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Abstract 

Business models are becoming a more and more important aspect of doing business. 
By defining a business model, a company is able to effectively describe the way they 
create, deliver and capture value. Literature on structured change from one business 
model to another is limited to application of creative techniques and tools that only 
help in the generation of a business model. The research herewith presented has 
developed a methodology for structured business model innovation. A set of design 
principles has been defined that support the structured creation, selection and 
definition of an innovative business model. Design principles from theory have been 
developed based on an extensive review of current business model (innovation) 
literature and practice based design principles are developed based on interviews 
with experts on business (model) innovation and observations in the business context 
of Syntens. The main conclusion of the research is that the methodology developed 
structurally supports the business model innovation process and the principles behind 
the methodology are an aid for stimulating innovative outcomes of the business model 
innovation process. 
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Management Summary 
This thesis describes research on the topic of structured business model innovation. A 
methodology has been developed and supporting design principles are defined to guide the 
business model innovation process to create better and/or improved business models. 

Business models 
Business model research is evolving at a rapid pace. The first paper on business models that 
described both a definition and components of business models was written 10 years ago by 
Linder & Cantrell(2000). According to Pateli & Giaglis (2004) no work has been published up 
until 2004 that combined both change methodologies with design methods and tools. The 
currently most widely adopted framework for business model generation, defined by 
Osterwalder (2004; 2009) is a design tool. Structured change methodologies are not defined in 
his work.  The phases of business model innovation defined by Osterwalder namely mobilize, 
understand, design, implement and manage need more refinement. The black-box approach to 
the design phase needs sub-phases in which generation of innovative business models is 
possible and selection and definition of most viable business models is made based on objective 
ranking. This observed gap in literature is defined in the following problem statement: 

The process of business model innovation needs an innovative design phase in which more business 
model design options are structurally generated in a way that enables selection and translation of 
radical ideas into executable configurations. 

To be able to define a research goal and questions based on the problem statement it first needs 
to be clear what a business model is. Literature on business models describes three major 
aspects in business models. All definitions describe that the company has to (1) create a certain 
sort of (economic) value, (2) deliver it to customers and (3) harvest some other (economic) 
value from it (Amit & Zott, 2001; Dorf & Byers, 2008; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009; Shafer, 
Smith, & Linder, 2005). Therefore the definition used for a business model is the following: 

A business model defines the way that a company creates, delivers and captures value, resulting 
from strategic choices, in the context of its value network. 

Second aspect that needs more explanation is the structured innovation towards innovative 
business model options. Research on business models focussing on (structured) change 
methodologies is thus far limited and needs more “Research into the process and factors of 
business model change”(Pateli & Giaglis, 2004). To find possibilities for structured change, the 
scope of the research is expanded to the field of product innovation. Within that field many 
literature is available on templates for product innovation(Goldenberg, Mazursky, & Solomon, 
1999b; Mazursky, 2002) or on frameworks to guide product innovation like TRIZ(Altshuller, 
1994). Those templates and frameworks can be used to guide the process of new product 
development with chances of better performing products than one had at the start of the project. 
The chances of a successful new product development process thus increase by the use of those 
methods(Goldenberg & Mazursky, 1999). The application of structured innovation methods 
used in product innovation is expected to be of high value in the business model innovation 
process. 

Based on the elaboration above, the following definition is made for structured business model 
innovation: 

Structured business model innovation is an approach to the business model innovation process that 
defines steps and actions to be taken to improve a current (or new developed) business model 
concept. 



II 

Research objective 
Application of structured principles in the business model innovation process as just described 
defines the following goal for the master thesis: 

The goal in the master thesis research is to (1) develop a set of design principles that describe 
current literature and practice of business model innovation and (2) develop and test a 
methodology supporting structured business model innovation. 

Research questions that need to be answered to reach the goal of the thesis are defined as 
follows: 

How is business model innovation described in current literature? 

How is business model innovation applied in current practice? 

How to support structured business model innovation based on literature and practice? 

Project approach 
The research-design-development cycle as displayed in the following figure describes the 
approach used in the thesis to come to a design solution that answers the research questions 
and project goal stated above. 

 
Figure 0-1: Research-design-development cycle (Adapted from: (Burg, Romme, Gilsing, & Reymen, 2008)) 
Both research and practice are used to develop design principles which were tested in the 
design solution of business model innovation workshops. A methodology for structured 
business model innovation is developed according to the input from both research and practice 
based principles and is also tested in the workshops. The design principles in this thesis are 
defined according to the CIMO logic as defined by Denyer et al.(2008). 

The thesis is structured as follows: first research based principles are developed on a literature 
review, second practice based principles are defined from interviews with experts and 
observations in the business context of the thesis. Testing of the principles is done in two 
different types of workshops in which the second was used for testing the structured business 
model innovation methodology. 

Research findings 
The methodology for structured business model innovation, which is based on principles from 
both research and practice, is defined as follows. 

In a workshop context, the notion of business models is explained to an entrepreneur who is 
participating in a structured business model innovation process. The business models of up to 20 
competitors that are identified by the entrepreneur are described on a set of important business 
model characteristics (classifiers) defined by the entrepreneur. After introduction of a theoretical 
classifier list, the description made is refined with input from the theoretical list. The business 
model of the entrepreneur is defined with the same set of classifiers as used for the competitors. 
Next, all the business models of the competitors are ranked based on an evaluation of the 
entrepreneur. The tool used in the workshop now calculates and presents the best combination of 
classifier values based on the overall evaluation of the business models by the entrepreneur and 
proposes changes to the business model of the entrepreneur. In comparing both business models, 
the structured innovation principles of TRIZ can be applied in order evaluate and consider changes 
to the business model to ultimately define an innovative new business model. 

Practice 
findings 

Design 
solutions 

Design 
principles 

Research 
findings 
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After testing both research and practice based principles in different business model innovation 
workshops a final set of design principles supporting the structured business model innovation 
methodology is defined as follows. 
Table 0-1 

Design principles supporting structured business model innovation 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 
An incentive for business 
model innovation 
emerges within the 
company. 

Express top management 
commitment throughout 
the whole business 
model innovation 
process. 

With commitment of management 
people participating in the process 
(both employees and consultants) 
are enabled to engage in the business 
model innovation process. 

Commitment is 
stimulated within the 
company towards the 
business model 
innovation process. 

When the incentive for 
business model 
innovation is expressed 
and people are brought 
together to start the 
business model 
innovation process. 

Introduce the notion of 
business models 
extensively and in a 
visual manner. 

Knowing the principle of business 
models people are able to map 
business model concepts into a 
framework, communicate and 
interact with them.  

A common language 
is created in/with 
which participants 
can communicate. 

Understanding of the 
market and customers 
needs to be created. 

Define all the 
stakeholders involved 
(including customers) 
and map them in an 
empathy map. 

The core element of business models 
is delivering value to the customer in 
the value network. The needs of all 
the stakeholders need to be known 
to ensure cohesion in the ideas 
generated. 

Understanding of the 
current market and 
customers is created 
in detail and can be 
used in definition 
phase. 

When business model 
innovation is used to 
create sustainable 
competitive advantage in 
your current market. 

Map competitors that 
deliver value in the same 
market segment in a 
framework that enables 
contradiction against 
your own model. 

Clear definition of competitors in the 
market segment enables the 
application of TRIZ innovation 
principles and understanding of 
possible new market approaches. 

Understand how your 
market segment is 
approached (by 
competitors) and be 
able to generate 
competitive business 
models. 

When involved in the 
step of ideation at the 
generation phase of the 
business model 
innovation process. 

Enable open and free 
creativity by applying 
principles of business 
model innovation / 
generation: 
- Apply epicentres 
- Apply structured 
changes (add, remove or 
reverse asset (streams)) 
- Apply business model 
patterns 
- Apply typologies 

The principles guiding innovative 
business model generation are an 
effective aid in developing new 
business models. 

Develop innovative 
business model 
concepts. 

When different business 
models are textual 
described with the goal to 
develop new models.  

Map different models in 
structured classification 
with the help of a 
(theoretical) classifier 
list. 

Increase in detail of the business 
models decreases the ease of 
replication by competitors due to the 
tight configuration that expresses 
mission and direction. 

Define distinguishing 
business models with 
a high level of detail 
that are difficult to 
replicate. 

(Table continues on next page) 
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Table 0-1 continued 
Design principles supporting structured business model innovation 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 
When different business 
models need to be ranked 
to apply structured 
comparison. 

Apply a simple ranking 
technique by using 
objective ranking 
attributes. 

Objective ranking attributes are 
quickly understood by participants 
and increase understanding of 
structured business model 
innovation. 

Objective ranking is 
obtained and 
structured innovation 
can be applied. 

When working on 
structured business 
model innovation. 

Use conjoint analysis 
method to calculate most 
important classifiers and 
classifier values. 

The conjoint calculation looks on a 
classifier basis to the business 
models evaluated and enables 
objective calculation of the best 
business model option. 

An objective method 
is used to calculate 
and present best 
business model 
options. 

 

Conclusion 
All three research questioned have been answered by definition of both theory- and practice-
based principles and definition of a methodology supporting structured business model 
innovation. The main conclusion of the thesis is therewith: 

Business model innovation can be stimulated and structured by applying the structured business 
model innovation methodology supported by (a combination of) design principles developed and 
tested in this master thesis. 

All eight principles defined in Table 0-1 are supporting the methodology for structured business 
model innovation. Four principles are however most important: 

− When understanding of the market and customer needs to be created in the business model 
innovation process (Context), all stakeholders involved should be defined and mapped in an 
empathy map (Intervention). Cohesion of the final business model is strengthened and 
delivering value to the customer in the value network can be achieved when the empathy 
maps are used in the definition phase of the business model innovation process (Outcome).  

− When the goal of the business model innovation process is to create sustainable competitive 
advantage in your current market (Context), business models of competitors need to be 
mapped in a framework that enables contradiction against your own model (Intervention). 
By doing so, the contradiction principles of TRIZ can be applied to understand how the 
market segment is approached and enables generation of competitive business models 
(Outcome).  

− Applying principles of business model innovation/generation such as epicentres, structured 
changes, patterns and typologies (Intervention), in the context of the ideation phase of the 
business model innovation process (Context), stimulates development of new innovative 
business model concepts (Outcome).  

− A conjoint analysis method as applied in the business model innovation tool (Intervention) 
calculates the most important classifiers and classifier values (Outcome) and is essential for 
supporting structured business model innovation (Context). 
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Together the methodology and principles defined contribute to both theory and practice in five 
ways. The first four contributions relate to theory and the fifth to practice: 

1. Evolution in business model frameworks is described in the literature review and design 
principles based on a broad review of current business (model) innovation practice have 
been developed. 

2. The methodology for structured business model innovation is the first in its kind. The 
application of the methodology in a redefined design phase of Osterwalder(2009) is tested in 
the thesis. 

3. Barriers to changing business models as defined by Chesbrough (2010) are resolved by 
application of the structured business model innovation methodology. 

4. The integrative challenges for research on business models describing that “development of 
change management methodologies to guide business model evolution, transition, and/or 
innovation” by Pateli & Giaglis (2004) is solved by the development of the business model 
innovation methodology applied in the business model innovation tool.  

5. The notion of business models has not been used before in the work of Syntens and can be 
applied on three of the four ways of innovation stimulation done by Syntens with the help of 
the methodology and tool. 

Limitations 
Limitations of the research concern the first application of structured product innovation 
principles in the area of business models. The application has proven its use, but needs more 
testing to assure validity. The combination made in the calculation method for testing the 
methodology and principles is not tested on validity. The method provides viable results, but 
extensive testing needs to be done to support the method. Last limitation comes from the fact 
that only a limited amount of workshops have been done with real entrepreneurial cases. 
Generalizability of the study needs to be extended by application of the methodology in more 
workshops. The limitations as described are a result of the nature of the study and do not make 
the contributions of the thesis less legitimate.  
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1. Introduction 
Many definitions of the term business model are available in literature. From six selected 
definitions (Elbers, 2009) one major issue can be derived which is the ‘value’ of the company. All 
definitions describe that the company has to create a certain sort of (economic) value and 
harvest some other (economic) value from it (Amit & Zott, 2001; Dorf & Byers, 2008; 
Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009; Shafer, et al., 2005). Therefore the working definition of a 
business model will be the following: 

A business model defines the way that a company creates, delivers and captures value, resulting 
from strategic choices, in the context of its value network. 

This definition of a business model contains different aspects that need to be considered when 
defining and working with a business model. Most often the term business model is used for a 
framework that can be used to describe the core of a business. A framework in this context is the 
structure that is used to map the strategic choices that a company makes (Amit & Zott, 2001). 
Osterwalder(2009) attracted much attention to his framework, called the Business Model Canvas 
in which nine aspects of the company are described. A complete filled in framework can then be 
used as a guideline for the definition of business processes that follow from the strategic choices. 
Those processes are an essential part in the business model to capture the value that is delivered 
from the value defined in the framework (Amit & Zott, 2001; Treacy & Wiersema, 1993). This 
process of aligning the business processes to the strategic choices (described in the variables or 
classifiers of the framework) can be seen as the configuration of the business model. Taken this 
framework, configuration and processes together you can speak of a business model when it 
accurately describes the way a company creates, delivers and captures value. 

1.1. Business model research streams 
Pateli and Giaglis(2004) have divided the field of business model research into eight sub-
domains; definitions, components, taxonomies, conceptual models, design methods and tools, 
adoption factors, evaluation models and change methodologies. This broader definition can be 
abstracted to three research streams that are reflected in the preceding literature review of this 
proposal(Elbers, 2009). The following three research streams are identified: the first is on 
business model frameworks (sub-domains definitions and components), the second is on the 
successful configurations of business models (sub-domains taxonomies and conceptual models,) 
and the third is on structured innovation to which can support innovation with and between the 
first two areas (sub-domains design methods and tools and change methodologies). Two sub-
domains defined by Pateli and Giaglis(2004) are not assigned to one of the research streams 
because they involve research focussed on the effects of business model change after the change 
process is completed.  

Business model frameworks 
The area of business model frameworks and aspects that best determine company performance 
is the most elaborated in literature. Within the literature review preceding this research 
proposal six business model frameworks have been discussed. From the fundamental 
identification of six business model components by Chesbrough and Rosenbloom(2002) based 
on a review of Xerox and Xerox’s spin-offs there has been made a large step forward by the work 
of Morris et al.(2005). They have extended the notion of different components with three levels 
of configuration; the foundation level, the proprietary level and the rules level. Those three 
levels increase in level of specification and together make a unique combination of choices that 
define the business model of a company.  
Johnson, Christensen and Kagermann (2008) have extended the thus far developed view on 
business models by stating that there are two major areas to be defined within the business 
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model: first the customer value proposition (CVP) in which the outside of the company is 
represented and that  needs to be defined before the company will be able to define the inner 
parts of the company being the key resources, key processes and the profit formula, which 
represent the second area.   
The last incremental change of the view on business models has been made by 
Osterwalder(2004; 2009). He argues that there are four areas to be defined within a business 
model; the infrastructure, the offering, the customer and the financial aspects. Those four areas 
contain nine configuration blocks which together form the basis for his business model.  
Another attempt to define one comprehensive set of classifiers for a business model is done by 
Shafer et al.(2005) who have taken together all the components in business models research and 
derived four main assets with 20 components. The assets are strategic choices, value creation, 
the value network and value capturing. Those are in line with the previous discussed four 
aspects of the business model framework of Osterwalder(2004; 2009). 

Successful configurations 
The second research stream on business models is the successful configuration of them. 
Indicating performance variables to certain component configurations in business models seems 
to be very difficult(Malone, et al., 2006). Within literature only examples are given of certain 
configurations that are successful based on the companies who work according them. Examples 
are Google (free model), Apple (iPod model), Lego DesignByMe (Long tail model) and many 
more (Board of Innovation, 2009b; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009). Why especially a certain 
configuration or pattern within the model makes one company outperform the other is not 
determined. It seems that a structured way of improving and/or developing a business model 
configuration can be an aid to structured performance improvement(Souchkov, 2007a; Sundelin, 
2009). It needs however to be very clear that business model configuration only can never be 
the only key to success; the adoption factors and evaluation research streams identified by Pateli 
and Giaglis (2004) strengthen this observation.  

Structured innovation 
The third stream is not on business models, but is basis for the objective of this master thesis. 
When searching literature for innovative companies one quickly stumbles upon the field product 
innovation, especially focussed on new product development. Within that field many literature is 
available on templates for product innovation(Goldenberg, et al., 1999b; Mazursky, 2002) or on 
frameworks to guide product innovation like TRIZ(Altshuller, 1994). Those templates and 
frameworks can be used to guide the process of new product development with chances of 
better performing products than one had at the start of the project. The chances of a successful 
new product development process thus increase by the use of those methods(Goldenberg & 
Mazursky, 1999). 

1.2. Aim of thesis 
The aim of the thesis research is to develop a method that can support structured business 
model innovation. The application of structured innovation in (new) product development has 
proven its use and in this thesis overlap is searched to apply structured innovation in the 
business model context. In the frame of this research, structured business model innovation is 
defined as follows: 

Structured business model innovation is an approach to the business model innovation process that 
defines steps and actions to be taken to improve a current (or new developed) business model 
concept. 

The methodology that is developed in this thesis is supported by a set of design principles from 
research and practice that stimulate a positive outcome of the business model innovation 
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process. Principles from research will be based on an extensive literature review on business 
models, in which frameworks and configurations are discussed. Principles from practice are 
established by interviews with experts practicing business (model) innovation in consultancy 
and observations done at the business context of this thesis. The methodology and principles 
developed are tested in several workshops which finally lead to a set of eight design principles 
fundamentally supporting the structured business model innovation methodology. 

Report structure 
The report’s structure is based on the project aim as just described. Although some actual 
observations or tasks were executed in another order than described, the report will be 
structured as described in the following figure. 

 Figure 1-1: Report Structure 
Pages in the report are numbered in Arabic numbers for the main content, capital Roman letters 
for the work preceding the introduction and in small Roman letters for the appendixes.  

  

Introduction & 
Project approach 

Chapters 1 & 2 

Literature 
review 
Research based 
principles 

Chapter 3 

Interviews / 
Observations  
Practice based 
principles 

Chapter 4 

Testing of business 
model innovation 
principles 

Chapter 5 

Design and testing of 
structured business 
model innovation 
methodology 

Chapter 6 

Conclusions, 
contributions 
and discussion 

Chapter 7 
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2. Methodology 
This chapter translates the aim of the thesis described in the previous chapter into a problem 
statement, research questions and objectives. Based on the objectives the project approach is 
defined in which the notion of design principles is explained and the project structure with sub-
assignments is set. The chapter concludes with a description of the business environment in 
which the thesis took place. 

2.1. Problem statement 
Within the most recent literature a process of business model innovation has been described 
(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009). There is however a black-box approach observed in the design 
phase in which selection and refining of the final, most viable, business model should be done. 
The first subtask that lacks is the way that the preliminary business model configuration is 
valued. Next there can be a step in which more business model configurations are defined after 
which a selection of the most applicable model can be made. The selection can be valued in some 
sort of way to determine which configuration will be the best. This is followed by the actual 
execution of the business model in the next phase where value should be captured. This phase is 
mentioned by Osterwalder (2009) as the implementation phase. 

The subtasks that lack within the design phase have now been identified, but there is no 
focussed literature on those tasks. The work of Osterwalder (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009) has 
come up with some methods of generating more models. This is interpreted as a first indication 
that the need for research on the subtasks should be directed towards the generation of more 
business model configurations, assigning them a value and eventually selecting the best option.  

Together the previous sections identify the following problem statement: 

The process of business model innovation needs an innovative design phase in which more business 
model design options are structurally generated in a way that enables selection and translation of 
radical ideas into executable configurations. 

2.2. Research questions and objectives 
The problem statement above is based on general observations made in literature and is still 
quite superficial. Translating the problem statement into a workable research questions leads to 
the following: 

How is business model innovation described in current literature? 

How is business model innovation applied in current practice? 

How to support structured business model innovation based on literature and practice? 

Together the research questions just described and the main objective of the research translate 
into the following research goal.  

The goal in the master thesis research is to (1) develop a set of design principles that describe 
current literature and practice of business model innovation and (2) develop and test a 
methodology supporting structured business model innovation. 

2.3. Project approach 
Because both research and practice will be used as foundation for the development of practice 
based principles the research-design-development cycle from a science based design 
perspective defined by Burg et al. (2008) will be used as a basis for the definition of the project 
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approach. The following figure describes the process in which both research and practice are 
used for the development of design principles that support a design solution. 

 
Figure 2-1: Research-design-development cycle (Adapted from: (Burg, et al., 2008)) 

2.3.1. Design principles 
Within the previous sections the notion of ‘design principles’ was introduced without 
elaborating more on this topic. Design principles come from the science-based design approach 
to organization design that draws on a research cycle involving organization science, 
construction principles, design rules, organization design and implantation and experimentation 
(Romme & Endenburg, 2006). The following figure describes the research and development 
cycle to organizational design as presented by Romme and Endenburg (2006). 

 Figure 2-2: Research and development cycle (Romme & Endenburg, 2006) 
Organization science describes the cumulative body of key concepts, theories and experientially 
verified relationships useful for explaining organizational processes and outcomes. 
Organizational science (should) provide(s) the theoretical foundation for construction 
principles. Construction principles are any set of imperative propositions, grounded in state-of-
the-art of organization science, for producing new organizational designs and forms and 
redeveloping existing ones. Design propositions or rules are any coherent set of detailed 
guidelines for designing and realizing organizations, grounded in a related set of construction 
principles. Organization design arises from the interaction between design rules, the 
contingencies of the design situation and the preferences of the people engaging in the 
organization design effort. Implementation and experimentation describes the implementation 
and testing of the preliminary version of the organization design. 

Design principles in this context describe the combination of construction principles and design 
rules. The principles will be defined according to the CIMO logic defined by Denyer et al.(2008). 
The principle starts with the context (C) of the problem and the intervention (I) needed to 
achieve outcome (O). This is similar to earlier work of Romme (2003, p. 266). The notion has 
been extended by the mechanism (M) needed to deliver the outcome (O). Design proposition 
defined with this logic contain information on what to do (I) in which situations (C), to produce 
what effect (O) and offer some explanation of why this happens (M)(Denyer, et al., 2008). 

The design principles in this thesis will be defined in the CIMO logic with a reference to the 
context based on the phases of business model innovation defined by Osterwalder (2009) (see 
Table 3-1 on page 21 for more information on phases).  The mechanism of the principles will be 
based on researched literature and practice. 
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2.3.2. Project structure 
To solve the problem statement and reach the defined goal, the research structure as described 
in Figure 2-3 will be followed. Two literature streams (identified with nr. 1 and 2) will provide 
research based principles and from experts interviews (3) practice based principles will be 
developed. The sets of principles will first be tested in a business model generation workshop 
(4). Next those three sets of principles will be used as basis for the design statement (5) that is 
used to develop the business model innovation tool (6) together with structured innovation 
literature to come up with a methodology that stimulates structured business model innovation 
which should solve the problem statement of the research. By testing this tool in workshops (7) 
a final set of principles can be synthesised (8) to conclude the master thesis. 

  

2.3.3. Sub-assignments 
Based on the steps described in Figure 2-3 it is clear that three main assignments (research- and 
practice based principle development, testing of principles and design and testing of structured 
business model innovation methodology) need to be executed with several sub-assignments 
related to them. Next those assignments and sub-assignments are described in more detail. 

Research- and practice based principles 
Two research streams are subject for the research based principles. The first is research on the 
usage of business model frameworks; which frameworks are available and how are they to be 
used. The second is on typologies of those frameworks; what configurations are best suitable for 
different situations and what are determinants for performance in those situations. Most of the 
research on this assignment has been done in the preparation of the master thesis in the 
literature review. Main topics of the literature review are included in the literature section of the 
thesis and extended on topics most relevant for the research. 

Current practice on business model innovation will be researched based on practical 
observations in the business environment of the thesis and interviews with experts. This group 
of experts contains practitioners (eg. consultants) on business model innovation. 

The five interviewees included in the research have been selected based on their involvement in 
business (model) innovation. Two consultants from Syntens have been contacted directly to ask 

Figure 2-3: Research process in thesis research 
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for their participation. Two of the other three have been contacted via the thesis supervisors and 
the last has contacted the graduate student based in information published on the internet 
(Twitter and the Business Model Hub). 

To ensure that all information necessary would be gathered from the interviews, an interview 
protocol is developed in which questions per topic are listed. The interview protocol can be 
found in Appendix A. The questions have not been asked in chronological order during the 
interviews; the interview reports (see Appendix B) do however contain specific answers to the 
questions. 

Testing of principles 
The principles developed based on the previous assignment are tested on their applicability in a 
creative business model innovation workshop. This workshop is done as a first experiment on 
business model innovation in a business context and has lead to an assessment of the design 
principles used as foundation for the structured business model innovation methodology 
developed in the next assignment. The workshops done in the thesis should be interpreted as a 
design solution as mentioned in the work of Burg et al.(2008). 

Structured business model innovation 
The methodology of structured business model innovation is based on the gap in the literature 
as earlier described and literature on structured innovation. Before this methodology can be 
tested three steps need to be taken: 

1. Define framework with 10-15 classifiers 
A business model framework needs to be defined which conforms to the theoretical and 
practical background as reflected in the design principles.  

2. Structured innovation 
Literature on structured innovation needs to be taken into account before the 
methodology and tool can be designed. This method of innovation needs to be linked to 
the area of business model innovation in a design of the business innovation 
methodology and tool to enable structured innovation in business models. 

3. Design of tool 
The two previous steps need to be combined in one tool that is able to practice the 
methodology of structured business model innovation.  

The tool designed in the last step just described should be tested in cases with entrepreneurs 
who are able to implement changes proposed in the tool. The business context is able to 
establish contact with the right people needed to test the tool. Two workshops have been done 
with two different entrepreneurs of a SME who were clients of the company supervisor of the 
thesis. As with the interview, a workshop protocol has been developed to guide the execution of 
the workshops. This protocol can be found in Appendix F. 

2.4. Business environment 
Syntens is an innovation network for small and medium enterprises. The mission of Syntens is to 
stimulate innovation with which the innovative power of the Netherlands is enhanced. 
Innovation is stimulated in several ways: 

- By supporting companies with innovation management 
- By exchange of ideas and experiences with other entrepreneurs 
- By organizing workshops on actual topics for entrepreneurs 
- By making knowledge of universities and colleges accessible for entrepreneurs 
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Innovative companies are defined as those who are able to continuously make their production 
process smarter, more efficient and more valuable. 

The department of Economic Affairs in the Netherlands is the main contractor of Syntens and 
provided €32 million of the total of €41 million on revenues in 2009. 250 consultants with 
different backgrounds are working on 15 different locations throughout the Netherlands. A total 
number of 400 people are employed by Syntens. 

Syntens gives support to companies in five different sectors; construction, creative industry, 
food and agriculture, logistics and wholesale and industry and human health. Syntens gave 
14.000 companies counselling, 8.000 companies consulting and organized 500 clusters during 
the year of 2009. (Syntens, 2010) 

The master thesis project took place under supervision of a senior consultant working at 
Syntens Roermond, which also was the contracted place for the thesis to take place. The office in 
Eindhoven was however used as working environment during the working weeks.  
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3. Research: Current business model literature  
This chapter described the theoretical background of business models for this thesis and has the 
following goals: after an introduction on the definition of a business model the chapter first 
introduces the evolution of business model frameworks by elaborating on the research on six of 
them. Those frameworks can be configured in a certain way. The most profitable and viable 
ways are described in the next section on business model configuration where different 
strategies, typologies and business model patterns are discussed. This chapter concludes with a 
definition of the business model innovation process and a synthesis of the first set of design 
principles on business model innovation literature. 

What is a ‘business model’? Many definitions are available in literature or on the internet; here 
are a few of them: 

• A set of planned assumptions about how a firm will create value for all its stakeholders. 
(Dorf & Byers, 2008) 

• The business  model provides a coherent framework that takes technological 
characteristics and potentials as inputs, and converts them through customers and markets 
into economic outputs. (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002) 

• An operating business model is the organization's core logic for creating value. (Linder & 
Cantrell, 2000) 

• We define a business model as a representation of a firm’s underlying core logic and 
strategic choices for creating and capturing value within a value network. (Shafer, et al., 
2005) 

• A business model, from our point of view, consists of four interlocking elements that, taken 
together, create and deliver value. The most important to get right, by far, is the first: 
Customer value proposition (CVP), Profit Formula, Key Resources, Key Processes. (Johnson, 
et al., 2008) 

• A business model describes the rationale of how an organization creates, delivers and 
captures value.(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009) 

Despite of the fact that the definitions differ from each other on what elements they include, 
each of them has the goal to create value. Some of them define the creation of value different 
from the capturing of value, which can be seen as the difference between delivering a 
competitive product (creating/delivering value) to a customer and getting value (in most cases 
money) back for it (capturing value).  

3.1. Business model frameworks 
In literature many authors have defined a business model framework wherein they argue to 
capture all the aspects of a business model. Looking at the different models it is can be 
determined that none of the authors has been able to capture all of the parts that a successful 
business model should be built up with. Within this section six frameworks are described, all 
written by different authors from different backgrounds. First the framework of Chesbrough and 
Rosenbloom (2002) will be discussed that defines six attributes which should be defined in a 
business model in general. No underlying structure is defined between the attributes in the 
framework. Via the framework of Morris et al. (2005), that defines three levels on six 
components, more debt is defined in the three frameworks of Johnson (2008), Linder & Cantrell 
(2000) and Osterwalder (2004). The last framework discussed is of the Board of Innovation 
(2009b), who have made a visual representation of transactions between assets involved in a 
business model. 
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3.1.1. Chesbrough & Rosenbloom 

 
Figure 3-1: Chesbrough's Framework (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002) 
The background of the research is a case study at Xerox where the choice to create a spinoff is to 
be found in a perspective gained from the components of the framework. The main argument 
the paper brings forward is that firms need to understand the cognitive role of a business model; 
a spinoff has to be made when opportunities are presented by technologies which do not fit the 
current company’s business model. The attributes defined are the mediating constructs between 
a technology and its economic value.  
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3.1.2. Morris et al. 

  
Figure 3-2: Morris` Framework (Morris, et al., 2005) 
Morris et al. (2005) define a business model as “A concise representation of how an interrelated 
set of decision variables in the areas of venture strategy, architecture, and economics are 
addressed to create sustainable competitive advantage in defined markets.” Looking at Figure 
3-2 only ‘offering’ and ‘growth/exit’ cannot be related to the earlier made definition of a 
business model. 

Within their research the authors have defined six components that a business model should 
have. Those components can be directly compared to the six attributes defined in the previous 
model, except for the ‘growth/exit’ factor which can be translated to the ‘elements of the value 
chain’ in the previous model that is used to describe the way the company is designed in 
capturing value on the long term. 

The added value in the model of Morris et al. (2005) comes mainly from the definition of three 
levels, the foundation, proprietary and the rules level. On the first level guidelines are given to 
choose a specific formulation of a component, the other two levels create unique combinations 
(proprietary level) and guiding principles (rules level) in the business model and allow the 
company to create a unique business model which cannot (easily) be copied by competitors. 
Therewith they are able to create a sustainable competitive advantage. Overall, the model 
represents a strategic framework which can be used to conceptualize a value-based company. 
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3.1.3. Johnson et al. 

  
Figure 3-3: Johnson's Framework (Johnson, 2010; Johnson, et al., 2008) 
The model of Johnson et al. (2010; 2008) is the first here described which includes interactions 
between different aspects of the business model. The interactions go from the customer value 
proposition (CVP) to the aspects which describe the way to capture value from this CVP. Within 
the description on how to capture value there are three new interactions between the three 
aspects described. 

The most important aspect in the framework of Johnson et al. (2010; 2008) is the CVP. Without a 
CVP they state that a company can never create value for itself: a definition is needed on what 
value is created for which customer by what type of offering. After having a clear CVP, the 
company can make the next step by defining the profit formula, which consists out of the four 
described items. When this is done, the interaction with the key resources and the key processes 
can be made easier: they have to follow on the definition of the CVP and the profit formula. 
Johnson et al. (2010; 2008) state that a successful business model creates a more or less stable 
system in which the four elements bond to one another in consistent and complementary ways. 
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3.1.4. Linder & Cantrell 

 Figure 3-4: Linder's Framework(Linder & Cantrell, 2000) 
The framework described by Linder and Cantrell (2000) focuses on the linkage of the different 
components to the whole company. The research is focussed on the different possible 
configurations of the business model without actually describing what types of configurations 
are the best. The shift from one business model to another is elaborated in detail by the 
definition of a ‘change model’, which is the way in which companies ‘tweak, twist and totally 
revamp’ their business models. The elements described in the framework in  Figure 3-4 can be 
found back in the first two models, the six aspects in the framework of Chesbrough(2002) can be 
reflected on this integrated model. The improvement which can be found within this framework 
is the positioning of the different aspects of the model. From left to right they define the steps 
which need to be taken to get to a sustainable competitive business model. First you create a 
customer value proposition by looking at the customers’ needs, then you look at the processes 
needed to reach them and via the revenue creation a financial structure is created which assures 
a distinctive return. 

Why are we one organization? 
How do we get and keep customers? 
What’s out distinctive value proposition to each constituency? 

How do we deliver 
distinctively? 

How is our financial 
structure distinctive? 

Who are our 
customers 
and what 
are their 
needs? 

How do we 
price? 

What do we 
offer them? 

- Products 
- Services 
- Experiences 

How do we 
reach them? 

How do we 
price? 

How do we 
reach them? 

Distinctive 
Return 

Distinctive Cost Implications 

Distinctive Asset Implications 

Distinctive Revenue Implications 



14 

3.1.5. Osterwalder 

 
Figure 3-5: Osterwalder's framework (Osterwalder, 2004) 
The framework described here is developed by Osterwalder (2004). The framework shown in 
Figure 3-5 is derived from some early available sources around Osterwalder (2004, 2007; 2005). 
His most recent work is a popular book which has been published in the summer of 2009 
(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009) on business model generation in which several guidelines for 
using the framework are described. The work of Osterwalder is considered as the most recent 
on the topic of business models. 

The improvement of this last framework over the previously described frameworks is the 
distinction between the offering, the infrastructure needed for the offering, the customer who it 
is offered to and the financial value creation within the company. The offering, which describes 
the value proposition of the company, links the customer who this proposition is intended for to 
the infrastructure of the company which is needed to deliver this offering. The financial aspect at 
the bottom links together the whole operations from infrastructure to the customer to ensure 
the value capturing of the company. The interactions of the different parts of the framework are 
illustrated in  Figure 3-6.  

 
Figure 3-6: Interaction of business model aspects (Osterwalder, 2007; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009) 
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Two differences can be observed between Figure 3-5 and  Figure 3-6. The Value Configuration in 
the earlier version of the framework has been changed to Key Resources. This is a necessary 
improvement that enables the users of the framework to describe the most important resources 
they use internally which can be combined with the other infrastructure aspects to create the 
value proposition. The second difference is the change of the position and name of the core 
capabilities (changed into Key Resources). The change enables the framework to define activities 
based on the key resources and use key partnerships to link the missing pieces together. 

Other relevant aspects 
The work of Osterwalder (2009) not only includes the framework as just described. Three more 
aspects will be discussed based on the different phases of business model innovation (see Table 
3-1 on page 21): first epicentres of business model generation will be discussed, second light is 
shed on the effects of visual thinking and third the essence of building customer insights is 
described. 

Epicentres of business model generation 
Osterwalder (2009, pp. 138-139) describes four epicentres of business model innovation which 
are shown in Figure 3-7. Each of the four epicentres can be used as a starting point for business 
model innovation. The other eight building blocks are heavily influenced by the change in one of 
the epicentres. The fifth epicentre is defined as multiple because change can also come from 
changes in more aspects of the business model. 
 

 
Figure 3-7: Epicentres of business model generation 
 

Visual thinking 
The use of a visual framework in which a business model is mapped creates a visual grammar in 
which people can communicate about the subject in a shared language. People are limited in 
capacity of remembering complicated subjects. A visual framework provides just the right 
amount of information to grasp the idea but withholds details which distract the observer. The 
reference point created with visual models can be used as a starting point for business model 
ideation in which relations are quickly made and redefined (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009, pp. 
146-159). 

Building customer insights 
When developing a business model it is important to keep the customer perspective in mind. 
The customer is the one who is eventually using the value created by the business model. In 
evaluating a business model concept, the customer perspective can be used to determine which 
business model suits the customers’ demands. The customer driven epicentre as described 
before can be used to ensure that the customer is taken into account in all the blocks, but it can 
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also be used to determine which customers to heed and which customer to ignore. A tool of the 
visual thinking company XPLANE is recommended to map the customer’s perspective. The 
Empathy Map is used to describe what the customer sees, hears, thinks and does. An example 
can be found in Appendix I. 

3.1.6. Board of Innovation 

 
Figure 3-8: Board of Innovation's framework (Board of Innovation, 2009b) 
The last framework described in this chapter is one published by the Board of Innovation; an 
open platform website which facilitates innovation knowledge transactions. The framework is a 
visual representation of nearly all the aspects described before. The main idea behind the 
framework is giving insight in the different asset flows there are within a company. A company 
delivers a product, service, experience or reputation to a customer, which on its turn pays 
money for it and gives exposure and attention to the company. Business model innovation in the 
framework can be stimulated by adding, removing or reversing arrows that are important in the 
original model. 

An example of the model is taken from their website, which shows a franchise model in Figure 
3-9.  The customer buys a product at a company and money is paid for it. The company on its 
turn pays the ‘main’ company less money in return for reputation gained by the brand they use.  

 
Figure 3-9: Example of Board of Innovation's framework (Board of Innovation, 2009a) 
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3.2. Business model configuration 
In the previous section several business model frameworks are described. Evolution within the 
frameworks is clear, but there are no statements made about which configuration of items 
within the business model makes one outperform the other. Miller (1996) suggests to view 
configuration as a variable rather than as a deviation from an ideal type. He has defined 
configuration in the following way: “Configuration (...) can be defined as the degree to which an 
organization’s elements are orchestrated and connected by a single theme.” The degree of 
configuration can be inferred by looking at the number of elements driven by one theme. The 
greater the amount and range of elements, the more comprehensive the configuration of 
business is. In his study he has indicated several indicators for high levels of configuration 
(Miller, 1996, p. 509). The importance of a high degree of configuration has been listed by him 
with several advantages among which (Miller, 1996, p. 510): 

• Synergy: organizational parts complement one another. For business model 
configuration it is important that all the aspects of the business model are in synergy to 
avoid conflicts. 

• Difficulty of imitation: complex complementaries embodied by tight configurations are 
hard for rivals to copy. Morris (2005) has indicated that the ease of imitation decreases 
by increasing the level of detail increasing in the three levels of definition he describes in 
his research. 

• Commitment: tight configurations may show that a firm has irreversibly committed its 
resources, giving it determination, credibility and first-mover momentum. The 
interaction between the value proposition and the final customer is of high importance. 
Without those two components the business will be unable to capture the value created. 

In the remainder of this section a review is made about configurations of business models. First 
a work on generalization of business model components is presented, followed by strategies and 
business model patterns which can be a basis for successful business model to enter a market. A 
working paper is discussed next on the determination of the successfulness of certain business 
model configurations after which the chapter is concluded with a part of the business model 
generation process. 
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Business model components 

 
Figure 3-10: Most often used business model components (Shafer, et al., 2005) 
A quite recent work in Business Horizons (Shafer, et al., 2005) has investigated all the 
components used in different business model frameworks. A list has been made on four basic 
assets of the business model representing the components most widely used in business model 
frameworks. As can be seen in Figure 3-10 the four main assets are represented in most of the 
other frameworks discussed. Value capturing and creation based on the strategic choices a 
company makes and executes within the value network defines the basic concept behind all the 
other frameworks.  

Strategies for business model configurations 
Different strategies are possible as a foundation for defining your business model configuration. 
By defining that a strategy is the foundation of a business (model) configuration Treacy & 
Wiersema (1993) made a distinction between both terms. Strategy is for them the choice that a 
company makes in the way it will deliver value to the customer. The business has to define its 
processes of for example convenience of purchase, after-sales service and dependability 
according to the strategy chosen. 

When a company wants to redefine value for their customers, deliver more value by a cohesive 
business system and raising customers’ expectations beyond the competitions’ reach, they can 
choose out of three different strategies (Treacy & Wiersema, 1993). Operational excellence is the 
first which describes that the company provides the customer with reliable products or services 
at competitive prices with lowest difficulty in obtaining it. Second, customer intimacy involves 
segmenting and precise targeting of specific customer groups. Those customer groups are made 
tailored offerings that match exactly the demands of the niche they are in. Last one is the product 
leadership which involves leading-edge products and services that consistently enhance the 
customer’s use or application of the product. Rivals are put out of the market by making their 
products obsolete. 

More recent research on the strategies for business model configuration has been done by Amit 
& Zott (2001) who have identified four types of business model designs (in the light of this 
chapter design can be seen as the configuration) in E-business that have impact on the 
performance of a company. First they have identified efficiency-centred models, which lower 
costs and create more value by increasing transaction efficiency. An example is the reduction of 
information asymmetry between buyers and sellers through the supply of up-to-date and 

STRATEGIC CHOICES 

Customer 
Value Proposition 

Capabilities/Competencies 
Revenue/Pricing 

Competitors 
Output(Offering) 

Strategy 
Branding 

Differentiation 
Mission 

VALUE NETWORK 

Suppliers 
Customer Information 
Customer Relationship 

Information Flows 
Product/Service Flows 

CAPTURE VALUE 

Cost 
Financial Aspects 

Profit 
CREATE VALUE 

Resources/Assets 
Processes/Activities 



19 

comprehensive information. Complementary centred design is the second strategy which 
describes the phenomena that a bundle of goods together provides more value than the total 
value of having each of the goods separately. The third strategy is the lock-in centred strategy 
that captures the extent to which customers are motivated to engage in repeated transactions 
and to which strategic partners have incentives to maintain and improve their associations with 
a company. Fourth and last is the strategy of novelty-centred business model design. This 
strategy involves first-mover advantages among companies that are able to connect previous 
unconnected parties and eliminating inefficiencies in the buying and selling processes through 
adopting innovative transactions methods and/or able to create entirely new markets. 

Osterwalder (2009) describes similar arrangements of business model building blocks as 
business model patterns. Those patterns can be a source of inspiration for business model 
definition and change. Five patterns are described by Osterwalder. The first pattern described is 
unbundling business models. Three fundamentally different types of businesses can exist in an 
equilibrium of one company in which they ultimately are ‘unbundled’ into separate entities; 
customer relationship, product innovation and infrastructure business. An example of an 
unbundled model is a telecommunication company which has three unbundled segments; 
infrastructure as activity, data management as value proposition and customer relationship in 
the customer segment. The second pattern is long tail business models which are about selling 
less of more. A large number of niche products are offered of which each is sold relatively 
infrequently. An example is the Lego DesignByMe in which every individual can create and order 
a custom made Lego design. Third pattern defined is the multi sided platform business model in 
which more distinct, but interdependent, groups of customers are brought together. The 
platform created creates value by facilitating interactions between the different groups of 
customers. The value of the model is extended by the phenomenon of network effect (Lee & 
O'Connor, 2003). Most well known example of a business employing this pattern is Google who 
earns money on their huge advertising platform. In the fourth pattern at least one substantial 
customer segment is able to continuously obtain free-of-charge value. This pattern is thus called 
the free business model. Non-paying customers are financed by another part of the business 
model or by another customer segment. Well known examples are free news papers, open 
source software and Skype. The bait and hook model in which a major part of value is obtained 
for free and subscriptions or additional expenses create revenues is also an example of a free 
business model. The fifth and last pattern defined by Osterwalder is the open business model 
which can be used by companies to create and capture value by systematically collaborating 
with outside partners. In the outside-in approach external ideas are exploited within the 
company whereas within the inside-out approach ideas or assets are provided to external 
parties. An American company, Innocentive, provides connections between organizations with 
research problems and researchers around the world to solve challenging problems, can be seen 
as an example for this pattern. 
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Business model configuration 

  
 
 

The framework displayed in Figure 3-11 is based on research among more than 10.000 publicly 
trading firms in the United States. Different from the frameworks discussed in the previous 
section this one is more a kind of classification table wherein different types of business models 
are represented. Four types of assets are defined, which define the type of product or service 
which is sold. On the vertical axis four types of rights are defined that indicate to what level the 
product or service is sold. A creator does sell its whole product, a distributor brings the assets 
from one to another, a landlord rents assets from one and re-rents them to another, and last, a 
broker facilitates sales by matching buyers and sellers.  

The research of Malone et al. (2006) concludes that there are certain configurations of business 
models that are more successful than others. First of all it is stated that the most popular type of 
assets involved are physical (73%) where creators account for 50% of the revenues in the 
dataset. It is suggested that financial models tend to generate more revenue per firm. Next to 
that it appears that some business models do perform better than others. It is shown that 
entrepreneur, manufacturer, physical landlord and contractor have superior cash flow on assets 
compared to the other configurations. The general conclusion of the framework states that some 
business model combinations do outperform others. 

Process of business models innovation 
Earlier in this chapter a discussion of the definition process of the business model framework of 
Osterwalder (see page 16) has shed some light on the steps it takes to come from the initial idea 
to the final business model. The description given there is the theoretical interpretation of the 
process described by Osterwalder & Pigneur (2009, pp. 248-259) to fill in the business model 
framework. A more extensive elaboration on the business model definition process is also given 
in the book and consists out of five phases. 

1. Mobilize: The elements for a successful business model design project need to be assembled. 
Motivation behind the project needs to be described and awareness for the need of a new 
business model needs to be created. 

2. Understand: The elements of the business model need to be defined and team members 
immerse themselves in technology-, customers- and environment knowledge. 

3. Design: Transform the information gathered by the understanding phase and generate 
several business model prototypes. An intensive inquiry, which is not clearly defined in the 
book, needs to select the most satisfactory business model design. 

4. Implement: The business model design created needs to be implemented. 
5. Manage: Monitoring structures need to be set up to continuously monitor, evaluate and 

adapt the business model. 
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Figure 3-11: Malone's framework (Malone, et al., 2006) 
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The five steps above describe the process of defining a new business model for a company from 
the first incentive to the actual execution and maintenance of the business model. There are gaps 
in the process of business model definition observed in the process of selection and 
implementation of the most suitable business model design. 

The following table shows the five steps of Osterwalder in chronological order with aspects that 
are necessary for business model innovation in that phase. This table will be the basis for 
ordering of the design principles developed in the remainder of this thesis. 
Table 3-1: Process of business model innovation 

Mobilize Understand Design Implement Manage 
Awareness of need 
for business model 
innovation 

Technology 
knowledge 

Explore (generate) 
multiple ideas 

Best practice 
management 

Long term 
perspective 

Motivation for 
business model 
innovation 

Customer 
knowledge 

Co-create with 
people throughout 
the organization 

Ability and 
willingness to 
rapidly  
implement new 
business model 

Pro-activeness 

Knowledge of 
business models 

Environment 
knowledge 

See beyond status 
quo 

Align old and new 
business model 

Governance of 
business models 

People from 
different parts of 
the company 

Deep 
understanding of 
target markets 

   

Danger: Danger: Danger: Danger: Danger: 
Overestimating 
value of initial 
ideas 

Pre-commitment 
to business idea 

Fall in love with 
idea(s) 

Weak of fading 
momentum 

Becoming a victim 
of your own 
success, failing to 
adapt 

  Watering down 
suppressing ideas 

  

3.3. Research based design principles 
The first set of design principles are based on the research available on business model 
(innovation). The design principles defined next are both on the frameworks and typologies as 
described in the project approach in chapter 2.3. The principles are defined according to the 
CIMO logic (Denyer, et al., 2008). Each principle is assigned to a specific phase of the business 
model innovation process as described in Table 3-1 and is followed by a citation to the literature 
used to develop the principle. Because more principles are defined in the design phase and 
ranking/selection and definition of a final business model is not found in the definition of 
Osterwalder the design phase will be divided into the following phases. 
Table 3-2: Sub-phases in the design phase 

Understand Generation/Innovation Ranking/Selection Definition Implement 
 Generate innovative 

business models. 
- Ideation 
- Inspiration 
- Classification 

Be able to score business 
models so that a ranking 
can be generated and the 
best business model can 
be selected. 

Define the final 
business model to be 
implemented. 
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Table 3-3 
Research based design principles 
 Name / 

Phase 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

3.1 Generate 
spin-off 

A technology is present which does 
not fit the current business model. 

Start business model 
innovation process to 
generate a business 
model for a spin off. 

Ensure that the technological core of the 
innovation delivers value to the customer. 

Generation of a viable 
business model. 

 Mobilize 
-Awareness 
-Knowledge 

"The ultimate role of the business model for an innovation is to ensure that the technological core of the innovation delivers value to the customer. Because 
discovery oriented research often produces spill over technologies that lack a clear path to market, discovering a viable business model for these spill over’s is a 
critical and neglected dimension of creating value from technology." (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002, p. 549) 

3.2 Define CVP An incentive to start business model 
innovation is expressed and 
understanding needs to be created. 

Define a customer 
value proposition. 

Ensure that the CVP describes the job which is 
the solution to your customer's problem 

Start business model 
innovation generation 
phase. 

 Understand 
-Customer 
Knowledge 
-Target Market 
Understanding 

“The most important to get right, by far, is the first. Customer value proposition (CVP). A successful company is one that has found a way to create value for 
customers—that is, a way to help customers get an important job done. By “job” we mean a fundamental problem in a given situation that needs a solution. (...) 
The more important the job is to the customer, the lower the level of customer satisfaction with current options for getting the job done, and the better your 
solution is than existing alternatives at getting the job done (...), the greater the CVP.” (Johnson, et al., 2008, p. 3)  

3.3 Empathy 
mapping 

An incentive to start business model 
innovation is expressed and 
understanding needs to be created. 

Map customer’s 
perspective in an 
empathy map. 

A customer profile guides the design of a better 
(customer) value proposition and enables 
evaluation of generated business model 
concepts. 

Develop business 
models in generation 
phase with strong link to 
CVP. 

 Understand 
-Customer 
Knowledge 

“Companies invest heavily in market research, yet often wind up neglecting the customer perspective when designing products, services - and business models. 
Good business model design avoids this error. It views the business model through customers' eyes, an approach that can lead to the discovery of completely new 
opportunities. (…) we should include the customer perspective when evaluating a business model. 
The challenge is to develop a sound understanding of customers upon which to base business model design choices. In the field of product and service design, 
several leading companies work with social scientists to achieve this understanding. 
A good way to start is by using the Empathy Map, a tool developed by visual thinking company XPLANE. (…) Doing so allows you to devise a stronger business 
model, because a customer profile guides the design of better Value Propositions, more convenient ways to reach customers, and more appropriate Customer 
Relationships. Ultimately it allows you to better understand what a customer is truly willing to pay for.” (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009, pp. 128-131) 

(Table continues on next page) 
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Table 3-3 continued 
Research based design principles 
 Name / 

Phase 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

3.4 Visual 
representa-
tion 

Business models are generated in the 
business model innovation process. 

Use visual 
representation of a 
business model. 

Visual representation enables a visual 
grammar that is understood by all participants. 
The bigger picture is grasped easier and ideas 
related to the business model are stimulated. 

Ensure good 
communication and 
stimulate idea 
generation. 

 Generation/
Innovation 

“The Business Model Canvas poster is a conceptual map that functions as a visual language with corresponding grammar. (…)A sketch provides just the right 
amount of information to allow a viewer to grasp the idea, yet not too much detail to distract him. (…)Understanding a business model requires not only knowing 
the compositional elements, but also grasping the interdependencies between elements. This is easier to express visually than through words. This is even more 
true when several elements and relationships are involved. (…) Given that people can hold only a limited number of ideas in short-term memory, visually 
portraying business models is essential to good discussion. (…) The Business Model Canvas is a shared visual language. It provides not only a reference point, but 
a vocabulary and grammar that helps people better understand each other. Once people are familiar with the Canvas, it becomes a powerful enabler of focused 
discussion about business model elements and how they fit together. (…) Visualizing business models as a group is the most effective way to achieve shared 
understanding. (…)With the elements of a model visible on a wall in the form of individual Post-it notes, you can start discussing what happens when you remove 
certain elements or insert new ones.” (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009, pp. 152-154) 

3.5 Epicentres The business model innovation 
generation phase comes up with a 
promising business model 
idea/concept. 

Use epicentres of 
business model 
generation. 

The powerful impact of different epicentres on 
other aspects of a business model framework 
enables generation of innovative business 
model ideas. 

Generation of innovative 
business model 
concepts. 

 Generation/
Innovation 

“To come up with new or better options you must dream up a grab bag of ideas before narrowing them down to a shortlist of conceivable options. (...) You can 
generate ideas for innovative business models from several different starting points. We will look at two: epicentres of business model innovation using the 
Business Model Canvas, and "what if" questions. (...)Each of the four epicentres can serve as the starting point for a major business model change, and each can 
have a powerful impact on the other eight building blocks. Sometimes, business model innovation can emerge from several epicentres. Also, change often 
originates in areas identified through a SWOT analysis: an investigation of a business model's strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and strengths.” (Osterwalder 
& Pigneur, 2009, pp. 136-138) 

3.6 Board of 
Innovation 
changes 

When in business model generation 
/ exploration phase and radical 
business models need to be 
developed. 

Use Board of 
Innovation framework 
and remove, add or 
reverse arrows of asset 
transitions. 

The use of examples in which innovative 
business models are explained by arrows 
removed, added or reversed will lead to 
inspiration for change in your own model. 

Generation of innovative 
business model 
concepts. 

 Generation/
Innovation 

These 10 building blocks offer a new way of designing and innovating business models. Although reality is always more complex, the use of generic building 
blocks enables you to visually map models, compare different businesses, and identify underlying trends. When you have questions like ‘how to apply the eBay 
business model in my industry’ or ‘how to monetize my new product or service’, you can start very practically by analyzing successful new business models and 
transfer their general principles into your industry. (Board of Innovation, 2009b) 

(Table continues on next page) 
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Table 3-3 continued 
Research based design principles 
 Name / 

Phase 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

3.7 Typologies, 
strategies 
and 
patterns. 

When a business model concept 
needs to be redesigned. 

Apply typologies, 
strategies or patterns 
to business models. 

Typologies, strategies and patterns serve as an 
aid to definition of powerful and successful 
business models in the sense that it serves as a 
source of inspiration and enables you to 
establish grounded underlying structures. 

Generation of innovative 
business model 
concepts. 

 Generation/
Innovation 

“The term ‘value’ refers to the total value created in e-business transactions regardless of whether it is the firm, the customer, or any other participant in the 
transaction who appropriates that value. (...) Each of the four major value drivers that were identified in the analysis—efficiency, complementarities, lock-in, and 
novelty—and the linkages among them, are discussed below. We suggest that the presence of these value drivers, which are anchored in the received 
entrepreneurship and strategic management theory, enhances the value-creation potential of e-business.” (Amit & Zott, 2001, p. 503)  
“This section describes business models with similar characteristics, similar arrangements of business model Building Blocks, or similar behaviours. We call this 
similarities business model patterns. The patterns described in the following pages should help you understand business model dynamics and serve as a source of 
inspiration for your own work with business models.” (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009, p. 55) 
“Companies that push the boundaries of one value discipline while meeting industry standards in the other two gain such a lead that competitors find it hard to 
catch up. This is largely because the leaders have aligned their entire operating model - that is, the company's culture, business processes, management systems, 
and computer platforms - to serve one value discipline. Knowing what they want to provide to customers, they have figured out what they must do to follow 
through. And with the hard work of transforming their organizations behind them, they can concentrate on smaller adjustments that produce incremental value. 
Less focused companies must do far more than simply tweak existing processes to gain this advantage.” (Treacy & Wiersema, p. 85) 

3.8 Proprietary 
interactions 

A generated business model concept 
needs to be transformed into a viable 
business model. 

Define interactions in 
proprietary level of the 
business model. 

Ease to replicate the business model by 
competitors decreases by the interactions 
among the proprietary-level components. 

Generation a difficult to 
replicate business 
model. 

 Definition "Where the foundation level is generic, the proprietary level becomes strategy specific. The foundation level model is fairly easy to replicate by competitors; the 
proprietary level is not. Replication is especially difficult because of interactions among the proprietary-level components." (Morris, et al., 2005, p. 731) 

3.9 High degree 
configura-
tion 

A generated business model concept 
needs to be transformed into a viable 
business model. 

Include a high degree of 
configuration in the 
business model.  

When business model configuration is tight 
and expresses synergy, clarity of direction and 
coordination and commitment a powerful 
underlying theme emerges which gives sense 
of mission and direction. 

Definition of a 
distinguishing business 
model. 

 Definition “Much to their benefit, some organizations possess a powerful unifying theme that gives them a sense of mission and direction. As a result, strategies are clear, 
efforts are focused, goals inspire, coordination is easy, and complementarities among strategy, structure and systems are great. So distinctive competences 
emerge and strategic implementation is facilitated. The advantages of a high degree of configuration may include: Synergy (...), Clarity of direction and 
coordination (...), Difficulty of imitation (...), Distinctive competence (...), Commitment (...), Speed (...) and Economy …” (Morris, et al., 2005, p. 510) 
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4. Practice: Current business model innovation practice 
While the theoretical field of business model innovation is limited to the authors and work 
described in the previous chapter, business (model) innovation in the practical field is applied in 
a broader sense. This chapter describes practical observations done in the business context at 
Syntens and five interviews done with business (model) innovation practitioners. The chapter 
concludes with a set of design principles based on current business model innovation practice. 

4.1. Diagnosis of current business innovation at Syntens 
While working at Syntens three projects in which business models were involved are followed 
for a short period. A short description of each project is given and conclusions on the 
observations are drawn at the design principles based on the observations. Last business 
innovation aspect reviewed at Syntens is the Syntens Innovationscan that is used as a general 
aid in business innovation trajectories. 

Company 1 
Currently Syntens provides counselling in the trajectory of getting an innovation grand 
providing a fulltime employee for one year. This Innovation Officer is provided through 
Operationeel Programma Zuid.  

The two parties working together towards the application of the technology in the data centre 
sector are quite opportunistic. Both men involved see many opportunities and applications for 
their technology. Making a choice for one application area and one key customer is difficult. They 
have difficulties with narrowing down the scope of their technology because they seem to think 
that they will miss out on other valuable sectors. The main issue that is overlooked is the fact 
that their business does not need to be international and that their capacity is very limited. 

During the meeting the revenue model of the company has evolved from a percentage of the 
savings that a data centre will make to a model of predefined fees. Looking for other partners in 
the whole product chain of data centres is one of the main future growth perspectives of the 
company. 

Company 2 
Being a printing publisher of one of the regional newspapers in the Netherlands, the company is 
confronted with declining advertising revenues in the printed media business. Syntens has been 
approached by one of the journalist to explore the possibilities of extending a successful pilot 
they have done recently. The main question of the journalist was how they could continue the 
pilot project and generate revenues to be profitable. 

Two meetings have been held with Syntens consultant Daniëlla Corijn-Witte to determine a 
strategy to turn the profit-focused question of the journalist into a search for a suitable business 
model. The main issue observed at the company was the management who were not willing to 
be the pioneer in the project. They wanted the other participants to come up with a plan with 
which the company could make profits. A proposal for a business model workshop has been 
send to the journalist so that he could propose this to his manager. 

The business model workshop never took place because the management of the newspaper did 
not want to invest time in a project that was not focussed on the printed media. The most 
remarkable aspect of this reaction is found in the fact that the project had a 6 month pilot which 
was very successful. The pilot did however not generate revenues because the business model 
was not focussed on generating income. Potential revenue models proposed by Syntens where 
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not taken into consideration and the project is postponed until the company takes the next 
initiative. 

Company 3 
The third consultancy trajectory observed within Syntens has been with a company that aims to 
develop a network of environmental/ecological aware suppliers, intermediaries and 
contractors. The company has been granted a subsidy by the Province of Noord-Brabant to 
refine the concept and launch the company. Syntens consultant Wim Ravesloot has been 
supporting the company in refining the concept and asked for help on defining a business model 
for the company. 

The fact that the entrepreneur of the company, had been working on the concept for more than a 
year on his own was critically observed during the first meeting. He seemed to be tangled up in 
the many opportunities within concept and clearly needed guidance in defining a revenue model 
of the company. The notion of a business model and what its use could be for his company was 
introduced to him and proved to be a useful guide because he was immediately able to map the 
different ideas he had into viable business models. 

Due to limited availability a business model workshop was passed on to Wim Ravesloot who has 
been introduced with the business model canvas of Osterwalder. The workshop was fruitful and 
the entrepreneur has been assigned the task to come up with some concrete business models 
which will be the basis for further consultancy support by Syntens. 

Syntens Innovationscan 
Syntens applies the Innovationscan as a tool for mapping the current position and ambitions of 
an entrepreneur in a company, drawing up a statement of innovation chances and evaluating the 
innovative power of the company. The Innovationscan (see Figure C-1 in Appendix C) is an aid 
for Syntens’ consultants to guide an entrepreneur in an effective and efficient way to successful 
innovation. The result of the Innovationscan will be the Innovation Actionplan in which a 
concrete formulation of actions is listed that the company is going to execute with the help of 
Syntens to exploit innovation chances and increase innovative power. (Koolen, Verweij, 
Vlietstra, & Ahsmann, 2009) 

The Innovationscan does not contain specific analysis methods, but elements of a SWOT analysis 
can be found in it. During the scan (future) strengths are first mapped, after which opportunities 
and weaknesses are addressed. The segmented SWOT analysis focuses only on the weaknesses 
and threats that can be a barrier to successful realisation of innovations. 

Basis for the Innovationscan is the Innovation Growth Model (see Figure C-2 in Appendix C) 
which links the Innovationscan with the Innovation Actionplan. The goal of the Innovation 
Grown Model is sustainable growth, which is the starting point of a trajectory in which the 
Innovationscan is used. Questions described in the Innovationscan that can be asked are based 
on the current and desired situation. 

Diagnosis 
The observations done at Syntens and the review of the Innovationscan indicate that the 
business innovation process currently used is not structured. Projects are usually initiated after 
a potential client has contacted one of the Syntens consultants. Consultants working with the 
clients are dedicated to them such that only they maintain the contact with the client. After 
initial contact with the client, the consultant looks whether the project can stimulate innovative 
power and is focussed on a small and/or medium enterprise (SME). A trajectory for consulting is 
defined after a first meeting with the client. In most cases the advisory is done based on the 
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experience of the consultant and not on a structure as defined in the Innovationscan. The goal of 
the advisory is to stimulate innovative output, but success of a project is not pushed by the 
consultants. 

Business innovation is thus applied at Syntens in a quite unstructured way and structured 
business model innovation can be an aid in the innovation process currently applied. 

4.2. Interviews with experts 
Five interviews are held with practitioners of business (model) innovation. Two of the 
interviews were done with consultants working on business model innovation as a specific topic 
in their daily work; Bas van Oosterhout of Capgemini Consulting and Philippe De Ridder of the 
Board of Innovation. Two interviewees work at Syntens; Winus Koolen, the company supervisor 
of this master thesis and Johan de Jong. Last interviewee, Valeri Souchkov, owner of xTRIZ, is 
specialised on business innovation based on the principles of TRIZ. Detailed reports of the 
interviews can be found in Appendix B. Findings on the interviews are described next. The 
findings are briefly-worded and references are included to the detailed report corresponding to 
the interviewee. Three subchapters are defined in which the findings are clustered. First are the 
findings on the business (model) innovation practice the experts work in, in which methods, 
frameworks and their use is discussed. Second is on the ranking of business models generated or 
evaluated during business model innovation processes. Third and last is feedback on the thesis 
research that has been presented and discussed with the interviewees. 

4.2.1. Findings on business (model) innovation practice 
Methods and frameworks 
The business model canvas of Osterwalder (2009) is suitable for business model innovation. Its 
use is mentioned as the most suitable because it has an end-to-end description of the business 
model (Bas van Oosterhout). The focus in the canvas is on the value proposition, customer 
segment and partnerships (Bas van Oosterhout). Valuation of the business models is quite 
difficult with the framework (Bas van Oosterhout, Philippe De Ridder).  

The goal of a business model is on how you earn money and how you develop a business around 
this goal (Winus Koolen). Within Syntens the Innovation Growth Model is used to reach this goal. 
(Winus Koolen, Johan de Jong) The stakeholders and the value network for this value creation 
define a whole business model (Philippe De Ridder). Time is a key aspect in business innovation 
trajectories (Johan de Jong).  

When more companies need to be mapped in one framework, the Board of Innovation building 
blocks enable you to cluster same companies in one block (Philippe De Ridder). Systematic 
changes and variations in the block model can be made from the theory of product architecture. 
This theory enables you to create new business model ideas (Philippe De Ridder).  

Besides describing the positive effects of a business in their model, the negative effects of the 
value delivered also need to be mapped. This is described in the degree of ideality which 
subtracts the negative from the positive value created and divides it by the costs to obtain the 
value (Valeri Souchkov). Reference value described by value from competitors that are also able 
to deliver the same value is one of the aspects used in analyses around price setting of a product 
included in the Board of Innovation consultancy (Philippe De Ridder).  

Structure can be added to business innovation by applying the TRIZ principles. The original TRIZ 
contradiction matrix is too simple for complex business innovation projects, but in business 
model innovation those contradictions can be used to generate new ideas (Valeri Souchkov).  
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Determine customer needs / Map competitors 
There are many ways in which a customer can fulfil the need for value. Observing those needs is 
one approach to see what value can be delivered to customers (Valeri Souchkov, Johan de Jong). 
By creating awareness of the customer needs and competitors in the market, companies gain 
insights in what type of change is needed to maintain revenues (Johan de Jong, Winus Koolen). A 
change in the market can be a trigger for a company to start business model innovation (Valeri 
Souchkov, Bas van Oosterhout). 

Every company has competitors: customers have a certain budget that can be spend on fulfilling 
their needs. The fact that you as a company deliver the only product in your segment does not 
mean that your customer is only buying your product (Valeri Souchkov). 

4.2.2. Findings on ranking of business models 
Incremental or radical change 
Small incremental changes in a business model can lead to an innovative business model (Valeri 
Souchkov). Small changes can be based on changing links of the value network which incur 
changes in the whole business model (Philippe De Ridder). A change in one part of the model 
often has implications for other parts of the model (Bas van Oosterhout). 

Changes in business models are more often made based on deliberate strategic choices for the 
company. Previously those changes came forward from projects that demanded change in 
company structure (Bas van Oosterhout). The starting point for change in companies is usually a 
new financial goal, which leads to innovation when the goal is reached (Winus Koolen). 

Ranking of business models 
Distinguishing different business models generated during a business model innovation process 
can be done in several ways. Key Performance Indicators can be an aid to objective ranking 
(Valeri Souchkov, Bas van Oosterhout). A method also applied in conjoint analysis can be applied 
in which business models are shuffled above one another to get a final ranking of business 
models (Valeri Souchkov). 

The ability to execute a new business model option is, together with the attractiveness of the 
model and the value created with it, a three-fold approach in which differences between models 
can be made clear (Bas van Oosterhout). The value created with a business model needs to 
include the costs to create and deliver value. Those costs are the central aspects on which 
business models can be evaluated (Philippe De Ridder). The degree of ideality describes the 
same principle (Valeri Souchkov). 

Ranking on appropriateness and uniqueness 
Uniqueness should describe the difference of one model to other that are used in the tool (Valeri 
Souchkov). Within an industry there are commonalities across business models that describe the 
legacy within the industry. The bandwidth in which can be varied in business models 
determines varieties and uniqueness. The real strength of a business model comes from how 
good you are able to execute a business model. “Ability to execute” should be a strong ranking 
attribute (Bas van Oosterhout). Ranking business models on those aspects is too difficult for the 
entrepreneurs (Johan de Jong). 

Appropriateness tells something about the interface between customers and the value 
proposition (Valeri Souchkov, Winus Koolen). 
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4.2.3. Findings on thesis research 
Theoretical classifier list 
A list of theoretical classifiers can be very useful when the mental model of an entrepreneur is 
exhausted (Valeri Souchkov). 

Marketing or market attractiveness is missing in all the frameworks and models presented 
(Valeri Souchkov, Philippe De Ridder). 

Different classifiers have been mentioned on their high appropriateness to distinguish one 
business model from another. Value proposition, partnerships and customer segments are the 
most important aspects of the canvas of Osterwalder (Bas van Oosterhout). Highest 
distinguishing power in the combined list comes from value creation, customer type, customer 
relation and margin (Johan de Jong, Winus Koolen). 

Business model innovation tool 
The Lego-block approach (in which different blocks of classifiers with corresponding values are 
used) to defining business models based on classifiers is very suitable for business model 
innovation (Valeri Souchkov). The objective approach to the calculation and comparison of 
business models is the strength of the tool (Bas van Oosterhout, Philippe De Ridder). 

By classifying the business models of competitors the entrepreneurs can have a critical look on 
their own business model (Philippe De Ridder). But what is done when the entrepreneur thinks 
that his model is the sole right for doing business (Valeri Souchkov, Winus Koolen)? The 
classification of business models is done on the mental model of the entrepreneur and limits free 
and open creativity of new option generation (Bas van Oosterhout, Johan de Jong, Winus 
Koolen). 

When working on business model innovation, it is important to apply it on one sole customer 
segment. This is a key to the success of a business model innovation process (Bas van 
Oosterhout). 

4.3. Practice based design principles 
The second set of design principles are the ones derived from the practical observations done at 
Syntens and from the five interviews held with business (model) innovation practitioners. 
Similar to the principles on business model research, those principles are defined in the CIMO 
logic and followed by a citation to the interview or observation done. The principles are assigned 
to the phases of the business model innovation process described in Table 3-1 and Table 3-2 on 
page 21. 
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Table 4-1 
Practice based design principles 
 Name / 

Phase 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

4.1 Top 
management 
commitment 

An incentive for business model innovation is 
present. 

Express top 
management 
commitment. 

Top management commitment is 
necessary to motivate people 
involved in the business model 
innovation process. 

Survival of the 
incentive and start of 
business model 
innovation. 

 Mobilize 
- Motivation 

“The business model workshop never took place because the management of the newspaper did not want to invest time in a project that was not focussed on the 
printed media. The most remarkable aspect of this reaction is found in the fact that the project had a 6 month pilot which was very successful. (…) Potential 
revenue models proposed by Syntens where not taken into consideration and the project is postponed until the company takes the next initiative.” (Company 2) 

4.2 Notion of 
business 
models 

An entrepreneur is tangled up in different possible 
directions for his business idea. 

Explain the notion of 
business models. 

Business model frameworks enable 
a person to map different aspects 
of an idea and create links between 
the different aspects. 

Many possible 
directions are 
untangled and 
business model 
ideation can start. 

 Mobilize 
- Knowledge of 
business models 

“The fact that the entrepreneur of the company, had been working on the concept for more than a year on his own was critically observed during the first meeting. 
He seemed to be tangled up in the many opportunities within concept and clearly needed guidance in defining the revenue model of the company. The notion of a 
business model and what its use could be for his company was introduced to him and proved to be a useful guide because he was immediately able to map the 
different ideas he had into viable business models.” (Company 3) 

4.3 Business 
model 
frameworks 

When working with people inexperienced to 
business model innovation.  

Introduce the 
frameworks of 
Osterwalder and 
Board of Innovation 

The frameworks are both visual 
and include all aspects that need to 
be thought of during the business 
model innovation process. 

Knowledge of business 
models is created and 
business model 
innovation can start. 

 Mobilize 
- Knowledge of 
business models 

“The framework of Osterwalder is the most applicable, it describes end-to-end the use of a business model. When you change one part, you are forced to think 
about other aspects in the model.” (Bas van Oosterhout) 
“The Board of Innovation toolbox helps to analyse their current business model, business models of competitors, renewal of business models in the market.” 
(Philippe De Ridder) 

4.4 Stakeholder 
definition and 
mapping 

When involved in business model innovation 
process and understanding needs to be created. 

Define and map 
stakeholders and 
their needs. 

Your customers and stakeholders 
are key in delivering value. 

Have understanding of 
customer and 
environment and be 
able to start design 
phase. 

 Understand 
- Customer and 
environment 

“The stakeholders in a value network and the transactions between them are of highest importance with the Board of Innovation tool.” (Philippe De Ridder) 
“An interesting extra classifier can be the stakeholder structure of the company.” (Winus Koolen) 

(Table continues on next page)  
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Table 4-1 continued 
Practice based design principles 
 Name / 

Phase 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

4.5 Revenue 
model 
definition 

A company has an innovative idea but does not 
know how to earn money with it. 

Define a revenue 
model for the idea. 

A notion of how you are going to 
earn money with your idea is 
necessary for business model 
innovation to start. 

Start business model 
innovation design 
phase. 

 Understand 
- Markets 

“During the meeting the revenue model of the company has evolved from a percentage of the savings that a data centre will make to a model of predefined fees.  
(…) Looking for other partners in the whole product chain of data centres is one of the main future growth perspectives of the company.” (Company 1) 

4.6 Customer and 
competitor 
mapping 

When working on business model innovation and 
the goal is to generate a business model with 
sustainable competitive advantage. 

Map customers and 
competitors. 

There are competitors even when 
you have a monopoly. To sustain 
competitive advantage you need to 
know what others are doing and 
how your customers are spending 
money. 

Develop business 
models better than 
your competitors. 

 Understand 
- Markets 

“A strong method to stimulate innovation is to observe the market of your product in real life. This is explained with examples of using a coffee cup and with 
management of Procter and Gamble who have spend time in people’s homes to see how their products were used. This is an application of innovation in product 
development environment, but this can easily be translated into business model environments.” (Valeri Souchkov) 
“The three most important aspects in (Osterwalder’s) business model framework are the customer segment, value proposition and partnerships. Without a 
customer segment you can make as many value propositions as you like, but without a clear defined customer you have nowhere to start. (…) Defining one 
customer segment or market segment in which business models are generated is key to the success of business model innovation. The tool requires this boundary, 
which is a positive limitation.” (Bas van Oosterhout) 
“Johan focuses on alternatives or substitutes in defining competitors of a company. Delivering value or solving the customers’ problem to the final consumer can be 
done in many ways. It is important to look at what the competitors pretend to deliver in what they communicate to potential customers. (…)Mapping competitors 
would ideally be done from the customers’ perspective. First map the needs of the customer and then step by step create a tree-like map of competitors that are 
delivering value to the basic need of the customer.” (Johan de Jong) 

(Table continues on next page) 
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Table 4-1 continued 
Practice based design principles 
 Name / 

Phase 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

4.7 Creativity 
enabling 

When working on business model innovation. Create an open 
creativity-enabling 
environment. 

An open creativity-enabling 
environment is necessary when 
innovative ideas need to be 
generated. 

Generate new 
innovative business 
model ideas. 

 Generation/ 
Innovation 
- Ideation 

“Valeri has developed 27 creativity principles, which can be found on the xTRIZ website, with which creativity is stimulated without using the TRIZ 
contradictions that are regularly used. He thinks that those principles can be a guide for business model innovation.” (Valeri Souchkov) 
“The basis of business model innovation is free creativity in an open environment and it can be that the business model innovation tool limits this by setting 
strict boundaries for business model innovation.” (Bas van Oosterhout) 
“The frame set by the tool and classification of competitors is the sole boundary for business models to be generated. The tool does not let you get beyond those 
boundaries.” (Winus Koolen) 
“The domain of the tool is too limited; a broader scope to radically change your business model is needed to be of good use.” (Johan de Jong) 

4.8 TRIZ 
principle and 
contradiction 

When working on business model generation and 
innovative ideas need to be generated. 

Apply TRIZ principles 
and contradictions. 

By comparing models from 
different applications you can 
combine aspects from one in 
another segment. 

Generate innovative 
new business model 
ideas. 

 Generation/ 
Innovation 
- Ideation 

“Valeri uses TRIZ, which is a theory that can be used for structured innovation. Usually this is applied for technological innovation. By developing xTRIZ he was able 
to translate some of the TRIZ principles into business innovation. The first application of TRIZ in a business context was with a Swiss company that had the feeling 
that they were starting to lose important customers. By working with the TRIZ contradictions and tools they came up with new directions to attract customers.  (…) 
The basic TRIZ contradiction matrix is only used for quite simple problems and is mostly not suitable for business innovation cases. (…)The rationale of TRIZ is to 
solve contradictions. This rationale can be used to solve problems between companies. Companies can change their business models to solve the hard times they 
have to align their businesses. (…)No real breakthrough business models can be made because you are limited to the classifier options listed within the business 
models of competitors. TRIZ closes this gap by comparing totally different systems to see whether aspects from one system can be integrated into another system. 
Think of using a restaurant menu during a taxi-drive. When thinking in this contradiction you easily enter an iterative process in which new ideas and options rise 
fast. Maybe you can choose for the fastest ride, but pay more, of have a romantic tour to your destination by paying just little extra.”  (Valeri Souchkov) 

4.9 Board of 
Innovation 
framework 

When working on business model generation and 
more companies are involved in a business model 
concept. 

Use the Board of 
Innovation 
framework. 

The asset streams can be between 
more companies & stakeholders in 
one model. 

Cluster more 
companies / 
stakeholders in one 
model. 

 Generation/ 
Innovation 
- Inspiration 

“Two recent projects are on the chemical industry in Belgium, which is the largest industrial sector of the country and on professional kitchens (25 partners). (…)  
They have been working on defining a business model between 20 different organizations involved. (…)Based on the last group Philippe explains that describing 30 
different companies in one model with their building blocks is impossible and would not gain any useful result. They instead cluster the companies in, for example 5 
clusters.” (Philippe De Ridder) 

(Table continues on next page)  
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Table 4-1  continued 
Practice based design principles 
 Name / 

Phase 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

4.10 Classifier list When different business model(s) (concepts) need 
to be described when working on business model 
innovation. 

Use a (theoretical) list 
of classifiers. 

A list of (theoretical) classifiers can 
support the entrepreneur when his 
own mental model is exhausted. 

Enable business model 
classification. 

 Generation/ 
Innovation 
- Classification 

“Valeri has been looking for a Lego-block method for business model innovation in which combined classifier values are listed from which different options can be 
picked. (This is in fact what the business model innovation tool tries to do; he is eager to hear about it. He told this before the tool was discussed.) (…) When the 
mental model of the entrepreneur is exhausted, the theoretical classifier list can be a useful guideline to help him/her to classify competitor’s business models.“  
(Valeri Souchkov) 
“Winus tells that he has a preference towards a predefined list of classifiers. (…) Including a defined set of classifiers and values accompanying them can extend the 
power of the business models generated.” (Winus Koolen) 

4.11 Competitor 
classification 
and ranking 

When working on business model innovation. Classify and rank your 
competitors. 

Classification and ranking 
broadens an entrepreneur’s view 
on the market by systematically 
looking at how competitors are 
approaching their market. 

Generate inspiration 
for new business 
model concepts. 

 Generation 
- Inspiration 
- Classification 
Ranking 

“Uniqueness should describe the difference of one business models to the others that are included in the tool. The competitor that is most different from others 
should be ranked as most unique.” (Valeri Souchkov) 
“The tool offers entrepreneurs a good exercise to have a critical look at their business model.” (Philippe De Ridder) 
“The options generated to solve the ambitions of the company are different. STEP analysis and Porter analysis can guide this. What competitors are doing is 
important in the analyses done in this phase. (…) Looking at competitors is very valuable in defining and changing your business model. (…) The way 
competitors do business can be very helpful to define new opportunities. (…) Objective ranking is more preferable to Winus instead of the subjective issues with 
uniqueness and appropriateness. (…) By looking at their competitors, entrepreneurs gain insight on what you as a company are doing in contrast to your 
competitors, this can be a fertiliser for incremental change in your own business model.” (Winus Koolen) 
“When a company does not have a clear need Johan tries to create awareness of what the company and their competitors are doing. By creating this awareness 
companies are able to gain insights on what type of change is needed to maintain revenues.” (Johan de Jong) 

4.12 Ability to 
execute 
ranking 

When a ranking needs to be assigned to generated 
business models. 

Use ability to execute 
as ranking attribute. 

A model is only viable if you as 
company are able to execute the 
concept grasped by the model. 

Rank different 
business models. 

 Ranking “The ranking of business models developed with the business model canvas is done on three aspects: attractiveness, ability to execute and ‘value’. (…) The ability to 
execute plotted in a matrix is a snapshot of one moment. You can however make more snapshots to see the flow during time. (…) The ability to execute determines 
how well you would be able to execute a certain business model. (…) The real strength of a business model comes from how good you are able to execute a 
business model. “Ability to execute” should be a strong ranking attribute. (…) A business model doesn’t have to be unique to be successful. More of the same 
business models can exist next to each other, but in the end, the ability to execute such a business model determines value.” (Bas van Oosterhout) 

(Table continues on next page)  
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Table 4-1  continued 
Practice based design principles 
 Name / 

Phase 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

4.13 Negative 
aspect 
inclusion 

When a ranking needs to be assigned to the 
models that will be generated. 

Include negative 
aspects (costs & 
ideality) in the 
business model. 

When only including the optimistic 
aspects of the business model 
downsides of the model are 
overlooked. 

Objectively rank 
different business 
models. 

 Ranking “Negative effects of business models should also be included in the model. The total degree of ideality describes how well a certain system delivers value. The 
function for the degree of ideality is the following: 

𝑑𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 =  
𝑉𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 − 𝑉𝑛𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒

𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠  

The degree of ideality is defined by the value obtained from positive aspects, minus the (negative) value obtained from negative aspects divided by the costs to 
create the value. When buying a car, American women make or break the choice of their husband. This can even be based on the way the door closes, when this is 
not right, the car is not bought. The negative value obtained by the car is too large to weight up to the positive aspects. Contradictions used in TRIZ are based on 
this positive-negative comparison.” (Valeri Souchkov) 
“Crucial aspects in business models are the revenues and costs and the robustness of those aspects. Visualisation of the business model is one side, but the financial 
parts are done in other tools as for example Excel. The ability to capture the value versus the costs to create and deliver value is the most crucial aspect of the 
business model.” (Philippe De Ridder) 

4.14 Business 
model shuffle 
ranking 

When a ranking needs to be assigned to generated 
business models. 

Shuffle business 
models above one 
another. 

By shuffling one model above 
another it is easier for the 
entrepreneur to map small 
differences between two models. 

Ranking is created. 

 Ranking “Valeri’s favourite way of ranking business models would be to shuffle one above another and so on to finally get a ranking of business models.” (Valeri 
Souchkov) 
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5. Testing of business model innovation principles 
During the last phase of the thesis research an opportunity raised in which a practical business 
model innovation workshop was done. Contact with a consultant was established by the thesis 
supervisors. After a meeting in which a proposed workshop was discussed, the focus of the 
workshop changed from developing radical business models into defining viable business 
models for established product concepts. 

The workshop was initiated as an exercise on business model innovation for the thesis but in 
retrospect it has provided very useful information on the business model design phase which 
will be discussed in the remainder of this chapter. The chapter will start with defining the design 
principles that were tested in the workshop after which the setup of the workshop is discussed 
regarding to those principles. Due to confidentiality reasons no in depth information is provided 
on the business models generated, but examples will be given on the output generated in the 
synthesis of the workshop. The chapter concludes with an assessment on the design principles. 

5.1. Design for business model innovation workshop 
The goal of the workshop was to develop viable business models for concepts that were already 
defined in previous sessions with managers from the two companies who are investigating 
possible collaborations on both of their expertises. The workshop design discussed after the 
design principles describes the different exercises done with the participants. 

5.1.1. Design principles supporting business model innovation workshop 
Ten design principles were tested on their practical use in the workshop. The following table 
lists the principles tested ordered by the phase they apply to, a short elaboration on why those 
principles are selected can be found after the table. 
Table 5-1 

Design principles to be tested in business model generation workshop 
 Phase Intervention Mechanism Outcome 
4.1 Mobilize Express top 

management 
commitment. 

Top management commitment is 
necessary to motivate people involved 
in the business model innovation 
process. 

Survival of the 
incentive and 
start of business 
model innovation. 

4.2 Mobilize Explain the notion 
of business 
models. 

Business model frameworks enable a 
person to map different aspects of an 
idea and create links between the 
different aspects. 

Many possible 
directions are 
untangled and 
business model 
generation can 
start. 

4.3 Mobilize Introduce the 
frameworks of 
Osterwalder and 
Board of 
Innovation 

The frameworks are both visual and 
include all aspects that need to be 
thought of during the business model 
innovation process. 

Knowledge of 
business models 
is created and 
business model 
innovation can 
start. 

3.3 Understand Map customer’s 
perspective in an 
empathy map. 

A customer profile guides the design of a 
better (customer) value proposition and 
enables evaluation of generated 
business model concepts. 

Develop stronger 
business models 
in generation 
phase. 

(Table continues on next page) 
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Table 5-1 continued 
Design principles to be tested in business model innovation workshop 
 Phase Intervention Mechanism Outcome 
4.4 Understand  Define and map 

stakeholders and 
their needs. 

Your customers and stakeholders are 
key in delivering value. 

Have 
understanding of 
customer and 
environment and 
be able to start 
design phase. 

3.4 Generation/ 
Innovation 

Use visual 
representation of 
a business model. 

Visual representation enables a visual 
grammar that is understood by all 
participants. The bigger picture is 
grasped easier and ideas related to the 
business model are stimulated. 

Ensure good 
communication 
and stimulate idea 
generation. 

3.5 Generation/ 
Innovation 

Use epicentres of 
business model 
generation. 

The powerful impact of different 
epicentres on other aspects of a 
business model framework enables 
generation of innovative business 
model ideas. 

Generation of 
innovative 
business model 
concepts. 

3.6 Generation/ 
Innovation 

Use Board of 
Innovation 
framework and 
remove, add or 
reverse arrows of 
asset transitions. 

The use of examples in which 
innovative business models are 
explained by arrows removed, added or 
reversed will lead to inspiration for 
change in your own model. 

Generation of 
innovative 
business model 
concepts. 

3.7 Generation/ 
Innovation 

Apply typologies, 
strategies or 
patterns for 
business models. 

Typologies, strategies and patterns 
serve as an aid to definition of powerful 
and successful business models in the 
sense that it serves as a source of 
inspiration and enables you to establish 
grounded underlying structures. 

Generation of 
innovative 
business model 
concepts. 

4.9 Generation/ 
Innovation 

Use the Board of 
Innovation 
framework. 

The asset streams can be between more 
companies / stakeholders in one model. 

Cluster more 
companies / 
stakeholders in 
one model. 

From both the theoretical and the practical design principles five are selected to be tested in the 
business model innovation workshop. The first principle (4.1: top management commitment) 
was  already proven by the fact that the incentive for the business innovation trajectory followed 
is supported by the management of both companies. The two most widely applied business 
model frameworks were applied in the workshop (4.3: business model frameworks & 3.4: visual 
representation) and used to explain the notion of business models (4.2: notion of business 
models). During the understanding phase stakeholders’ and customers’ needs are mapped in 
empathy maps (3.3: empathy mapping & 4.4: stakeholder definition and mapping). During the 
generation phase in which ideation is used to develop new business model concepts epicentres 
(3.5: epicentres) and structured changes (3.6: Board of Innovation changes & 3.7: typologies, 
strategies and patterns) are used to create innovative business model concepts. Because more 
companies are collaborating in the project they probably need to be clustered, therefore the 
Board of Innovation framework is used (4.9: Board of Innovation framework). 
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5.1.2. Workshop design 
A total of three hours were available to do the workshop, in which theory needed to be 
explained, stakeholders needed to be mapped, business models to be build and business model 
innovation applied. Before the workshop the consultant provided four basic concept 
descriptions that could be used for clustering all 12 concepts.  

The workshop starts with an introduction of the notion of business models to create a shared 
language and enable visual communication during the workshop (4.2: notion of business 
models). The framework of Osterwalder need to be explained to be used later in the workshop 
for business model definition and the framework of the Board of Innovation will be used for the 
application of structured innovation (4.3: business model frameworks & 3.4: visual 
representation). 

Stakeholders and empathy mapping 
To be able to define a business model of a concept you need to be able to know the stakeholders 
involved in the concept (4.4: stakeholder definition and mapping). Because of the involvement of 
managers and consultants of both companies, the choice is made to define the stakeholders in an 
open environment. After the stakeholders are defined they are mapped into a matrix and 
overlapping stakeholders for each of the four concept clusters are identified. To extend the 
understanding of the needs and wishes of different stakeholders the empathy map (3.3: empathy 
mapping) as defined in the work of Osterwalder (2009, pp. 127-133) is used. The participants 
are asked to define what the stakeholders think, hear, see and feel together with their pains and 
gains they can achieve in their position. 

Business model generation and innovation 
After the stakeholders are mapped in an empathy map the business model generation phase can 
start in which for the two most viable concept clusters business models will be generated with 
the framework of Board of Innovation. Structured innovation principles need to be explained 
that can be used to generate innovative new business models (3.6: Board of Innovation changes 
& 3.7: typologies, strategies and patterns). 

Business model selection and definition 
When different business models are defined for each concept cluster a selection needs to be 
made. Each model needs to be analysed on their strong and weak aspects, which can be inclusion 
or exclusion of a specific asset, an interaction of certain assets or a unique combination of assets 
in the model. The strong aspects of the model are to be combined into one final model that can 
be mapped in the framework of Osterwalder. The earlier defined empathy maps are used as a 
guide in defining the business model. 

5.2. Workshop synopsis 
Three participants of the workshop were employees of the companies (one participant was 
doing an internship) and the university supervisor was asked to participate to create groups of 
two in which could be worked. 

The workshop took just less than three hours in which first stakeholders of the different 
concepts were identified. A total of 10 stakeholders were defined, ranging from the producer to 
Non Governmental Organizations (NGO’s) who put pressure on governments and corporate to 
produce and work sustainable. For most of the stakeholders an empathy map was defined (see 
Figure I-1 for an example) to set the boundaries for creating business models. After definition of 
the empathy maps two business model frameworks was introduced.  
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During the development of the business models the participants were informed on structured 
innovation such as removing or switching an arrow(Goldenberg & Mazursky, 1999), closed 
world innovation (Maimon & Horowitz, 1999) or applying a business model pattern such as free, 
unbundling and long-tail(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009, pp. 56-119). It was observed that those 
structured innovation methods were applied by the participants to check on other business 
model options. 

Time restrictions limited the workshop to the generation of business models with the Board of 
Innovation framework. Although the, framework of Osterwalder was not used, the feedback on 
the workshop was very positive and the creative approach applied in the Board of Innovation 
framework was greatly appreciated. The openness to apply structured innovation principles in 
this framework with more stakeholders was valued most. 

5.3. Assessment of design principles tested 
The ten design principles that were tested in the business model innovation workshop are 
discussed very briefly on its use as general design principle based on the intervention applied 
and the outcome defined in the principle and the outcome observed in the workshops. A more 
detailed assessment of each design principle can be found in Appendix J in Table J-1. 

The fact that (top) management commitment (4.2) was expressed within both companies has 
been the basis for the incentive to start the business innovation project. Based on this 
commitment the project was already running for a while and the business model generation 
workshop was used as concept refinement towards a presentation to the (top) management. 
The notion of business models (4.3) was explained by the visual frameworks (3.4) of 
Osterwalder and Board of Innovation (4.4) and proved its use in the communication during the 
workshop. Application of structured innovation principles (3.6: Board of Innovation asset 
transition changes and 3.7: typologies, strategies or patterns) has been very useful in generation 
of innovative business model concepts. The definition of stakeholders (4.5) in empathy maps 
(3.3) provided insights on everyone involved in the concepts, but its applicable use should come 
forward in the business model definition phase. 

An additional remark needs to be made on the dangers indicated in the business model 
innovation process phases defined by Osterwalder(2009). The understanding and design phase 
as explained in Table 3-1 describe the danger of pre-commitment towards certain business ideas 
and falling in love with an idea. This danger has been observed during the business model 
innovation workshop in which one of the participants was pre-occupied towards applying one 
certain business model pattern.  
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6. Design and testing of methodology supporting structured business 
model innovation 

The objective of this master thesis was to define a set of design principles that describe the 
current practice of business model innovation and develop and experiment with a methodology 
for structured business model innovation. The first objective has been worked out in chapters 3 
and 4 where two sets of design principles were defined. The development and testing of a 
methodology for structured business model innovation is described in this chapter. First the 
design statement will be defined in which the design principles are selected that are the basis for 
the methodology and requirements are defined according to them. The methodology will be 
defined based on the principles selected. Literature will be discussed next in which structured 
and template based innovation is described which can be seen as basis for the structured 
innovation applied in the methodology. After an introduction on terminology used in the 
business model innovation tool, the development of the tool will be discussed. The chapter 
concludes with a discussion on the workshops done with the tool and refines the principles used 
for structured business model innovation. 

6.1. Design principles for methodology supporting structured business 
model innovation 

Eight principles are selected to be tested for applicability in structured business model 
innovation. The following table lists these principles ordered by the phase they apply on; a short 
elaboration on why those principles are selected is made after the table. 
Table 6-1 

Design principles to be tested in structured business model innovation methodology and 
workshops 
 Phase Intervention Mechanism Outcome 
4.2 Mobilize Explain the 

notion of 
business models. 

Business model frameworks enable a person 
to map different aspects of an idea and create 
links between the different aspects. 

Many possible 
directions are 
untangled and 
business model 
generation can 
start. 

4.6 Understand Map customers 
and competitors. 

There are competitors even when you have a 
monopoly. To sustain competitive advantage 
you need to know what others are doing and 
how your customers are spending money. 

Develop 
business 
models better 
than your 
competitors. 

4.7 Generation/ 
Innovation 

Create an open 
creativity-
enabling 
environment. 

An open creativity-enabling environment is 
necessary when innovative ideas need to be 
generated. 

Generate new 
innovative 
business model 
ideas. 

4.8 Generation/ 
Innovation 
 

Apply TRIZ 
principles and 
contradictions. 

By comparing models from different 
applications you can combine aspects from 
one in another segment. 

Generate 
innovative new 
business model 
ideas. 

4.10 Generation/ 
Innovation 

Use a 
(theoretical) list 
of classifiers. 

A list of (theoretical) classifiers can support 
the entrepreneur when his own mental 
model is exhausted. 

Enable business 
model 
classification. 

(Table continues on next page) 
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Table 6-1 continued 
Design principles to be tested in structured business model innovation methodology and 
workshops 
 Phase Intervention Mechanism Outcome 
4.11 Generation/ 

Innovation 
Ranking 

Classify and rank 
your 
competitors. 

Classification and ranking broadens an 
entrepreneur’s view on the market by 
systematically looking at how competitors 
are approaching their market. 

Generate 
inspiration for 
new business 
model concepts. 

4.13 Ranking Include negative 
aspects (costs / 
ideality) in the 
business model. 

When only including the optimistic aspects of 
the business model downsides of the model 
are overlooked. 

Objectively rank 
different 
business 
models. 

3.9 Definition Include a high 
degree of 
configuration in 
the business 
model.  

When business model configuration is tight 
and expresses synergy, clarity of direction 
and coordination and commitment a 
powerful underlying theme emerges which 
gives sense of mission and direction. 

Definition of a 
distinguishing 
business model. 

The only research based principle included (3.9: high degree of configuration) is selected 
because of the importance to develop a distinguishing business model with the business model 
innovation tool. A high degree of configuration should be obtained by describing many different 
classifiers in one business model. The notion of business models should first be described (4.2: 
notion of business models) to define the setting of the workshops done. 

Competitors need to be defined (4.6: customer and competitor mapping) before they can be 
classified and ranked (4.11: competitor classification and ranking) in the tool. To support the 
development of innovative ideas in the ideation phase a creativity enabling environment needs 
to be defined (4.7: creativity enabling) in which the model of the entrepreneur can be 
contradicted with the models of competitors (4.8: TRIZ principles and contradictions). For 
classification of competitors a list of theoretical classifiers will be used (4.10: classifier list) and 
at last downsides of business models should be included for objective ranking (4.13: negative 
aspect inclusion). 

Methodology for structured business model innovation 
The methodology for structured business model innovation as applied in the remainder of this 
chapter is explained in detail in the workshop protocol defined in Appendix G. In short the 
methodology can be described as follows. 

In a workshop context, the notion of business models is explained to an entrepreneur who is 
participating in a structured business model innovation process. The business models of up to 20 
competitors that are identified by the entrepreneur are described on a set of important business 
model characteristics (classifiers) defined by the entrepreneur. After introduction of a theoretical 
classifier list, the description made is refined with input from the theoretical list. The business 
model of the entrepreneur is defined with the same set of classifiers as used for the competitors. 
Next, all the business models of the competitors are ranked based on an evaluation of the 
entrepreneur. The tool used in the workshop now calculates and presents the best combination of 
classifier values based on the overall evaluation of the business models by the entrepreneur and 
proposes changes to the business model of the entrepreneur. In comparing both business models, 
the structured innovation principles of TRIZ can be applied in order evaluate and consider changes 
to the business model to ultimately define an innovative new business model. 
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6.2. Structured innovation literature 
The methodology just described is defined to support structured business model innovation. 
This kind of methodology has not been found in literature or practice. Therefore a short 
literature review on structured innovation in product development is used to get introduced in 
the topic of structured innovation. The TRIZ framework for innovation is discussed, which is 
already mentioned at the Findings on business (model) innovation practice on page 27. Templates 
for innovation developed by Goldenberg are discussed last. 

TRIZ; a framework for (product) innovation 
The developer of the TRIZ innovation framework, Genrich Altshuller, who was born in 1926, has 
been dedicated to product innovations from his 15th year and onwards. 40.000 patents were 
searched for underlying patterns already by 1969. This has been the foundation for the Theory 
of Inventive Problem Solving (TRIZ is a Romanized acronym for Russian: Teoriya Resheniya 
Izobretatelskikh Zadatch)(G.S.-Altshuller-Foundation, 2009). The theory states that evolution of 
technology is based on a repeatable pattern which can be applied to the systematic development 
of technologies. (Frey & Rivin, 2005, p. 7) 

 
The goal of TRIZ is to replace the uncertainty of the often used trial and error process with a 
structured approach to resolve technological innovation problems. The structural foundation of 
TRIZ rests on four elements or phases which are used in problem solving (Frey & Rivin, 2005, p. 
167; Moehrle, 2005): 

1. The specific problem should be analyzed in detail 
Within this phase the S-curve of the technology is analyzed to determine the position of the 
new innovation on the current S-curve. 

2. Determination of high-potential innovation 
Laws of and lines of evolution are used to match the specific problem to and abstract 
problem and strategic directions are identified. 

3. Concept development 
On an abstract level concepts are developed where system conflicts and conceptual design 
problems need to be resolved. 

4. Concept selection and technology plan 
When an abstract solution is found for the problem, this should be transformed into a 
specific solution for the specific problem. 

The 40 principles of TRIZ developed by Altshuller and the eight patterns of evolution can be 
used as the laws and lines mentioned in the second phase. Some of the 40 principles will be 
explained in minor detail followed by the eight patterns of technological evolution. 

Figure 6-1: Structure of TRIZ methodology (Frey & Rivin, 2005, p. 7) 

Tools for development of 
conceptual designs. 

Tools for identification and 
development of next-

generation technologies. 

Laws of technological system 
evolution 
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Eight laws or evolutionary patterns have been formulated to accompany the second phase of 
TRIZ problem solving: 

 
 
The above described evolutionary patterns are overlapping by their nature in technological 
systems. Depending on the situation one can serve as a funnel for another and vice versa. TRIZ is 
used to look for patterns and principles, to configure innovations that meet some underlying 
societal need. 

Templates for structured (product) innovation 
Within the previous section the TRIZ framework for technological innovation is described. This 
framework can be used as a guideline to accompany the process of evolution between two 

Figure 6-2: Six of the 40 principles of TRIZ (Altshuller, 1998) 

Principle 2: Extraction 
Extract the disturbing 
/necessary part or property 
from an object. 

Principle 10: Prior Action 
Perform required changes to 
an object completely or 
partially in advance. 

Principle 17: New 
Dimension  
Transition of one-dimensional 
movement or product into two-
dimensional. 

Principle 23: Feedback 
Introduce feedback or change 
already existing feedback. 

Principle 27: Dispose 
Replace an expensive object 
with a cheap one, 
compromising other aspects. 

Principle 33: 
Homogeneity  
Interacting objects should be 
made out of the same material. 

1. Evolution toward increased ideality 
Systems with a higher degree of ideality have a much better chance to survive on the long run. 

2. Stages of technology evolution 
The typical S-curve that defines the evolution of a technology form the basis of this law. 

3. Non uniform development of system elements 
System conflicts are created when system elements evolve in a non uniform way; this offers opportunities. 

4. Evolution toward increased dynamism and controllability 
When systems become more flexible over time they also become easier to monitor. 

5. Increased complexity, then simplification 
Systems tend to increase in functions, but over time collapse into simpler systems with increased functionality. 

6. Evolution with matching and mismatching elements 
The configuration of elements sometimes holds the secret of how the lifetime can be extended or terminated. 

7. Evolution toward the micro level and increased use of fields  
Technological systems tend to transform from macro systems to micro systems. 

8. Evolution toward decreased human involvement 
Obviously, this law is meant to decrease human involvement in systems. 

Figure 6-3: 8 Laws/evolutionary patterns (Frey & Rivin, 2005, p. 9; Silverstein, DeCarlo, & Slocum, 2008, pp. 117-120) 
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stages of business model configuration where a company is at. Jacob Goldenberg published 
several papers with the same goal, but in product innovation: a guideline which can be used to 
develop successful product innovation. The main difference with TRIZ is the use of templates; 
TRIZ provides a set of laws and principles where Goldenberg has developed a set of template 
innovations which are more or less bounded by their definition. 

There is a twofold in the templates developed by Goldenberg. First there are five templates 
(Goldenberg, Mazursky, & Solomon, 1999c) which facilitate the ideation process; second there 
are 6 creativity templates (Goldenberg, Mazursky, & Solomon, 1999a) which help to organize the 
creative process by promoting routes that have been proven to lead to productive ideas. Despite 
the fact that they do look the same, the fundamental difference lies in the fact that the latter 
stimulates creativity better by using techniques similar to the ones described at the beginning of 
this chapter. 

Before discussing the templates, it is important to know that characteristics of products can be 
divided into components, which are for example wheels and doors of a car, and attributes which 
are the variables of the product, like colour and speed. An additional distinction is made 
between internal and external attributes and components, which are or are not under control of 
the manufacturer. For the example of the car: wheels and doors are internal, whereas the person 
driving the car is external. 

Templates are defined as systematic changes between an early configuration and the one that 
follows it. (Goldenberg, et al., 1999c) Those changes can occur on both the attribute as 
component level and can be done by six operators: exclusion, inclusion, unlinking, linking, 
splitting and joining.  
Table 6-2: Five ideation facilitating templates (Goldenberg, et al., 1999c) 

Template Attributes/Components Operators 
Attribute dependency Attributes Inclusion & Linking 
Component control Components Inclusion & Linking 
Replacement Components Splitting, Exclusion, Inclusion & 

Joining 
Displacement Components Splitting, Exclusion & Unlinking 
Division Components Splitting & Linking 

The second type of innovation templates are developed by looking at quality advertisements 
(Goldenberg, et al., 1999a). Those creativity templates extend the ideation facilitating templates 
by defining specific creativity techniques. This is based on the fact that many ideas will be 
definable in terms of creativity templates even when an unstructured idea generation is used. 
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Table 6-3: Six creativity templates for developing quality advertisements (Goldenberg, et al., 1999a) 
Template Versions 
Pictorial analogy 
A symbol is introduced in the product space. 

Extreme analogy 
Replacement 

Extreme situation 
Extreme situations that are unrealistic to enhance the prominence of 
key attributes. 

Absurd alternative 
Extreme attribute 
Extreme worth 

Consequence 
Indicate the consequence of doing/not doing what is advocated by 
the advertisement/product. 

Extreme consequence 
Inverted consequence 

Competition 
Portray situations in which the product is subjected to competition 
with another product or event from different class. 

Attribute in competition 
Worth in competition 
Uncommon use 

Interactive experiment 
Realization of the benefit of the product by requiring the viewer to 
engage in an interactive experiment with the medium. 

Activation 
Imaginary experiment 

Dimensionality alteration 
Manipulate dimensions of the product in relation to its environment. 

New parameter connection 
Multiplication 
Division 
Time leap 

Looking at the described two types of templates it is clear that there is an overlap and in the case 
of the second type there are some specific types of templates for the advertisement 
environment. More generally it can be concluded that the use of templates first, is useful in 
guiding creativity execution (Goldenberg, et al., 1999a), second, is superior to no templates and 
free association (Goldenberg, et al., 1999a), third, is a good source to find embedded information 
in the internal dynamics of products (Goldenberg & Mazursky, 1999), and fourth and last, gains 
better performing products than when not using templates (Goldenberg, Lehmann, & Mazursky, 
2001; Goldenberg, et al., 1999b).  

The analogy with business model configurations can be made on several aspects. The notion of 
components and attributes in products can be related to for example the business model 
components and assets as presented by Shafer (2005). Creativity techniques used to develop a 
business model configuration as described in the process in the previous chapter (see 3.1.5) can 
be related to the templates developed by Goldenberg, et al. (1999a). 

6.3. Terminology used for structured business model innovation 
The notion of the term classifier is adopted from the work of Overveld (2009). The context of the 
work is around a software tool that is designed for product innovation (by structured 
generation) and classification, called ASSIST. When a group of related products (from now on 
called ‘items’) is assembled in the ASSIST ontology, they can be given different classifiers and 
ranking attributes. Classifiers are used to define an item in terms of its properties. These 
properties are in general qualitative features. The difference between two items in the software 
is reflected in the difference of at least one classifier. Ranking attributes reflect the values 
assigned to items based on their relative ranking to others. Next an abstracted part of the work 
of Overveld (2009) is presented to extend the understanding of the use of classifiers. 

A classifier is a function that maps an item to the value that is assumed by the classifier when 
applied to an item. For example, ‘colour’ maps a cherry the value ‘red’ and a kiwi the value 
‘green’. Two classifiers are said to be orthogonal or independent if all combinations of their 
values can occur; ideally, if they all have more or less equal probability to occur (Overveld, 
2009). (In other words: if the value of one classifier does not predict the value of other 
classifiers. For example the classifier ‘contains sugar’ is not orthogonal or independent from the 
classifier ‘taste’.) 
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A classifier is operational if it applies to all items in the considered domain. (If finding the value 
of a classifier when applying it to an item of the list requires a substantial amount of discussion, 
this often means that the classifier is not operational.) A classifier is said to have a finitely 
enumerated set of values if we can produce a list of all outcomes of that classifier. (For example, 
the classifier ‘shape’ is not finitely enumerated, where the Boolean classifier ‘is legal’ is.) A good 
set of classifiers for any given set of items should be sufficient to distinguish all items and the set 
should be as small as possible. 

The next table gives an example of three items, cars in this case, three classifiers and one ranking 
attribute in one table. As can be seen, the three items all differ on the classifiers and have a 
different ranking. 
Table 6-4: Example of classifiers and ranking 

Item name Colour  
(Red, Blue, 
Yellow) 

Doors  
(3,5) 

Gearbox  
(Automatic, 
Manual) 

Ranking  
(1-10) 

Item 1 Blue 3 Automatic 8 
Item 2 Red 5 Automatic 7 
Item 3 Yellow 3 Manual 9 

Now the notion of classifiers and ranking attributes is explained, the link to business models can 
be made. When a business model framework is configured to resemble the company’s situations 
several variables are assigned a value. In an ideal situation different companies (and especially 
their dominant business models) can be distinguished based on the values of those variables. If 
business models are fitted in the definitions just described you can speak of a business model 
being an item and their variables being classifiers. Performance measures of those business 
models can be linked to the ranking attributes.  

6.4. Design of tool supporting structured business model innovation 
methodology 

Now that the notion of business models has been explained and structured innovation is linked 
to business model innovation, the design of the business model innovation tool can start. This 
section starts with definition of a business model framework used as a theoretical classifier list 
after which the choice to work with Excel is explained. The features included in the design are 
listed next and calculations methods are discussed last. 

Requirements for business model innovation tool 
The methodology defined at the beginning of this chapter combined with the literature on 
structured innovation are combined in the following list of requirements, the principles each 
requirement is based on are indicated between brackets. The requirements also include other 
aspects to assure validity of the methodology. 

1. The tool should enable classification of business models on many different classifiers and 
each classifier should be able to have different values. (principles 3.9, 4.10 and 4.11) 

2. The tool should enable classification of business models of different competitors on all the 
classifiers (values) as described in requirement 1. (principle 4.6) 

3. The tool should include the business model of the entrepreneur to be able to 
compare/contradict it with models of competitors. (principle 4.8) 

4. The tool should enable ranking of different business models (on at least two theoretical 
ranking attributes). (principle 4.11) 

5. The calculations done in the tool should be objective and should not be influenced by the 
participants. (no specific principle) 
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6. Changes to the business model of the entrepreneur need to be presented on a classifier 
basis and should be compared with the current business model. (principle 4.8) 

7. The entrepreneur should be able to choose which classifiers of his business model are open 
for change. (no specific principle) 

8. The tool should provide an environment in which no calculations, formulas or technical 
issues are present. (principle 4.7) 

Business model framework 
The assumption that business models can be used in the methodology of product innovation has 
been explained in the previous section. The next step in the transition from product innovation 
to business model innovation is the definition of a set of classifiers that can be used in the 
business model innovation tool. 

The frameworks of Morris et al. (2005) and Osterwalder (2009) have been selected as 
foundation for the business model framework because of their broad adoption in the business 
model literature(Chesbrough, 2010; Sosna, Trevinyo-Rodríguez, & Velamuri, 2010). A 
comparison with the frameworks of Grefen(2010), Hamel(2000), Shafer et al.(2005) and 
Johnson et al.(2010; 2008) has been made in which the selection of classifiers from the 
frameworks of Morris et al. and Osterwalder showed to be covering all classifiers available in 
current literature. The combined list of classifiers can be found in Appendix D. 

ASSIST vs. Excel 
During the start of the thesis research both ASSIST, which is the environment developed by 
Overveld, and Excel were tools that could be used as basis for business model innovation. 
Advantage of the ASSIST tool was that it had the functions described above in the Terminology 
section already build in. The main disadvantage was the use of Flash as environment in which it 
had been developed and the forthcoming difficulty in changing it to the requirements set at the 
beginning of this chapter. The main advantage of Excel over ASSIST was its openness to develop 
a tool which would meet all the requirements. Despite the fact that no examples were available 
that could be used as a basis for the Excel-based tool, the choice has been made to develop the 
tool in Excel. Knowledge of visual basic scripting and extensive experience with advanced Excel 
sheets and calculations support this choice. 

Excel design 
In several iterations and tests the final design of the business model innovation tool was 
designed in Excel. The following table lists the functions and features are included in the tool. 
Some of the functions are not applied (marked with an X under Excluded) in the final version but 
are still included in the tool for future purposes. Principles that were defined at the beginning of 
this chapter which should be tested with in application of the tool are indicated by their 
numbers. 
Table 6-5 

Functions and features included in final design Principle Excluded 
Interface   
An interface in which the company name and number of competitors can be 
entered so that unused rows are hidden. 

4.7  

An interface that hides unused classifier columns before business model 
innovation is started. 

4.7  

An interface in which calculation buttons start calculation of best business 
model. 

4.7  

Selection of classifiers which need to be included in calculation of the best 
option. 

  

Selection of a ranking attribute that needs to be used for scoring interpolation.   
(Table continues on next page) 
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Table 6-5 continued 
Functions and features included in final design Principle Excluded 
Interface   
Maximum number of 20 business models, 15 classifiers per model, 5 values 
per classifier and 4 ranking attributes. 

3.9, 4.6, 
4.11 

 

Inclusion of the model of the entrepreneur in the overview to enable 
contradiction with competitors 

  

Presentation of a new option, with changes marked in green, under the models 
of the competitors to enable contradiction. 

4.8  

Functions   
A generator for random business models based on the selected classifiers.  X 
A function to interpolate a business model score based on an array of binary 
business models and scores. 

  

A function to transform an array of binary business model classification into a 
string suitable for calculations. 

  

A function to transform an array of valued business model classification into a 
string suitable for calculations. 

 X 

Automatic calculation of best business model based on conjoint calculation  X 
Automatic calculation of best business model based on regression calculation  X 
Automatic calculation of best business model based on combined calculation 
method 

4.8  

Function that runs the random generator, interpolates a score for every 
model, stores and presents the best business model. 

 X 

 
Calculation methods 
Three fundamentally different calculation techniques have been reviewed for the tool. Hamming 
Distance calculation is used in the ASSIST tool, regression is selected based on the experience in 
college and conjoint has been selected after recommendation by the thesis supervisor. An 
extensive elaboration on those three calculation methods that could be applied in the business 
model innovation tool can be found in Appendix E. Based on experience during the first 
workshop done to test the methodology, in which a tendency towards the best ranked 
competitor business model was expressed, a fourth method has been developed which combines 
hamming distance with conjoint calculation. This last method has been the basis for the final 
design of the tool and a detailed example can be found on page xxvi of Appendix E. 

Business model ranking 
Recent work on e-business models (Pateli & Giaglis, 2003, 2004) indicates that business model 
evaluation is not mature and criteria for evaluation draw from general theory and are mostly 
driven by financial indicators that are very difficult to measure in cases. Four purposes of 
evaluation have been identified by Pateli and Giaglis (2003, 2004): 

− Comparison with competitors in business model terms. 
− Assessment of alternative business models for implementation by the same firm. 
− Identification of risks and potential pressure areas for a firm pursuing innovation. 
− Evaluation of innovative business models in terms of feasibility and profitability. 

For an entrepreneur it is nearly impossible to get information on financial indicators of 
competitors. Syntens works with small and medium sized enterprises that are not publicly 
registered. Because of the difficulty of obtaining objective measures for evaluation, more 
subjective measures will be used as defined by Hamel (2000), who identified four factors that 
determine a business model’s wealth potential: 
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− Appropriateness: the extent to which the business concept is an appropriate way of 
fulfilling customer needs or demands. (An efficient way of delivering customer value.) 
(Keh, Foo, & Lim, 2002; Sethi, Smith, & Park, 2001) 

− Uniqueness/novelty: the extent to which the business concept is unique. How 
distinguishable is the model from other models. 

− Fit: the degree of fit among the elements of the business concept. 
− Profit boosters: the degree to which the business concept exploits profit boosters 

(increasing returns, competitor lock-out, strategic economies, strategic flexibility), which 
have the potential to generate above-average returns. 

The last two measures will not be used. The fit measure is estimated to be too difficult to assess 
for the entrepreneur because of a lack of background on business model research. The profit 
boosters will not be used because it includes too many financial measures which are unavailable 
to entrepreneurs participating in the workshops. 

Besides those two ranking attributes, the entrepreneur will be given the option to rank the 
business models on a third ranking attribute which can be freely defined. 

Business model innovation tool verification 
To enhance the validity of the calculation method used in the business model innovation tool, 
two verifications are done. First a comparison is made with the calculations done in the ASSIST 
tool which confirmed that the tool presents the same results as ASSIST. A second verification is 
done on the conjoint calculation which resulted in the execution of a pre-test and a refined 
validation test-design. The importance of the verification of the calculation methods is stressed 
because the combined calculation method is only tested once in practice. Detailed description of 
the verifications and test design done can be found in Appendix F. 

6.5. Testing structured business model innovation methodology 
The next step in the process is testing of the methodology and tool in practice. The tool that was 
designed for testing the principles is designed for application in a workshop environment with 
entrepreneurs. This section describes the workshops that have been done, including a pre-test. 
Each workshops is described with a small summary on the findings and the first workshop 
includes a part on the, earlier described, tendency towards the best ranked business model of his 
competitors. The section concludes with a synthesis of both workshops with the most important 
observations relevant to the thesis. 

Workshop protocol 
A workshop protocol has been developed as a guide for the business model innovation 
workshops. The content of this protocol is displayed in Appendix G. Both the steps described in 
the protocol and the planning have been developed to assure that the workshop can be 
completed in two hours. 

Workshop pre-test 
A pre-test of the workshop was done to determine flaws in the workshop protocol or tool. The 
results of this workshop are displayed in Appendix H. The pre-test of the workshop did not show 
problems at any part of the workshop and did not lead to changes in the protocol or tool. The 
new option presented by the tool as shown in Table H-1 was exactly the best option the fictitious 
entrepreneur had in mind. Retrospection on the option presented now, while reporting on more 
workshops held indicates that the tendency towards the best rated competitor model was also at 
stake in this pre-test. A more detailed discussion on this tendency is made in the workshop 
report shown next. 
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6.5.1. Workshop 1: Wientjens Machinefabriek 
The first workshop with an external entrepreneur was held with Gerry Wientjens, owner and 
general manager of Wientjens Machinefabriek BV in Milsbeek. The company goal of Wientjens is: 
“To help you greatly increase the efficiency of your laundry through reusing and recycling water 
and energy so that you can build profits”(Wientjens, 2010). Five competitors were used as input 
for the business model innovation tool, all active in the field of dry cleaning machines; four 
producers of machinery and one intermediary. 

General remarks and remarkable issues 
In general the workshop did not yield real innovative new business model options for the 
entrepreneur. Both the fact that it was the first workshop in which the protocol was followed 
quite strict and the entrepreneur’s vision that his business model was already the right one for 
his business contributed to this fact. The limited explanation of the workshop as described by 
the protocol contributed to the first reason for limited innovativeness. This led to the fact that 
the entrepreneur chose to classify his business model better than competitors on for example 
the innovative power. On this classifier he granted himself ‘highest’ where the best competitor 
had ‘high’. 

Discussion of the theoretical classifier list did not provide grounds to change or addition of 
classifiers already made by the entrepreneur. The main reason mentioned was that the 
classifiers are not applicable for the market and that they could not be changed in the business 
models of both the entrepreneur and the competitors. 

Interpretation of the presented ranking attributes uniqueness and appropriateness was very 
difficult for the entrepreneur. Changed explanation in which uniqueness was explained as the 
distinguishing character of the business model and appropriateness would be explained by 
organizational quality made it clearer. The eagerness to take over a competitor was added as a 
third ranking attribute. 

Due to the fact that the entrepreneur classified his own business model outside the scope of the 
classifier values at the competitors on two classifiers, some changes would degrade his business 
model. Other changes could be summarised as ‘not clear’, ‘takes large investment’ and 
‘applicable on the long term’. 

Although the workshop looks to be experienced negative by the entrepreneur he regarded the 
workshop as an inspiring way to look at competitors. The entrepreneur mentioned that the 
workshop stays inside the box and did not create the ability to step outside the scope of the 
values entered at the competitors. The black box approach in which no explanation is given of 
the calculations/steps made by the tool was vague to him and reduced confidence that the 
options presented where actually the best ones. 

Tendency towards best ranked competitor 
It has already been mentioned several times that there has been a tendency towards the best 
ranked competitor during the pre-test and first workshop. The choice for a random generator 
which is executed four times the maximum number of possible business models together with 
the hamming distance based ranking interpolation seemed to be the bottleneck.   
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Table 6-6: Tendency towards best ranked option 
 Distance to best model 

(Scored: 8) 
Distance to 2nd best model 
(Scored: 7.5) 

Score: 
 

Random #1 0 8 7,95 
Random #2 2 0 7,63 
Random #3 12 4 7,64 
Random #4 16 12 7,72 

The formula for calculation the score is the same as described in Equation E-1 and is Shepard’s 
interpolation formula (Shepard, 1968). Remarkable to see are the first two models: the first is 
the same as the best ranked model whereas the second is the same to the other model and only 
different on one classifier (distance of 2). Intuition tells that the second model is quite good, 
almost the same as the best model and equal to the second best model. The interpolation 
however makes that this model scores the lowest of all. Extrapolating this to the tool in which up 
to fourteen classifiers were used, distances can add up to this 28, making the contribution to the 
ranking of models with large distances very small. This tendency towards the best option in 
Shepard’s formula has been taken out in the next workshop where the calculations where done 
on classifier basis based conjoint analysis. 

6.5.2. Workshop 2: Act-In 
The second workshop with a commercial party was held at Act-in BV in Venray with Peter 
Thissen, the general director of the company. Act-in converges professional expertise and 
knowledge of logistics and production with software development and implementation. With 
this combination, Act-in is able to offer all disciplines, including industrial automation (Act-in 
B.V., 2010). They have a focus on Overall Equipment Effectiveness (OEE) measurements, 
Manufacturing Execution Systems (MES) systems and system integration. Peter selected five 
competitors, of which two are working in OEE, two in MES and one as system integrator. The 
results of the workshop can be found in Appendix H. 

General remarks and remarkable issues 
In contrast to the first workshop, this workshop was fruitful for the entrepreneur. He was 
positive about both the approach used in the workshop and the result attained with the 
workshop. The workshop protocol was interpreted with some room for explanation of things 
that were going to happen and a sheet was used to explain the calculations in the tool as 
explained in the sample calculation on page xxvi.  

The classification of competitors was no problem for the entrepreneur. A major remark needs to 
be placed at the classification; two classifiers (core competency and price level) had four or five 
levels, one for each competitor. This made the classification both orthogonal and operational, 
but the theory of conjoint calculations requires more rankings per classifier value to avoid 
tendency towards the best ranked competitor model. Four classifiers of the theoretical list have 
been included in the tool; value creation, value creation process, distribution and competitive 
strategy. 

Ranking of the competitors on the two provided attributes again needed an extensive 
introduction. A third attribute was added which defined the continuity of the competitor in the 
eyes of the entrepreneur. This can be compared to the eagerness to take over the company used 
as third ranking criterion during the first workshop: the entrepreneur will only take over the 
company if the company has grounds for continuity. Afterwards the entrepreneur indicated that 
some other, more objective method of ranking would have been better. 

Reviewing the new option presented by the tool the entrepreneur noted that the model 
presented was quite similar to the best ranked competitor. As just mentioned, the use of too 
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much classifier values with too few competitors increased the tendency towards the best ranked 
model. After the numbers of included classifiers were decreased, the model presented was in 
line with changes foreseen for three of the five changes proposed. Although some changes would 
require some time, the entrepreneur indicated that he would like to change on those classifiers. 

Again the black box approach without room for radical creativity was the main disadvantage 
mentioned of the tool. This time the entrepreneur indicated that he felt more confident on 
knowing what his competitors are doing and how he positions his own company in the market. 

6.5.3. Synthesis of workshops 
Two workshops have been done with the business model innovation tool. Both companies were 
clients of Syntens which opened up the way to direct contact with the owner and entrepreneur 
of the company. The results related to the thesis research are summarized next. 

Classification of the business models of competitors and the model of the entrepreneur is 
possible after an extensive introduction on the principle of business models and the rationale 
behind operational classification. In both workshops stimulation was needed from the workshop 
guide to ensure that the classifiers chosen did indeed describe difference among the business 
models. The theoretical classifier list has been of good use in one of the workshops where 
several classifiers were included. The general nature of this list can be of less use when the 
entrepreneur is acquainted with the subject of business models and therefore already chooses 
most of the classifiers from the list. 

The business model innovation tool can be interpreted as a kind of black box that just spits out a 
business model. It is important to explain the calculations done in the tool and inform the 
entrepreneur about why a certain model is presented. The use of ranking attributes that are 
easily understood by the entrepreneur is important in this context. When the ranking attributes 
are based on objective measures the tool can expose more validity in the option presented.  

The main advantage of the tool is the exploration towards the business models of competitors. 
Usually the entrepreneur knows what competitors are doing, only when this is made explicit in a 
business model it becomes clear what approach is really employed by the competitors. This 
newly shed light on the current market can enable the entrepreneur to move around the ‘fence’ 
that is build by competitors. To open up this gate to better performance there need to be some 
creative approach. The business model innovation tool limits this creativity by only presenting 
options within the mental classification model of the entrepreneur. The resistance to change that 
is felt especially during the first workshop can also be explained in this context. Already having 
the best possible business model and thinking that change requires large, long-term, 
investments, can originate from the, too small, closed world. 

Last important issue for the business model innovation tool is the calculation method used. In 
both workshops a different approach was used and each method is not tested more than once. 
Therefore the design principles tested by the tool can be considered premature.  

6.6. Assessment of design principles tested 
The eight design principles described at the beginning of this chapter have been tested in the 
different applications of the methodology supported by the business model innovation tool. The 
principles are discussed very briefly on its use in the business model innovation process based 
on the intervention applied and the outcome defined in the principle and the outcome observed 
in the workshops. A more extensive assessment of the principles can be found in Appendix J in 
Table J-2. 
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Just as with the workshop in the previous chapter the notion of business models was explained 
(4.2) which enabled a common language to speak in during the workshops. Classification of 
competitors (4.6 and 4.11) on the mental model of the entrepreneur together with the 
theoretical classifier list (4.10) enabled detailed definition of business models (3.9). The 
calculations done in the tool based on the conjoint calculation and presented by contradicting it 
to the current model (4.8) enabled the entrepreneur to evaluate changes proposed. Creating the 
open environment in which creativity is enabled (4.7) by removing all visual calculations and 
functions from the tool did not result in immediate positive feedback. More efforts need to be 
made on application of that principle.  

6.7. Design principles supporting structured business model innovation 
Two sets of design principles have been developed in the theoretical review and practical 
observations/interviews. Not all of the principles have been tested or proven their use during 
both types of workshops. Before discussing the final set of design principles for structured 
business model innovation a short elaboration is held on the principles that are not used. The 
fact that those principles are not used in the final set does not mean that those are inapplicable 
for business model innovation, but applicability needs to be verified. 

Principles not tested and/or excluded 
Three of the research based principles (3.1: generate spin-off, 3.2: define CVP and 3.8: 
proprietary interactions) have not been tested in the workshops. Only the first research based 
principle (3.1: generate spin-off), which was on the generation of a business model for a spin off, 
has been excluded from the final list because it could not be projected onto the workshops. 
During the testing of the tool the companies were too small for a spin off and in the case of the 
business model innovation workshop the goal was to co-create a new concept in which current 
technologies are used. The other two principles have been included in the final design principles 
and will be discussed in the next section. 

A total of four principles practice based principles have not been used for defining the final 
design principles. Two of them have not been tested. The principle on the definition of a revenue 
model (4.5: revenue model definition) is the first and is excluded because the models developed 
in the workshops with the tool were not focussed on the context and outcome of the principle. 
During the other workshop the goal was to come up with revenue models in the business model 
innovation process and not during the understanding phase. The second principle not tested and 
excluded is the usage of ability to execute as ranking attribute (4.12: ability to execute ranking). 
The principle has been observed in an interview held after the workshop protocol with fixed 
ranking attributed had been defined. The business model innovation workshop was not in the 
context defined at the principle. Two other principles have been tested in both workshops (4.9: 
board of Innovation framework and 4.13: Negative aspect inclusion) but could not be proved 
applicable in the context of the workshops held. At last, the principle on ranking business 
models by shuffling one above another (4.14: business model shuffle ranking) has not been 
tested because a ranking method has been build into the tool before the interview, it is however 
included in the final set and will be discussed in the next section. 

Revised set of design principles supporting business model innovation methodology 
The final set of design principles contains eight design principles which altogether describe 
principles on the whole process of business model innovation. Each principle is followed with a 
short discussion in which the theoretical and practical principles that are the used and the 
foundation of the principle is described.
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Table 6-7 
Design principles supporting structured business model innovation methodology 
 Phase Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 
6.1 Overall 

Mobilize 
Implement 
Manage 

An incentive for business model 
innovation emerges within the 
company. 

Express top management 
commitment throughout the whole 
business model innovation process. 

With commitment of management 
people participating in the process 
(both employees and consultants) are 
enabled to engage in the business 
model innovation process. 

Commitment is 
stimulated within the 
company towards the 
business model 
innovation process. 

 Based on principle 4.2(top management commitment), this principle needs to be applied throughout the whole business model innovation process. As 
observed at Company 2 a lack of top management commitment is killing for the process whereas expressed commitment stimulates commitment for the 
process as observed with the business model innovation workshop. 

6.2 Mobilize When the incentive for business 
model innovation is expressed 
and people are brought together 
to start the business model 
innovation process. 

Introduce the notion of business 
models extensively and in a visual 
manner. 

Knowing the principle of business 
models people are able to map business 
model concepts into a framework, 
communicate and interact with them.  

A common language is 
created in/with which 
participants can 
communicate. 

 The observation done at Company 3 has been the basis for principle 4.3(notion of business models) in which the notion of business models is used as enabler 
for untangling different business ideas. During the last workshop it was not proved that the principle could be used as untangling enabler but it showed that the 
notion of business models created a common language. During this workshop the business model frameworks of Osterwalder and Board of Innovation have 
been introduced as defined in principle 4.3 (business model frameworks) which again enabled the shared language and understanding of the principle of 
business model generation. By using the visual representation (principle 3.4: visual representation) of both models this language was strengthened and easy to 
apply. Testing of the business model innovation tool during the first two workshops also stressed the importance of explaining the notion of business models.  

6.3 Understand 
Definition 

Understanding of the market 
and customers needs to be 
created. 

Define all the stakeholders involved 
(including customers) and map 
them in an empathy map. 

The core element of business models is 
delivering value to the customer in the 
value network. The needs of all the 
stakeholders need to be known to 
ensure cohesion in the ideas generated. 

Understanding of the 
current market and 
customers is created in 
detail and can be used in 
definition phase. 

 Knowledge of the customer you are delivering value to is stressed throughout all literature on business model innovation. The principles from theory on 
defining and describing the customer (3.2: define CVP & 3.3: empathy mapping) have been proven relevant for business model innovation in the business 
model innovation workshop. An additional principle has been tested (principle 4.4: stakeholder definition and mapping) which describes that mapping of 
stakeholders is important to define the way you deliver value. To be able to generate innovative business models you need to have thorough understanding of 
all the stakeholders in the value network (4.6: customer and competitor mapping), of which the customer is the most important one. Understanding of the 
customer should be created based on empathy maps that force you to think about more than just the wishes of them. Those empathy maps can be of high use in 
the next steps in the business model innovation process. 

(Table continues on next page) 
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Table 6-7 continued 
Structured business model innovation design principles 
 Name 

(Phase) 
Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 

6.4 Understand 
& Generate 

When business model 
innovation is used to create 
sustainable competitive 
advantage in your current 
market. 

Map competitors that deliver value 
in the same market segment in a 
framework that enables 
contradiction against your own 
model. 

Clear definition of competitors in the 
market segment enables the 
application of TRIZ innovation 
principles and understanding of 
possible new market approaches. 

Understand how your 
market segment is 
approached (by 
competitors) and be able 
to generate competitive 
business models. 

 Theory on business model innovation did not provide principles on the role of competitors in the process. The practice based principles in which competitors 
are mapped to create understanding (4.6: customer and competitor mapping) and competitors are used to create contradictions (4.8: TRIZ principles and 
contradictions) with your own model have been tested extensively by the development and testing of the business model innovation tool. The outcome of the 
principles was defined as ‘develop business models better than your competitors’ and ‘generate innovative new business model ideas’. Based on the 
experiences in the workshops in which the innovativeness of the new business model concept could be doubted the outcome has been redefined into creation 
of understanding of your market segment and the ability to generate competitive business models. The ideas presented with the contradictions have high 
potential to be innovative. 

6.5 Generation/ 
Innovation 

When involved in the step of 
ideation at the generation phase 
of the business model innovation 
process. 

Enable open and free creativity by 
applying principles of business 
model innovation / generation: 
- Apply epicentres 
- Apply structured changes (add, 
remove or reverse asset (streams)) 
- Apply business model patterns 
- Apply typologies 

The principles guiding innovative 
business model generation are an 
effective aid in developing new 
business models. 

Develop innovative 
business model concepts. 

 Generating a creativity enabling environment (4.7: creativity enabling) by keeping participants away from calculations done in a tool is not sufficient to 
stimulate creativity. The principles applied in the last workshop, in which epicentres (3.5: epicentres), structured changes (3.6: Board of Innovation changes), 
typologies, strategies and patterns (3.7: typologies, strategies and patterns) were defined as stimulus for the creation of innovative ideas did prove their use in 
creativity stimulation. The three principles are combined in this principle that combines the theoretical described methods in one intervention that stimulates 
the outcome of innovative new business model concepts.  

(Table continues on next page) 
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Table 6-7 continued 
Structured business model innovation design principles 
 Phase Context Intervention Mechanism Outcome 
6.6 Define When different business models 

are textual described with the 
goal to develop new models.  

Map different models in structured 
classification with the help of a 
(theoretical) classifier list. 

Increase in detail of the business 
models decreases the ease of 
replication by competitors due to the 
tight configuration that expresses 
mission and direction. 

Define distinguishing 
business models with a 
high level of detail that 
are difficult to replicate. 

 The goal of the business model innovation tool developed was to come up with a business model concept that would be better than the current one, based on 
classification and ranking of competitors (4.10: classifier list & 4.11: competitor classification and ranking).The high degree of configuration as captured in the 
theoretical principles 3.8 (proprietary interactions) and 3.9 (high degree of configuration) should generate the outcome in which a difficult to replicate and 
competitive business model would be generated. The combination of all the four principles has been tested in application of the tool. Combined with principle 
6.4 as just described the classification of competitors is of help in defining a business model in such detail that it will be difficult to replicate and competitive. 

6.7 Ranking & 
Selection 

When different business models 
need to be ranked to apply 
structured comparison. 

Apply a simple ranking technique by 
using objective ranking attributes. 

Objective ranking attributes are quickly 
understood by participants and 
increase understanding of structured 
business model innovation. 

Objective ranking is 
obtained and structured 
innovation can be 
applied. 

 Ranking of business models is a key aspect to apply structured business model innovation. Different ranking attributes have been mentioned in interviews, but 
have not been tested as described at the beginning of this section. The importance of ranking is however stressed during testing of the tool in which ranking 
has been key in calculation of a new model. Ranking does however needs to be simple and during the pre-test of conjoint verification the shuffling of one model 
(4.14: business model shuffle ranking) above another has proven its simplicity. 

6.8 Generation/ 
Innovation & 
Ranking & 
Selection 

When working on structured 
business model innovation. 

Use conjoint analysis method to 
calculate most important classifiers 
and classifier values. 

The conjoint calculation looks on a 
classifier basis to the business models 
evaluated and enables objective 
calculation of the best business model 
option. 

An objective method is 
used to calculate and 
present best business 
model options. 

 Although this principle is not based on theory of practical observations/interviews, the method has been used in the business model innovation tool. The use of 
conjoint calculation has been positive and however it needs more testing for validation, the importance of it is stressed by this principle. 
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7. Discussion / Conclusion  
This last chapter describes the main conclusion of the thesis research and defines the 
contributions made in the theoretical and practical context. Next generalizations and limitations 
of the research findings are discussed and the chapter concludes with recommendations and 
advice on future work. 

7.1. Conclusions 
The emergence of business model literature is growing fast, enough literature dedicated to the 
topic is available for a dedicated journal issue on business models which is currently in press 
(Long Range Planning, 2010). The need for companies to sustain competitive advantage by 
business model innovation has been expressed by numerous authors (among which: 
Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Johnson, 2010; Johnson, et al., 2008; Linder & Cantrell, 2000; 
Morris, et al., 2005). The gap observed in literature was the lack of a phase in the business model 
innovation process in which selection and definition of the most viable business model was 
possible. Structured business model innovation has been identified as a method for closing the 
gap. 

This master thesis report has developed a methodology that is based on answers on the research 
questions that provided sets of design principles guiding structured business model innovation. 
The methodology has been tested with two entrepreneurs (executive directors) of two different 
companies and proved its use as a support for structured business model innovation. 

All three research questioned have been answered by definition of both theory- and practice-
based principles and definition of a methodology supporting structured business model 
innovation. The main conclusion of the thesis is therewith: 

Business model innovation can be stimulated and structured by applying the structured business 
model innovation methodology supported by (a combination of) design principles developed and 
tested in this master thesis. 

All eight principles defined in Table 6-7 are supporting the methodology; here four principles 
are identified as key principles supporting the structured business model innovation 
methodology. Next the four principles are listed, rephrased for practical applicability in which 
the mechanisms are not explicitly defined, but can be found back in Table 6-7. 

− When understanding of the market and customer needs to be created in the business 
model innovation process (Context), all stakeholders involved should be defined and 
mapped in an empathy map (Intervention). Cohesion of the final business model is 
strengthened and delivering value to the customer in the value network can be achieved 
when the empathy maps are used in the definition phase of the business model 
innovation process (Outcome). (Principle 6.3) 

− When the goal of the business model innovation process is to create sustainable 
competitive advantage in your current market (Context), business models of competitors 
need to be mapped in a framework that enables contradiction against your own model 
(Intervention). By doing so, the contradiction principles of TRIZ can be applied to 
understand how the market segment is approached and enables generation of 
competitive business models (Outcome). (Principle 6.4) 

− Applying principles of business model innovation/generation such as epicentres, 
structured changes, patterns and typologies (Intervention), in the context of the ideation 
phase of the business model innovation process (Context), stimulates development of 
new innovative business model concepts (Outcome). (Principle 6.5) 
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− A conjoint analysis method as applied in the business model innovation tool 
(Intervention) calculates the most important classifiers and classifier values (Outcome) 
and is essential for supporting structured business model innovation (Context). 
(Principle 6.8) 

7.2. Contributions 
Several contributions have been made to both theory and practice in this thesis research. First 
the theoretical contributions are described which apply to current business model literature. 
Second the practical contributions are described that relate to the current practice of business 
(model) innovation at Syntens. 

Theoretical contributions 
Current business model literature is limited to describing frameworks (as for example Morris, et 
al. (2005), Osterwalder (2009) and Board of Innovation (2009b)) and possible successful 
business model configurations (such as Treacy & Wiersema (1993), Osterwalder (2009) and 
Malone, et al. (2006). The thesis contributes to literature in identifying the evolution in the 
business model frameworks and synthesising a list of business model innovation design 
principles. Additional principles developed on business model innovation practice have thus far 
not been developed. Reviews of practice are up until now limited to only one in depth case or 
external shallow observations (as with the work of Chesbrough & Rosenbloom (2002) who 
analysed the Xerox case and Treacy & Wiersema (1993)  who have observed several 
multinationals). 

A contribution to the, currently widely recognised, book of Osterwalder (2009) is the 
development of the methodology for structured business model innovation. In the book, five 
phases are defined with several tools that can be used in those phases to support a positive 
outcome. The first working title of the book “Business model innovation” did not cover the 
contents of the book, which was more on the generation of business models. The methodology 
developed can be applied in the design phase of business models which, in this work, has been 
redefined in three sub-phases: generation, ranking & selection and definition. 

In line with tools supporting business model generation as mentioned in the work of 
Osterwalder (2009), Chesbrough discusses the barriers of the tools as being superficial in his 
most recent work on business models  (Chesbrough, 2010): “The barriers to changing the 
business model are real, and tools such as maps are helpful, but not enough. Organizational 
processes must also change (and these are not mapped by those tools). Companies must adopt 
an effectual attitude toward business model experimentation”. The methodology developed in 
this thesis supported by the design principles defined can be an aid in resolving the barriers 
defined by Chesbrough by enabling in-depth classification and experimentation with new 
business model concepts.  

The methodology developed supporting structured business model innovation contributes to 
the work of Pateli & Giaglis (2004, p. 312) who defined an integrative challenge for research on 
business models as: “development of change management methodologies to guide business 
model evolution, transition, and/or innovation”. The tool that is build to support the 
methodology contributes to the need for a tool that enables layer specific modelling of a 
business model. In the same work another goal is fulfilled by the methodology: “Development of 
stakeholder-dependent evaluation metrics and modelling tools”(Pateli & Giaglis, 2004). 

Practical contributions 
This thesis took place in the business environment of Syntens. Three of the four ways of 
stimulating innovation as done at Syntens (see section 2.4) have been supported by this thesis. 
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First supporting companies with innovation management can be extended with the application 
of the business model innovation methodology. Second the organization of workshops of actual 
topics with entrepreneurs can be extended with workshops on business model generation. The 
term workshop is used in this thesis as a one-on-one interaction whereas Syntens organizes 
workshops for groups of entrepreneurs. A one-on-one workshop as done in this thesis should be 
designated to the consultancy on innovation management. For the workshops organized by 
Syntens a workshop in which design principles are explained and applied such that 
entrepreneurs gain insight on how business model generation can support their business 
innovation is most suitable. Third way of innovation stimulation is contributed by this thesis by 
documentation of business model literature and development of practical business model 
innovation design principles. 

7.3. Generalization/limitations of research findings 
The work done in this master thesis research should be interpreted in the light of its limitations. 
The first limitation is observed in the subject area of the research: no attempt has been taken 
before on the development of a structured business model innovation method. Most attempts 
foundered with the definition of inventions that could be done to develop new (radically) 
different business models (Board of Innovation, 2009b(delete, add or reverse arrows); 
Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009). The combination that has been made in the methodology on 
structured product innovation with creative business model generation has proven its use, but 
requires more testing for strong validity. 

The second limitation is embedded in the first one. An explicit choice has been made to use a 
combined calculation method of hamming distances calculation and conjoint analysis because 
only using conjoint would incur too many violations of the analysis. Research on conjoint 
analysis in really new products (Hoeffler, 2003) explains the same observation as made in the 
thesis research where high levels of uncertainty in the evaluation of presented options was 
present. This same observation is made in the workshops with the tool where the presented 
business model was difficult to value. Within the same article mental stimulation is suggested to 
improve ranking ability, which is also found in an article of Dahan and Srinivasan (2000) that 
suggest visualisation of a business model to support the ability to value a business model 
concept. This is in line with the principle describing the essence of visualization of business 
models (principle 6.2) and can be used to improve the methodology. 

The explorative nature of the thesis limits the generalizability of the results. The design 
principles have been developed based on literature, interviews and observations and have been 
tested on their applicability in several workshops. The validity of the design principles 
synthesised is limited due to the application in only three practical tests. The principles need to 
be tested in more contexts and applications to enhance validity. 

The limitations just discussed are a result of the nature of the study and do not make the 
contributions in the project less legitimate. Extensive testing is however needed to broaden the 
generalizability of the thesis. 

7.4. Future work and recommendations 
Within the report and this last chapter several suggestions for further research have been made, 
together with some recommendations based on progressive insights gained during the research 
are discussed next. 
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Validation and extension of calculation method 
The calculation method used in the final version of the business model innovation tool is only 
tested in one workshop and verification by a survey is limited to the pre-test phase. Indications 
are made towards the broader applicability of conjoint analysis in business model innovation. 
Conjoint analysis can for example be used as a facilitator in the ideation step of generation phase 
of the business model innovation process. With conjoint analysis options can be presented based 
on changes on a classifier level to come up with radical new business model concepts. 
Combining options generated with a ranking on key performance indicators, as for example the 
ability to execute as defined in a design principle for practice, can enhance the quality of the 
options presented. 

Extending the business model innovation tool 
The business model innovation tool and the methodology from the principles underlying the 
design of the tool have not been changed during the course of the thesis. Possible improvements 
and changes have however been observed, the most promising are discussed here. 

The option presented by the tool is presented in a ‘black-box’ approach in which only the result 
of the calculation is presented. An extension can be made by presenting the loadings of each 
classifier and classifier value on the score of the business model. In this way the entrepreneur 
can evaluate whether the change proposed would be a major or a minor improvement of the 
business model. Changes towards the, best evaluated, mental model of the entrepreneur are 
then easier to explain and a possible ‘second best’ model can be generated. 

The business model innovation tool is used in the thesis as a generator of a new best business 
model option. The objective classification and ranking method can also be used to evaluate 
business models generated in a workshop such as the practical business model innovation 
workshop done with the two companies. In this way the business model generated are entered 
into the tool and ranking is defined on each model. A combination of the models generated can 
then be presented. 

Extending preconditions of business model innovation 
Recent work published in the dedicated journal issue on business model innovation defines 
actions and leadership capabilities needed to speed up the business model renewal and 
transformation process (Doz & Kosonen, 2010). They pose that the concrete actions proposed 
increase the likelihood of business model innovation success. The interventions are categorised 
in three meta-capabilities: strategic sensitivity (actions such as: anticipating, experimenting and 
reframing), leadership unity (actions such as: dialoguing, integrating and caring) and resource 
fluidity (actions such as: decoupling, modularising and switching). Overlap in the actions 
proposed and the interventions based on the structured innovation principles tested in chapter 
6 can be seen. Therefore the work done in this paper can be of high value in the extension of the 
business model innovation methodology and principles.   
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Appendix A Interview protocol 
Topic 
The goal of the planned interviews will be to get the view of experts and consultants in practice 
on the field of business model innovation. This view will be used as input for practice based 
design principles describing the current practice of business model innovation. The researchers 
mentioned in the research proposal will be excluded from the interviews because of (1) possible 
conflicting interest for academic research and (2) their theoretical based view on business 
model innovation should already be known. 

Interview structure 
Because of the explorative nature of the interview the structure of the interview will be very 
open to enable much input from the interviewee. The following structure will be followed. 

1. Introduction 
a. Myself 
b. Master thesis research 
c. Syntens 
d. Business models 
e. Interview in context of master thesis research 
f. Permission for recording the interview 

2. Introduction of interviewee and the company 
a. Position of interviewee 
b. Company information 

3. Interview 
a. Questioning about business model innovation practice 
b. Questioning feedback on master thesis research 

4. Ending the interview 
a. Ask for related business model information 
b. Ask for cooperation in reviewing the transcript 

Processing data 
The interviews will be processed with the following steps: 

1. Transcribing the interview 
2. Send the transcript to the interviewee for comments 
3. Complete the transcript and code information gathered 
4. Ask permission for publication 

Interview contents 
Practical insights 

• How are business models involved in (innovative) consultancy? 
• How are business models described/mapped in a framework? 

o What classifiers are key in determining a business model’s uniqueness? 
• What methods are used to stimulate business model innovation? 
• Is it possible to innovate from business model change instead of changing a business 

model according to an innovation? 
• How are business models ranked / distinguished in quality? 
• What do you think of the difference between business model innovation and business 

model success (acceptance). 
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o Which classifiers are crucial? 

Feedback on research 

• How useful are the ranking attributes ‘uniqueness’ and ‘appropriateness’? 
o Is there a difference in usefulness between the customer and the company? 

• Which classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are useful for distinguishing business 
models? 

• What classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are key in determining business 
model’s uniqueness? 

• What do you think of the rationale behind the business model innovation tool? 
o Strong points; why? 
o Weak points; why? 
o Interesting points; why? 

Requisites 
• Memo recorder 
• List of questions 
• List of theoretical classifiers 
• Business model innovation sheet  
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Appendix B Interviews 

Valeri Souchkov 

Interviewee 
As owner of the consultancy and training firm ICG Training & Consulting, Valeri Souchkov can be 
mentioned as one of the leading experts in the field of TRIZ (Theory of Solving Inventive 
Problems) that is mostly known as innovative theory for technological related problems. Since 
2000 Valeri has been working on the development of xTRIZ, a further extension of TRIZ that 
integrates more tools for systematic support of problem solving, idea generation and solution 
strategies evaluation. As TRIZ trainer he trained over 4.000 professionals, facilitated over 100 
projects that lead to breakthrough innovation and assisted top management of corporate 
organization. (ICG Training & Consulting, 2010) 

The interview with Valeri took place on April 8th 2010 in the restaurant of the Mercure Hotel in 
Nijmegen.  

Answers to questions 
The answers to the questions are the answers given by Valeri. The answers as written down in 
this report are not literal quotes, but summaries of the input during the whole interview. The 
answers do however take the standpoint of the interviewee. 

Practical insights 
• Q: How are business models involved in (innovative) consultancy? 

A: Valeri uses TRIZ, which is a theory that can be used for structured innovation. Usually this is 
applied for technological innovation. By developing xTRIZ he was able to translate some of the 
TRIZ principles into business innovation. The first application of TRIZ in a business context 
was with a Swiss company that had the feeling that they were starting to lose important 
customers. By working with the TRIZ contradictions and tools they came up with new 
directions to attract customers. The main success of the project was that the most important 
customers are kept in the client portfolio of the company. 

• Q: How are business models described/mapped in a framework? 
A: TRIZ provides several tools that can be suitable for innovation and some of them can be 
translated for business innovation. On the website of xTRIZ a review can be found of TRIZ 
tools(Souchkov, 2007b) together with an article on TRIZ for business and 
management(Souchkov, 2007a). The basic TRIZ contradiction matrix is only used for quite 
simple problems and is mostly not suitable for business innovation cases. 

o Q: What classifiers are key in determining a business model’s uniqueness? 
A: This question is answered in detail at the feedback on the research. 

• Q: What methods are used to stimulate business model innovation? 
A: A strong method to stimulate innovation is to observe the market of your product in real life. 
This is explained with examples of using a coffee cup and with management of Procter and 
Gamble who have spend time in people’s homes to see how their products were used. This is 
an application of innovation in product development environment, but this can easily be 
translated into business model environments. 
A: Valeri has developed 27 creativity principles, which can be found on the xTRIZ website, with 
which creativity is stimulated without using the TRIZ contradictions that are regularly used. He 
thinks that those principles can be a guide for business model innovation.  
A: The rationale of TRIZ is to solve contradictions. This rationale can be used to solve problems 
between companies. Companies can change their business models to solve the hard times they 
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have to align their businesses. Valeri gives an example of a manufacturer of carbon reinforces 
plastics that had a new product idea and needed a large buyer to make it profitable. Their main 
buyer did not want to sign a contract in which they bought, let’s say, 100.000 pieces because of 
the risk accompanying such investment. The producer did, on his side, not have the money to 
build a large production line without having a reliable sales forecast. The contradiction in this 
example is clear and has been solves by starting a new joint venture in which the companies 
shared risks by both investing a part of the necessary total investment.  
A: Valeri has been looking for a Lego-block method for business model innovation in which 
combined classifier values are listed from which different options can be picked. (This is in fact 
what the business model innovation tool tries to do; he is eager to hear about it. He told this 
before the tool was discussed.) 

• Q: Is it possible to innovate from business model change instead of changing a business model 
according to an innovation? 
A: Technology always needs innovation to keep evolving. This is expressed by the fact that 
patents often require a radical innovation to be granted. Business however does not need 
innovation for success. Small, incremental, changes can be enough for a business to be 
innovative. 
A: Continuous innovation describes the business model driven innovation. Valeri tells that 
TRIZ can even be used for moving around patent fences developed by other companies. An 
example is given of CD players in which the CD is inserted through a slot in the front of the 
player. The patent holder was sure that they had protected their product by many patents. By 
using TRIZ a competitor has been able to move around this fence and develop a (mainly) 
similar product without infringing on the inventor’s patents. In this way you search for a new 
innovation by applying the TRIZ principles. 
A: When companies have an incentive to change, innovation can follow from business model 
innovation. Valeri gives an example of a company that wanted to change because they saw that 
their market was changing. By using TRIZ for business innovation they managed to get into 
another direction with the company and finally be more innovative in a new market. 

• Q: How are business models ranked / distinguished in quality? 
A: Based on the ranking method that is used in the business model innovation tool, Valeri 
suggest that working with Key Performance Indicators can be a method of ranking different 
business models. 

• Q: What do you think of the difference between business model innovation and business model 
success (acceptance). 
A: There is a huge difference between the business models that I like and the possible 
commercial success of a business model.  

o Q: Which classifiers are crucial? 
Answer to this question is included in feedback on the research. 

Feedback on research 
• Q: How useful are the ranking attributes ‘uniqueness’ and ‘appropriateness’? 

A: First of all, the ranking of business models should be as objective as possible. Currently the 
ranking of models is based on performance of the competitors, which cannot be determined 
objectively by the entrepreneur. 
A: Uniqueness should describe the difference of one business models to the others that are 
included in the tool. The competitor that is most different from others should be ranked as 
most unique. 
A: Appropriateness tells something about the interface between customers and the value 
proposition. When for example 100 customers can buy a product, appropriateness describes 
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the amount of customers that find your product most appropriate. Appropriateness shows the 
match with the customer. 
A: When ranking business models of competitors it is important to know the ambition driver of 
the entrepreneur. This ambition driver can be ‘making a lot of money’ and can then be used as 
a ranking attribute. 
A: Valeri’s favourite way of ranking business models would be to shuffle on above another and 
so on to finally get a ranking of business models. 

o Q: Is there a difference in usefulness between the customer and the company? 
A: Objective ranking of business models should incorporate some mental aspects of business 
models. You can think of the ‘financial performance’, or ‘market segment preference’ as 
determinants of business model performance. This also improves the ranking objectiveness. 

• Q: Which classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are useful for distinguishing business 
models? / What classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are key in determining business 
model’s uniqueness? 
A: There are no specific classifiers from the theoretical list that should be included in every 
business model or that are a guideline for determining uniqueness. Valeri thinks that there are 
not one or two classifiers that explicitly determine business model performance. The main 
reason for this argument is that without a context in which the business models are defined 
nothing can be said about specific classifiers. 
A: When the mental model of the entrepreneur is exhausted, the theoretical classifier list can 
be a useful guideline to help him/her to classify competitor’s business models. 
A: One important aspect is however missing in all the frameworks on business models; 
marketing. None of the frameworks of models incorporates marketing in their work. Without 
marketing a company can never be able to translate their vision, product and ideas into a 
working business. 

• Q: What do you think of the rationale behind the business model innovation tool? 
o Q: Strong points; why? 

A: Valeri likes the approach of the tool. The main strength is on the lego-block analysis of 
business models of competitors. The tool provides a window in which more different 
combinations of business model classifiers can be provided. 

o Q: Weak points; why? 
A: An entrepreneur can think that his business model is the sole right model for doing business. 
How would you cope with this when you are giving suggestions for changing their business 
model? 
A: No real breakthrough business models can be made because you are limited to the classifier 
options listed within the business models of competitors. TRIZ closes this gap by comparing 
totally different systems to see whether aspects from one system can be integrated into 
another system. Think of using a restaurant menu during a taxi-drive. When thinking in this 
contradiction you easily enter an iterative process in which new ideas and options rise fast. 
Maybe you can choose for the fastest ride, but pay more, of have a romantic tour to your 
destination by paying just little extra. 
A: The tool proposes new business models that are close to the mental model of the 
entrepreneur because of the classification to the mental model. The focus of TRIZ in this case is 
to come with more radical different models. 

o Q: Interesting points; why? 
A: The interrelation and variables within the business model can change without changing the 
core structure of the business model. Look for example at Apple and their iPhone. When they 
would change their sales variable to 5 dollar a piece, their business model would never work. 
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Other topics discussed 
When the ranking attributes uniqueness and appropriateness where discussed Valeri tells about 
his experience with thinking that they had no competitors in the market they were in as 
entrepreneur in the IT sector. His Wall Street investor told them that there are competitors for 
every company. Looking at the whole IT budget of their clients, they would only have 5% of the 
market, where they thought that there we no competitors on their product. Therefore every 
company should look for competitors based on the budget available by their customers instead 
of looking at how many other companies deliver the same products. 

Negative effects of business models should also be included in the model. The total degree of 
ideality describes how well a certain system delivers value. The function for the degree of 
ideality is the following: 

𝑑𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 =  
𝑉𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 − 𝑉𝑛𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒

𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑠
 

The degree of ideality is defined by the value obtained from positive aspects, minus the 
(negative) value obtained from negative aspects divided by the costs to create the value. When 
buying a car, American women make or break the choice of their husband. This can even be 
based on the way the door closes, when this is not right, the can is not bought. The negative 
value obtained by the car is too large to weight up to the positive aspects. Contradictions used in 
TRIZ are based on this positive-negative comparison. 

Bas van Oosterhout 

Interviewee 
Bas van Oosterhout has a background in innovation management in Rotterdam (Erasmus 
University) after which he searched for a place where he could settle. 3.5 years ago Capgemini 
started the business innovation group in which Bas was one of the 7 consultants. The struggle of 
starting and developing a new department within the company is one of his major experiences 
within Capgemini. Currently there are 12 people in the group, in two years they would like to 
expand up to 20 people in the group. 

The interview with Bas took place on April 9th 2010 at Capgemini in Utrecht. 

Answers to questions 
The answers to the questions are the answers given by Bas. The answers as written down in this 
report are not literal quotes, but summaries of the input during the whole interview. The 
answers do however take the standpoint of the interviewee. 

Practical insights 
• Q: How are business models involved in (innovative) consultancy? 

A: The work of the business innovation cluster within Capgemini Consulting is to support 
companies with innovation. Business model innovation quickly got one of the key issues in the 
business innovation group, Bas was from the start involved in this subject. Capgemini 
continued and expanded the work done by Alex Osterwalder. He created the canvas; his goal is 
creating different and many business models. Capgemini continued with this canvas to search 
for possibilities to valuate business model. What does and does not fit within an organization, 
what are the partners needed and how does the organizations have to look like? All those 
questions are tackled by the business innovation group within Capgemini. 
A: The work on business models is done with the framework of Osterwalder. The framework of 
Osterwalder is the most applicable, it describes end-to-end the use of a business model. When 
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you change one part, you are forced to think about other aspects in the model. They do also use 
several other tools and methods stemming from the consultancy work that has been done in 
other sectors.  The Osterwalder framework could be strengthened on the valuation part; which 
business models could be better than others. When implementation or details of processes 
need to be developed with the business model, they use those consultancy based methods and 
tools. 
A: Both Morris and Johnson look at business models on a top level and not at the details of for 
example the way in which you configure partnerships with a relation. 

• Q: How are business models described/mapped in a framework? 
o Q: What classifiers are key in determining a business model’s uniqueness? 

A: The three most important aspects in (Osterwalder’s) business model framework are the 
customer segment, value proposition and partnerships. Without a customer segment you can 
make as many value propositions as you like, but without a clear defined customer you have 
nowhere to start. The value proposition is a kind of frame for a roadmap that defines how the 
company will deliver value. Partnerships are getting more important in the view of Bas 
because almost everything that is thought of is already done by another company or is done 
better by them. Companies are reluctant to collaborate, but those collaborations can make 
companies stronger because they can focus on their own strong points. The other elements in 
the model of Osterwalder are enablers of the three main aspects. 
A: See other relevant answer on the feedback on ranking attribute uniqueness. 

• Q: What methods are used to stimulate business model innovation? 
• Q: Is it possible to innovate from business model change instead of changing a business model 

according to an innovation? 
A: Both types are applied for consultancy projects.  
Based on changes in visions at corporate levels business model innovation can lead to changes 
in the company which stimulate innovation. Lately they have been working with a large 
corporate to see what business models are applied in the whole business and what the 
commonalities are in those models. “How does the consolidated business model look like?” 
Often you see that the models are based on emotional decisions which make that there is one 
‘taste’ in all the business models which makes the model very fragile. Dynamic and quick 
changes are difficult in that case. Using this as a starting point the corporate looked for 
changes.  
This approach to business models is however quite new and not very often seen in companies. 
The corporate is unique in this aspect and Bas expects that this will drastically change during 
the coming year. It is already seen that companies make deliberate strategic choices for what 
their company is going to do. Previous changes came forward for projects which required 
change. 
A: Bas recognises that business model descriptions are often made in retrospect of changes and 
not on forefront of innovation. 
A: Another drive for change is the ‘burning platform’ in which companies need to change their 
business model because otherwise they would not survive. 

• Q: How are business models ranked / distinguished in quality? 
A: Whatever type of innovation is used: product innovation, process innovation, radical or 
incremental innovation; bottom-line is that you want to earn money with your business. This is 
the goal of a business model. Making money can be defined in various ways, revenue, profit, 
margin, etc. 
A: The ranking of business models developed with the business model canvas is done on three 
aspects: attractiveness, ability to execute and ‘value’. This last aspect can be different for every 
company; revenue, customer base, etc. The ability to execute plotted in a matrix is a snapshot 
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of one moment. You can however make more snapshots to see the flow during time. The main 
goal of using this is to get people involved to think about their position and let them make 
decisions. By using different snapshots and plotting them in a matrix in which dot sizes 
represent the value, you can force them to make a well grounded decision. 

• Q: What do you think of the difference between business model innovation and business model 
success (acceptance). 
A: The ability to execute determines how well you would be able to execute a certain business 
model. 
A: The danger with innovation is that it is a hobby, just be creative, etc. etc. But after all you 
have to make decisions, and it is necessary to make fact based decisions and those decisions 
have to be grounded with valid and grounded information. Someone with mandate should 
make those decisions. 

o Q: Which classifiers are crucial? 
The three aspects earlier described are applicable here. 

Feedback on research 
• Q: How useful are the ranking attributes ‘uniqueness’ and ‘appropriateness’? 

A: Bas ask whether a business model should be unique. It is explained that this is derived from 
technology where only innovative technologies can be patentable. Bas doesn’t think that a 
business model should necessarily be unique. Combinations of different parts make something 
unique. Within an industry there are commonalities across business models that describe the 
legacy within the industry. The bandwidth in which can be varied in business models 
determines varieties. The real strength of a business model comes from how good you are able 
to execute a business model. “Ability to execute” should be a strong ranking attribute. 
A: A business model doesn’t have to be unique to be successful. More of the same business 
models can exist next to each other, but in the end, the ability to execute such a business model 
determines value. 

o Q: Is there a difference in usefulness between the customer and the company? 
Answer can be derived from answers above. 

• Q: Which classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are useful for distinguishing business 
models? / Q: What classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are key in determining business 
model’s uniqueness? 
A: There are no different key classifiers in the models of Morris and Osterwalder other than the 
one described at the practical insights. 

• Q: What do you think of the rationale behind the business model innovation tool? 
o Q: Strong points; why? 

A: The strongest point is that every form of opinion is excluded from the method. The models 
presented by the tool are based on an analysis of the input provided and it is in essence not 
influenced by the opinion of the users of the tool. 
A: The analytic abstract level of the tool is strong. 
A: Defining one customer segment or market segment in which business models are generated 
is key to the success of business model innovation. The tool requires this boundary, which is a 
positive limitation. 

o Q: Weak points; why? 
A: By only working with classification of competitors you limit yourself to the options that are 
given there. No real out of the box option can be generated with the tool. The relevancy of the 
used classifiers is different for each customer segment. Capgemini wrote about this in a 
publication called ‘Consumer Relevancy’ in which five generic factors are presented. To be 
unique you have to be on par with three factors, differentiate in one and excel in one. 
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A: The basis of business model innovation is free creativity in an open environment and it can 
be that the business model innovation tool limits this by setting strict boundaries for business 
model innovation. 

o Q: Interesting points; why? 
A: Bas sees a link with real options theory in working with business models as with the tool. 
Combining the tool with real options would strengthen the tool. 

Philippe De Ridder 

Interviewee 
Philippe De Ridder is one of the founders of the Board of Innovation; a European trend office 
specialized in new business models. Board of Innovation consults and inspires organizations in 
exploring new media and new business models.(Board of Innovation, 2010) 

The interview with Philippe De Ridder took place through Skype on May 3rd 2010. He has been 
sent the interview introduction together with the classifier list and the business model 
innovation tool explanation sheet a few days before the interview. Philippe didn’t find the time 
to read through all the documents before the interview, when the answers are not in depth 
enough during the interview he can get back on that later on. The recording of the interview was 
done with the computer. Sometimes the voice of the interviewer was muted because of the 
feedback loop in the recording which made that he was able to hear himself which was very 
distracting. The last 15 minutes of the interview were not saved by the recording software; this 
part of the interview is worked out by the notes made. 

The Board of Innovation started a year ago by Philippe and Nick De Mey. Nick has a background 
in design and product development. Philippe has an economical background. They came 
together based on a shared interest on business model innovation stemming from their work in 
product innovation and business development. They thought that there is more potential in 
business model innovation than in product innovation based on technologies and patents. There 
were very few tools that could be of help with business model innovation. 

Answers to questions 
The answers to the questions are the answers given by Philippe. The answers as written down in 
this report are not literal quotes, but summaries of the input during the whole interview. The 
answers do however take the standpoint of the interviewee. 

Practical insights 
• Q: How are business models involved in (innovative) consultancy? 

A: Design thinking has been the basis of the application of business model innovation in the 
tool of the Board of Innovation, based on 10 building blocks. Tools from product innovation 
that have been used for the foundation of the building blocks are among other portfolio 
management, black box, product architecture and product lifecycle. The main tool used was 
product architecture in which a product is build up from different building blocks and 
relations among them are defined. Systematic variation and changes are possible with this 
technique. This technique is applied in the tool of the Board of Innovation. 
A: The Board of Innovation has transformed itself from offering a thinking exercise towards 
being a trend office specialised on generation and launching of new business models. They 
have done numerous projects with clients on those subjects. 
A: Three groups can be defined in which the Board of Innovation can be of support: 

1. Creative people or high-tech start-ups/spinoffs that need a business model. Working out 
business models in an accessible and clear way is the key focus with this group. 
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2. Existing large organizations/companies like pharmaceutical or publishing companies that 
feel that their business models are under pressure in the current market situation. The Board 
of Innovation toolbox helps to analyse their current business model, business models of 
competitors, renewal of business models in the market. 

3. This third group was initially not a focus, but comes back more often. This group focuses on 
partnerships and alliances and corresponding business models. Two recent projects are on 
the chemical industry in Belgium, which is the largest industrial sector of the country and on 
professional kitchens (25 partners). The chemical industry has as its central point the 
harbour of Antwerp and was working for several years on trying to establish a business 
model in which their top innovation efforts could be shared. They have been working on 
defining a business model between 20 different organizations involved. 

• Q: How are business models described/mapped in a framework? 
A: Based on the last group Philippe explains that describing 30 different companies in one 
model with their building blocks is impossible and would not gain any useful result. They 
instead cluster the companies in, for example 5 clusters. For the chemical industry example 
given before this was clustered on ‘large chemical companies’, ‘smaller chemical companies’, 
‘universities and research facilities’. The stakeholders in a value network and the transactions 
between them are of highest importance with the Board of Innovation tool. 
A: The visual model that is published on their website is just a brief overview of the use of 
their model. The models that they develop in their consultancy work are much more complex 
and detailed. The building blocks define business models on a macro level. For several 
detailed, micro-level aspects they use other tools to create more depth, for example 
stakeholder profiling. 
A: Compared to Osterwalder the Board of Innovation works much more focused on the 
Revenue Model. The Board of Innovation toolbox is less on the ‘how’ of a business model and 
is less suitable to define the operational model, infrastructure and costs aspects. 

o Q: What classifiers are key in determining a business model’s uniqueness? 
A: Uniqueness in business models is created by reversing or removing dominant asset arrows 
in the Board of Innovation tool. An example of this is found with free newspapers or Ryanair. 
Inclusion of new key stakeholders in the model is also an improvement of uniqueness. When 
a sector is dominated by companies delivering products, a change to delivering experience or 
brand can create unique models. 

• Q: What methods are used to stimulate business model innovation? 
A: They use their own 10 Business Model Blocks tool, but they also use complementary tools 
as the business model canvas, the blue ocean strategy canvas and some smaller product 
innovation tools that have been translated to business model innovation. For example a tool 
in which product features are mapped on attributes as desirable, undesirable and 
competitive advantage. On the price-fixing aspect they have developed some tools as ‘pricing 
calculators’ in Excel. 
The analyses around price-fixing are based on three parameters, being the value proposition 
(perceived value of the customer), reference value and costs. Different groups work out one 
of those parameters based on a new business model. 

• Q: Is it possible to innovate from business model change instead of changing a business model 
according to an innovation? 
A: They do both in practice but not strict as two different methods. With some companies 
they start with the current model and change the business model which leads to a better 
model. In some other cases companies have a clear innovation which needs a new business 
model. It is a rare case in which a company has a new technology that leads to breakthroughs 
only based on the business model. 
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• Q: How are business models ranked / distinguished in quality? 
A: Crucial aspect in business models is the revenues and costs and the robustness of those 
aspects. Visualisation of the business model is one side, but the financial parts are done in 
other tools as for example Excel. The ability to capture the value versus the costs to create 
and deliver value is the most crucial aspect of the business model. 
A: Philippe is missing attractiveness for the market, explained by the financial changes. A 
model can be unique, appropriate, but the market attractiveness can make or break the 
model. Besides being unique and appropriate you should be attractive, otherwise you will 
never earn money. 
A: Important for the selection of generated ideas, apart from the principle of ranking them on 
uniqueness or appropriateness, is the definition of selection criteria for new models or ideas. 
The strategic framework for innovative ideas is key in this aspect and should be very specific 
defined before the whole process is started. During the selection of ideas you can return to 
this definition. 

• Q: What do you think of the difference between business model innovation and business 
model success (acceptance). 
A: It is very difficult to define possible success of acceptance of a newly generated model. The 
vision of Board of Innovation is based on experimentation and not on focussing on the one 
major high-potential business model. Some major business model innovations currently 
successful wouldn’t have been there when customers were asked whether they would like it. 
Example is the Nintendo Wii, which would never have been supported by the previous high-
end used segment of Nintendo.  

o Q: Which classifiers are crucial? 

Feedback on research 
• Q: How useful are the ranking attributes ‘uniqueness’ and ‘appropriateness’? 

A: Only two parameters are described and you should use more sub parameters to define a 
score. Appropriateness should be defined based on legal aspects and financial feasibility. 

o Q: Is there a difference in usefulness between the customer and the company? 
A: Usually the Board of Innovation gives workshops in their consultancy work, so the answer 
to the question is ‘together’. This is the most ideal situation, also looking from the product 
innovation perspective in which the ideation phase is concluded with a selection done 
together with all stakeholders.  

• Q: Which classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are useful for distinguishing business 
models? / Q: What classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are key in determining 
business model’s uniqueness? 
A:  Some classifiers are linked to each other; lower cost for example does usually inflict a 
lower quality. 
A: The best indicator for difference in business models is price. Price as such is not the 
classifier that makes the sole difference, but it is an indication of values for other classifiers 
linked to it.  
A: Customer type is able to distinguish business models, but the problem is that you can be 
comparing companies from different sectors. 
A: Key resources can be a determinant for different business models, the Board of Innovation 
also describes this by the different blocks they have for assets. Value is for example described 
by the blocks brand, money and exposure. 
A: Competitive strategy is on the whole business model as where other classifiers are on one 
specific aspect of the model. 
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A: Revenues are most important for Philippe. The Board of Innovation tool uses this to define 
business models. 

• Q: What do you think of the rationale behind the business model innovation tool? 
o Q: Strong points; why? 

A:  The tool offers an objective method. Especially the fact that you take out the opinion of the 
entrepreneur after classification is a strong point. 
A: The tool offers entrepreneurs a good exercise to have a critical look at their business 
model. 

o Q: Weak points; why? 
A: When an option is presented it is not clear whether this is plausible. Combinations of 
classifiers are presented as a ‘best’ option, but whether this combination is executable is not 
checked. Philippe thinks that a kind of ‘reality check’ is needed to check the plausibility of the 
presented model. 
A: Uniqueness is not a strong determinant of business model performance. Uniqueness is not 
necessary better. 

o Q: Interesting points; why? 
A:  Financial performance should be included as a ranking. 

Winus Koolen 

Interviewee 
Winus Koolen is the company supervisor of this master thesis research and works as a senior 
consultant for Syntens in the sector Industry. He is the most experienced consultant within 
Syntens on business model innovation and has a strong focus on sustainable development. 

An introduction before the interview was not necessary because Winus is well informed on the 
work done in the research. It is explicitly asked to give his opinion on business model innovation 
from his work at Syntens without too much emphasis on the master thesis research. 

The interview with Winus took place on April 21st 2010 at Syntens in Eindhoven. 

Answers to questions 
The answers to the questions are the answers given by Winus. The answers as written down in 
this report are not literal quotes, but summaries of the input during the whole interview. The 
answers do however take the standpoint of the interviewee. 

Practical insights 
• Q: How are business models involved in (innovative) consultancy? 

A: Winus thinks that business models are not new, they exist as long there is business 
already. Osterwalder made business models a hype, like it is reinvented… Business model 
design is about the design, pictures and the visual aspects. In essence there is nothing new on 
business models. Looking at literature there is nothing really impressive. 
A: Winus thinks that the definition of a business model as such is not uniform defined. He 
thinks that a business model is about how you earn money and how you develop your 
business processes around this goal.  

• Q: How are business models described/mapped in a framework? 
A: Innovation Growth Model is used as the framework for consultancy. Some specific aspects 
from business models are not included in the model but the core of the business is included. 
In many cases the approach to this model starts by setting desired financial performance. 
Questions to start with can be what the company want to achieve on profits, revenues, added 
value, etc.  
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A: Innovation is about change, those changes can be defined from which financial goals are 
set which are then used as a starting point for change. 
A: Within the Innovation Growth Model sources for business model innovation is in the 
organization and processes. Business model driven innovation can be started from this aspect 
in the model. 

o Q: What classifiers are key in determining a business model’s uniqueness? 
Answer is described later at the feedback on the research. 

• Q: What methods are used to stimulate business model innovation? 
A: Syntens has an integral focus on consultancy. Looking at the Innovation Growth Model, a 
question from an entrepreneur enters in one field of the model and from there all the other 
fields are completed. The options generated to solve the ambitions of the company are 
different. STEP analysis and Porter analysis can guide this. What competitors are doing is 
important in the analyses done in this phase. 

• Q: Is it possible to innovate from business model change instead of changing a business model 
according to an innovation? 
A:  Usually innovations from consultancy projects are incremental. Sometimes innovation is 
on business model change. This was intensively done in the ICT sector. Business model 
innovation is mainly driven from doing something different in what you offer; through 
another distribution channel or other customer relation. 
A: Change in the organization aspect in the Innovation Growth Model would define business 
model change. Whether this change can trigger innovation within the business is not clear.  
A: Looking at competitors is very valuable in defining and changing your business model. In 
graphical business model representation you step back from the managerial view on 
businesses and start looking at what general aspects define the processes of the business. The 
way competitors do business can be very helpful to define new opportunities. 

• Q: How are business models ranked / distinguished in quality? 
A: Different options are usually ranked by mental feeling of innovation changes. SWOT 
analysis can be used to rank options more objective. 
A: Winus sometimes uses simple ranking by plusses and minuses to define priorities among 
ideas. This is usually done on expected revenues, time to implement the changes and the 
costs for implementation. 

•  Q: What do you think of the difference between business model innovation and business 
model success (acceptance). 
A: Syntens has the focus to advice in the Greek view; add a vision. Show that it can be done on 
another way. It is also very important to let the client be owner of the process of changes and 
innovation. The acceptance level is currently high among entrepreneurs. 
A: Results of the innovation and consultancy process are most often incremental. The size and 
sector of a company also influences this, a company with 100 employees is not that eager to 
have radical changes. 
A: In business model innovation radical options are preferable.  

o Q: Which classifiers are crucial? 
There are no specific classifiers involved in the Innovation Growth Model. 

Feedback on research 
• Q: How useful are the ranking attributes ‘uniqueness’ and ‘appropriateness’? 

A:  The rankings cannot be communicated as they are. Appropriateness can be defined as the 
size of your customer segment. Uniqueness can be done by looking at the average of other 
models and then define how the model of the company to be ranked differs from the average. 
Uniqueness without a context is not relevant. 
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A: Companies are in essence all appropriate, otherwise they would not be able to exist. 
A:  For a customer uniqueness of a product is important, but the underlying business model 
of the company does not matter in uniqueness for the customer. From the perspective of a 
company the uniqueness of a business model can be of more importance. Objective ranking is 
more preferable to Winus instead of the subjective issues with uniqueness and 
appropriateness. 

o Q: Is there a difference in usefulness between the customer and the company? 
Answer can be derived from answers above. 

• Q: Which classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are useful for distinguishing business 
models? / Q: What classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are key in determining 
business model’s uniqueness? 
A: Winus tells that he has a preference towards a predefined list of classifiers. 
A: The first five classifiers look the same to Winus. The value creation is relevant to Winus, 
especially looking at the diversity of the value creation. Companies can distinguish 
themselves by taking a combination of value creation types. Experience, Price and Quality 
delivery is in the perception of the client and does not define a business model classifier. The 
offering type of a ‘free’ product is missing in the classifier list. After a short discussion Winus 
tells that the three are relevant in classifying business models, Quality is however the least 
strong classifier. 
A: Customer type is very relevant for business model reengineering because it defines the 
market of the company. 
A: Key resources is interesting for a business model to see whether a change in resources can 
change product range. The distinguishing characteristic of this classifier can be extended 
when you define levels on all four of the values as is done with experience, price and quality 
delivery. 
A: The competitive strategy is relevant when the price, experience and quality deliveries are 
left out of the model under offering. 
A: Financial performance can be relevant for entrepreneurs to look at competitors to see 
which competitor is doing well in contract to themselves. 
A: Revenue streams where until recently the essence of a business model for Winus. Together 
with the method of distribution it defined the core of a business model. All the other aspects 
where strategy related.  
For example the solar panel industry. Nobody wants to invest the huge amounts of money 
related to the installation of solar panels. This company offers you a subscription for only 30 
euro’s in which you indicate the amount of square meters available for solar panels. The 
company installs the solar panels on your surfaces and receives the SDE subsidiary. You as 
customer receive the free solar power generated by the panels on your roof and have to pay 
nothing for the installation and use of the solar panels. The subsidies for industrial 
applications are currently 37 eurocent per kilowatt-hour which is the revenue for the 
installing company. 200 square meters deliver 20.000 kilowatt-hours per year, a stable 
revenue stream of 7400 per year. 
Based on this example, subsidies as a revenue stream would be a good extension of the 
classifier. 
A: Resource velocity can be relevant, but the application of this classifier in business models 
is not clear to Winus. 
A: An interesting extra classifier can be the stakeholder structure of the company. 

• Q: What do you think of the rationale behind the business model innovation tool? 
o Q: Strong points; why? 

A:  It is very nice to have the entrepreneur look at their own business model. 
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A: By looking at their competitors, entrepreneurs gain insight on what you as a company are 
doing in contrast to your competitors, this can be a fertiliser for incremental change in your 
own business model. 

o Q: Weak points; why? 
A: The frame set by the tool and classification of competitors is the sole boundary for 
business models to be generated. The tool does not let you get beyond those boundaries. 
A: Ranking of business models is difficult and vague. Should there even be a ranking? 
A: Winus has doubts on the value of generated business model option. 

o Q: Interesting points; why? 
A: Including a defined set of classifiers and values accompanying them can extend the power 
of the business models generated. 
A: Including the business model of the entrepreneur in the model calculation can overcome 
the fact that he/she thinks that every deviation from his/hers original model is moving away 
from the best model. 

Johan de Jong 

Interviewee 
Johan de Jong is consultant at Syntens. He is an expert in the field of marketing and business 
optimization in the sectors construction and industry. Because he is not directly working with 
business model innovation the interview focuses on the aspects of innovation and consultancy 
that he applies within companies. 

The interview with Johan took place on May 4th 2010 at Syntens in Eindhoven. 

Answers to questions 
The answers to the questions are the answers given by Johan. The answers as written down in 
this report are not literal quotes, but summaries of the input during the whole interview. The 
answers do however take the standpoint of the interviewee. 

Practical insights 
• Q: How are business models involved in (innovative) consultancy? 

A: Johan starts by mapping the ambitions of the company. The ambition is always based on a 
need sensed by the company. This can a internal drive of the entrepreneur because he likes to 
be innovative or a need to maintain market share. He looks together with the entrepreneur at 
what the innovation means for the organization of the company. Without clear indication on 
what steps he usually takes he has the feeling that the outcome of the process is ‘always’ 
positive. 
A: Johan gives an example of a small head-hunter company that had the motivation to 
structurally work on innovation of their organization. Specialization within their sector could 
be on function or on the employment sector of the people they search. After three meetings 
the entrepreneurs made the decision to focus on sectors and made structural changes in their 
company structure to support this. During this process of change Johan had regular meetings, 
but with quite large intervals, with the two ladies. 

• Q: How are business models described/mapped in a framework? 
A: For every company the approach is different; one-on-one is the key for consultancy. The 
Innovation Growth Model, propositiehuis and workshops about the propositiehuis are the main 
methods applied by Johan. 

o Q: What classifiers are key in determining a business model’s uniqueness? 
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• Q: What methods are used to stimulate business model innovation? 
A: A smaller method is ‘mens en kennis’, which is used to map problems within an 
organization, especially on problems with personnel. The Ansoff model is also often used by 
Johan. The value chain approach can be a good guide in creating awareness of the need of a 
company. 
A: Usually Johan doesn’t take guidance from models or methods. He looks at what fits the 
needs of a company and uses a one-way approach in which one best option is created in the 
process. 
A: When a company does not have a clear need Johan tries to create awareness of what the 
company and their competitors are doing. By creating this awareness companies are able to 
gain insights on what type of change is needed to maintain revenues. This can be on product 
innovation, market approach or competitive strategy. 

• Q: Is it possible to innovate from business model change instead of changing a business model 
according to an innovation? 

• Q: How are business models ranked / distinguished in quality? 
• Q: What do you think of the difference between business model innovation and business 

model success (acceptance). 
A: Time is a key aspect in innovation consultancy trajectories. Johan gives the entrepreneurs 
explicit time to think about the process and changes that have to be made. Insights are 
created by the entrepreneurs; the consultant has too little knowledge about the company to 
just tell what the entrepreneurs have to do. 

o Q: Which classifiers are crucial? 
A: Commitment of the entrepreneur is the major key in the process. When the entrepreneur 
has other priorities the project can never be a success.  
A: Time is an aspect that can determine the success of the project. When there is too much 
time needed to continue or implement a project the company can face difficulties with 
financial aspects. Crucial people within the organization can get out of the organization based 
on unforeseen circumstances which makes the project unable to continue. 

Feedback on research 
• Q: How useful are the ranking attributes ‘uniqueness’ and ‘appropriateness’? 

A:  The question to rank business models on those two attributes is difficult for 
entrepreneurs. The entrepreneurs of Johan are practical focussed, usually higher educated, 
but he thinks that they would not understand the use of those two classifiers. Johan thinks 
that the explanation of the calculations is too much for an entrepreneur to grasp. 
A: Uniqueness and appropriateness can only be determined when it will be on their 
competitors, but the scope of competitors will be very limited. Some companies that they 
don’t feel as direct competitors will be very difficult to rank. 

o Q: Is there a difference in usefulness between the customer and the company? 
• Q: Which classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are useful for distinguishing business 

models? / Q: What classifiers from the theoretical classifier list are key in determining 
business model’s uniqueness? 
A:  Classifiers with the highest distinguishing power: value creation, customer type, customer 
relation and margin. 
A: With customer type the consequences of a change in customer type is important. It can be 
that a business model can be very different for another customer type. 
A: Some other classifiers are important, however not on the whole classifier but on one value 
that can be an indication for a unique business model. One example is the Intellectual value of 
the classifier Key Resources. When a company employs this classifier value they can be very 
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powerful in their market because they are in possession of intellectual property protection. 
A: Under competitive strategy group Johan makes the remark that all the small and medium 
sized enterprises he supports are on the personal assistance and have high customer 
intimacy. Product or service quality is not applicable for the smaller companies; they are too 
small to be market leader on those aspects. The innovation leadership is in the same 
perspective very difficult for the company to employ. 
A: Revenue streams are dependent on the market the company is working in. Asset sale is 
however the most used method of gaining revenues where Usage Fee and Licensing are 
becoming more important. 
A: Resource velocity is not interesting to use in business models in the work of Johan. 
A: The personal/investor drive is always the subsidence model. Most entrepreneurs make far 
more than 40 hours a week and when you calculate their hourly salary, they are 
outnumbered by cashiers from the supermarket. This is an indication for Johan that all 
entrepreneurs have a subsidence model instead of an income model in which a stable and 
continuous revenue stream is applicable. 

• Q: What do you think of the rationale behind the business model innovation tool? 
o Q: Strong points; why? 
o Q: Weak points; why? 

A: The domain of the tool is too limited; a broader scope to radically change your business 
model is needed to be of good use. 
A: The coding of the classifiers is binary, but a value is given to the business model as a 
distance. Johan has serious doubts on this method of transforming a binary value into a 
numeric scale. The distance that is used is of another unit of measurement than the 0/1 
coding one step earlier. 

o Q: Interesting points; why? 
A:  Johan focuses on alternatives or substitutes in defining competitors of a company. 
Delivering value or solving the customers’ problem to the final consumer can be done in 
many ways. It is important to look at what the competitors pretend to deliver in what they 
communicate to potential customers. 
A: Johan has the feeling that the options generated by the tool are tending towards the 
average model presented in the list. 
A: Mapping competitors would ideally be done from the customers’ perspective. First map 
the needs of the customer and then step by step create a tree-like map of competitors that are 
delivering value to the basic need of the customer. 

 

 

  



xviii 

Appendix C Syntens Innovation Growth Model 

 Figure C-1: Syntens Innovation Scan 
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Figure C-2: Start page for Syntens Innovation Growth Model 
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Appendix D Classifier list 
Table D-1: Theoretical classifier list 

Classifier Options Option Description 
Offering 

Defines in what way the company 
creates value. The important driver 
for distinction is what type of 
resources are used.  

Value Creation  Production The company uses raw/bare 
resources and uses them to create the 
value which is delivered. 

Services Value is created by delivering 
services. 

Platform/Network A platform of network is maintained 
to create value. 

Reselling The company buys products which 
are ready to sell and resells them with 
an extra margin. 

Value Added 
Reselling 

The company buys (semi-) final 
products and adds value by 
combining, finishing, branding or 
processing. 

Low; Medium; High Value (Experience) Delivery Customers get the value delivered in 
an experience. 

Low; Medium; High Value (Price) Delivery Customers get the value delivered at 
low prices. 

Low; Medium; High Value (Quality) Delivery Customers get the value delivered at 
high quality. 

Standardized; 
Customized 

Value Creation Process Is the value created on a standardized 
or customized basis. 

Customer / Market 

Defines to which type of 
customers the company 
delivers its value to. 

Customer Type Consumer Private individuals 
Business Companies, from one-man businesses 

to enterprises.  
Government Governmental organizations or 

authorities. 

Defines how broad the market is to 
which value is delivered. It defines the 
geographical coverage.  

Market Range Local  
Regional  
National  
International  

How is the market of the company 
identified?  

Market scope Mass market No distinction is made between 
markets. 

Niche market Specific customer segment is targeted. 
Segmented Different segments with slightly 

different needs are targeted. 
Multi-sided Different segments with different 

needs based on the same product. 
Diversified Different segments with unrelated 

needs and problems. 

Defines the method of distribution of 
the value by the company.  

Distribution Direct The value is distributed by the 
company itself, direct to the customer. 

Indirect The value is distributed indirectly via 
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resellers, retailers or sales centres. 
Resources / Activities 
Key resources Physical 
What are the key resources needed to 
create value?  

Physical assets such as manufacturing 
facilities, buildings, vehicles, etc. 

Intellectual Brands, proprietary knowledge, 
patents and copyrights, partnerships 
and customer databases. 

Human Human resources as prominent 
resource for creating value. 

Financial Financial resources and/or financial 
guarantees, such as cash, lines of 
credit or stock option pool. 

Competitive strategy 
Customer relationship Personal assistance 
What type of relationship is 
build/maintained with the customer?  

Relationship based on human 
interaction. 

Dedicated personal 
assistance 

Dedicating a customer representative 
to an individual client. 

Self-service No direct relationship with client 
Automated services Combine self-service with automated 

processes. 
Communities Utilize communities to maintain in 

contact with customer. 
Co-creation Get customer involved in creation 

process. 

How do we competitively position 
ourselves? 

Competitive strategy Operational 
excellence 

 

Product or service 
quality 

 

Innovation 
leadership 

 

Low cost / efficiency  
Customer intimacy  

Economic factors 

Defines the financial margin the 
company has on the delivered value.  

Margin Small  
Medium  
Large  

For what value are our customers 
really willing to pay?  

Revenue Streams Asset sale Selling ownership rights to a physical 
product. 

Usage fee Selling the use of a product.  
Subscription fees Selling periodical access to a 

product/service. 
Licensing Give customers permission to use 

protected intellectual property in 
exchange for licensing fees. 

Lending / Renting / 
Leasing 

Temporarily granting exclusive right 
to use a particular asset for a fixed 
period in return for a fee. 

Brokerage fees Intermediation services performed on 
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behalf of two or more parties. 
Advertising Fees are paid for advertising a 

particular product, service or brand. 

How fast are inventories turned?  
Resource velocity Low  

Medium  
High  

What are time, scope and size 
ambitions of the entrepreneur? 

Personal/Investor drive Subsidence model Survive and meet basic financial goals 
Income model Generate ongoing and stable income 

stream 
Growth model Grow the value of the firm 
Speculative model Demonstrate venture potential and 

sell on short term 
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Appendix E Calculation method comparison 
Hamming Distance 
The first calculation method that is examined comes from the ASSIST tool where Shepard’s 
interpolation(Shepard, 1968) formula (see Equation E-1) is used together with Hamming 
distances to interpolate a score for a new generated model (Overveld, 2009). Before discussing 
Shepard’s formula the principle of Hamming Distances is illustrated by the following table. 
Table E-1: Hamming Distance example 

Model Cl.1 #1 Cl.1 #2 Cl.1 #3 Cl.2 #1 Cl.2 #2 Cl.3 #1 Cl.3 #2 Cl.3 #3 Distance 
0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0  
1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 
2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 2 
3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 

Table E-1 shows model 0 as reference model for which a score needs to be interpolated. First the 
classifiers of the model, three classifiers with 8 values in total (3, 2, 3), are exploded so that each 
classifier value has a binary code. The combination of binary valued classifiers defines the binary 
business model code. Each difference on a position in the binary code increases the distance to 
the reference model by one. For example, model 1 differs from the reference model on classifier 
1 and 3, creating a distance of 4. 
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Equation E-1: Shepard’s interpolation formula (Shepard, 1968) 
Within the following table Shepard’s interpolation formula is used with the distances calculated 
in Table E-1. An interpolated score of 7.5 is calculated for the reference model. This score is 
slightly below the average of 8 for models 1-3, which can be assigned to the smaller distance to 
the model scoring below average (6 for model 2).  

Table E-2: Score interpolation example  
Model Score Distance Part score Part distance 
1 10 4 10

4
 

1
4

 

2 6 2 6
2

 
1
2

 

3 8 4 8
4

 
1
4

 

Summed:   7
1
2

 1 

Interpolated score: 7 1
2

1
= 7

1
2

 
   

Based on the example given one could notion the fact that a model that is the same as the 
reference model has a distance of 0. Shepard’s interpolation function cannot be solved because 
both parts of the fraction divide by distance. To solve this issue, calculations done to interpolate 
a score add 1 to each calculated distance. Now the partial contribution of that model is 100%. 

Research on perceived service quality, a mental model that can be compared with perceived 
business model quality, used Hamming distance calculation to calculate the importance of 
factors determining service quality (Chien & Tsai, 2000). Other application of this so-called 
inverse distance weighting can be found in the work of Łukaszyk (2004) and Zimmerman 
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(Zimmerman, Pavlik, Ruggles, & Armstrong, 1999) who take a strong mathematical approach on 
interpolation of values and variables. 

Regression 
The second method examined is simple regression done in Excel by the LINEST function. The 
function calculates the statistics for a line by using the ‘least squares’ method. The calculation is 
done on a single classifier value basis. Additional regression statistics are not requested by the 
function. After testing in the pilot phase this method has not been taken into further 
consideration because the basic assumptions of a regression analysis (Hair, Black, Babin, 
Anderson, & Tatham, 2006) cannot be met by the business model innovation tool: 

− Minimum ratio of observations (business models) to variables (classifiers) 5:1, but 
preferred 15:1. 

− Simple regression can be effective with a sample size of >20. 
− Generalization of results needs large Degrees of freedom (df = Sample size – Number of 

estimated parameters). 

Conjoint 
The last statistical method examined is conjoint analysis. Conjoint analysis is often used in 
marketing and new product development as an estimation technique for new product 
performance.(Pekelman & Sen, 1979) Recent work of Lohrke et al. (2010) sheds light on 
conjoint analysis in entrepreneurship research and encourages greater usage of conjoint 
analysis. The main advantages of conjoint analysis over traditional statistical forecasting 
techniques are the following(Green & Srinivasan, 1978; Hair, et al., 2006): 

− An ability to accommodate either a metric or a non-metric dependent variable 
− The use of only categorical predictor variables 
− General assumptions about the relationships of independent variables with the 

dependent variable can be made 

Four of the terms described in chapter 6.3 can be related to terms used in conjoint analysis. The 
ranking of a business model is termed as utility in conjoint analysis, defining the subjective 
judgement of preference unique to each individual. The classifiers of a business models are 
named factors in conjoint analysis and the values of classifiers are defined by levels of the 
factors. A total business model is defined as a treatment of stimulus describing an object in a 
plan of (random) defined combinations of factors and levels. 

Table E-3 and Table E-4 show an example of the calculations done in a conjoint analysis. An 
explanation is given after the tables. 
Table E-3: Conjoint example models 

Model Cl.1 #1 Cl.1 #2 Cl.1 #3 Cl.2 #1 Cl.2 #2 Cl.3 #1 Cl.3 #2 Cl.3 #3 Score 
1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 8 
2 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 6 
3 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 7 
4 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 9 
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Table E-4: Conjoint example calculation 
 Cl.1#1 Cl.1#2 Cl.1#3 Cl.2#1 Cl.2#2 Cl.3#1 Cl.3#2 Cl.3#3 
1. Avg rank of level 8.5 6.0 7.0 7.0 9.0 7.5 6.0 9.0 
2. Dev. from overall avg 
rank 

1.0 -1.5 -0.5 -0.5 +1.5 0 -1.5 1.5 

3. (2) squared 1 2.25 0.25 0.25 2.25 0 2.25 2.25 
4. (3) * StdValue 1.31 2.95 0.33 0.33 2.95 0.00 2.95 2.95 
5. Estimated part 
worth 

1.15 -1.72 -0.57 -0.57 1.72 0.00 -1.72 1.72 

6. Range of part worths 2.86   2.29  3.44   
7. Factor importance 34%   27%  40%   
         
8. Sum of squared 
deviations (3)  

10.5        

9. Standardized Value  1.31        
The example above calculates the estimated partial worth of every classifier value in 5 steps and 
two following steps define the importance of a classifier in the entire model. In short, the steps 
are as follows: 

1. For each classifier value the average rank is calculated. (Average score for the 1’s under a 
classifier value.) 

2. The overall average value is subtracted from the first step. 
3. The value from the second step is squared. 
4. The standardising value (sum of squared deviations divided by the number of levels) is 

multiplied by the squared value from the previous step. 
5. The square root of the value from the fourth step multiplied by the sign of the value from 

the second step provides the estimated partial worth of the factor level. 
6. The range of the partial worth’s is measured. 
7. The percentage of the range of the partial worth’s defines the factor importance. 

Based on this calculation an optimal model is found when the best classifier values (the ones 
with the highest partial worth) for each classifier are taken together. 

Several assumptions of a conjoint analysis are not met by the basic calculation done in the 
example (Hair, et al., 2006): 

− Upper limit of the number of attributes in the traditional conjoint analysis is 9. Tool 
requires a maximum of 15 attributes/classifiers. 

− Minimum number of stimuli (models to be ranked) in conjoint is Stimuli = Total number 
of levels across all factors – Number of factors +1. Models with 10 classifiers, with each 3 
levels, would require 21 models to be ranked. 

Distance on classifier basis 
The last calculation method examined is a combination of the distance based calculation and 
conjoint analysis. By combining both into a new calculation method, the assumptions violated 
are taken out but verification is required to ensure validity. More on the verification of validity 
can be read in Appendix F. 

This method calculates an interpolated score for each value of a classifier. A reference model, 
with a distance equal to the number of classifiers (created by a binary code with only zeros), 
generates an average score of rankings. Changes to the average model are calculated by only 
changing a corresponding zero to a one for each classifier value in the model. This interpolated 
score for the classifier value is used for further calculation. The calculations done with the 
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interpolated score are the same as with conjoint analysis, so an estimated partial worth and 
factor importance are calculated. 

Calculation choice 
The first step in defining the final calculation method has been testing difference in distance 
calculation when it is based on classifier values as described in Table E-1 or when distance is 
increased by 1 when the classifier value is different. The first calculation uses binary coding 
where the second only compares the string value of the classifier value. The result of the first 
method is that when a classifier value is different the distance is automatically 2 whereas the 
second method only gives a value of 1. To determine the difference in distance calculated and 
corresponding score interpolation both methods have been tested in the tool with 5169 random 
generated business models. The difference in interpolated scores is described in the following 
formula: 

46.7984 10
5169

Valued BinaryS S
n

−−
= − ×

=
∑  

Equation E-2: Difference in binary/value calculation 
The ranking of business models in the tool is done on a 10 point scale with the smallest different 
of one tenth. The difference in interpolated scores for the binary and value comparison as shown 
in Equation E-2 is less than one thousandth, which is interpreted as not a significant difference 
in the scope of the tool. 

For the first workshop the choice was made to use the distance based score interpolation on the 
binary classifier values. As described in more detail in section 6.5 the calculations made during 
the first workshop showed a large tendency towards the best ranked competitive business 
model. Based on this experience the above described calculation methods have been tested on 
their output which resulted in Table E-10 on page xxviii. Input for the calculation comparison 
were the models and rankings generated during the first workshop, of which a detailed report 
can be found on page xxxix. The green fields indicate which classifier option would be presented 
by the calculation method. Looking at the table it is clear that the option presented by the first 
applied method (Tool option) differs from both the conjoint (Conjoint: Part worth) and 
combined (Tool loading) calculation. The similarity between the conjoint and combined 
combination has been foundation for the choice to use the combined calculation method as 
calculation method in the final version of the tool. 

Example calculation 
The following tables describe the calculations done in the combined conjoint and distance 
method.  Table E-5 shows a classification and ranking of four newspapers published in The 
Netherlands. Four classifiers are defined of which the different values are displayed in Table E-6. 
Table E-5: Example classification 

Newspaper Distribution Price Saturday Format Score 
Indirect Myself Low No Tabloid  

Volkskrant Direct Medium Yes Tabloid 9 
Telegraaf Direct Low Yes Berlin 6 
De Gelderlander Direct Medium Yes Berlin 7 
Metro Indirect Free No Tabloid 7 
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Table E-6: Example classifiers and values 
Distribution: 
1. Direct 
2. Indirect 

Price: 
1. Free 
2. Low 
3. Medium 

Saturday: 
1. No 
2. Yes 

Format: 
1. Berlin 
2. Tabloid 

Based on the previous two tables a binary coding can be made in which every model is given a 1 
on each classifier value included in the model. The following table shows the binary 
classification and Table E-8 shows the distances of some of the sole classifier values to the 
models. 
Table E-7: Example binary coding 

Newspaper D-1 D-2 P-1 P-2 P-3 S-1 S-2 F-1 F-2 Score 
0 Myself 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1  

Volkskrant 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 9 
Telegraaf 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 6 
De Gelderlander 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 7 
Metro 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 7 

 
Table E-8: Example binary coding distances 

 Volkskrant Telegraaf De Gelderlander Metro 
D-1: 100000000 3 3 3 5 
P-1: 001000000 5 5 5 3 
P-3: 000010000 3 5 3 5 
F-1: 000000010 5 3 3 5 

Now that all the models are classified the step can be made to calculation of partial worth’s of 
each classifier value. For each classifier the average ranking is calculated with Equation E-1. The 
steps that follow are the same as described in the conjoint calculation earlier in this chapter (see 
Table E-4: Conjoint example calculation 
 Table E-4). The deviation from the average score is calculated and squared after which it is 
multiplied by the standard deviation. This provides the partial worth as displayed in Table E-9. 
For each classifier the best scoring value is then selected and presented as the best option. The 
factor importance is not used in the calculation, but it can be an aid for selecting the most 
important classifiers to change. 
Table E-9: Example combined calculation 

 D-1 D-2 P-1 P-2 P-3 S-1 S-2 F-1 F-2 
Avg Score 7.27 7.22 7.22 7.11 7.40 7.22 7.27 7.10 7.40 
Dev. from avg (7.25) 0.023 -0.028 -0.028 -0.139 0.150 -0.028 0.023 -0.150 0.150 
Partial worth 0.228 -0.278 -0.278 -1.389 1.501 -0.278 0.228 -1.501 1.501 
Factor importance 7.3%  41.9%   7.3%  43.5%  

Based on the table above it can be seen that the option presented would suggest changing the 
distribution to direct, price to medium and having a Saturday edition of the news paper. 
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Table E-10: Calculation method comparison
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Appendix F Business model innovation tool verification 

ASSIST 
During the first workshop that was done, the Hamming Distance calculation was still used, 
therefore verification has been done to check whether the business model innovation tool 
presents the same options as ASSIST. A dataset with four cases and three classifiers has been 
made. The cases describe the business model of supermarkets Albert Heijn, Lidl, Jumbo and 
Super de Boer. The next table shows the classification and ranking of each business model. 
Table F-1: Business models for verification with ASSIST 

Company Value Experience 
Delivery 

Value Quality 
Delivery 

Value Price 
Delivery 

General ranking 

Albert Heijn High High Medium 100 
Lidl Medium Low High 75 
Jumbo Medium High Medium 50 
Super de Boer Medium Medium Low 25 

The ranking of the models is done on a scale from 0 to 100 with steps of 25. This is based on the 
quick-ranking method in the ASSIST tool (Overveld, 2009). 

Three options (innovations) were automatically generated by the inspire option in ASSIST with 
automatic ranking interpolation enabled. ASSIST generates 30 random models and calculated its 
ranking based on Shepard’s Interpolation formula (Overveld, 2009, pp. 33-34). The following 
table shows the generated models, the interpolated ranking by ASSIST and the interpolated 
score from the business model innovation tool (BMi-tool). 
Table F-2: New options with interpolated rankings 

Value Experience 
Delivery 

Value Quality 
Delivery 

Value Price 
Delivery 

ASSIST ranking BMi-tool ranking 

High High Low 73.97 66.18 
High High High 75.34 69.12 
High Low Medium 75.34 69.12 

With 18 possible business models (2 options * 3 options * 3 options) ASSIST should present the 
best option out of 30 random models. Without the option selected to include duplicate models, 
which would present the exact model of Albert Heijn, ASSIST proposes the two best alternatives 
which the BMi-tool too interpolates to the same ranking score. Table F-3 presents the estimated 
partial worth for each classifier value, after which a logical explanation can be given for the two 
best scoring models from Table F-2. 
Table F-3: Estimated part worth for each classifier value 

 Value Experience 
Delivery 

Value Quality Delivery Value Price Delivery 

 Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High 
Est. Part 
worth 

-16.76 21.54 7.18 -21.54 12.57 -21.54 12.57 7.18 

Comparing Table F-3 with Table F-2 it is clear that the value for the first classifier should be High 
and with the condition that no duplicates should be presented the value for the second and third 
classifier should be (High, High) or (Low, Medium). Intuition says that the third best option than 
would be (High, Low, High), which indeed scores 67.19 in the BMi-tool. 

Conjoint 
On page 47 it has been explained that the combination of hamming distance calculation with 
conjoint-analysis calculations on the classifier value level need a verification to ensure validity of 
the method. A test design for a conjoint analysis has been made in SPSS and is discussed with 
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Umut Konus, an expert in the field of conjoint analyses. Based on his input and the experience 
from the pre-test, the test has been redesigned and pre-tested again after which a 
recommendation for verification is written. 

Test design 
The conjoint analysis is designed with business models of news papers in the Netherlands. Eight 
classifiers have been chosen which can easily be understood by participants. The classifiers and 
their values are displayed in the following table. 
Table F-4: Classifier and values for conjoint verification 

Price Distribu-
tion 

Coverage Saturday 
edition 

Internet 
videos 

News 
agencies 

Print 
numbers 

Format 

Free Take-away Regional Yes Yes Low 50-100k Broad 
Low At home National No No Medium 100-250k Tabloid 
Medium     High 250-400k  
High     Very High 400-550k  
      550-700k  

The SPSS software was chosen because of its basic approach to conjoint analysis (Krieger, Green, 
& Wind, 2004) and the availability of the software package. An orthogonal design has been 
automatically made which defined 32 profiles of news paper business models. Those 32 profiles 
were generated for an adaptive conjoint analysis, which means that all combinations of values 
for 2 classifiers can be found in the profiles.  

To get significant results from the conjoint analysis at least 300 respondents (Wittink & Cattin, 
1989, p. 94) should rank all 32 profiles on a range from 1 to 32. To make ranking of this many 
profiles more convenient the profiles will first be presented in blocks of 4 in which the 
respondent is asked to give a ranking on a scale from 1 to 10. Next step is to let the respondent 
rank the profiles with the same score relevant to each other. At last all 32 profiles are presented 
with the ranking as determined in the previous steps. The respondent is asked to check the 
ranking of all the profiles and he/she might change the order for the last time. 

For each respondent all 32 profiles will be given a ranking number which will be entered into 
SPSS with which the conjoint analysis can be done. The models of the top 20 best average ranked 
profiles will be entered into the business model innovation tool with a ranking same to the 
ranking given by the respondents.  

In both SPSS and the business model innovation tool a best model can be calculated. Those two 
models will be compared to assess the validity of the tool. 

Pre-test 
A pre-test has been done with a consultant in traffic management who is highly acquainted with 
the topic of this research. The results from the pre-test are in line with the feedback provided by 
Umut Konus. Ranking the profiles took over 45 minutes and was demanding a lot from the 
respondent. During the first round of ranking the respondent would have liked to apply a 
structured method to rank the profiles and said that eight classifiers were too much. He gave one 
point for each classifier value that had a positive feeling to him, for example having a Saturday 
edition and tabloid format were positive. 

During the second round four sets of profiles were presented that were given a score of 5 or 6 (9 
profiles), a score of 4 (8 profiles), a score of 3 (10 profiles) and a score of 2 or 1 (5 profiles). The 
respondent made a first selection within each block on the format of the newspaper, than on the 
level of news agencies coverage, price and at last he ranked two profiles on gut feeling. On the 
question whether he was still concentrated and working serious on the task he answered 
positive but said that it was too much to keep an overview on what has been done. 
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When the profiles where presented all together in the ranking made in the previous round the 
respondent changed the order quite heavily. All the broad-sheet formats were moved to the 
lowest rankings and were not looked at anymore. The newspapers with news coverage from 
news agencies on a high and very high level were dropped in ranking just above the broad 
format and not looked at anymore.  

After the last round a ranking of the 32 profiles has been made and could be entered into SPSS. 
The respondent was asked whether he would fill in this kind of survey when he was asked to do 
this online by an acquaintance. The answer was short but clear: “No! This takes way too much 
time!” 

Test redesign 
Based on the experience from the pre-test of the adaptive conjoint analysis it is clear that 
verification of the calculation in the tool should be done differently. Two software packages were 
recommended by Umut Konus; Sawtooth and Latent Gold. The last one is developed by a Dutch 
university and is not very helpful in setting up a web based survey. Sawtooth provides the most 
elaborate software, of which a trial version has been downloaded to build test design1

500500    nta cn
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≥ ⇔ ≥

. The same 
classifiers and classifier values are used for this survey and the basic assumptions and 
recommendations of the software have been used (Marder, 1999). The minimum sample size for 
choice based conjoint(CBC) analysis can be determined with the following formula: 

 

Equation F-1: Formula for determining minimum CBC sample size (Orme, 2005, p. 64) 
In this formula, n is the number of respondents, t is the number of tasks, a is the number of 
alternatives per task (excluding the none option) and c is the number of analysis cells, which is 
equal to the largest number of levels for one attribute. 12 tasks are done by each respondent in 
which three alternatives are ranked with at maximum 5 levels under one attribute (classifier). 
Based on the formula above, it can be calculated that a minimum of 70 respondents is needed to 
assure validity. This is a lot smaller than the sample size ranging from 150 to 1.200 respondents 
in regular conjoint studies (Orme, 2005, p. 65). 

Redesign pre-test 
The test design made with Sawtooth software has been compiled in a web based survey and is 
tested with the same respondent as with the first pre-test. The respondent was asked what he 
thought of this different way of ranking business models of news papers. In general his feeling 
was far more positive than the previous test and he mentions that he would complete this 
survey without any problem. One general remark is on the introduction of the method; some 
example questions would have given the respondent a better notice of what was expected of 
him. Within the first few tasks he did not weigh the pros and cons of the different profiles.  

Conjoint validation recommendation 
A full test to validate the calculations done in the business model innovation tool was not done 
due to the extensive efforts needed for the data collection and analysis. The relevancy of this test 
needs to be stressed and should still be done to ensure validity of the tool. 

  

                                                             
1 The Sawtooth software version of the redesign is available at request. 



xxxii 

Appendix G Workshop protocol 
The workshops planned to take place in the research need a structured protocol to support the 
methodological rigour of the study. The protocol described in this document will be followed in 
all the workshops in the same way. 

Workshop protocol 
The first step during the workshop will be an introduction in the field of business models and 
business model innovation. An introduction will be given on the notion of business models and 
on the terms that will be used during the workshop (business model, classifier/attribute, and 
ranking). The goal of the workshop needs to be clear to the entrepreneur. The rationale behind 
the tool (the combined distance/conjoint method) should be communicated. 

Competitor and entrepreneur classification 
For the next steps in the workshop the business model innovation tool build in Excel will be 
used. First the set of competitors, assembled by the entrepreneur, will be discussed to get to 
know their distinctive element and how they operate in the sector of the entrepreneur. After this 
discussion the actual classification of the competitors will take place. The entrepreneur will be 
leading in the classification of the competitors to get a set of classifiers they practically use to 
distinguish competitors. After this practical classification, the theoretical set of classifiers will be 
presented and discussed to determine whether combinations can be made between the practical 
and theoretical set of classifiers. A final classification of competitors will be made based on the 
combined set. 

Next step is the classification of the business model of the entrepreneur. His/her business model 
will be classified with values of classifiers that are used in the classification of the competitors. 
The classification with values used at competitors is essential for the comparison of 
classification values to the ranking of a business model. 

Steps: 

1. Introduction: business model, classifier/attribute, ranking and rationale behind 
workshop 

2. Identification/description of competitors by entrepreneur 
3. Practical classification 
4. Comparison of practical with theoretical classifiers 
5. Combine theoretical with practical classifiers where needed 
6. Classification of entrepreneur’s business model; advice not to include values in own 

model that are not included in competitor’s models. 

Checklist: 

� Practical classification: 
o No spaces in classifiers? 
o Why is chosen for specific classifiers? 
o Are the classifiers orthogonal? 
o Are the classifiers operational? 

� Theoretical classification 
o Discuss theoretical classifiers 
o What classifiers are not relevant and why should they be excluded? 
o What classifiers are relevant and why should they be included? 

� Combination 
o What practical classifiers can be replaced by a theoretical classifier? 
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o Is the combined set orthogonal and operational? 

Competitor ranking 
After all competitors have been classified they need to be assigned one or more ranking 
attributes. Recent work on e-business models(Pateli & Giaglis, 2003, 2004) indicates that 
business model evaluation is not mature and criteria for evaluation draw from general theory 
and are mostly driven by financial indicators that are very difficult to measure in cases. Four 
purposes of evaluation have been identified by Pateli and Giaglis (2003, 2004): 

− Comparison with competitors in business model terms 
− Assessment of alternative business models for implementation by the same firm 
− Identification of risks and potential pressure areas for a firm pursuing innovation 
− Evaluation of an innovative business models in terms of feasibility and profitability 

For the entrepreneur it is nearly impossible to get information on financial indicators of 
competitors. Syntens works with small and medium sized enterprises that are not publicly 
registered. The costs involved and time needed to obtain objective financial measures from 
public databases (such as the Kamer van Koophandel) are too high for the scope of the 
workshop. 

Because of the difficulty of obtaining objective measures for evaluation, more subjective 
measures will be used as defined by Hamel(2000), who identified four factors that determine a 
business model’s wealth potential: 

− Appropriateness: the extent to which the business concept is an appropriate way of 
fulfilling customer needs or demands. (An efficient way of delivering customer value.) 
(Keh, et al., 2002; Sethi, et al., 2001) 

− Uniqueness/novelty: the extent to which the business concept is unique. How 
distinguishable is the model from other models. 

− Fit: the degree of fit among the elements of the business concept. 
− Profit boosters: the degree to which the business concept exploits profit boosters 

(increasing returns, competitor lock-out, strategic economies, strategic flexibility), which 
have the potential to generate above-average returns. 

The last two measures will not be used. The fit measure is estimated to be too difficult to assess 
for the entrepreneur because of a lack of background on business model research. The profit 
boosters will not be used because it includes too many financial measures. 

A possible third ranking attribute can be added based on the mental model of the entrepreneur. 
All ranking attributes are assigned a value ranging from 1 to 10 (low to high) for each 
competitor. The business model of the entrepreneur will not be ranking to create the possibility 
to interpolate the ranking values according to the competitors. 

When the steps thus far have not taken more time than planned (Table G-1), a break of 15 
minutes can be taken after which the actual business model innovation will be started. 

Steps: 

1. Explanation of appropriateness and uniqueness 
2. Ranking of competitors 
3. Possible third ranking 
4. Combined ranking with valued rankings (average/weighted) 

Checklist: 



xxxiv 

� Ranking: 
o Is every competitor ranked? 
o Are the rankings ranged 1-10? 
o How does the entrepreneur value the different ranking attributes? 
o Is there a need to combine ranking attributes into one (average/scaled) ranking? 

Business model innovation 
First step in the business model innovation process is selection of classifiers that can be changed 
in the business model of the entrepreneur. Classifiers that should not be changed will not be 
affected in the option that will be presented by the tool. Next is the choice for the ranking 
attribute that needs to be changed. This can be an average of all the rankings, but also only one 
of them. The business model innovation can now be initiated and a choice can be made whether 
a duplicate business model option can be generated. It will be advised to choose for no 
duplicates because of the innovative goal of the workshop; duplicate business models are not 
very innovative. 

After generating a new business model option by the tool the model will be evaluated according 
to the measures used for the competitors to determine practical applicability of the model. The 
outcome of the tool will be discussed to determine whether the entrepreneur is able to translate 
the suggestion into a new business model. 

More business model iterations can be initiated after the model has been evaluated and the 
changeable classifiers are changed. (When nothing changed in the classifiers included/excluded, 
the same outcome will be generated by the tool because only the best option is presented.) 

The workshop will be concluded with a short evaluation in which remarks on the method, tool, 
theory, etc. can be made by the entrepreneur. 

Steps: 

1. Selection of classifiers to change 
2. Selection of ranking to calculate on 
3. Explain what will be calculated 
4. Duplicates yes/no 
5. Business model generation 
6. Evaluation of new business model 

Checklist: 

� Business Model Innovation 
o How is the new business model valued? 
o Is the new business model practical applicable? 

Planning 
The following table describes the estimated duration of the different phases of the business 
model innovation workshop. Excluding break and repeated iteration of business model 
innovation the workshop is estimated to take just less than two hours. 
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Table G-1: Workshop planning 
Phase Estimated duration 
Introduction 10 minutes 
Competitors  

Description 10 minutes 
Practical classification 20 minutes 
Theoretical classifiers 20 minutes 
Combine practical/theoretical 15 minutes 

Own classification 5 minutes 
Evaluation of competitors 10 minutes 
Break  
Business model innovation  

Choice of classifiers to change 5 minutes 
Generation of new business model 5 minutes 
Evaluation of new business model 10 minutes 

Repeat business model innovation  
Workshop evaluation 10 minutes 
Total duration ≥120 minutes 
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Appendix H Workshops 

Low-Cost carrier (Pre-test) 
A tryout of the workshop has been done in an informal setting to determine flaws in the 
workshop protocol and business model innovation tool. The role of the entrepreneur was 
fulfilled by a consultant in traffic and transport management specialised in public transport and 
aviation. A description of the company and competitors will be limited to mentioning their 
names because of the experimental nature of the workshop. 

Company and entrepreneur description 
The company that is used for the business model innovation workshop is Transavia.com, an 
independent operating part of the Air France-KLM group in the low-cost segment. Competitors 
used in the workshop are low-cost carriers Air Berlin, Ryanair, easyJet, Wizz Air and Vueling and 
regular airlines KLM and Brussels Airlines. 

Workshop synopsis 
The workshop contained all the phases described in the workshop protocol. During the practical 
classification the ‘entrepreneur’ identified eleven classifiers for the airlines. There was no need 
to combine theoretical classifiers into the practical classification. Some similarities were found, 
but the original, practical, classification was kept in those cases. 

Practical classifiers 
Eleven classifiers have been identified by the ‘entrepreneur’. The first five classifiers described 
are on two aspects of the airlines; first the HubSpoke and Direct describe the routing of flights 
and types of airports they fly on are identified by three classifiers (primary, secondary and 
tertiary). 

HubSpoke (yes/no): whether the airline operates on a hub and spoke basis for transporting 
passengers to a destination. 
Direct (yes/no): whether the airline operates on a direct basis for transporting passengers to a 
destination. 
Airport Primary (yes/no): whether the airline flies to primary airports. (Schiphol, Heathrow, 
Charles de Gaulle, etc.) 
Airport Secondary (yes/no): whether the airline flies to secondary airports. (London Stansted, 
London Gatwick, Paris Orly, etc.) 
Airport Tertiary (yes/no): whether the airline flies to tertiary airports. (Eindhoven, Bruxelles 
Charleroi, etc.) 
Multiclass (yes/no): whether the company serves more classes in the airplane. 
Home market (Partial/Europe/International): the range of destinations of the airline within 
Europe. 
Service level (low/medium/high): the service level of the airline towards customers. 
Ticket margin (low/medium/high): the margin on tickets. Onboard service is linked to the 
ticket margin. 
Business contracts (yes/no): whether the airline negotiates contracts with business users on a 
company level. 
Only direct booking (yes/no): whether booking of tickets is only possible through the direct 
channels of the airline only or also via travel agencies etc. 

Combination practical/theoretical classifiers 
After the practical classification the 13 selected classifiers have been presented and discussed. 
The following classifiers were not relevant for the sector: value creation (they all deliver the 
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same product/value), market scope (they all focus on the same mass market), key resources 
(same for all companies), customer relationship (there are no differences in relationship with 
customers), revenue streams (all from usage fee) and resource velocity (linked to product 
margins). The other seven classifiers can be linked to practical classifiers: 

Value delivery (3x): similar to service level and ticket margins. 
Customer type: all have three types of customers, but distinction made with business contracts. 
Market range: same as home market. 
Distribution: distinction can be made on only direct booking. Not every airline supports indirect 
booking. 
Margin: captured by ticket margins. 

Based on the similarities between the practical and theoretical classifiers, no change has been 
made in the practical classifiers. The practical classification is based on the mental model of the 
entrepreneur and makes it easier to imagine a change by the proposed new business model. The 
classification of the model of Transavia.com was done without any problems. 

Competitor ranking 
The competitors are ranked on three ranking attributes. The first two have been used out of the 
workshop protocol; appropriateness and uniqueness. A third ranking has been added to 
resemble the airline’s profitability. Ranking the business models of competitors on uniqueness 
seemed quite difficult; probably the term novelty would be more applicable as name. A weighted 
ranking has been added in which the appropriateness counted for 25%, uniqueness for 15% and 
profitability for 60%. 

New option generation 
No classifier has been excluded in the generation of a new option and the weighted ranking 
attribute has been used. The choice was made not to allow duplicates in generation of the new 
option. A new option has been generated indicating changes on three classifiers. 

New option ranking 
The new option has been ranked by the ‘entrepreneur’ on the three classifiers, with value 10 for 
appropriateness, 7 for uniqueness and 8 for profitability. Looking at the interpolated scores for 
the new values, there are strong improvements from the original model and the ranking is line 
with the values interpolated. 

Workshop evaluation 
The workshop as a whole has been a positive experience for the ‘entrepreneur’. The model 
provided by the tool resembles his model of how Transavia.com should improve their business 
model and how they could possibly outperform Ryanair as best ranked competitor. 
Improvements to the method applied are not structural. Minor issues mentioned were the 
ranking on uniqueness which was vague and consistency in application of the English language 
throughout the tool.
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Table H-1: Pre-test result table 
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Wientjens Machinefabriek 
The workshop report of the workshop at Wientjens Machinefabriek is confidential and therefore 
not published in the public version of the report. 

Act-In BV 

Company description 
Act-in is a Dutch company, with an international focus, active in the fields of 
Lean Manufacturing and Total Productive Maintenance.  
At Act-in, professional expertise and knowledge of logistics and production converge with 
software development and implementation. This combination enables Act-in to offer all 
disciplines, including industrial automation. 
With the real-time improvement concept, Act-in places the customer's technical installation 
central and ensures that, based on OEE measurements, a continuous process of improvement is 
initiated and safeguarded. 
Act-in's customers include medium sized and large, internationally operating,  
production organisations active in the automotive, food, timber and metal processing industries. 
To optimally serve its customers, Act-in has branches in a number of European countries. In the 
coming years this network of branches will continue to expand. Product development is 
centralised at our head office in Venray, the Netherlands. (Act-in B.V., 2010) 

Pater Thissen is the owner and general manager of Act-In. He has a background in industrial 
engineering and mainly focuses on acquisition within his company. 

Competitors 
All competitor names and information are confidential and therefore not published in the public 
version of the report. 

Siemens 

Workshop synopsis 
The workshop has been done in two sessions following each other up after the weekend. The 
first session took place Friday afternoon from 15:00 to 16:00 after which the entrepreneur had 
other appointments. Within this first hour the practical classification of the competitors and 
entrepreneur was completed and discussion of the theoretical list was postponed to the next 
meeting. This meeting was held Monday morning between 09:00 and 10:15. 

The workshop protocol has been followed as planned and the entrepreneur did have no 
difficulties with understanding the terms that were used in the workshop. The competitors used 
in the workshop were limited to only three at the beginning of the workshop. During the 
classification of those three Mr. Thissen commented that two more competitors could be 
included. This final number of five competitors has been used for ranking and business model 
generation. 

Classification 
Based on the experience within the first workshop the introduction on the classification of 
competitors was extended. The introduction now included the goal of it and it was quite clear to 
the entrepreneur how the business models of competitors could be classified. 
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Table H-2: Practical classification 
Classifier Values Description 
Product width Broad / Narrow This describes the width of the product range 

that the company offers. 
Company scale Micro / Macro The scale at which the company works. Micro 

is more national focussed, macro is more 
international focussed. 

Hardware dependence Small / Medium / Large The dependency of the company on their own 
hardware. Large defines that companies need 
their own hardware in a project whereas small 
defines that companies are flexible in using 
hardware of multiple suppliers. 

Business focus Global / Specific The business focus of the company can be 
global where they deliver general products in 
the range of process/production optimization 
and monitoring whereas specific focuses more 
on one aspect of the range. 

Mainly Processes Yes / No This classifier describes whether the company 
focuses on process optimization/monitoring 
in their services. 

Process industry 
involvement 

Low / Medium / High The involvement of the company in process 
industry. 

Core competency Software / Components / 
Robotics / Lean 
Consultancy / 
Solutionprovide 

The core competency of the company. 

Price level Cheap / Acceptable / 
Expensive / Very 
expensive 

This describes the price level of the company. 

Revenue model PayforUse / Solution Price Whether the company delivers a product or 
service as is and get paid for it (solution price) 
or that the main revenue stream comes from 
licences. 

Performance 
management 

Low / Medium / High The involvement in performance management. 

Combination practical/theoretical classifiers 
After the practical classification has been done, the theoretical list of classifiers has been 
presented. One by one they have been evaluated whether they were already covered by a 
practical classification or whether they could not be applied to the sector e.g. are irrelevant for 
classification. 
Table H-3: theoretical classification 

Classifier Included / 
Excluded / 
Covered 

Comment 

Value creation Included Included in the list of classifiers with mainly 
distinction on production and value added 
reselling. 

Value (Experience) 
Delivery 

Excluded Not relevant for the sector. 

Value (Price) Delivery Covered Covered by price level.  
Value (Quality) Delivery Excluded No difference is observed in quality of delivered 

value. 
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Value Creation Process Included  
Customer type Excluded Not relevant, they all work for business. 
Market range Covered Covered by company scale. 
Market scope Covered Covered by company scale. 
Distribution Included  
Key resources Excluded Not relevant for the entrepreneur and the same 

for every company. 
Customer relationship Excluded/Covered The entrepreneur sees this one covered by the 

next classifier. 
Competitive strategy Included Included with values Product/Service Quality or 

Customer Intimacy. 
Margin Excluded Not known and not relevant to the entrepreneur. 
Revenue streams Covered Covered by the income model. 
Resource velocity Excluded Not relevant for the entrepreneur. 
Personal/investor drive Excluded Not relevant for the entrepreneur. 

Competitor ranking 
The two ranking attributes defined by the protocol needed a quite extensive introduction, but 
were clear to the entrepreneur after which he has been able to rank the five competitors. A third 
ranking attribute has been added that defined the continuity of the competitor. One competitor 
went bankrupt short before the workshop and got a ranking of 4.0 on this attribute. A weighted 
rank has been constructed with 50% weight on appropriateness and 25% for both uniqueness 
and continuity. 

After the first found of new option generation the third ranking attribute has been changed to 
business model attractiveness. This defines the attractiveness of the business model employed 
by a competitor in the eyes of the entrepreneur. 

New option generation 
The entrepreneur did not mention any classifier that should be left unchanged in the 
presentation of a new option. He was eager to know what the tool would provide as a best 
option. 

Unfortunately the tool did not provide a new option as expected. During the first workshop the 
problems were at the calculations, this time the number of classifier values was larger than 
estimated during the construction of the tool. This led to a new option which wasn’t calculated 
with the ranking attribute marked. 

Due to this problem some classifiers were marked to be left unchanged to reduce the number of 
classifiers included in the calculation. The product width, company scale, mainly processes and 
process industry involvement classifiers were unmarked in the tool. 

A new option was generated by the tool and presented to the entrepreneur. The changes 
proposed by the business model innovation tool are the following: 

- Core competency: Software  Solution provider 
- Performance management: High  Medium 

The entrepreneur immediately comments that this option is the same as the model of one of the 
competitors, more precisely the one of the best ranked competitor. Quick inspection of the 
calculations done made clear that the range of classifier values was too large making the best 
ranked business model also the presented option. Due to this tendency, the third ranking 
attribute has been changed as described in the previous section. The model of one competitor, 
being GE-fenuc has been removed from the calculations and a new option has been calculated 
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based on more radical rankings. The changes proposed by the business model innovation tool 
are the following: 

- Price: Acceptable  Expensive 
- Revenue model: Solution price  Pay for use 
- Performance management: High  Low 
- Distribution: Direct  Indirect 
- Competitive strategy: Customer Intimacy  Product/Service Quality 

New option evaluation 
Before discussing the changes proposed the entrepreneur indicates that, on beforehand, he 
would have liked to see the classifiers price, revenue model and distribution to be changed. Those 
classifiers are the ones in which he sees the best opportunities to change. 

- Price: Acceptable  Expensive 
The entrepreneur was open for change on this classifier because he thinks that his price 
levels can be higher. Due to severe competition with smaller competitors he does not see 
room for change on the short term. 

- Revenue model: Solution price  Pay for use 
The pay for use revenue model would be nice because it establishes stable revenues for 
longer terms. The percentage of revenue currently coming from those payments is small 
and the entrepreneur sees room for improvement on the short (within one year) term to 
increase this percentage. 

- Performance management: High  Low 
This classifier can and will not be changed because this is one of the core strengths of the 
company. 

- Distribution: Direct  Indirect 
It would be nice if the company can start working through different distribution 
channels and therewith expand their current market. This change requires structural 
change in the business model and is therefore a long term perspective. 

- Competitive strategy: Customer Intimacy  Product/Service Quality 
This is one of the strengths of the company above the large, multi-national, competitors. 
There is however room for improvement to deliver more high quality products. A long 
term change in which harmony is found for both values would be the best. 

Workshop evaluation 
Being the second workshop it has been proven that the tool has room for improvement. The 
option presented during the first option generation (apart from the bugs before even starting 
the generation) was the same as the ‘best’ competitor and did not convince the entrepreneur 
that the tool evaluate all the options possible. The calculations behind the tool were clear to the 
entrepreneur but he comments that it would have been nice if some other method of ranking 
would be used. Different classifiers have different value within the business models and only 
giving one ranking to the whole model generalises the classification. Giving classifier values on 
itself a ranking can be one improvement according to the entrepreneur.  

The main advantage of the tool was to look at the business models of competitors and have a 
rigorous look at their model. By doing so the entrepreneur got aware of the different approaches 
to the whole market segment.  

In general the workshop has been received positive, but getting outside the box and more 
discussion on the classifiers and their value would be a large improvement. 
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Appendix I Empathy map example 

 
Figure I-1: Empathy map example 
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Appendix J  Assessment of design principles 

Business model innovation workshop 
Table J-1 

Assessment of design principles realisation in business model innovation workshop 
Principle / 
Relevance 

Intervention Outcome 

4.2 Top management commitment needs to 
be expressed. 

Survival of the incentive and start of 
business model innovation. 

Very high A business model innovation workshop always needs to provide viable business models. 
Top management needs to decide on new business concepts based on those models. 
They usually have not been working on the workshop and need to get a clear idea of 
what the positive and negative aspects are of a new business model. Therefore this 
principle should also apply on the implementation and management phase. 

4.3 Explain the notion of business models. Many possible directions are untangled and 
business model generation can start. 

High The outcome of the principle not proven in the workshop because the twelve business 
concepts were clear and untangled. The notion of business models did however help to 
define a revenue model for the concepts and makes the principle applicable. 

4.4 Introduce the frameworks of 
Osterwalder and Board of Innovation 

Knowledge of business models is created and 
business model innovation can start. 

High Both frameworks were understood by the participants and supported the business 
model innovation process. 

3.3 Map customer’s perspective in an 
empathy map. 

Develop stronger business models. 

High When building an empathy map for stakeholders it is necessary to have sufficient 
knowledge on their needs. During the workshop it proved to be difficult to place 
yourself in the position of, for example, an office manager responsible for office 
furniture when you are not working directly with them. The empathy maps have not 
been used, but their applicability would be high when the business model concepts 
needed to be mapped in a detailed framework. 

4.5 Define and map stakeholders and their 
needs. 

Successfully proceed to the next phase. 

High As explained at the previous principle, the use of mapping stakeholders in empathy 
maps has been very useful. 

3.4 Use visual representation of a business 
model. 

Ensure good communication and stimulate 
idea generation. 

Very high During the workshop the different generated business models, as well as the empathy 
maps, have been discussed group-wide. The visual representation enabled quick 
communication and ideas could easily be generated with the Board of Innovation 
Framework. 

3.5 Use epicentres of business model 
generation. 

Generation of innovative business model 
concepts. 

Unknown The different epicentres of business model generation have not been explicitly applied 
because of their specific applicability in the framework of Osterwalder. It is however 
observed that some business model concepts have been defined from the perspective of 
the value delivered and others from the perspective of the customer. 

3.6 Use Board of Innovation framework and 
remove, add or reverse arrows of asset 
transitions. 

Generation of innovative business model 
concepts. 

Very high In line with the previous principle the same observation has been made. Arrows have 
been removed, added and reversed to see whether new business model concepts could 
be defined. All three methods have proven their use. 
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3.7 Apply typologies, strategies or patterns 
for business models. 

Generation of innovative business model 
concepts. 

High It is observed that the basic principles of, for example, the free pattern have been 
applied to search for an innovative business model. Attention needs to be paid for a 
tendency towards a specific pattern or typology b one of the participants as described as 
a danger in the design phase (see Table 3-1). 

4.10 Use the Board of Innovation framework. Cluster more companies / stakeholders in 
one model. 

Unknown The participants have been able to cluster the two companies involved in one aspect of 
the business model. It needs to be mentioned that the concept is based on a joint 
venture and therefore can be seen as one company. 
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Structured business model innovation workshop 
Table J-2 

Assessment of design principles realisation in structured business model innovation methodology 
Principe / 
Relevance 

Intervention Outcome 

4.3 Explain the notion of business models. Many possible directions are untangled 
and business model generation can start. 

High The notion of business models has been explained in each workshop. It needs to be 
stressed that an extensive introduction is needed for people not involved in the topic. 
When the notion of business models is clear, the entrepreneurs were able to map 
different competitors in the business model innovation tool, therefore the applicability 
of the principle is high. 

4.7 Map customers and competitors. Develop business models better than your 
competitors. 

Medium The tool enables mapping of competitors, but limits the scope to direct competitors 
selected by the entrepreneur. Better business models can never be developed when the 
entrepreneur thinks his business model is already the best in his market segment. The 
principle is nor rejected or confirmed and therefore medium in applicability.  

4.8 Create an open creativity-enabling 
environment. 

Generate new innovative business model 
ideas. 

Low The environment of the tool in which calculations and functions are hidden by the 
interface does not improve the creative environment, nor decreases it. A method needs 
to be searched for the stimulate creativity; the interpretation of the principle was too 
strict and therefore applicability is low in the application of the tool. 

4.9 Apply TRIZ principles and contradictions. Generate innovative new business model 
ideas. 

Medium The contradictions used in the calculations in which models are compared on classifier 
basis proved its use. The model presented is however only innovative if the 
entrepreneur accepts the business model and changes proposed. The principle is nor 
rejected or confirmed and therefore medium in applicability. 

4.11 Use a (theoretical) list of classifiers. Enable business model classification. 
High The theoretical classifier list used has provided different results. When the entrepreneur 

is acquainted with business models the list is of limited use, when this is not the case, the 
list can be an aid for classification and is therefore highly applicable. 

4.12 Classify and rank your competitors. Generate inspiration for new business 
model concepts. 

High Although it is important to use ranking attributes that can be understood by the 
entrepreneur the classification and ranking of competitors’ business models proved its 
use in creating inspiration for changing current business model. Classification of 
competitors’ business models does however require support. 

4.14 Include negative aspects (costs / ideality) 
in the business model. 

Objectively rank different business 
models. 

Low In both workshops negative aspects of the business models have been included, but its 
use in objectively ranking competitor’s business models is not obvious, application of 
this principle in business model innovation is low. 

3.9 Include a high degree of configuration in 
the business model.  

Definition of a distinguishing business 
model. 

Very high The principle has been tested by enabling classification of business models up to 15 
classifiers with each having a maximum of 5 values. This number of classifiers has not 
been reached in each workshop and it is observed that the unique classification of 
business models has been supported by the number of possible classifiers. 
Interpretation of the principle in the workshop tool was very applicable. 
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