at the 

bottom of a market before moving upmarket, serving the mainstream and disrupting the status quo 

to take over the market. In this respect, they recognized technology as being the decisive enabler, 

which allows the company to disrupt the market.  

 HOW TO DO IT 

Identifying the key technological components of the Fintech solutions necessitate describing how 

technology, individually or collectively, are applied by the company to address industry problems and 

enable innovation. The empirical data are found in the following columns of the database (cf. 

appendix 5): “Digital technologies”; “Delivery model”; “Problem data”; and “Solution data”.  



Page 39 of 103 

 

  
4   M
E

T
H

O
D

 



Page 40 of 103 

 

4. METHOD 

This chapter aims to present in detail and reflectively evaluate the selected theories, chosen 

method, data gathering techniques and analytical approach applied as well as the validity and 

reliability of the study. 

 

4.1 Methodological considerations  

 

The objective of the research question is twofold; seek to describe in-depth the characteristics of the 

Danish Fintech landscape and the different products and services offered by Fintechs, and on that 

basis, explain how these Fintech solutions exactly may qualify as disruptive innovation.  

The study thus takes a descripto-explanatory approach in order to most effectively research and 

address the specific research problem and knowledge gap, which on one hand entails identifying, 

categorizing and describing the Fintech companies in Denmark, and on the other hand, explaining 

their innovative potential through the theoretical lens of Disruptive Innovation theory.  

 

Particularly, the study is grounded on a synthesis of knowledge from two ostensibly disparate fields; 

namely the emerging Danish Fintech sector and Clayton Christensen’s theory of Disruptive 

Innovation (1997; 2006; Bower & Christensen, 1995; Christensen & Raynor, 2003).  

As the quality of the study heavily relies on the methodological fit and knowledge integration 

between these two fields, the study has throughout placed much emphasis on thoroughly describing 

and explaining the two fields’ definitions as well as their key assumptions and implications.   

This two-folded analytical approach is described in below figure 11.   

 
Figure 11. Analytical approach 
Source: own creation 
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1) Step 1: Who are the Fintech in Denmark?  

The most obvious problem was the lack of clarity in terms of who the Fintech companies exactly are 

in Denmark. While Copenhagen Fintech (formerly CFIR) has a publicly available list – though outdated 

and inadequate – with some of the Fintech companies in Denmark, the list was inadequate, with some 

of the companies’ no longer in business and others not Fintechs per se (CFIR - List of Startups, 

2016). As such, the first task was to provide a working definition of Fintech that would assist in 

searching for, gathering and most importantly validating the identified Fintech companies to see if 

they actually qualified as Fintechs. Although mundane and time-consuming – this represented an 

important and necessary step towards developing the fundamentally important database (appendix 

5) on which a deeper and more profound analysis and insights was built on. 

2) Step 2: What do they do?  

Secondly, the task was to subsequently analyze and categorize the Fintech companies by Fintech 

area, problems and solutions, target markets, technologies, revenue model, funding and revenue as 

well as other generic information, including founding year, employee count etc. (cf. appendix 5). 

Thereby gaining an understanding of what the Fintechs do and the reason for their existence.  

3) Step 3: How are they disruptive?  

Finally, the task was to synthesize the theory with the empirical results gathered in order to create an 

integrated model that could be used to analyze how the Fintechs in Denmark could qualify as 

potentially disruptive innovation, and thereby contest the frequent and often misconceived use of the 

disruption-term by many practitioners.   

 
 

4.2 Data collection 

 

The study is primarily based on secondary desk research and an extensive review of extant literature 

on Fintech and Disruptive Innovation, as this approach most beneficially provided necessary and 

sufficient data to address the research problem in the most appropriate manner.  

Given the scope and effort in creating a first-attempted and extensive base of knowledge11 from 

scratch of this relatively new, rapidly evolving and so far unaccounted Danish Fintech sector, the 

study restricted itself to sources accumulated primarily through secondary desk research. These are 

literature review of Clayton Christensen’s work on Disruptive Innovation (1997; 2006; Bower & 

Christensen, 1995; Christensen & Raynor, 2003) as well as review of extant literature and industry 

analyses on Fintech. 

                                                           
11 Details of the data collection and the Fintech list in its entirety, including all variables can be found in appendix 5. 
Meanwhile, a summarizing overview and profile of all companies can be found in appendix 4.  
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As the Fintech sector remains rather infant but rapidly evolving – particularly in Denmark – reviewing 

the literature, international analyst reports12 and market studies13  provided valuable insights in 

terms of obtaining a clearer definition of Fintech and an understanding of the sector’s key premises, 

driving forces and trends.  

COLLECTING DATA TO IDENTIFY, MAP AND VALIDATE THE DANISH FINTECH COMPANIES 

In order to search for and map the Fintech companies in Denmark, the first step entailed reviewing 

Fintech literature to reach a working definition of “Fintech”. Secondly, the step was to identify and 

classify all of the Fintech companies operating in Denmark by curating a list that ended up containing 

107 companies in total (cf. appendix 4 and 5). Appendix 10 further illustrates how the classification of 

the companies was actually carried out step by step.  

To develop the database of all Fintech companies in Denmark (appendix 5), secondary data was 

collected from accredited sources, including company websites, industry articles, analyst reports, 

Crunchbase data, Venture Scanner, Derwent Innovations Index, as well as the World Economic Forum 

(2015). The database (appendix 5) details the data content and references used throughout.  

Searching for companies was done in sequences, using different sources and lists in order to cross-

validate companies, before conferring with representatives from the Danish Fintech scene as well as 

“Copenhagen Fintech” and “Copenhagen Fintech Lab” in order to validate the final database. The 

primary sources used for mapping the Fintech companies are listed below:  

 CFIR’s list of Fintech startups (last updated January 2016) 14. 

 Manuel review of the Danish FSA’s database with financial companies under supervision15.  

 Thorough desk research of companies using various databases, including Dealroom, 

AngelList, Crunchbase and LinkedIn searches. 

While there is no shortage on emerging Fintech companies in Denmark, the truly detrimental task 

was to validate these companies – many of which new and still infant. Once the initial list was 

completed with all potential Fintech companies, the next task was to critically examine these 

companies and narrow the list down to fit the definition provided in chapter 2 (section 2.1.2). 

                                                           
12 (Accenture Fintech Report, 2015) (Accenture Nordic Study, 2015) (BCG, 2016) (Banque de France, 2016) (Deloitte 
RegTech, 2015) (Goldman Sachs, 2015) (London Business School, 2015) (McKinsey, 2016) (University of Cambridge, 
2014) (World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015)  
13 (CPH Fintech Hub, 2015; Deloitte - Connecting Global Fintech, 2016; EY - Landscaping UK Fintech, 2014; EY - UK 
Fintech , 2016; KPMG - Fintech India, 2016; KPMG - Making Hong Kong a Fintech centre, 2015; Nexus Squared - 
Switzerland Fintech, 2015; PwC - Developing a Fintech ecosystem in the GCC, 2015; Stockholm Fintech sector, 2015) 
14 
http://www.cfir.dk/Innovationsnetv%C3%A6rket%20for%20Finans%20IT/Fokusomr%C3%A5der/Fintech%20iv%C3%A6r
ks%C3%A6tteri/Documents/List%20of%20Fintech%20startups%2022-03-2016%20-%20English.pdf (accessed January 
8, 2017) 
15 http://vut.finanstilsynet.dk/en/Tal-og-fakta/Virksomheder-under-tilsyn/VUT-database.aspx (accessed January 8, 
2017) 
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The final list was then shared on Copenhagen Fintech’s group 

page on LinkedIn 16 for verification (cf. figure 12), resulting in 

additional input from Fintech entrepreneurs, practitioners, 

consultants (meetings with Accenture and Ernst & Young) and 

Fintech organizations (meetings with “Copenhagen Fintech”, 

“Copenhagen Fintech Lab” and “Copenhagen Capacity”).  

An opportunity was also accepted to physically sit and work 

on the study at Copenhagen Fintech Lab’s offices (home to 

more than a dozen Danish Fintech companies), which 

provided valuable firsthand insights.    

Obviously, this approach of identifying companies is subject 

to the limitation that only known companies are discovered. 

However, given the relatively newness of Fintech in Denmark, there was no updated or fully adequate 

database available, why this approach of inquiring information from the wider Fintech community 

and crowdsourcing the database seemed most effective in yielding sufficient results, nevertheless.         

 

4.3 Methodological evaluation 

 

The study primarily focused on content analysis of secondary data, as it was important to gather 

sufficient information, first to explore and define the underlying problem concerning the frequent 

and misconceived use of the term “disruption” in relation to Fintech. 

Content analysis refers to a “systematic, replicable technique for compressing many words of text 

into fewer content categories” (Stemler, 2001). This technique enables the researcher to analyze 

large volumes of data (written text, oral text, audio-visual text, hypertexts) in systematic, reliable 

and pragmatically useful way that provides new insights and strengthens the understanding of the 

focal research phenomenon (Krippendorff, 2012).  

Content analysis place emphasis on studying data within its context, meaning; analyzing the various 

forms of gathered data by seeking to understand, reflect and make contextualized interpretations of 

the salient messages and subject matter that the given data set actually conveys.  

While content analysis is predicated on subjective interpretations, the benefits of this technique is 

that it allows the study and reduction of large volume of different types of data. Furthermore, it is a 

systematic and replicable way for compressing large data sets into relevant categories in order to 

                                                           
16 https://www.linkedin.com/groups/2626526 (accessed January 8, 2017) 

Figure 12. LinkedIn post on Copenhagen Fintech's page 
Source: cf. footnote 16 
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make general inferences about what problems and solutions Fintech companies focus on, and thus 

understanding particularly their reason for existence.  

The key premise for content analysis to be insightful and meaningful depends on the categorization 

of data, which for the purpose of this study necessitated a preliminary examination and 

understanding of the data in order to group them into relevant and inclusive categories. As such, 

content analysis – though predicated on examining secondary data – may arguably both qualify as a 

qualitative and quantitative methodology (Krippendorff, 2012): 

“Qualitative approaches to text interpretation should not be considered incompatible with 

content analysis”. (Krippendorff, 2012) 

While content analysts, according to Krippendorf (2012), must be “more explicit about the step they 

follow than qualitative scholars”, the technique is nevertheless qualitative in its search for deeper 

inferences from texts, and quantitative in its ability to reduce large datasets into categories.       

 

VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY  

The matter of considering the validity and reliability of the study is concurrent in content analysis as 

with other research methods. While validity in the context of content analysis refers to the applied 

categories and reaching a consensus on the definition of the category and its variables, the matter of 

reliability refers to the stability and accuracy of the researchers, which entails reaching consistent 

findings in case of repeating the study.  

In the case of ensuring validity, it was important to consider and carefully reflect upon the extent to 

which the categorization of the data actually corresponded to the original meaning of the text, and 

within its context (Krippendorff, 2012). Consequently, the study placed much emphasis on the 

preliminary examination of the gathered content in order to ensure that only relevant data for the 

purpose of the research problem was gathered, analyzed and subsequently categorized.  

On the other hand, the matter of reliability is perhaps more challenging and difficult to ensure due to 

the idiosyncratic elements of the study. Particularly, the rapidly evolving and changing Fintech 

landscape and advancement in technology and the business opportunities it presents, means that the 

question of whether other researcher would reach similar observations might be challenging and a 

valid issue to emphasize.  

To address this issue and ensure reliability, the study has meticulously attempted to transparently 

convey the steps carried out to search for, map and categorize the companies as well as defining the 

reasoning behind the categories in order to allow others to categorize in the same way (appendix 5 

and 10 details explicit definitions and references in each category and the corresponding variables).   
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5. FINDINGS  

This chapter presents a summary of the findings following the mass collection of data and content 

that has been gathered as part of the research and the subsequent data analysis of the Fintech 

companies doing business in Denmark. To access and review the full database and mapping of the 

Fintech companies, please access appendix 5 (excel).  

 

Following the identification of Fintech companies in Denmark based on the working definition 

provided in chapter 2, the next step was then to identify and assemble a mass body of knowledge and 

data about these companies.  Afterwards, the task became to validate, analyze and classify the data 

into distinct categories and variables in order to answer the research problem posed in chapter 1. 

This work resulted in a comprehensive database of all Fintech companies in Denmark, including a 

detailed analysis and classification of the sectors, problems, solutions, business models, value 

propositions, technologies, and financials in order to gain an overview of the landscape as well as to 

understand what these companies do and how they might be disruptive. Due to the sheer volume of 

data, this chapter aims to only provide a brief description of the variables as well as present the most 

significant results at a glance.  

To access the fully detailed data analysis and database, please refer to appendix 5 (excel); to view an 

illustrative map of the Danish Fintech sector, please refer to appendix 3; finally, for a full company 

catalogue of the Fintech companies in Denmark, please access appendix 4 (PDF file). 

 

5.1 Summary of the findings following the analysis in the Fintech database 

(appendix 5)  
 

Below table 2 briefly provides a chronological overview and description of the main variables and 

results extracted from the Fintech database (appendix 5).  

Table 2. Summary of results in the Fintech database (appendix 5) 
Source: Own creation based on analysis – see appendix 5: Fintech database (excel) 

VARIABLES IN 
THE DATABASE 

DESCRIPTION RESULTS 

Companies Name and description of each Fintech company in 
Denmark 

107 Fintech companies identified 
operating in Denmark 

Fintech category Six categories identified in Denmark: 
 Capital Raising 

 Deposits & Lending 
 Enterprise Financial Software 

 Investment Management  
 Market Provisioning 

 Payments 

 Capital Raising: 15  

 Deposits & Lending: 14  
 Enterprise Financial Software: 10  

 Investment Management: 13  
 Market Provisioning: 24  

 Payments: 31 
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Sector Description of the overall sectors within each of the six 
Fintech categories 

15 sectors were identified branching 
out of the six Fintech categories 

Subsector Broad description of the type of solutions offered by 
Fintech companies in Denmark.  

30 subsectors were identified 
branching out of the 15 Fintech 
sectors. 

Problem Five problems were identified that Fintech companies in 
Denmark are attempting to solve: 

 De-biasing: companies aiming to enhance 
transparency 

 Decentralization: companies aiming to provide 
self-regulation 

 Democratization: companies enabling financial 
inclusion and literacy 

 Disaggregation: companies aiming to enhance 
and convenience, simplicity and user 
experience 

 Disintermediation: companies aiming to 
enhance simplicity, speed and reduce costs by 
cutting out middlemen  

 De-biasing: 16 

 Decentralization: 4 
 Democratization: 18 

 Disaggregation: 51 
 Disintermediation: 18 

Solutions 1 & 2 A detailed description of the products and services that 
Fintech companies were providing  

While most Fintech companies offered 
a single-purpose solution, some 
Fintech companies bundled several 
types of solutions, though staying 
within the same type of sector. 

Value proposition Five overall Fintech value propositions were identified 
based on the solutions they provide and the problem 
they address: 

 Convenient and easy way for people to control 
and manage daily finances and wealth 

 Enhancing transparency to save money 

 Faster and quicker access to capital 
 Safer data security and fraud protection 

 Simpler and more efficient ways for 
businesses to run processes and operations 

 Convenient: 13 
 Transparency: 7  

 Faster and quicker: 20  
 Safer: 8  

 Simpler and more efficient: 50 

Target customer Description of the customer market that Fintech 
companies are targeting with their solutions: B2B, B2C 
or both 

 B2B: 64 

 B2C: 34  
 B2B and B2C: 9 

Target markets Description of the geographic market that Fintech 
companies are targeting with their solutions: Denmark, 
Europe, Scandinavia or born-global (international) 

 Denmark: 37 
 Scandinavia: 4 

 Europe: 15 
 International: 51 

Digital 
technologies 

Nine types of digital technologies were identified, which 
Fintech companies are incorporating into their solution: 

 Advanced analytics 
 Biometrics 
 Blockchain  

 Cloud 
 Interactive 

 Mobility 
 Robotics 

 Social 

 Advanced analytics: 29 
 Biometrics: 1 
 Blockchain: 4  

 Cloud: All 
 Interactive: 15  

 Mobility: 13 
 Robotics: 3 

 Social: 23 

Delivery model Description of the delivery model that Fintech 
companies are using as a way to access/ use their 
products and services: 

 Offline – physical product 

 Online 
 Online – Mobile phone-based 
 Online – Two-sided platform  

 Online – SaaS/ Webapp 

 Offline – physical product: 2 

 Online: 29  
 Online – Mobile phone-based: 11  
 Online – Two-sided platform: 24   

 Online – SaaS/ Webapp: 41 
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Revenue model Description of the revenue model that Fintech 
companies are using as a way to charge money for their 
products and services: 

 Advertising 
 Agency 

 Booking 
 Commision 

 Fee-for-service 
 Lead generation 
 Subsription  

 Advertising: 1 
 Agency: 2 

 Booking: 1 
 Commision: 48 

 Fee-for-service: 5 
 Lead generation: 8 
 Subsription: 32 

 TBD: 10 

Entity type Description of the legal company structure of the 
Fintech companies in Denmark, i.e. public, private, 
limited company 

 Public company (A/S): 44 
 Private limited (ApS): 56 

 Private company: 7 

Founded The year of which the Fintech company was established 
 

 1980-99: 6 

 2000-04: 6 
 2005-09: 17 

 2010: 7 
 2011: 12 

 2012: 10 
 2013: 12 
 2014: 13 

 2015: 20 
 2016: 4 

Total funding 
(DKK 000) 

Listing of the raised amount of funding   Total funding: mDKK 4.959.583 
 Foreign-based: mDKK 4.459.197 

 Danish-based: mDKK 500.386 

Investor Provides names of the investors that have invested in 
Fintech companies 

See Fintech database to view names 
and top investors 

Employee count Listing of the number of employees in each Fintech 
company 

 1 employee: 1 

 2-10 employees: 54 
 11-50 employees: 35 

 51-200 employees: 8 
 201-500 employees: 3 

 501-1000 employees: 1 
 1001-5000 employees: 3 

Issued patents Listing of the number of patents each Fintech company 
has issued 

6 companies have issued patents for 
their proprietary rights 

HQ country  Description of the home country-base of each Fintech 
company 

 Denmark: 90 companies 
 International: 17 companies 

Location in 
Denmark 

City in Denmark that each Fintech company is located in   Copenhagen: 82 (77%) 
 Aarhus: 7 (7%) 

 Other cities: 10 (9%) 
 Online (no office in DK): 8 (7%) 

URL Webpage of each company See Fintech database  
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6. ANALYSIS  

This chapter analyzes the empirical results and presents the key insights raised by the research to 

answer the central research questions of how the Danish Fintech sector is landscaped by providing 

a consolidated taxonomy, and then applying the integrated model (cf. section 3.3.1) to analyze and 

discuss how Fintech may qualify as disruptive innovations or not.  

 

To establish the theoretical and empirical depth of the results in this study as well as the breadth of 

their relevance and usefulness, the analysis is divided into three interrelated parts, which seek to 

explore the landscape and examine disruptive innovation in Fintech by reporting, analyzing and 

discussing the empirical results in the following systematic manner:   

1) Firstly, sizing the Danish Fintech landscape to gain an overall and basic understanding of how 

the sector is currently structured;  

2) Secondly, landscaping the Danish Fintech sector and providing a detailed and consolidated 

taxonomy to thus gain an understanding of what the Fintech companies are doing;  

3) And thirdly, applying the integrated model to assess and clarify how disruptive Fintech really 

is, in Denmark. 

 

6.1 Sizing the Danish Fintech sector – How big is it?  
 

Overall, the Danish Fintech sector encompasses 107 Fintech companies with business operations in 

Denmark. These include both domestic as well as foreign-based companies, which – at the time of this 

study (January 2017) – in total has attracted more than DKK 4.9 billion in investments (table 3). 

Table 3. Overview of Danish Fintech, by Fintech category 
Source: own creation derived from data analysis (appendix 5 – excel) 

Fintech category  Number of companies  Sum of Total funding (DKK 000) 
Capital raising 15 18.394  

Deposits and lending 14 170.194  

Enterprise financial software 10 1.281.259  

Investment management 13 8.566  

Market provisioning 24 176.439  

Payments 31 3.304.731  

Grand Total 107 4.959.583* 
*15 companies in total has either raised or been acquired for an undisclosed amount: 2 in Capital Raising, 1 in Deposits 

& Lending, 4 in Enterprise Financial Software, 1 Investment Management, 3 Market Provisioning, 4 Payments 
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6.1.1 Finding: The Danish Fintech sector remains concentrated around the payments space 

As is apparent in above table 3, the Fintech companies operating in Denmark span across six 

different categories, which vary in terms of the number of companies within the category as well as 

investments.  

Looking at the share of Fintech companies in 

Denmark across the different categories (figure 13), 

the Danish Fintech sector remains rather small and 

fragmented, corresponding with the conclusion made 

by Rainmaking Innovation: “the current FinTech scene 

is relatively small and scattered” (CPH Fintech Hub, 

2015, p. 5 & 16).   

A large bulk of the Fintech activity in Denmark are 

primarily concentrated around providing Payment 

applications (29%) as well as Market Provisioning 

platforms (22%), while activities in other areas of 

financial services are relatively subdued with less 

activity skewed towards Deposits &Lending (13%), 

Investment Management (12%) and Enterprise Financial Software (9%).  

This relatively disproportionate concentration on payments in particular, could largely be ascribed to 

Denmark’s strong position and investments in digitizing the Danish payment systems (Finansrådet, 

2015).  

 

 

 

6.1.2 Finding: Fintech might be an old term, but most of the companies and their scope of 

offering are relatively new  

As already highlighted, the application of technology into financial services is in itself not a 

particularly new phenomenon (cf. section 2.1). Looking at below figure 14, although most of the 

Fintech companies in Denmark was established in recent years, the analysis suggests that Payments 

and Market Provisioning rank as the most mature Fintech categories with a relatively larger share of 

companies founded more than 10 years ago.  

 
  

Figure 13. Share of Fintech companies in Denmark, by 
category and company count 
Source: own creation  

107 
COMPANIES 

 

31 (29%) 

15 (14%) 

14 (13%) 

10 (9%) 
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Figure 14. Evolution of Danish-based Fintech companies, by founding year 
Source: own creation 

 
* Only Fintech companies still in operation were taken into account. Companies that was created and then closed was 

not accounted for. 

** The low number of Fintech companies founded in 2016 can partly be ascribed to the practical difficulties in 

searching for and identifying all Fintech companies – especially newly registered companies. 

It is interesting to note that despite of a relatively small decline from 2011 to 2012, the scope of 

Fintech products and services are slowly but surely expanding with new Fintech companies also 

focusing on other areas of Fintech. In particular, the period from 2005 and onwards to the present 

day has seen a blossoming of Fintech companies, with the period 2005-09 and the year 2015 being 

most noteworthy.  

However, the underlining conclusion remains that the Danish Fintech sector, nevertheless, is at a 

relatively early but evolving stage. In particular, this seemingly rise of Fintech companies in recent 

years – peaking in 2015 with 18 new Danish-based Fintech companies founded – could indeed 

indicate an increased focus towards new corners of financial services, especially Deposits & Lending 

as well as Investment Management, however, with Payments and B2B solutions remaining as the 

most prominent areas  (cf. section 5.1, table 2). 

 

6.1.3 Finding: Investments are going to a few but big firms, mainly within payments 

By screening all the Fintech companies operating in Denmark to understand which areas of Fintech 

are attracting the most attention from investors, it is clear that particularly Payments, Enterprise 

Financial Software, Market Provisioning and Deposits & Lending stands out as the most prominent 

categories (see below table 4). On the other hand, Fintech companies in Investment Management and 

Capital Raising show less traction in terms of attracting capital from investors, which could partly be 

explained by the two categories being relatively infant in Denmark.   
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Table 4. Overview of Danish Fintech, by Fintech category 
Source: own creation derived from data analysis (appendix 5 – excel) 

Fintech category  Number of companies  
raised funding 

Total funding 
(DKK 000) 

Total funding 
(%) 

Capital raising 3 (out of 15) 18.394  0,4% 

Deposits and lending 6 (out of 14) 170.194 3,4% 

Enterprise financial software 6 (out of 10) 1.281.259  25,8% 

Investment management 2 (out of 13) 8.566  0,2% 

Market provisioning 8 (out of 24) 176.439  3,6% 

Payments 17 (out of 31) 3.304.731  66,6% 

Grand Total 42 (out of 107)* 4.959.583*  100% 
*15 companies in total has either raised or been acquired for an undisclosed amount: 2 in Capital Raising, 1 in Deposits 

& Lending, 4 in Enterprise Financial Software, 1 Investment Management, 3 Market Provisioning, 4 Payments 

Worth noticing though is that Fintech companies focusing on Enterprise Financial Software – despite 

being the smallest category measured on the number of companies (10 companies) – has succeeded 

in raising a DKK 1.3 billion between only six companies, albeit one company; Tradeshift accounts for 

the majority share (DKK 1.2 billion). Furthermore, when looking at all the Fintech companies that has 

been acquired (5 companies in total), three of them are within Enterprise Financial Software (Dinero, 

E-conomic, and Nordic Insurance Software).    

Overall, while 42 Fintech companies out of 107 (or 39% of all the companies) operating in Denmark 

has raised investments of DKK 4.9 billion, it is worth calling attention to below table 5, illustrating 

that the top 5 companies accounted for a whopping 93% (DKK 4.5 billion) – with three of them being 

non-Danish companies.  

Table 5. Top 5 Fintech companies in Denmark, by funding  
Source: own creation derived from data analysis (appendix 5 – excel) 

Company Country base Total funding 
(DKK 000) 

Funding compared to 
the entire sector (%) 

1. Klarna Sweden 1.934.538 39,5% 

2. Tradeshift USA 1.266.185 25,8% 

3. iZettle Sweden 1.144.068 23,3% 

4. Samlino  Denmark 135.862 2,8% 

5. Clearhaus Denmark 62.486 1,3% 

Grand Total  4.543.139  92,7%  

 

While several companies have raised undisclosed amounts, which were not taken into account into 

this analysis, it can nevertheless be concluded based on the available data that the Danish Fintech 

sector – in terms of investments – remains relatively small and fragmented with a few major players 

being very successful in attracting investments, and many smaller players yet to attract funding.  
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6.1.4 Finding: Danish Fintech firms are significantly smaller and younger than their 

international peers in Denmark  

Another interesting insight worth 

shedding light on is the split between 

the companies native to Denmark and 

companies from the rest of the world 

operating in Denmark. When taking a 

closer look at the 42 Fintech 

companies that succeeded in either 

raising funding or being acquired 

(figure 15), 34 of these where Danish 

and only eight where foreign (there are 

17 foreign companies in total doing 

business in Denmark).    

 

Furthermore, the few internationally 

based companies that did succeed in 

raising capital has combined raised 

substantially more than all the Danish 

companies (figure 16). Overall, while 

the 34 Danish based companies 

together raised more than DKK 500 

million, the six foreign-based 

companies together raised DKK 4.5 

billion (or 90% of the total funding 

registered in the database).     

 

Whether this stark difference is due to Fintech companies in Denmark still being in their early infancy, 

a lack of attractive business models in Denmark, a showcase of network effects and the importance 

of being a first-mover (Eisenmann, 2006), or just a lack of investors remains unclear, but would 

however be interesting to explore further in future work.  

This significant difference between the Danish and foreign-based companies could either support the 

argument that Danish companies are less successful or mature than their international peers or that 

the foreign-based companies simply consists of highly scalable and successful companies with proven 

business models that has reduced their barriers and costs of entry to Denmark.  

Figure 15. Number of funded companies, by Fintech category and country-base 
Source: own creation 
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Indeed, both arguments could seem to be relevant when looking at table 6, showing that the foreign 

companies consists of widely recognized and more experienced Fintech players within their 

respective category, mainly dominated by Swedish payment giants; Klarna and iZettle as well as 

Tradeshift, which was founded in Denmark but later relocated to Silicon Valley.  

Table 6. Top 6 funded Fintech companies in Denmark, by domestic vs foreign  
Source: own creation derived from data analysis (appendix 5 – excel) 

Foriegn-based Founded  Total funding 
(DKK 000) 

Danish-based Founded Total funding 
(DKK 000) 

1. Klarna (Swe) 2005 1.934.538 1. Samlino 2014 135.862 

2. Tradeshift (USA) 2009 1.266.185 2. Clearhaus 2011 62.486 

3. iZettle (Swe) 2010 1.144.068 3. Bancore 2005 51.131 

4. Creamfinance (Pol) 2012 48.663 4. CardLab 2003 39.909 

5. FundedByMe (Swe) 2010 18.394 5. Lunar Way 2015 31.185 

6. Chainalysis (USA) 2014 10.625 6. Cardlay 2016 28.498 

Grand Total  4.422.473    349.071 

 

6.1.5 Finding: Investments into Danish-based Fintechs are starting to manifest itself 

outside of payments, also with the help of incumbents   

In particular, when zooming exclusively in on the funded Danish 

Fintech companies, it is clear that the picture becomes slightly more 

disproportionate than compared to figure 13 (section 6.1.1). 

Overall, 34 Danish Fintech companies succeeded in raising funding 

(47% of these were disclosed, while the rest were undisclosed 

amounts and not taken into account).  

Although the vast majority of investments went to Payments and 

closely followed by Market Provisioning, it interesting to see other 

areas are also beginning to pick up speed, particularly Deposits & 

Lending and Enterprise Financial Software (4 undisclosed amounts). 

While it has not been possible to track how funding into specific 

Fintech categories has developed over time, the current snapshot 

could suggest that investor interest is starting to manifest into Fintech areas besides payments.   

Interestingly, while a large amount of these investments were made by business angels and venture 

capitalists, big banks are also staring to invest directly into Fintechs and setting up accelerator 

programs (Finanswatch Nordea, 2016).  

19 disclosed 
DK COMPANIES  

DKK  

215,421 

(9 firms) 

 DKK  

176.439 

(5 firms) 

 

DKK  

15.074 

(1 firms) 

 

DKK  

8.566 

(1 firm) 

 

DKK  

53.701 

(3 firms) 

 

*Companies having raised an undisclosed amount: 

2 in Capital Raising, 1 in Deposits & Lending, 4 in 

Enterprise Financial Software, 1 Investment 

Management, 3 Market Provisioning, 4 Payments 

Figure 17. Share of Fintech funding, Danish-based 
Source: own creation 
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Indeed, this could both suggest that collaboration between the different players in the Fintech 

ecosystem is larger than expected as well as support the argument that incumbent’s perception of 

Fintech is shifting to being viewed as “collaborators” and “complementary” rather than necessarily as 

sole “attackers”, “disruptors” or “substitutional”.  

This point is interesting to consider and call attention to, especially in relation to challenging the 

notion that Fintech supposedly are “attacking” or “disrupting” financial incumbents rather than 

joining forces and collaborating to enable mutually beneficial change for both parties.  

 
Table 7. Most active corporate investors 
Source: own creation based on data analysis 

Name Type Number of companies invested in 
Seed Capital Venture fund 7 

Innovation Fund Denmark Public fund 3 

Accelerace Accelerator 2 

 Techstars Accelerator 2 

Nordea  Bank 2 

SEB  Bank 2 

 

Finally, although the preceding sections clearly illustrate how big the foreign-based companies are in 

terms of funding, it should be remembered that this alone does not provide a full appreciation of how 

Danish-based Fintech companies are performing. Indeed, other quantifiable key performance 

indicators such as market share, customer base, adoption and monetization as well as revenue and 

profits have not sufficiently been accounted for due to its lack of availability.  
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6.2 Landscaping the Danish Fintech sector – What do they do and how are 

they structured? 
 

The outcome of the analysis in connection to this study has contributed to the first developed 

taxonomy of the Fintech landscape in Denmark, providing insights into the current structure and 

business focus amongst the Fintech companies in Denmark.  

Figure 18, which consists of the key findings uncovered by the research and analysis, depicts how the 

identified Fintech companies are structured and particularly details the inter-related nature that 

currently exists across the Danish Fintech landscape between Fintech categories, sector 

specialization, solutions offered by Fintechs as well as the problems they aim to solve. The analysis 

found that within the six core Fintech categories, there are 15 sectors specific to the Danish Fintech 

landscape as well as 5 types of problems they aim to solve and 30 solutions they subsequently offer 

and are edging into the Danish market.    

Figure 18. Taxonomy of the Danish Fintech sector 
Source: own creation based on framework used in the World Economic Forum report: “The Future of Financial Services” (2015) 
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Details of these findings as well as additional insights from the data collection will be elaborated in 

the following sections, which will provide a deeper view into the Danish Fintech companies and the 

specific findings in the taxonomy.    

 

6.2.1 Fintech Categories: Payments lead the way  

As stated already in section 2.2 (chapter 2), the Fintech companies in Denmark can broadly be 

categorized into six distinct categories depending on the nature of the solution they provide. 

Furthermore, the study found 107 Fintech companies doing business in Denmark, of which 90 were 

Danish-based companies and 17 were foreign-based.  

When measuring the number of companies in the different categories, it becomes possible to rank 

the Danish Fintech sector accordingly as illustrated in figure 19: 

1) Payments (29%) is leading the way and seems to be the strongest and most mature category 

within the Danish Fintech sector with 31 companies in total (25 DK-based companies).  

2) Market Provisioning (22%) takes a solid second place with 24 companies (22 DK).  

3) Capital Raising (14%) comes third with 15 companies in total (14 DK). 

4) Deposits & Lending (13%) is the fourth biggest category with 14 companies (10 DK)  

5) Investment Management (12%) is the fifth largest category with 13 companies (10 DK). 

6) Finally, Enterprise Financial Software (9%) with 10 companies (9 DK) companies currently 

constitutes the smallest category. 

Figure 19. Company count by Fintech Category, Total vs Danish-based companies 
Source: own creation 
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6.2.2 Fintech Sectors: Increasing diversity in Danish Fintech  

To appreciate the relatively expanding scope and diversity of the Fintech sector in Denmark, knowing 

the structure of the sector across the six broad Fintech categories is not enough. As new companies 

emerge with a wide variety of products and services it becomes especially important to identify the 

specific sectors within each of the six categories in order to gain a deeper understanding of the 

emerging innovation trends that are potentially disruptive and exerting pressure on the financial 

sector.  

Fifteen sectors were identified across the six different categories (figure 20).  

For a description of the 15 sectors within the each of the six categories, please refer to section 2.2.  

Furthermore, for a graphical overview of the Danish Fintech scene, please refer to appendix 3, which 

provide an illustrative map of the different Fintech sectors across the six categories as well as a 

graphical sampling of the respective companies. 

 
Figure 20. Company count by Fintech Sector and Average age of companies 
Source: own creation 
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Although the preceding sections have already pointed out Payments as the most prominent Fintech 

category, it is worth noting that within this category, one sector: Payments backend and 

infrastructure, both stands out as the biggest and also relatively most  mature sectors in Denmark, 

encompassing 25 companies with a median age of 4,9 years. Meanwhile, other payments-related 

sectors such as Consumer Payments and Cryptocurrency are among the smallest sectors across the 

entire spectrum as well as one the newest sectors when taking the average age of the companies into 

account – particularly Cryptocurrency with 2 companies ranks the second youngest sector in 

Denmark (average age of 2 years).   

While Capital Raising is ranked as third biggest category overall, it is interesting to take note that 

similar to Payments, almost all the activities is skewed towards a single sector. In particular, 

Crowdfunding – which ranked as the second biggest Fintech sector overall with 13 companies – 

seems to also be one of the relatively more mature sectors and popular business in Denmark 

(average age of 4 years).      

Market Provisioning, which overall ranked as the second biggest Fintech category – both measured 

by the number of companies as well as by funding – is interesting in the sense that unlike other 

categories it consists of very diverse sectors offering a range of very different types of solutions (cf. 

section 2.2.5, chapter 2). Especially providers of Data & Analytics (12 companies) ranked as the 

most mature sector with an average of 11 years per company. In contrast, Comparison & 

Matchmaking (7 companies) ranked as the youngest sector within this particular category with an 

average age of 4.8 years, which could suggest a latent need in the market for more transparency in 

the provision of different financial services, particularly given the relatively high number of 

companies that have emerged in this sector in recent years.     

Deposits & Lending could – based on both companies founded in recent years (cf. figure 14) and 

more so on raised funding (cf. section 6.1.5) – turn out to be one of the more promising and 

upcoming Fintech categories in Denmark. As the median age of companies across all three of the 

sectors within this category is the lowest across all six Fintech categories (3.7 years), it could 

suggest a relatively new and infant sector emerging.  

In this respect, it is interesting to look at providers of Alternative Lending (7 companies), Digital 

Banking (4 companies) and Personal Finance (3 companies), which could suggest an expanding 

market demand for consumers to get faster and cheaper access to loans as well as more convenient 

and easy way to control and manage daily finances.   
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Investment Management stands out as one of the more interesting categories, at least looking from 

an innovation perspective. This is particularly due to the rather stark contrast between the two 

sectors within this category. On one hand, Fintech companies within Institutional Investment stands 

as the third most mature sector with a median age of 5.8 years across 9 companies.  

On the other hand, Fintech companies within Retail Investment (robo-advisers and algo-trading), 

ranks as the absolute least mature sector in Denmark across all categories and sectors with a median 

age of 1.5 years between only four companies, suggesting a new frontier have been breached within 

Danish Fintech. Particularly, new technologies, such as machine learning, robotics and artificial 

intelligence (cf. appendix 5) seems to have allowed a relatively new generation of companies to 

emerge in Denmark that are embedding these technologies to provide consumers with new and 

democratized access to smarter, more convenient and intuitive wealth management services.  

Finally, when looking at Enterprise Financial Software, it is worth noting the level of maturity in this 

category (7 years across all companies).  

In relation to Accounting & Invoicing, it is interesting to see the relatively large number of SaaS 

providers focusing on a very particular niche in the market, namely providing different bookkeeping 

and invoicing platforms (six companies with a median age of 7 years).  

Meanwhile, Collaboration & Workflow Tools – which is slightly less mature than Accounting & 

Invoicing (with most of the companies in this sector being around 2 years old, and 1 company being 

20 years old), is interesting in the sense that it consists of companies offering very different 

solutions.  

Despite commonly seeking to optimize workflows, these solutions range from Insurance IT providers 

and Financial Document Management to Internal Business Banking and Shareholder Management 

platforms, suggesting an increasing trend towards disaggregating and enabling internal processes 

and operations to run in a more simple and efficient manner than what have previously been 

available.  
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6.2.3 Fintech problems: Tackling five core problems  

Besides characterizing and landscaping the Fintech companies according to the categories, sectors 

and solutions they offer, it is perhaps more interesting and important to further characterize them 

according to the underlying problems they attempt to solve in order to clarify and gain an 

understanding of the needs and gaps existing in the market and how they are addressing these.  

This section provides an overview and summary of the distinct problems in the market that Fintech 

companies are addressing with their solutions. While the 30 identified solutions characterize how 

Fintech companies are aiming to affect the financial services industry, the data analysis identified 

five core problem types (Kanaskar, 2016) that characterize the problems within the financial sector 

that Fintechs are aiming to solve as well as the value proposition of their products and services (cf. 

appendix 5, Column F and K).  

These problems are fundamental for the purpose of this thesis to capture and understand the 

common themes around the underlying needs and gaps in the market that Fintech companies are 

focusing on, which thus help to explain the Fintech companies’ reason for existence as well as their 

different approaches to potentially changing the financial sector.  

The five identified Fintech problems, which cut across multiple Fintech categories, sectors, solutions 

and value propositions, include the following:  

1) Decentralization (self-regulation)    

2) Disintermediation (cut out the middleman) 

3) Disaggregation (cheaper, faster, simpler) 

4) Democratization (for the people, by the people) 

5) De-biasing (shine the light)  

 

Figure 21. Fintech problems, by category 
Source: own creation 
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6.2.3.1 Decentralization (self-regulation) 

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM? 

Fintech companies in this category provide various solutions that seek to particularly increase 

transparency, reliability and security of transactions in the market  by using Blockchain technology 

to drive down centralization, coercion and hierarchies in favor of distributed mechanisms of self-

regulation and consensus (Atzori, 2015), in which no central entity retains the authority or power to 

oversee and regulate markets. 

 

HOW IS THE PROBLEM BEING SOLVED? 

Common for these Fintech companies are that they underpin their solutions on the Blockchain 

technology, which in essence covers a database of distributed digital ledgers that enables peers 

within a cryptographic network to co-create a permanent, unchangeable, and transparent list of 

records (called blocks) without relying on a central authority (Citibank, 2016).  

In contrast to traditional payment models where a central clearing is required to conduct financial 

transactions between the sender and the receiver, Blockchain relies on distributed ledgers that 

requires a majority consensus from peers in order for a transfer to be accepted without the need of a 

third party (i.e. banks) to clear the transaction (Citibank, 2016). 

 

WHO IS SOLVING THIS PROBLEM? 

Figure 22. Decentralization count, by Fintech Category and Solution 
Source: own creation based on data analysis 

 

As illustrated in figure 22, there are four Payments companies in total focusing on solving this 

problem across two different solutions. While “NewBanking” (Financial transaction security company) 

focuses on helping businesses to comply with regulations by using Blockchain technology to screen 

and verify transactions, “Coinify” and “Chainanlysis” (Cryptocurrency), in contrast, helps businesses 

to process payments in cryptocurrencies as well as enable private individuals to buy, sell and convert 

cryptocurrencies. Meanwhile, “Chainalysis”, similar to NewBanking, also helps businesses to ensure 

regulatory compliance; however, focusing exclusively on compliance in relation to cryptocurrency 

payments. Finally, “Hufsy” (Workflow efficiency tool) has developed an interactive banking platform, 

using the Blockchain to help businesses simplify their banking processes and transactions.    
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6.2.3.2 Disintermediation (cut out the middleman) 

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM? 

Fintech companies in this category are tackling the problem in relation to the rigidness, bureaucracy 

and inefficiency existing in traditional value chains and are generally born with a vision to make 

borrowers and lenders as well as buyers and sellers connect, interact and transact with each other 

faster, easier and more efficiently than before.  

 

HOW IS THE PROBLEM BEING SOLVED? 

Common for these Fintech companies are that they are challenging the traditional value chains and 

intermediary roles of incumbents by offering completely digitized solutions that enable them to 

distribute directly to customers, thereby cutting out the middlemen and reducing the number of 

touch-points involved to make the service faster, easier and more convenient.  

By offering purely digital solutions that eliminates the need of physical branches, Fintech companies 

are thus able to cut costs of their products and services, exert pressure on profit margins as well as 

upend traditional distribution channels and value chains by distributing directly to customers.  

 

WHO IS SOLVING THIS PROBLEM? 

Figure 23. Disintermediation count, by Fintech Category and Solution 
Source: own creation based on data analysis 

  

As illustrated in figure 23, there are 18 Fintech companies focusing on solving this problem across 4 

different Fintech categories and 10 solutions. Relatively new Fintech companies offering 

Crowdfunding platforms, P2P lending, Robo Investment-advice and International Money Wiring are 

cutting down barriers by allowing customers – both consumers and businesses – to borrow, invest and 

raise capital directly from each other instead of having to go through a traditional financial 

institution.  
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6.2.3.3 Disaggregation (cheaper, faster, simpler) 

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM? 

Fintech companies in this category are generally born of frustration with the complexity, high cost 

and large-scale of existing financial services and thus provide easy-to-use, customer-centric and 

single-purposed niche products that offers seamless, enhanced and convenient user experience by 

targeting a specific customer group.  

 

HOW IS THE PROBLEM BEING SOLVED? 

Common for these Fintech companies are that they are not necessarily attacking incumbents directly 

but rather using digital technologies, such as advanced analytics, machine learning and cloud 

technology (figure 2) to unbundle existing products services in order to offer cheaper, faster, 

simpler and single-purposed solutions (relates to “Simple” in table1, section 2.1.1).  

 

WHO IS SOLVING THIS PROBLEM? 

Figure 24. Disaggregation count, by Fintech Category and Solution 
Source: own creation based on data analysis 

 

As illustrated in figure 24, there are 51 Fintech companies focusing on disaggregation across 5 

different Fintech categories and 11 types of solutions. Almost half of these are Payments (25), 

followed by Enterprise Financial Software (8), Market Provisioning (7), Deposits & Lending (6), and 

finally Investment Management (5). However, when looking at the percentage share of the Fintech 

solutions solving this problem, it becomes clear that all the companies offering solutions within 

Accounting Software, Quick Loans, Expense Management, and E-commerce payment solutions are 

focusing solely on tackling this particular problem, predominantly within the B2B segment.  
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6.2.3.4 Democratization (for the people, by the people) 

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM? 

Fintech companies in this category are seeking to democratize financial services and provide the 

masses with access to previously inaccessible services, resources and capabilities that due to 

technical complexity and high costs were traditionally accessible to only a privileged market segment.  

 

HOW IS THE PROBLEM BEING SOLVED? 

Technological progress has made it possible for Fintech companies to adopt technologies and use 

advanced data analytics in order to exploit market opportunities by targeting specific 

over/underserviced market niches and providing them with democratized access to financial 

services. Driven by their ability to unlock previously unserved segments, Fintech is providing 

solutions “for the people and by the people” to accelerate financial inclusion. Whether it is providing 

access for everyone – regardless of their fortune size – with investment advice, trading models and 

wealth management tools (“NORD.investments”), providing people with the opportunity to buy real 

estate together with others (“Brickshare”) or providing third world countries with first time access to 

essential banking services (“Bancore”).    

 

WHO IS SOLVING THIS PROBLEM? 

Figure 25. Democratization count, by Fintech Category and Solution 
Source: own creation based on data analysis 

 

As illustrated in figure 25, there are 18 Fintech companies focusing on solving this problem across all 

six Fintech categories and 11 types of solutions, mostly within Investment Management (6 

companies) and Deposits & Lending (6), followed by Market Provisioning (3). Especially Investment 

Management are seemingly adopting new digital technologies such as robotics and advanced 

analytics, enabling them to bring new and innovative solutions and capabilities to retail investors, 

which previously required high technical expertise and financial literacy but are now available to 

everyone thanks to automation (World Economic Forum & Deloitte, 2015, s. 125-128).  
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6.2.3.5 De-biasing (shine the light) 

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM? 

Fintech companies in this category are seeking to reduce the obfuscation, conflict of interest and 

information asymmetry often associated with archaic financial services and transactions in order to 

provide solutions that help customers to de-bias information, foster transparency, create a level 

playing field, and ultimately help them to make better financial decisions.  

 

HOW IS THE PROBLEM BEING SOLVED? 

Fintech companies are providing innovative intermediary and data aggregation platforms that both 

enable buyers and sellers to become better connected as well as allow parties to gain increased 

visibility into the different markets, the available providers and compare their respective products 

and services.  

 

WHO IS SOLVING THIS PROBLEM? 

Figure 26. De-biasing count, by Fintech Category and Solution 
Source: own creation based on data analysis 

 

As illustrated in figure 26, there are 16 Fintech companies focusing on solving this problem across 3 

Fintech categories and 6 types of solutions, predominantly within Market Provisioning (14).  

Indeed, Fintech companies within Market Provisioning are enabling consumers to exert greater 

control in their buying process as they provide them with the ability to aggregate and compare vast 

amounts of information and present the results in a transparent and interactive way that allows 

them to better search, discover and evaluate counterparties.  

Even solutions within Data & Research as well as IT security, despite offering B2B solutions, are 

enabling business clients with access to innovative solutions that seek to optimize security and 

prevent fraud by increasing transparency of transactions.    
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6.3 Disruptive innovation in Fintech – How disruptive is Fintech? 
 

While section 6.2.3 describes how Fintech is seeking to change financial services by tackling five key 

problems, it is nevertheless, not guaranteed that change equals disruption. In fact, as discussed in 

chapter 3, innovative change can come in many shapes and forms that do not necessarily disrupt 

existing markets or incumbent players but rather just provide either incremental or radical 

improvements (known as sustaining innovations). As such, this section will answer the research 

question by applying the integrated model developed in section 3.3.1 (figure 10) in order to create 

supportive arguments that explores just how disruptive Fintech really is.  

 

 

 

Within each of the six Fintech categories, the remainder of this chapter will analyze Fintech 

innovation by taking a closer look at (1) the identified Fintech solutions across each category and 

sector; (2) the respective target markets (customers) and potential disruptees; (3) the existing 

business model; (4) the enabling technology.  

Finally, on that basis, a discussion will follow to determine whether the respective Fintech solutions 

may qualify as disruptive innovations or not.  

Overall, the research identified 30 solutions across the 6 Fintech Categories and 15 Sectors (cf. 

appendix 5), with some solutions sharing similar characteristics or bundling multiple technologies and 

value propositions to cut across adjacent sectors and blur the lines between the different financial 

services (see figure 18, section 6.2).   
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6.3.1 Disruptive innovation in Capital Raising  

 ALTERNATIVE FINANCING (2 companies) CROWDFUNDING (13 companies) 

S
O

L
U

T
IO

N
S

 

► Debt-based financing (1): Provides loans to high potential 

e-commerce SMEs that struggle to receive loans from 

banks  

o Capital Aid 

► Invoice trading (1): Platforms that enable companies to 

trade and sell their unpaid invoices online to a pool of 

investors or other companies in order to receive cash 

immediately rather than waiting for invoices to be paid. 

o Dansk Faktura Børs 

► Donation-based (3): Crowdfunding platforms where individuals can 

donate to a specific charitable project with no financial or other 

reward in exchange. 

o Aidbuilder; BetterNow; Caremaker 

► Equity-based (3): Crowdfunding platforms where startups can raise 

funding in return for an equity stake in the company. 

o Sharefunders, FundedByMe*; Crowdinvest 

► *Lending-based (5): Marketplace lending platforms where 

companies can borrow money from individuals in return of an 

interest rate. 

o Dansk Låneformidling; Flex Funding; Kredit Match; MYC4; 

Lendino 

► Investment-based (1): Crowdfunding platform offering retail 

consumers to invest together in real estate. 

o Brickshare 

► Reward-based (1): Crowdfunding platform where individuals can 

contribute to a specific project in return of later receiving for 

example a product or other non–financial rewards.    

o Booomerang 

T
A

R
G

E
T

 M
A

R
K

E
T

  

► Target market: Both companies provide B2B solutions 

that focus on serving the SME segment  

o Low-end (underserved) market: No  

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No 

► Potential disruptees: Financial institutions providing 

business loans and overdraft facilities (DK Faktura Børs). 

► Target market: Crowdfunding are unique as they are two-sided 

platforms that enable access to funding and monetary contributions 

for SMEs, NGOs and private individuals.   

o Low-end (underserved) market: Yes 

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No 

► Potential disruptees: Venture Capitalists, Angel Investors, financial 

institutions providing loans, and charities. 

B
U

S
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E
S

S
 M

O
D

E
L

 

► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper and more 

convenient): Partly, both companies provide SMEs with 

faster and easier access to capital than established 

products and services, however, Invoice Trading is often 

more expensive than overdraft facility.  

► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper and more convenient): 

Yes, Crowdfunding facilitate direct contact between borrowers and 

lenders (both SMEs and consumers) with cheaper, faster and more 

flexible access to capital and investment opportunities. However, 

they remain inferior, as capital is not necessarily guaranteed and no 

other services, i.e. advisory is included.     

T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
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► Digital technologies applied: Advanced Analytics and 

Social (cf. appendix 6).  

o How does the technology solve the problem they 

address? They both leverage advanced algorithms or 

analytics to automate and streamline manual and 

time-consuming activities to better assess risks. 

► Digital technologies applied: Social.  

o How does the technology solve the problem they address? 

Digital crowdfunding platforms is a form of crowdsourcing that 

enable a collection of funds from a larger crowd, enabling 

greater control and autonomy of how lenders source capital into 

the projects they prefer most.   

IN
N
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A
T
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N

 ► Disruptive Innovation: No 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes   

► Disruptive Innovation: Yes 

► Sustaining Innovation: No 

*FundedByMe both provdes Equity-based and Lending-based crowdfunding 

 

DISRUPTIVE INNOVATION IN 

CAPITAL RAISING  
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Is Alternative Financing a Disruptive Innovation? No, but likely sustaining 

Neither Debt-based Financing nor Invoice Trading qualifies as disruptive innovations; rather these 

Fintechs have detected a problem/ need in the market by improving and modifying existing services 

to provide better access to finance for SMEs (sustaining innovation).  

Looking at the elements in the integrated model, alternative financing qualifies as sustaining 

innovations as both companies certainly are improving and changing the processes, transparency 

and choices for SMEs to obtain capital – however without disrupting it. 

As both Fintechs offer SME-lending, an especially important and well-served mainstream market for 

large established players, such as Nordea, Danske Bank, Nykredit and Sydbank (Berlingske Business, 

2014), it is difficult to claim that Capital Aid or Dansk Faktura Børs originated from a low-end or new-

market opportunity. While their business model introduces innovative modules, they both target a 

mainstream segment that incumbents indeed are motivated to fight for.  

 

Is Crowdfunding a Disruptive Innovation? Yes, possibly 

Crowdfunding platforms could be considered examples of disruptive innovation, with the potential to 

challenge established commercial banks in the market for private and small business loans.  

While small entrepreneurs and individuals still rely on traditional financial institutions as their primary 

source of funding (Danmarks Statistik, 2015), small entrepreneurs in particular represent the bottom 

of the market and a “small fraction of depository assets” for large banks (BBVA Research, 2013; 

Danmarks Statistik, 2015). In particular, a situation known as the “informational opacity problem” 

where big banks find it more difficult and expensive to assess small businesses credit risk as their 

systems are built to serve the more profitable customers (BBVA Research, 2013).  

Indeed, crowdfunding breaks down this old risk model of financing a business or individual by 

spreading it across a large pool of different people (known as the “crowd”) rather than assuming the 

risk singlehandedly as done in traditional banking. Crowdfunding thereby enables entrepreneurs and 

individuals – who face difficulties and expensive conditions from conventional banks – with cheaper 

access to financing their projects and needs (BBVA Research, 2013; Danmarks Statistik, 2015).  

In comparison to incumbent banks, loan institutions and venture capitalists – crowdfunding provides 

an inferior scope of services, as they do not offer customers access to full-stack financial services 

such as mortgages, financial advice, mutual funds, insurance or credit cards.  

As such, there is a very real and pertinent possibility that crowdfunding with their fundamentally 

different risk diversion model, simpler product and lower operating costs, can disintermediate 

modules and services in today’s way of commercial banking, and potentially disrupt banks from being 

the primary source when it comes to providing loans to privates, NGOs and small businesses.   
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6.3.2 Disruptive innovation in Deposits & Lending 

 

 ALTERNATIVE LENDING (7 companies) DIGITAL BANKING (4 companies) PERSONAL FINANCE (3 companies) 

S
O

L
U

T
IO

N
S

 

► P2P Lending (2): Matches savers and 

borrowers on an online marketplace 

platform, allowing them to borrow money 

from a pool of lenders/ investors. 

o UdenomBanken; Better Rates 

► Quick Loans (5): Offers consumers quick 

access to payday loans. Often accused of 

unethical business behavior for imposing 

high interests. It can be disputed whether 

these companies qualifies as Fintech. 

o 4finance; Ferratum; 

GoKredit;Patientlån; Creamfinance 

► Mobile Banking platform (4): Mobile 

banking, also known as Neo-Banking, 

provides mobile bank services that 

allows individuals and micro 

businesses to conduct a range of 

banking services remotely, such as 

checking, debit cards, fund 

transfers, bill payments, and savings 

accounts. 

o Lunar Way; Kontist; Bancore; 

Holvi 

► Mobile Piggy Bank (2): Mobile app 

where parents can transfer allowance 

to their children, who in turn can use 

the app to save and spend money.  

o MyMonii; Ernit 

► Personal Financial Management (1): 

Allows consumers to receive a clear 

overview of their personal 

consumption and spending as well as 

enable them to create and track 

personal budgets. 

o Spiir 

T
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E
T

 M
A

R
K

E
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► Target market: Both Fintechs provide B2C 

solutions that focuses on serving 

underbanked private individuals 

o Low-end (underserved) market: Yes  

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No 

► Potential disruptees: Retail banks 

providing private loans. 

► Target market: These Fintech 

companies provide B2C solutions, 

focusing on serving underbanked 

private individuals and freelancers. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: 

Yes – underbanked segments 

o New-market (Nonconsumers): 

No 

► Potential disruptees: Birck-n-mortar 

banks 

► Target market: Both Fintechs provide 

B2C solutions, focusing on private 

consumers as well as educating 

families with children about money. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: 

No  

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No 

► Potential disruptees: Retail banks 
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S
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► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper 

and more convenient): Partly, both P2P 

lending and Quick Loans provide more 

convenient and faster loans, however, 

quick loans are often much more 

expensive.  

► Performance and price (simpler, 

cheaper and more convenient): Yes, 

democratization, affordability and 

simplicity is their mantra – they only 

provide very basic banking offerings 

(mobile bank accounts, Debit card 

and management tools).   

► Performance and price (simpler, 

cheaper and more convenient): Yes, 

both Fintechs focus on easy-to-use and 

intuitive services to empower 

individuals to get better knowledge 

about their personal finances. 

T
E

C
H

N
O

L
O

G
Y

 

► Digital technologies applied: Social, 

Mobility and Advanced Analytics  

o How does the technology solve the 

problem they address? Social as P2P 

lending pools together funds from a 

crowd. Quick Loans use Mobile 

channels and provide almost instant 

loans by enabling Analytics to assess 

the credit risk of consumers.   

► Digital technologies applied: 

Mobility  

o How does the technology solve 

the problem they address? The 

business model of Neo-banks 

revolve around providing their 

service through mobile channels. 

► Digital technologies applied: Mobility 

and Interactive.  

o How does the technology solve 

the problem they address? The 

business model focus on delivering 

an intuitive interface and seamless 

user experience by leveraging 

mobility and visualization tools.  

IN
N

O
V

A
T

IO
N

 ► Disruptive Innovation: Yes (P2P Lending) 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes (Quick Loans)   

► Disruptive Innovation: Yes  

► Sustaining Innovation: No   

► Disruptive Innovation: No 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes 

 

DISRUPTIVE INNOVATION IN 

DEPOSITS & LENDING  
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Is Alternative Lending a Disruptive Innovation? Yes, possibly P2P Lending but not Quick Loans 

While both Fintech categories within Alternative Lending target the low-end and unbanked segment 

of the retail lending market, only P2P Lending qualifies as a disruptive innovation. 

 

When looking at P2P Lending, it is clear that their business model is fundamentally different from 

traditional retail banks in the sense that P2P lending merely acts as an intermediary platform that 

matches borrowers and lenders, and do not provide funds themselves. 

In contrast to established banks, borrowers using P2P Lending platforms particularly benefit from 

attractive rates, 24/7 online access, simplified and transparent application process and fast credit 

risk assessment and status on their loan approval (PwC, 2015). Furthermore, it is interesting to note 

that P2P Lending platforms are expanding and offering different asset classes, from mortgages 

(Udenombanken) to personal loans (Better Rates) that established banks due to their legacy 

processes might find difficult to serve and less profitable.  

 

By offering a digital-only intermediary platform, P2P Lending are both asset and compliance-light in 

the form of lower overheads, lack of physical branches and capital reserve requirements than 

established banks, which means that they in turn operate with lower cost-structures as well as 

simpler and faster processing time for approving a loan. Conversely, functioning as a two-sided 

network (Eisenmann, 2006) means that P2P Lending platforms are becoming increasingly attractive 

for professional investors too (PwC, 2015) – especially today’s low interest-rate markets makes it 

possible for P2P lending to offer investors easy access to an alternative investment opportunity and 

potentially higher returns for their capital. While established banks have not been disrupted yet, P2P 

lending with their simple, convenient, cheap and expanding solutions are nevertheless targeting the 

core business of established banks, namely lending (Business Insider Finance, 2016), and doing so by 

gaining a foothold at the bottom of that market (i.e. people with poorer credit risk that would not be 

eligible for bank loans).                

 

Quick Loans on the other hand focus on providing short-term payday loans in a simple and especially 

fast way. Although the companies target the bottom of the personal lending market (typically low-

income and financially disadvantaged private customers in need of small amounts of cash (Deloitte 

Fintech, 2015)), their revenue model usually entails very costly loans with high interest rates, which 

disqualifies them from being regarded as a disruptive innovation. However, from the perspective of 

sustaining innovation – it is noteworthy that these companies have significantly managed to decrease 

the approval process and time for customers to know the status of their applied loan.       
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Is Digital Banking a Disruptive Innovation? Yes, possibly to brick-n-mortar business model 

Digital-only banks (i.e. mobile-first banks) could be examples of disruptive innovation according to 

Christensen’s theory (cf. chapter 3) with the potential to disrupt established “brick-and-mortar” 

business model of established banks.  

Digital-only banks target low-end segments (i.e. freelancers, microbusiness, individuals and unbanked 

third world populations) that either do not want or otherwise do not have the resources to pay the 

fees to get access to traditional full-stack banks. These Fintech companies instead serve the bottom 

of the market by offering an inferior (unbundled) and cheaper product consisting of basic banking 

products, including checking and saving accounts, prepaid debit cards, bank transfer services and 

interfaces that focus vigorously on convenient and simple customer journeys (cf. appendix 5, 

Solution data).  

While established banks, especially in the Nordics, are becoming increasingly digital, cashless and 

branchless as they are integrating more online and mobile technologies into their existing processes 

and products (CPH Post, 2016), digital-only banks are further putting pressure on established 

players by reimagining the interaction and relationship between banks and customers.  

Interestingly, while regulation paradoxically both stands as one of the main reasons why established 

companies are lagging and unable to profitably serve the bottom of the market that these Fintechs 

are focusing on, it may also be the main hurdle that are keeping the same Fintechs at bay. To 

formally operate as a bank and hold deposits requires a banking license (Finansiering, 2016), which 

in addition to being expensive, also entails added solvency requirements, compliance and monitoring 

by the Financial Services Authority (Finanstilsynet). As such, in order to move upmarket quickly, as 

stated by the theory, Fintech companies are interestingly seeming to form strategic partnerships with 

incumbents to thereby get access to a bank license rather than necessarily disrupting them (Finans 

Watch - Lunar Way, 2016; Fintech live discussion organized by CPH Fintech Lab, 2016).      

 

Is Personal Finance a Disruptive Innovation? No, but likely sustaining 

Fintech companies within personal financial management tools such as Spiir are offering solutions 

that seek to innovate and improve already existing products and services for mainstream private 

customers. Particularly, integrating with a customer’s “netbank” and built on top of it by categorizing 

spending in order to present insightful visualizations and dashboards in an intuitive interface. 

Meanwhile, Fintech companies such as MyMonii and Ernit are offering ways for families with children 

to educate their children about the value of money in a digital and cashless era by providing an 

improved piggy bank app – upgrading the traditional piggybank by making it digital and better, rather 

than inferior as required by the theory.    
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6.3.3 Disruptive innovation in Enterprise Financial Software 

 ACCOUNTING & INVOICING (6 companies) COLLABORATION & WORKFLOW TOOLS (4 companies) 

S
O

L
U

T
IO

N
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► Accounting software (6): Tools and application software 

that help SMEs to manage their accounting, invoicing and 

bookkeeping activities, including taxes, payroll, invoicing, 

supplier management, and accounting. 

o Tradeshift; Beancounting; Dinero; Billy; E-conomic; 

Sproom 

► Workflow efficiency tools (4): Companies designing cloud-based 

software solutions and platforms to enable better communication 

and efficiency of internal workflow processes and applications 

within a given company. These include services, such as business 

banking platforms that gather and manages all financial and 

business-related expenses and activities from one place as well as 

shareholder management platforms that enable companies to better 

manage their shares and shareholders. 

o Nordic Insurance Software; Hufsy; Capdesk; eBinder 
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► Target market: All companies offer B2B solutions, 

specifically targeted at SMEs. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: Yes (small business 

with few resources looking to ease admin time)   

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No 

► Potential disruptees: large integrated ERP system 

vendors (i.e. SAP, Oracle, Microsoft Navision). 

► Target market: All companies offer B2B solutions, specifically 

targeted at SMEs, albeit, Nordic Insurance Software also targets 

leading players. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: Yes (small business with few 

resources looking to ease admin time)   

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No 

► Potential disruptees: large integrated ERP system vendors and 

established bank systems. 
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► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper and more 

convenient): Yes, solutions are noticeable cheaper and 

more convenient, and compared to integrated full-stack 

ERP systems, they are simpler/ inferior in the sense that 

they are single-purposed (i.e. only focused on 

bookkeeping).  

► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper and more convenient): 

Partly, while these companies offer products and services that are 

cheaper to access for a bottom market, their products and services 

are for most part superior in technology, user experience and 

interface. Furthermore, their business model and value proposition 

are not fundamentally different – but rather relies upon existing 

technologies and businesses and thus examples of great sustaining 

ideas that targets a low-end market.   
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► Digital technologies applied: Cloud-based services (cf. 

appendix 6).  

o How does the technology solve the problem they 

address? Cloud technology is an inherent part of 

Accounting and Bookkeeping companies’ offering, 

which involve delivering the software as a service 

(SaaS). 

► Digital technologies applied: Social, Cloud, Interactive and 

Blockchain.  

o How does the technology solve the problem they address? 

These companies integrate a variety of different technologies 

into their business model and offerings, focusing on creating 

better products rather than inferior.   
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► Disruptive Innovation: Yes 

► Sustaining Innovation: No   

► Disruptive Innovation: No 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes, because they do not provide a 

fundamentally different business model, rather than disrupting 

existing technologies and services, they are building a platform that 

integrate all existing modules into one place – offering a better 

experience rather than inferior. 

 

  

 

DISRUPTIVE INNOVATION IN 

ENTEPRISE FINANCIAL 

SOFTWARE 
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Is Accounting & Invoicing a Disruptive Innovation? Yes, possibly to integrated ERP vendors 

Accounting & Invoicing tools could be considered examples of disruptive innovation according to 

Christensen’s theory with the potential to disrupt certain modules within established integrated ERP 

systems.  

These Fintech companies provide various forms of tools and software applications within accounting, 

invoicing and bookkeeping as well as open APIs, enabling third-party integration to their platform in 

order for the customer to customize and add services. However, while it may be easy to view these 

companies as offering superior services rather than inferior, it should be noted that third-party 

applications and other smart-modules were not initially available but added later on, displaying that 

they are gradually moving upmarket towards larger-sized customers (i.e. Tradeshift, now serves 

clients such as DHL, NHS, Air-France, etc.). 

They differentiate themselves by offering inexpensive and uncomplicated tools that appear to target 

and appeal to especially low-end business customers in need of basic business accounting functions, 

and nothing more. Particularly, they do so by offering subscription-based and “As-a-Service” 

solutions rather than hefty licensing fees. Thereby making it considerably easier and cheaper to 

install, implement and configure as opposed to the services offered by established ERP vendors, 

which target the mid and high-end markets with more complex, expensive and extensive suite of 

modules and software (Palaniswamy, 2002; Cardoso, Bostrom, & Sheth, 2004).    

Is Collaboration & Workflow Tools a Disruptive Innovation? No, but likely sustaining 

With the exception of “Nordic Insurance Software”, it appears that these companies are appealing to 

overlooked customer segments in the market, i.e. small businesses and entrepreneurs with few 

resources at their disposal to focus on administrative activities. This is the underlying problem that 

these companies are trying to solve; namely, easing the administrative burden for SMEs by providing 

them with products and services that simplifies administrative business processes and makes them 

run more efficiently and less time-consuming.  

However, while they do target a bottom segment, their products and services does not appear to be 

inferior to existing services, on the contrary, they appear better, with many elements of their 

offerings seeming to be sustaining innovations that seek to improve established services (i.e. make 

them more convenient, effortless, faster and superior in performance and scope).  

Furthermore, their business model and value proposition are not fundamentally different and rather 

than disrupting existing technologies and services, they are building platforms that integrate existing 

modules into one place, however, developing  better experiences rather than inferior, and thus 

examples of great sustaining ideas that make existing products and services better than before.   
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6.3.4 Disruptive innovation in Investment Management 

 INSTITUTIONAL INVESTMENT (9 companies) RETAIL INVESTMENT (4 companies) 

S
O
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T
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► Financial trading technology (7): Financial trading 

technology offer solutions to improve the operations of 

professional financial traders that are involved in 

exchanging securities, including stocks, bonds, 

commodities, currencies, derivatives and other financial 

instruments. 

o NetDania; TickCOM; Tradable; Straticator; BEWESO; 

Muinmos; Leneo 

► Scoring (1): Offers risk tolerance questionnaires and 

expanded assessment software that enable institutional 

financial advisors in the proposal process to clients.  

o Pocket Risk 

► Risk management (1): Offers a risk-management analytics 

platform that enable both businesses as well as retail 

investors to mitigate investment risks and liabilities, 

including forecasting asset prices, portfolio market values, 

risk of investment loss and gains, and prediction analytics. 

o Risk Butler 

► Auto-advice (3): Robo-advisors seek to offer high-value advisory 

services regarding portfolio allocation and money management at 

low costs by applying machine learning and automated analytics to 

offer investment management and financial advice to retail 

investors. 

o NORD; Cocoa Invest; Apertio 

► Retail algo-trading (1): Cloud-based automated trading software 

tool that enables retail investors with limited technical knowledge to 

easily build, test and execute customized auto-trading strategies to 

trade in forex (foreign exchange) and CFDs instruments. 

Furthermore, it provides a platform for investors to share trading 

strategies with other users on the platform. 

o Tradeworks 
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► Target market: All companies offer B2B solutions 

targeted at professional investors as well as SMEs, albeit, 

two companies offer both B2B and B2C tools. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: No (professional 

investors are the mainstream/ profitable market) 

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No 

► Potential disruptees: Wealth, asset and fund managers 

and advisers. 

► Target market: These Fintech companies provide B2C solutions, 

focusing on democratizing, widening and simplifying access to 

advanced investment advice and tools that were once reserved for 

skilled investors or institutional investors. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: No  

o New-market (Nonconsumers): Yes  

► Potential disruptees: Asset, Wealth and Portfolio managers and 

advisors as well as Retail banks providing portfolio advice  
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 ► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper and more 

convenient): Yes, these Fintechs boast themselves with 

offering smarter, cheaper and more user friendly offerings 

that seeks to automate existing processes and empower 

professional investors to do their task better than before. 

► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper and more convenient): 

Yes, Fintech companies within retail investments provide relatively 

cheaper and lower quality (inferior) product performance as they 

tend to focus on a few or a single financial instruments such as 

forex-only or bonds rather than a full range of financial instruments.          
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► Digital technologies applied: Robotics, Advanced 

Analytics, Cloud and Interactive.  

o How does the technology solve the problem they 

address? They leverage these technologies and data 

analytics in order to develop smarter, intuitive and 

cheaper solutions that streamline time-consuming and 

inefficient activities. 

► Digital technologies applied: Robotics and Advanced Analytics.  

o How does the technology solve the problem they address? 

They apply these technologies to offer automated investment 

management and financial advice to retail investors, regardless 

of the size of their fortune can get access to a basic version of 

the same modules and tools that professional investors use. 
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 ► Disruptive Innovation: No 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes   

► Disruptive Innovation: Yes, new-market disruption 

► Sustaining Innovation: No 

 

DISRUPTIVE INNOVATION IN 

INVESTMENT MANAGEMENT  
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Is Institutional Investment a Disruptive Innovation? No, but likely sustaining 

Institutional Investment tools do not appear to appeal to an overlooked low-end customer segment 

nor are they creating a new market by turning nonconsumers into consumers. Instead, these Fintech 

companies are primarily concerned with making the lives easier for mainstream customers; i.e. asset 

managers, brokers and wealth advisers by offering them improved products and services already 

existing in the market, ranging from trading technology to risk management tools.  

Particularly, their products and services apply technologies in order to provide mainstream and high-

end customers with access to smarter, faster, intuitive and better products and services that help to 

streamline inefficient activities and improve traditional systems by making them run better rather 

than being inferior in performance. As such, in accordance with the theory of disruptive innovation, it 

seems as if the elements in Institutional Investments more likely qualifies as sustaining innovations.  

 

Is Retail Investment a Disruptive Innovation? Yes, possibly new-market disruption 

Retail Investments, including both Robo-Advisors and Algorithmic-Trading, could likely be regarded 

examples of New-market disruptive innovations with the potential to disrupt established wealth and 

asset managers as well as financial advisors, i.e. retail banks providing financial advice. 

Consistent with the theory of disruptive innovation, while both Robo-Advisors and Algo-Trading seem 

to be smart and easy to use (requiring only a few clicks), they are inferior when it comes to 

established players who can offer the human touch throughout the investment management process 

as well as access to a broader range of financial instruments (Accenture: Robo-Advice, 2015).  

Both Robo-Advisors and Algo-Trading seems to have benefitted from advancement in technology to 

target overlooked nonconsumers consisting of smaller retail investors in need of investment 

management and financial advice but lacking the capital or skills to access these services (Accenture: 

Robo-Advice, 2015). These Fintech companies are leveraging cognitive technologies and automated 

advice to develop low-cost offerings that seek to democratize these tools and services that initially 

were only accessible to skilled investors, high-net value customers and institutional asset managers.  

They focus on providing inexpensive services, seamless customer experience and an easy-to-use 

interface that any person, regardless of their knowledge or skill level can access and use. When 

customers sign up on their website, they are required to answer only a few questions to help 

determine their risk tolerance and recommend the most appropriate investment strategy. As such, 

these Fintechs have the potential to challenge and disrupt the traditional value chain around retail 

investments (cf. appendix 7) by disintermediating human financial advisors and planners and instead 

offer a direct link between customers and the capital markets, without any intermediaries such as 

traditional fund managers, financial planners or retail bank advisors (Cap Gemini, 2015).    
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6.3.5 Disruptive innovation in Market Provisioning 

 COMPARISON & MATCHMAKING (7) DATA & ANALYTICS (12) SOCIAL COMMUNITY NETWORK (5) 

S
O
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U
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► Financial services comparison (7): Online 

aggregators that both enable consumers 

to easily and transparently compare prices 

and purchase financial products and 

services as well as be matched with the 

best banks, pensions, mortgages, real 

estate agents, and insurance providers 

according to their individual needs.    

o Samlino; Comparo; GodBank; 

MyBanker; Mikonomi; Monera; 

Intelligenet Banker  

► Data & Research (7): Databases that 

systemize and provide data, 

including platforms that connect 

financial institutions with real time 

credit rating and benchmark data. 

o Festina Lente; FinE Analytics; 

RealView; CrediWire; Debito; 

Schantz; Temenos 

► IT security (5): Security solutions in 

the form of consultancy, 

technologies and software to combat 

fraud and cybercrime. 

o CodeSealer; Cryptomathic; 

Dencrypt; Partisia; Sepior 

► Financial Social Community (5): 

Community platforms and forums that 

enable parties to engage with each 

other, including also financial learning 

tools to improve financial literacy. 

Furthermore, these companies embed 

functionalities from social networks, 

such as chat forums, discussions and 

facilitate connections between parties. 

o Peercraft; Cranberger; Proinvestor; 

Tradimo; Coders Trust 
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► Target market: They provide B2C 

solutions, enabling private consumers to 

make better financial decisions. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: No 

(mainstream consumers largely use 

and rely on these financial products) 

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No 

► Potential disruptees: These companies 

can disrupt the interface between financial 

institutions and their clients. 

► Target market: They provide B2B 

solutions, enabling companies and 

institutions with access to data.  

o Low-end (underserved) market: 

No  

o New-market (Nonconsumers): 

No 

► Potential disruptees: They have the 

potential to develop/ make existing 

capabilities and systems smarter.  

► Target market: They provide B2C 

solutions, enabling private individuals 

and retail investors to connect, engage 

and learn more about investments. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: No  

o New-market (Nonconsumers): Yes, 

(Coders Trust and Tradimo focus on 

democratizing education) 

► Potential disruptees: Education 

providers and Social networks  
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► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper 

and more convenient): Partly, while these 

services are free and convenient to use, 

they are not inferior. On the contrary, they 

are superior as opposed to other 

comparison options or the consumer 

manually comparing services.   

► Performance and price (simpler, 

cheaper and more convenient): 

Partly, these databases automates 

data gathering in order to provide 

cheaper and faster access to 

superior real-time data, rather than 

inferior.  

► Performance and price (simpler, 

cheaper and more convenient): Yes, 

particularly Coders Trust, Tradimo and 

Proinvestor provide free services, that 

are inferior (niche-focused) to existing 

players and services.  
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► Digital technologies applied: Advanced 

Analytics and Interactive.  

o How does the technology solve the 

problem they address? They focus on 

fostering transparency by aggregating 

information and presenting it to 

customers in an appealing way. 

► Digital technologies applied: 

Advanced Analytics and Cloud.  

o How does the technology solve 

the problem they address? They 

automate data gathering and 

analyzes it to deliver insightful 

advisory recommendations.  

► Digital technologies applied: Social.  

o How does the technology solve the 

problem they address?  They apply 

elements from social networks to 

make the platform easier and more 

engaging for members.  
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 ► Disruptive Innovation: No 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes   

► Disruptive Innovation: No 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes   

► Disruptive Innovation: Yes (CodersTrust 

and Tradimo) 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes (the rest) 

 

 

DISRUPTIVE INNOVATION IN 

MARKET PROVISIONING  
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Is Comparison & Matchmaking a Disruptive Innovation? No, but likely sustaining 

Comparison & Matchmaking does not seek to disrupt existing markets but rather sustaining 

established markets by disaggregating certain modules and making them work better and more 

transparent. Comparison platforms particularly aggregate prices and conditions on various services, 

such as banking, insurance, loans and mortgages, and present it in a simple and transparent way.  

Financial products has traditionally been something very opaque and complex for customers to filter 

and screen for the best and most cost-effective provider. These one-stop comparison engines seek to 

de-bias complex information (cf. section 6.2.3.5), enhance transparency and enable consumers to 

make better financial decisions according to their specific needs and ultimately help them to save 

money and time. As such, these platforms change the way in which financial products and services 

are provisioned by challenging traditional distribution channels to accommodate changing customer 

preferences demanding more transparency, convenience and simplicity, however, they do so without 

expanding or creating new markets but rather sustaining and improving existing ones.      

Is Data & Analytics a Disruptive Innovation? No, but likely sustaining  

Data & Analytics providers consist of knowledge-intensive companies that leverage vast sets of data 

and analytical modules from which insightful commercial advice and recommendations for actions 

can be gleaned, helping established players to improve and sustain their existing business operations. 

This is sustaining innovation in a nutshell as these companies essentially improve the storage and 

leverage of data to design a range of analytical models with commercial benefits that seek to 

optimize existing operations, resources and system performances and help companies to ultimately 

make even better and more efficient products and services (sustaining trajectory).   

Is Social Community Network a Disruptive Innovation? Yes, possibly CodersTrust and Tradimo 

Financial Social Community Networks describe a breed of smaller companies targeting a very niche-

focused segment designed for investors and traders (Cranberger and Proinvestor), private 

consumers and retailers (Peercraft), as well as people aspiring to learn new skills (CodersTrust and 

Tradimo). Particularly, CodersTrust and Tradimo could be considered examples of new-market 

disruption, with the potential to disrupt established education institutions. 

While both businesses essentially provide products and services characterized as “e-learning – an 

activity already existing at mainstream universities – their services democratize access to education 

and allow nonconsumers (emerging low-end countries not able to pay for traditional access) to learn 

new skills online with very little tuition to enable economic inclusion and literacy. Their business 

model is also fundamentally different from existing education providers and rely on flexible student 

financing, mentoring, communities and 24/7 instant help to make education cheaper and simpler, 

while still being inferior as they only provide a very limited range of niche-focused classes.  
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6.3.6 Disruptive innovation in Payments 

 CONSUMER PAYMENTS (3 companies) CRYPTOCURRENCY (2 companies) 

S
O
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► M-commerce payment (3): Companies that enable consumers 

to pay on the go via mobile devices. These solutions range 

from cashless payment systems, direct mobile billing apps, 

mobile wallets and other mobile-enabled payment solutions, 

such as zero-click payments.   

o Monso; MEEwallet; EasyPark 

► Payment solutions for merchants and consumers (2): 

Services that enable cryptocurrency-based payments. These 

companies include payment-processing providers that enable 

merchants to accept payments in cryptocurrencies as well as 

allowing consumers to buy and sell cryptocurrencies. 

Furthermore, solutions also include “identity authentication 

tools” for merchants using digital currencies (i.e. “blockchain 

compliance and identity verification”). 

o Coinify; Chainalysis 
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► Target market: All companies focus on B2B solutions targeted 

at retail consumers, albeit, MEEwallet’s solutions both target 

B2B and B2C. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: No (they target the same 

mainstream customers in the retail payments market as 

established players; namely private consumers) 

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No 

► Potential disruptees: Credit card companies and banks. 

► Target market: Both companies focus primarily on B2B 

solutions targeted at e-commerce merchants of all sizes 

accepting cryptocurrency. Coinify furthermore targets private 

consumers, enabling them to buy and sell cryptocurrencies. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: No 

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No (While Cryptocurrencies 

(i.e. Bitcoin) may allow the underbanked world access to 

financial services, in the case of the Fintechs in Denmark, 

they target the same mainstream customers as 

established players; namely e-merchants and SMEs. 

► Potential disruptees: Existing payment systems, providers 

and currencies 
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► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper and more 

convenient): Partly, while these companies use technologies 

to provide more cost-effective digital offerings than 

established legacy products and services, it is difficult to 

argue that they are inferior in performance. On the contrary, 

they allow consumers to transfer money almost instant, 

cashless and frictionless from their smartphone.  

► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper and more 

convenient): Partly, while cryptocurrencies and their 

underlying technology; the Blockchain provide an inferior, 

cheaper and simpler alternative to traditional fiat-currencies, 

it is hard to argue that the Fintech companies essentially have 

fundamentally different business models. In the case of 

disruptive innovation theory, it is not the technology per se 

that is disruptive but the business model and how the 

technology is applied (cf. section 3.2).  
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► Digital technologies applied: Mobility  

o How does the technology solve the problem they 

address? Their products and services are all accessed via 

smartphones to offer various mobile-based payment 

solutions and apps, which their business model rely on. 

► Digital technologies applied: Blockchain  

o How does the technology solve the problem they 

address? Both Fintech companies’ solution are essentially 

based on the Blockchain, which seeks to decentralize 

current payment systems and replace a central clearing 

authority with a network of peers (cf. section 6.2.3.1).  
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► Disruptive Innovation: No 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes   

► Disruptive Innovation: No 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes, the Fintech companies do not 

create a new market or target low-end customers in the 

market, rather they enable customers to use and access an 

alternative currency.  

  

 

DISRUPTIVE INNOVATION IN 

PAYMENTS  
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 PAYMENTS BACKEND & INFRASTRUCTURE (26) 
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► E-commerce payment solutions for merchants (14): Include a range of payment system services that enable or facilitate payments, 

including Payment Processing/ Gateway providers, Point-of-Sale (POS providers), and Invoice-based payments (e.g. Klarna and ViaBill).  

o Klarna; Clearhaus; Shopbox; ViaBill; PensoPay; Wallmob; Gate2payments; Paylike; Paymenter; Yourpay; Inpay; Bambora; Altapay; 

CellPoint Mobile 

► Expense management (3): These Fintech companies have developed cloud-based solutions to improve the experience and efficiency of 

archaic expense management processes, i.e. facilitating payment and control of employee-incurred expenses.  Focus of these solutions 

are on offering interactive and user-friendly software that integrates with company credit cards in order to automate the wider expense 

management and reimbursement process, thereby reducing administrative bureaucracy for the involved companies and their employees. 

o Pleo; Trayce; Cardlay 

► Financial transactions security (3): These Fintech companies provide various solutions that focus on enabling companies to secure 

payment transactions; authenticate buyers and prevent fraud. These services include biometric and smart payment cards, fraud 

detection software and algorithms as well as “Verified Money” compliance services (including “Know Your Customer (KYC)” and “Anti-

Money Laundering measures (AML)”). 

o CardLab; NewBanking; FraudID 

► International money transfer (1): Offers online services to transfer money and pay international bills while minimizing the risk related to 

currency fluctuations and thereby reducing transaction costs. 

o November First 

► M-commerce payment (5): Similar to the solution in Consumer Payments, these Fintech companies also enable consumers to pay on the 

go via mobile devices. However, these solutions are specifically developed and targeted directly at B2B rather than B2C. These 

companies provide various solutions to businesses, including portable/ mobile POS solutions; mobile payment app switch that allows 

merchants to build an app-based payment solution; and backend technologies that enable mobile-based payments for merchants. 

o iZettle; QBuy; Pay4it; More2save; Unwire 
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  ► Target market: All companies provide various B2B services, specifically designed for facilitating and simplifying payments for SMEs as 

well as supporting E-merchants with payment systems. 

o Low-end (underserved) market: No (SMEs and Merchants are the same mainstream customers that traditional players target)   

o New-market (Nonconsumers): No  

► Potential disruptees: Current payment system ecosystem and full-stack banks (credit card providers, payment service providers). 
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► Performance and price (simpler, cheaper and more convenient): Partly, while these Fintech companies essentially seek to address the 

same problem; namely improving existing payment systems and challenging established providers by offering customers simpler and 

cheaper services that are faster, smarter, transparent and more convenient to use, it is difficult to argue that they are inferior in 

performance to established players. On the contrary, applying new technologies enable them to automate payment handling and 

significantly reducing both the application and processing time as well as providing additional real-time insights and data dashboards, 

which is certainly more beneficial and appreciated by mainstream customers in the market.   
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 ► Digital technologies applied: Advanced Analytics; Cloud; Mobility; Biometrics; Blockchain.  

o How does the technology solve the problem they address? Adopting various technologies in their solutions enable these Fintech 

companies to offer their business customers simpler and more efficient way to run their processes and operations. Cloud technology 

and automated processes relying on data analytics seems to be the technological core, enabling them to deliver faster, cheaper, and 

more transparent Omni-channel services, while Biometrics provide next generation payments security and fraud prevention.      
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 ► Disruptive Innovation: No 

► Sustaining Innovation: Yes 

 

DISRUPTIVE INNOVATION IN 

PAYMENTS (continued)  
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Is Consumer Payments a Disruptive Innovation? No, but likely sustaining 

Interestingly, while the advent of the internet and e-commerce has significantly contributed to 

changing the way consumers shop (Mahadevan, 2000), the way consumers pay have more or less 

remained unchanged, requiring either paying by cash, checks or credit cards (Bank of New York, 

2015). New Fintech entrants are gradually seeking to change this status quo, exploiting technological 

advancements and the global penetration of smartphones to offer improved payment solutions 

powered by mobile devices (Bank of New York, 2015). However, while these Fintech companies – 

consistent with the theory – make use of fundamentally different business models compared to 

established players, there are two main conditions preventing them from qualifying as disruptive 

innovations:  

Firstly, and most importantly, mobile payment solutions offered by Fintechs do not originate in low-

end or new-market footholds. It is difficult to argue that Fintech companies have discovered a low-

end opportunity, which would mean that established payment and credit card providers had overshot 

the needs of retail consumers by making existing payment methods too easy to use. Besides allowing 

consumers to no longer carrying physical credit cards, these Fintech innovations do not disrupt the 

traditional payment infrastructure (cf. appendix 8) or the established players within it, as 

transactions still require banks to authorize and clear transactions (Bank of New York, 2015). Mobile 

wallets for example allow consumers to digitize and store their existing credit cards on their 

smartphones, however, besides digitizing the credit cards, the established players prevail.   

Secondly, disrupters initially create inferior products and services. In contrast, Fintech companies 

make it possible for consumers to transfer money and buy goods and services with just a few clicks 

and taps on a smartphone screen. These mobile payment methods offered by Fintech companies 

arguably contribute to improving payments in terms of speed and processing time, transaction cost, 

convenience and accessibility through multiple channels (Bank of New York, 2015). For these two 

reasons, it is more likely that Consumer Payments qualifies as sustaining innovations, rather than 

potentially disrupting current payment systems.  

 

Is Cryptocurrency a Disruptive Innovation? No, not in the context of Denmark but likely sustaining 

While it may be tempting naturally to assume the Blockchain technology and cryptocurrencies as 

some of the most promising and shining examples of disruptive innovations in financial services, it is 

important to remember that Disruptive Innovation – according to Christensen & Raynor (2003) – is a 

relative term (cf. section 3.2). “What might be disruptive to one business can be considered as 

sustaining to another depending on whether the innovation is consistent with the company’s business 

model” (Christensen & Raynor, 2003).  
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While the Blockchain might prove to be a disruptive technology and indeed does have the potential to 

disintermediate financial services, it is worth emphasizing that disruptive innovations are driven by 

business models rather than technologies (cf. section 3.1.1). Technologies are not inherently 

disruptive or sustaining per se – regardless of how promising they are. Instead, focus should be on 

determining whether the respective business using the technology pursues a disruptive or a 

sustaining trajectory.  

When looking at the products and services (and not the underlying technology) provided by these 

Fintech cryptocurrency-companies in Denmark it becomes clear that they neither create a new 

market by turning nonconsumers into consumers  nor do they target neglected low-end customers.  

Considering their solutions include services such as cryptocurrency processors and exchange 

platforms (Coinify) as well as compliance tools (Chainalysis) that target fast adopting, but 

nevertheless, mainstream retailers and SMEs, it is difficult to argue that these companies are 

disruptive. 

Traditional retailers, E-commerce merchants and SMEs does not constitute a new market nor are 

they a low-end segment that incumbent payment service providers are neglecting or ignoring. On the 

contrary, many traditional players (Nordea, Danske Bank, Deutsche Bank, Santander BNY Mellon, 

UBS) are increasingly seeking to pursue and invest in Blockchain technology (Financial Times, Digital 

Currencies, 2016; Finans Forbundet, Blockchain, 2016). 

As such, it seems more likely that these Fintech companies are seeking to help traditional 

mainstream customers in the market with sustaining their existing business, but by facilitating access 

to new and alternative currency streams. 

  

Is Payments Backend & Infrastructure a Disruptive Innovation? No, but likely sustaining 

The payments sector has been the cradle from which most new Fintech entrants have emerged from 

in Denmark (cf. section 6.1.1). This sector is seeing a major influx of very different forms of 

technologies and innovative products and services coming into the market, increasingly unbundling a 

range of services within the payments sector and competing to provide cheaper offerings and better 

experiences. New players are offering unbundled and single-purposed tools and solutions to reach a 

number of specific areas within payments, including merchant payment solutions, international 

remittance, expense management automation as well as security services.   

While most of the products and services offered by the Fintech companies are cheaper than the 

existing offerings – which could suggest that they are targeting low-end segments of the market – the 

important thing to bear in mind when assessing if an innovation qualifies as a low-end innovation or 

not, is to ask the following questions:  
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Are the new products and services inferior, that is performing worse to established 

products and services, or are they at par/ better than established products and 

services?  

When taken this question into consideration and casting a deeper look at the Fintech companies in 

Denmark, it becomes clear that the products and services offered by Fintechs arguably are superior 

in terms of speed, security, transparency and cost to incumbents, while simultaneously enhancing 

the overall experience, providing real-time insights and open APIs to allow third-party integration.  

 

6.4 Reflections on the analysis and disruptive innovation 
While the research only provides a snapshot of the current Fintech landscape in Denmark – which is 

rapidly evolving – it nevertheless represents a first attempt towards exploring the complex landscape 

of Fintech innovations as well as understanding their wider implications through the conceptual lens 

of Christensen’s theory.  

Following the results of applying the integrated framework, 5 out of 15 Fintech sectors were 

qualified of being potentially disruptive innovations (mostly within the low-end), while the majority 

better fitted the characteristics of sustaining innovations. Thereby supporting the importance and 

background of this study to clarify the theory and providing substantive arguments to address the 

widespread and seemingly misconceived use of the term “disruption” in relation to Fintech.  

This process of essentially predicting disruptive innovation within a still infant, rapidly evolving and 

complex technological field as Fintech – even with the help of a framework – is a challenging task for 

multiple reasons. These reasons particularly ties to the following factors:  

1) The relativity of the disruption concept (cf. section 3.2),  

2) The difficulty in being fully able to appreciate the performance attributes of customers  

3) The idiosyncratic factors in the business model of Fintech, which often cuts across multiple 

sectors, infrastructure layers and services that provide different benefits for different 

customers simultaneously.  

In this respect, the framework provided excellent support and guidance to cut across this complex 

diversity and instead focus specifically on the most salient elements in relation to the theory; keeping 

an eye on the target market, the performance attributes and determining whether Fintech products 

and services in fact could be regarded as inferior or superior.  

Especially the latter element of assessing performance attributes and determining superiority or 

inferiority was challenging given its rather subjective nature, which – all other things equal – differs 

from customer to customer (cf. Limitations, section 1.5). 
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However, regardless of applying a framework, the theory remains rather subjective, relative and 

premature. Indeed, it seems safe to say that the surest and most effective way to test whether a 

product, service or new business model is disruptive or not, is by looking at it in retrospect after it in 

fact has occurred or not.    

  

6.4.1 Implications for practitioners and why getting the theory right matters 

In relation to business practice, the findings raised in this chapter pose important implications for 

each respective stakeholders in the sector. Particularly, understanding the distinction between the 

different types of innovation (disruptive vs sustaining) matters for practitioners in order to better 

ascertain the innovation type of their own operating model and offerings and thus become better 

equipped at formulating and deploying appropriate responses depending on their position and 

strategic goals.      

For Fintech entrants on a disruptive trajectory, focus should be on consolidating ones foothold and 

position in the low end of the market – and benefit from incumbents typically not perceiving one as a 

serious threat – before gradually deciding to move upmarket and serving more profitable customers.  

For Fintech entrants on a sustaining trajectory, the road towards success is especially hindered by 

red ocean competition from incumbents as well as other entrants competing for the most profitable 

mainstream customers. As such, the strategic response will likely focus on how to best differentiate 

from competitors in order to attract customers and gain a larger market share from competitors, 

with the threat of eventually facing “the innovators dilemma”. This being said, it is important to 

direct attention towards the seemingly widespread perception that sustaining innovation – which 

often keeps the economy vibrant (Clayton Christensen, 2013) – are somehow less valuable, 

important or promising than other types of innovation. 
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7. CONCLUSION 

To be, or not to be disrupted, that is the question that many business leaders seems to have been 

asking in recent years, particularly in light of an accelerating digital reality. 

Much have been said and written about disruption in financial services, a term that seemingly has 

evolved into a popular label that is frequently tossed around with little regard to its theoretical 

definition. This essentially formed the background of this study, which were driven by two 

fundamental goals in response to the research question in chapter 1. Firstly, to landscape the Danish 

Fintech sector, and secondly, to explain how Fintech innovations exactly qualified as disruption.  

While this study represents the first attempt towards describing the evolving Fintech innovation 

landscape in Denmark through the theoretical lens of Disruptive Innovation, it should be noted that 

this question cannot effectively be answered with a simple “yes” or “no”.    

Based on the research findings as outlined in this report, it is important to emphasize the key 

distinction between “Disrupting Innovations” and “Sustaining Innovations”. Indeed, not all seemingly 

“groundbreaking” ideas, solutions or underlying technologies - regardless of their promise or 

potential – are disruptive per se after taking a closer look in accordance with the theory.  

This study identified 107 Fintech companies in Denmark across 6 main categories, 15 sectors and 

30 different types of solutions. Indeed, the study did find potentially disruptive elements within 

emerging Fintech areas, including Crowdfunding, P2P Lending, Neo-Banking, Accounting platforms, 

Retail Investment, and E-learning, however, with the majority of Danish Fintech rather seeming to be 

sustaining innovations that make already existing products and services work better than before.  

This does not mean that disruption should be downplayed or companies be less alert and cautious 

about changes, but nor should it be overplayed. While there is good and legitimate reasons these 

days to talk about disruption, it is equally as important to make it clear what exactly is meant by 

disruption, i.e. what it is, why it occurs and of course how and where it occurs.  

This world is not static but in a constant state of flux that both presents challenges and opportunities. 

Disruption should therefore not be thought of as an end but rather as a means towards growth.  

Given the long string of decisions that businesses – on a daily basis – have to make in order to move 

forward, pursue growth and achieve their goals, getting the theory right and filtering the noise 

around disruption and Fintech becomes vitally important in order to then also respond and make 

decisions in the right way rather than jumping to hasty, unwarranted and irreversible conclusions.  

“I do not believe in taking the right decision, I take a decision and make it right.” (Muhammad 

Ali Jinnah) 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE WORK 

Because Fintech, both globally and in a Danish context, remains a relatively new and evolving sector 

with more and more Fintech companies emerging on the scene17, it leaves ample room for perpetual 

further research to be conducted in order to gain new and deeper insights as well as anew the very 

issue raised by this study.  

 

In respect to disruptive innovation, the element of assessing performance attributes in order to 

determine whether an innovation is superior or inferior to established products and services in a 

market was challenging to do using only secondary desk research.  

While there are many different and equally interesting areas to dive into within Fintech, in the 

context of further studying disruptive innovation in Fintech, it would be interesting in continuation of 

this study to focus on the customers in order to explore and establish the product performance 

attributes and customer demand trajectories (cf. section 3.1.3, figure 9) for different financial 

services.  

At the end of the day, customers are the livelihood and at the heart of financial services, hence, 

conducting qualitative research in order to understand the customers’ needs and expectations as 

well as uncovering their customer journey, pain-points and reasons for using different financial 

services would be a significant contribution and next step to the groundwork of this thesis. 

 

Another interesting further research would be to examine how practitioners in the Fintech ecosystem 

defines Disruptive Innovation, which would be a major step towards documenting discrepancies and 

validating or invalidating the misconceptions between the concept’s true theoretical meaning versus 

its practical connotations. 

 

Finally, it would also be a very valuable contribution (in relation to section 6.1.5 and 6.3.2 in this 

report) to subsequently focus on strategic alliances and what the benefits of collaboration and 

partnerships between incumbents and newcomers may be. Furthermore, how these strategic 

alliances may challenge the theory of Disruptive Innovation and its notion that incumbents will be 

replaced rather than complemented by newcomers.   

                                                           
17 Disclaimer (January 11, 2017): 14 new Fintech companies with operations in Denmark have been found after 
conducting the research and therefore not included in this study, including Paylet, Hiveonline, Salary, YouLend, BLOC, 
Blocktech, Brainbot, Business Trust, Calcabis, LendMe, iaib, Puut Wallet, WeMoveCoins, and Global Yield Fintech.    
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APPENDICES 
 

Appendix 1. Glossary and acronym directory 
 

Term Definition 
API Application Programming Interface  
AML Anti-Money Laundering (regulatory payment directive)  
B2B Business to business 
B2C Business to consumer 
Bitcoin A form of digital cryptocurrency powered by the Blockchain 
Blockchain In essence, a digital database of distributed digital ledgers that 

enables peers to co-create a permanent, unchangeable and 
transparent record (called blocks) of transactions.     

”Copenhagen Fintech” Copenhagen Fintech is Denmark’s Fintech cluster organization.  
Crowdfunding Refers to different ways of raising funds from “crowd” on an online 

platform.  
Cryptocurrency Also knowns as digital currency. Refers to a digital/ virtual currency 

that uses cryptography for security.  
Disruptive Innovation A theory pioneered by Clayton Christensen  
DK Denmark 
DKK Danish kroner 
E-Commerce Electronic commerce 

Fintech Financial Technology 
FS Financial services 
Incumbent  An incumbent refers to an industry leader or a legacy provider 
IPO Initial Public Offering 
IT Information Technology 
KPI Key Performance Indicator 
KYC ”Know Your Customer” (regulatory payment directive) 
M-Commerce Mobile commerce 
NGO Non-Governmental organization 
P2P Peer-to-peer – A model used by alternative finance providers to 

connect two borrowers and lenders.  
PAYG Pay As You Go 
PE Private Equity 
POS Point Of Sale 
R&D Research and Development 
Regtech Regulatory technology 
SME Small and medium-sized enterprises 
Startup A startup is a company in the first stage of its operations.  
VC Venture capital – Investors providing capital to startups  

 

Source: own creation based on extant literature review and definitions from Investopedia.com   
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Appendix 2. Fintech companies in Denmark 

 

Source: (World Economic Forum, 2013, p. 7) 
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Appendix 3. Map of the Danish Fintech companies 
 

Table 8. Map of the Danish Fintech companies 

Source: own creation based on data analysis 

Capital raising 
 (15 companies) 

Deposits and lending 
(14 companies) 

Enterprise fin. software 
(10 companies) 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Investment mgmt 
(13 companies) 

Market provisioning 
(24 companies) 

Payments 
 (31 companies) 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Alternative financing 

Crowdfunding 

Alternative lending 

Digital banking 

Personal finance 

Accounting & Invoicing 

Collaboration workflow tools 

Institutional investment 

Retail investment 

Comparison & matchmaking 

Data & analytics providers 

Social community network 

Payments backend  

Consumer payments  

Cryptocurrency 

https://www.danskfakturabors.dk/
http://aidbuilder.com/
https://dk.betternow.org/en
https://www.booomerang.dk/
http://getcapitalaid.com/da/
https://www.caremaker.dk
http://www.xn--lne-formidling-lib.dk/
https://www.flexfunding.com/en/
https://www.kreditmatch.dk/
http://www.myc4.com/
http://sharefunders.dk/
https://www.fundedbyme.com/en/
https://www.lendino.dk/
http://brickshare.dk/
https://www.4finance.com/
http://www.spiir.dk/
https://bancore.com/
https://lunarway.com/
http://www.mymonii.com/
https://udenombanken.dk/
https://www.creamfinance.com/#home
https://www.betterrates.dk/main/home.xhtml
https://www.ferratum.dk/
https://www.gokredit.dk/
https://patientlaan.dk/
http://www.ernit.com/
http://www.nisportal.com/
https://www.crunchbase.com/organization/hufsy#/entity
https://www.sproom.net/
http://www.beancounting.dk/
https://dinero.dk/
https://tradeshift.com/
https://www.billy.dk/
https://www.capdesk.com/
https://ebinder.dk/
https://www.e-conomic.dk/
https://www.pocketrisk.com/
https://riskbutler.com/
http://www.northholders.dk/
http://cocoainvest.dk/
http://www.netdania.com/
http://www.tickcom.com/
https://tradable.com/
http://www.straticator.com/
https://www.tradeworks.io/
https://www.comparo.dk/
https://www.peercraft.com/
http://godbank.dk/index.html
http://www.cranberger.com/
https://www.debito.dk/
https://monera.dk/
https://www.mybanker.dk
http://www.proinvestor.com/
http://en.tradimo.com/
https://www.coderstrust.com/
http://www.codesealer.com/
https://crediwire.com/en.html
http://www.cryptomathic.com/
https://www.dencrypt.eu/en/
http://www.festina-lente.dk/
http://www.fineanalytics.com/
http://partisia.com/
http://realview.dk/en/
https://sepior.com/
http://www.mikonomi.dk/
http://www.samlino.dk/
https://www.clearhaus.com/
http://www.trayce.io/en.html
https://www.pleo.io/
https://www.coinify.com/
http://www.cardlab.com/
https://novemberfirst.com/
http://www.shopbox.com/#test
http://www.monso.dk/
https://newbanking.com/
https://pensopay.com/
https://www.wallmob.com/
https://www.chainalysis.com/
http://cardlay.com/
http://www.viabill.com/webshop/
http://gate2payments.com/
http://pay4it.dk/
https://paylike.io/
http://www.paymenter.com/Default.aspx
https://www.yourpay.io
http://www.more2save.dk/
http://meewallet.com/en/
http://www.unwire.com/#/home
https://www.qbuy.net/retailer/
http://www.inpay.com/
http://www.bambora.com/da/dk/Betalingslosninger/
https://easypark.dk/
http://www.fraudid.dk/
https://www.izettle.com/dk
https://www.klarna.com/dk
https://www.crowdinvest.dk/
http://beweso.com/
http://www.leneo.io/
http://www.muinmos.com/
http://apertio.dk/
http://intelligentbanker.com/
https://altapay.com/
https://about.holvi.com/
https://www.temenos.com/en/
http://www.schantz.com/
http://www.cellpointmobile.com/
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Appendix 4. Directory of Fintech companies in Denmark 

 

Description: 

To provide additional perspectives into the Fintech companies in Denmark and a broader view of their 

business models, value propositions and underlying technologies, appendix 4 (PDF file) has assembled a 

detailed anthology of company profiles. This body of work draws substantially from the Fintech database 

available as appendix 5. 

 

Filename: 

Appendix 4 – Denmark Fintech List.pdf  

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 5. Fintech database  
 

Description: 

The accompanying database is formatted in Microsoft Excel.  

Please refer to the attached CD with an electronic copy to access the database containing the 

comprehensive data analysis and mapping of all the Fintech companies in Denmark. 

 

Filename: 

Appendix 5 – Fintech database.xlsx 
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Appendix 6. Risk model to better assess risks  
 

 

Source: (Capital Aid, Risk Model, 2016)   
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Appendix 7. Investment value chain in retail investments  
 

Robo-Advisors have the potential to disrupt the traditional value chain and threatening established 

asset managers and retail bankers. 

 

Source: (Cap Gemini, 2015) 
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Appendix 8. Payment industry value chain  
 

 

Source: (MEEwallet, 2015) 
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Appendix 9. Excerpts of “disruptive innovation” in relation to Fintech   
 

AUTHORS NOTES 

Rainmaking Innovation and 

Oxford Research: CPH Fintech 

Hub (2015) 

“FinTech – digital financial technolgies – is currently reshaping the development 

and future of the financial services sector by disrupting financial services and 

products, much in the way that similar digital technologies have reshaped 

other industries like publishing, music, tourism and taxis in recent years.” 

London Business School Review: 

The Fintech revolution (2015) 

“This is the challenge facing banks and financial services today. Technology 

entrepreneurs are entering their sector and looking to disrupt it.” 

PwC: How Fintech is shaping 

financial services (2016) 

“FinTech is gaining significant momentum and causing disruption to the 

traditional value chain.” 

“While we should not underestimate the capacity of incumbents to assimilate 

innovative ideas, the disruption of the financial sector is clearly underway.” 

Goldman Sachs: The future of 

Finance, part 3 (2015) 

“The combination of big data analytics and new distribution channels allowed 

technology start-ups to disrupt traditional banks, particularly in the consumer 

lending space.” 

Accenture: Digital disruption in 

Nordic retail banking (2015) 

“Banks need to move quickly. Disruption is already a fact in the Nordics. Just 

consider the decline in the share of deposits hold by banks during the last 

decade. Or the rise of digital disruptors in investment services such as Avanza, 

Nordnet, Saxo Bank, Fellow Finance and Invesdor among others.” 

EY: Fintech: Are banks 

responding appropriately? 

(2015) 

“The scene is set for an “Uber” scenario in financial services — one in 

which regulators could find a way to balance protecting the financial 

system with balancing innovation.” 

White & Case: Fintech: The 

disruptive force for good (2015) 

"Fintech companies have disrupted all aspects of the financial services 

industry. Technology has enabled new companies to reach customers in new 

ways at a lower cost. Financial sponsors have noticed the trend and have been 

quick to jump on the train," a senior FIG M&A adviser says. 
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Appendix 10. Method for classifying the Fintech companies in the database 
 

Column 

# 

VARIABLES 

(in appendix 5) 

NOTES 

B “Company” The short company description was based on official company pages (Their webpages 

as well as Crunchbase and LinkedIn profile)  

C “Fintech category” Based on categories from World Economic Forum & Deloitte (2015). Appendix 5 

details what characterizes each category in order to classify each company according 

to its most fitting Fintech category.   

D “Sector” Once the Fintech category is established, the Sector is determined by the researcher 

according to the core solution primarily offered by the company.  

Data found in Column G and J (Problem data and Solution data)  

E “Subsector” Determined by the solution offered by the company (Based on data in Column G and 

J). Appendix 5 describes characteristics of each subsector in order to correctly 

classify the companies.   

F “Problem” 
5 Fintech Problem types were identified from literature (Kanaskar, 2016).  

Appendix 5 describes each problem in order to classify the companies. Problem type 

was determined by analyzing keywords from collected company content (the content 

and keywords used lies in Column G).  

G 
“Problem data” Contains referenced data content from official company pages and highlights 

keywords used to classify the problem (column F). 

H 
“Solution 1” Details the solution offered by the company (based on data in column J). 

I 
“Solution 2” Details other solutions offered by the company (based on data in column J). 

J 
“Solution data” Contains referenced data content from official company pages to classify the 

solutions (column H and I). 

K 
“Value Proposition” The 6 value propositions was created after classifying the companies into distinct 

groups based on self-assessing the benefits of their solutions. 

L 
“Target Customer” Based on company sources and by validating with Dealroom data.  

M 
“Target Market” Based on company sources and by validating with Dealroom data.  

N 
“Digital technologies” The 8 digital technologies was based on Accenture (2015) and BCG (2016) reports on 

Fintech. While companies can use more than one technology, classification was done 

by assessing their solutions (column G and I) to determine the primary one.  

O 
“Delivery model” Based on company sources and by validating with Dealroom data.  

P 
“Revenue model” Based on company sources and by validating with Dealroom data.  

Q-AH 
Column Q-AH (company 

info and financials) 

Data accumulated from Company webpages and from Crunchbase as well as Bisnode.  

*Financials coverted from EUR and USD to DKK using Sep 23 2016 exchange rates)  
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