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About this document 

This document is the Final Draft Policy Brief about how Europe's BMI performance be 
strengthened by policy makers. 

This policy brief reports on findings from literature research on Business Model 
Innovation, on innovation survey data and as well as a multiple case study comparison. 
Through the comparison of multiple case studies on BMI, the drivers and barriers of BMI 
success, contribution to commercializing the results of academic research and 
development and importance in the public sector have been analysed. 

The BMI study is based on Service Contract No. SC-RTD/C2/2013/SI2.655784 between 
the European Commission, Research and Innovation Directorate General (principal 
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Executive Summary

Study background 

The Innovation Union, a Flagship Initiative 
launched in 2010, is part of the Europe 2020 
strategy that aims to create smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth. 

Europe's innovation performance could 
provide a considerable contribution to this 
growth but it still needs to be boosted. One 
crucial aspect is the ability to bring good 
ideas from research as products and services 
to the market. New business models and 
services could be means to bridge the gap 
between research results and their 
commercial exploitation. This study 
formulates conclusions and recommendations 
for research and innovation policy based on 
how Business Model Innovation (BMI) can be 
more explicitly addressed. 

Conceptual framework 

There is a need to conceptualize BMI and 
identify the components which render 
themselves to policy interventions. After 
exploring different ramifications of adopting a 
definition, we propose a sufficiently broad 
definition to embrace the different reflections 
of business models that have emerged in 
different fields such as e-business, 
information systems, computer science, 
strategy or management. 

In addition, by drawing on the OECD Oslo 
Manual (2005) and academic literature we 
present a methodology for measuring BMI in 
quantitative terms. We propose delimiting 
business model innovation as a composite 
type of innovation at the intersection of the 
four types of innovation defined in the Oslo 
Manual and implemented globally in 
innovation surveys, product, process, 
marketing and organisational innovation. In 
line with the literature, we consider BMI as 
radical or fundamental innovations rather 
than incremental changes. 

Mapping business model innovation 

We present a comparison of the frequency of 
business model innovation in companies from 
different countries using the Eurostat CIS 
2008/2010, JNIS 2009 and ETH-KOF 2011 
innovation surveys. Across all countries and 
industries, approximately one out of 20 SMEs 
was classified as a business model innovator 
with the CIS data. The share decreased from 
6.3% in 2008 to 5.5% in 2010. We find 
notable differences between European 
countries and industries. In contrast to other 
surveys which, however, seem problematic 
with regard to conceptualisation and 
sampling, we do not find a general backlog of 
BMI in Europe compared to Japan. US data 
could not be made available within the short 
time frame of the study. 

Results of a multiple case comparison 

To explore the characteristics of business 
model innovations we conducted a qualitative 
multi-case comparison of a set of 64 
international BMI cases sampled from a 
teaching case repository.  

We clustered 60 cases according to the 
innovation types mentioned in the case 
reports and generated three interpretable 
clusters which stand for types of BMI: 

 All-round goods innovators of 13 
cases with overall the highest 
innovation activity. All cases in this 
cluster have a strong focus on 
introducing new goods (and less 
services) and optimizing the 
production methods, internal 
organizational routines and supply 
arrangements, as well as raising 
market success (by means of new 
designs, new placement channels and 
product promotion innovations). The 
cases point consistently to radical 
changes, but revenue models 
remained unchanged. 
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 Among the revenue model innovators 
the situation is different. They 
represent approximately 30% of all 
cases. The strong focus on service 
innovations and revenue model 
changes – and innovations of product 
pricing – is notable, as is the absence 
of goods and changes of the 
organisation of work. We also found 
frequent reference to radical changes 
in this cluster. 

 The largest cluster of small scale 
innovators represents nearly one half 
of the sample. We find all types of 
innovations less often than in the full 
sample, except for support activities, 
new placement channels to market 
products, and organisational 
innovations of work arrangements. 
Innovations are less often described 
as radical. The cases in this cluster 
appear as mainly oriented to 
introducing new services and the 
corollary activities to do this 
successfully.  

We could not find any characteristics of the 
clusters with regard to origin (European 
versus Non-European) and public or private 
sector. 

The results of the case analysis also show the 
main barriers and success factors for 
implementation of BMI. Significant factors 
included collaboration, political conditions and 
leadership which are explored and discussed 
in further detail. Leadership was more 
prevalent as a driver in the US cases than the 
European or Asian cases.   

Public sector cases show a few specific 
features with regard to the implementation of 
new business models when compared to the 
private sector; in particular, hierarchical 
decision-making processes, a wide set of 
involved stakeholders and interests, and a 
general reluctance to implement trial-and-
error processes show up as influential 
barriers to BMI in the public sector. 

The case study results illustrate the relatively 
minor contributions of academic institutions 
to BMI development.  

Conclusions and recommendations  

This study, in particular the workshop, has 
shown that BMI are complex phenomena; 
indeed, the results should be treated with 
caution, as our understanding of BMI and the 
determining factors, the international 
experience with measuring BMI, and the 
insights into the needs and possibilities of 
BMI in different industries and contexts still 
need to grow considerably. Therefore, a first 
conclusion is that research on BMI should be 
continued. 

In addition, the following five key areas of 
research and innovation policy measures 
could be fruitful starting points of discussion: 

1. Education and training. BMI require 
certain skills which should be taught in 
higher education. We know little about 
the content of business administration 
programmes and the competences of 
graduates, and a first step would be to 
measure and compare this across 
institutions and countries. 

2. Information and advice for SMEs. We find 
that academic start-ups are nearly absent 
among our BMI cases and conclude that 
this is plausible, as they lack the 
necessary industry/market background 
and knowledge, already engage in a risky 
venture due to new and untested 
technologies or ideas, and receive input 
from consultants which also grew up with 
"old" business models. It would be fruitful 
to investigate further the business 
models of academic start-ups and give 
BMI a more prominent place in 
entrepreneurship education. 

3. Cooperation and networks. Collaboration 
has been a key to success in many BMI, 
and platforms and networking events 
may connect people and organisations. 
Despite significant challenges of working 
together beyond their own spheres, some 
of the cases demonstrate inter-firm and 
cross-sector BMI successes. However, the 
trust that makes collaborations and 
partnerships successful is probably 
beyond the reach of policy intervention. 

4. Venture capital. In particular in the start-
up context a lack of funds might indeed 
prevent the experimentation and testing 
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that precedes a successful business 
model. Public funds could fill this gap, 
however we are not aware of any existing 
financial support scheme that has tried to 
take this on. Hence we would first 
suggest exploring the connection 
between funding arrangements and the 
selection of business models in start-ups, 
before any support mechanisms are put 
in place. 

5. Raising awareness about BMI. Further 
studies, dedicated groups of experts, 
designing measurement instruments and 
launching events on the topic would all be 
suitable measures to raise awareness of 
the potentials of BMI, lower the barriers 
against experimentation and support 
spirited leaders and visionaries with 
realising BMI. 
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1 Introduction: the need for business model innovations  

Business models have been an integral part of economic and trading behaviour since pre-
classical times, but the business model concept has really gained momentum since the 
advent of the internet in the mid-1990s. It has been shown that academic research on 
business models lags behind business practice and popular discussion (Chesbrough & 
Rosenbloom, 2002; Zott, Amit, & Massa, 2011). Though since then a number of 
publications have appeared, there are still many unanswered questions with regard to the 
conceptual foundations of the term, how organisations design and change business 
models successfully and what influences this, from the micro-level of the individual firm 
and government agency to the macro-level of countries and economic areas. Innovative 
technological research is of little value and less sustainable if it is not exploited via a 
differentiated business model. However, developing an innovative business model to 
capture the value is not a trivial task; neither for start-ups nor for established firms 
(Chesbrough, 2010). 

The main objective of this study is to investigate the recent trends in new business model 
innovations (BMI) and identify and discuss the most significant factors for their 
appearance and success. In order to get a better grip on the way policy interventions can 
support the development of new business models, several aspects of their introduction 
and success have been explored: 

1. Business model innovation has been conceptualized. A number of related case 
studies and studies have been published in recent years, even though there are 
different interpretations of what innovation is and how to measure this. The main 
objective has been to define new forms of business models and to analyse and 
depict characteristics, which foster the occurrence of innovation. 

2. The analysis has tried to answer the question whether Europe lags behind leading 
innovation countries, such as the US, Japan and South Korea in creating and 
deploying new business models. 

3. A third goal was to identify possible bottlenecks and barriers, which influence the 
development and success of BMI and to analyse which kind of support and 
governance is needed in order to stimulate and introduce new business models 
(with a particular focus on BMI in the public sector and in commercializing 
research). 

4. Last but not least the document will provide policy recommendations and 
governance guidelines, which have the potential to enhance BMI. 

 

2 Business models and business model innovation in theory 
and practice  

2.1 What are business models? 

In science, as Baden-Fuller and Morgan (2010) point out, models are organisms for 
investigation. For instance, the laboratory mouse is a model that is representative for its 
class of mammals and experimenting with lab-mice generates insights that are relevant 
for mammals. In analogy, business models can be considered as representatives of 
certain genres of firms that can be studied and subjected to experiments.  

Over the years a number of review papers on business models have appeared (Krcmar, 
Friesike, Böhm, & Schildhauer, 2012; Morris, Schindehutte, & Allen, 2005; Osterwalder, 
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Pigneur, & Tucci, 2005; Shafer, Smith, & Linder, 2005; Zott, et al., 2011 to name a few). 
They structure and categorize the definitions of business models in the academic 
literature and analyse their components and the authors' perspectives or dimensions. This 
work has managed to shed some light on the diverse set of concepts that are discussed 
under the headline of business models, e.g. Morris et al. (2005, p. 727) count 24 items or 
concepts mentioned as possible components; the overview table in Krcmar, et al. (2012, 
p. 4) even includes 27 components. A key insight gained in this literature is the lack of 
agreement on definition, which "promotes dispersion rather than convergence of 
perspectives", thus preventing research progress in this subject (Zott, et al., 2011).  

Attempts to conceptualize business models by drawing heavily on practical case studies 
framed the concept as a combination of elements, relationships, vocabulary and 
semantics (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009). In order to operationalize this for business 
practice nine building blocks of a business model canvas have been distinguished: value 
proposition, target customer, distribution channel, relationship, value configuration, core 
competency, partner network, cost structure, and revenue model. 

As others before us we suggest a further reduction of the business model construct in this 
study with three core definitional elements (see also Giesen, Riddleberger, Christner, & 
Bell, 2010; IBM Institute for Business Value, 2012; Mueller & Volery, 2010; Teece, 2010; 
Yunus, Moingeon, & Lehmann-Ortega, 2010; Zott, et al., 2011): 

“A business model describes the rationale of how an organization creates, 
delivers, and captures value.” (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2009, p. 14) 

Figure 1. Conceptualization of business models (Source: FHNW) 

 

Value creation 

The first element refers to value creation, i.e. how and for whom does a company (or 
other organisation) create value (Morris, et al., 2005). Without value and benefits,  users 
or customers are unlikely and a compelling value proposition is one of the elements of a 
good business model (Teece, 2010). Taking Google as a well-known example, there can 
be multiple values that accrue to different types of customers: for internet searchers the 
comprehensive and sorted list of hits of the Google search engine is the main value; for 
companies advertising on Google it is the possibility to link up with potential clients which 
revealed their interest and preferences by means of their internet search. Brandenburger 
and Stuart (1996) define the value created in an organisation as the buyers' willingness-
to-pay for the products of this organisation minus the organisation's suppliers' 
opportunity costs. Hence, an organisation can create more value by raising downstream 
willingness-to-pay or reducing upstream opportunity costs in the value chain. The total 
maximum value that is created in a value chain depends on the end consumers' 
willingness-to-pay.  

Business system 

However, it is not enough to create value, but the organisation needs to appropriate part 
of it (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002) and the costs of doing so need to be lower than 
the generated revenues; otherwise the business model will be unsustainable. From this 
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follows that the entire business system is part of the business model (Itami & Nishino, 
2010). The business system is "the 'system of works’ (the production/delivery system) 
that a firm designs - within and beyond its boundaries - to produce and deliver its goods 
or services to its target customers" (ibid., p. 364). The business system reflects the 
business architecture and how the organisation internally mobilises its capabilities and 
organises its activities. It also includes the division of labour between the organisation 
and its external trading partners and how this is controlled. Companies such as Wal-Mart 
and Dell have created a competitive advantage by making changes to their logistics which 
saved costs, promoted service quality to customers and increased revenues and profits. 

On the one hand, the business system functions as a learning system as well. Examples 
like Toyota or Google show that doing the work of value creation and interacting with 
clients, partners and other stakeholders can result in further organisational learning and 
innovation (Itami & Nishino, 2010, p. 366). In addition, the business system consists in 
the installation of subsystems, processes and assets which are hard to replicate and serve 
as barriers for competitors to imitate the business model (Teece, 2010) - e.g. take the 
assets and competencies needed to bring a new pharmaceutical compound through 
clinical trials and evaluate its effectiveness for treating particular diseases. On the other 
hand, however, the business system and the capital which is "frozen" in it may also 
constitute a barrier to changing an existing business model and make it difficult and time-
consuming for incumbent firms to react to new entrants with more effective business 
models . 

Value capture 

The third crucial element of a sustainable business model was mentioned already: it is the 
logic of how to capture value from whatever group of users or customers who benefit 
from the value created. The value appropriation has been depicted as the outcome of 
bargaining between the clients, the firm and the firm's suppliers (Brandenburger & Stuart, 
1996). This bargaining results in a distribution of shares of value. However, important is 
not only who appropriates how much, but also what influences the bargaining position 
and what contributions justify value claims. Drawing on an analysis of multiple cases, 
Amit and Zott (2001) see four different grounds on which e-businesses can claim value: 
a) they increase the efficiency of transactions; b) they bundle goods and generate 
complementarities; c) they lock in clients through switching costs or network 
externalities; 4) transaction content, structure and governance are novel.  

Not necessarily all beneficiaries of an organisation need to become revenue sources as 
well, as the example of Google, Skype and other so-called "freemium" business models 
shows, which offer a product (often case a service) and charge only a selection of their 
users. Capturing value was one of the challenges of many dot.com companies and even 
large companies such as Yahoo! had problems in the beginning to convert value into 
profit (Shafer, et al., 2005). The revenue model might not be limited to economic 
revenues only, but include other types as revenue as well, such as social and revenue as 
in the case of social businesses (Yunus, et al., 2010), environmental or health-related 
revenues. This wider understanding of revenue and value is particularly important if we 
extend the business model concept beyond the private for-profit sector and include social 
business, NPOs, or governments.  

Business ecosystems 

Recent work in the area of business “ecosystems” suggests that while business model 
templates and frameworks (for example Osterwalder, Parent, & Pigneur, 2004; Sinfield, 
Calder, McConnell, & Colson, 2012) are adequate to analyse the challenges faced by 
existing organisations, they may not be ideal when examining the interdependencies of 
organisations that are emerging in the same innovation “ecosystem” (Neely & Weiller, 
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2013). A particular example is the ecosystem of electric vehicles, where the value 
creation includes not only the automobile product market but also electricity services, ICT 
network service industries and battery technology industries. Such business model eco 
systems require innovative collaborative partnerships which include inter-industry 
partnerships. Different aspects of collaboration are considered in more detail in section 3 
of the study. 

2.2 New business models and their characteristics 

It seems that the importance of business model innovation has been growing. In the USA, 
40% of the 27 companies founded in the last 25 years, that grew their way into the 
Fortune 500 in the past 10 years did so through business model innovation (Johnson, 
Christensen, & Kagermann, 2008). David Teece (2010) suggested that the more radical a 
technological innovation, the greater the need for business model innovation in order to 
capture (part of) the value created by the new technology. Chesbrough (2007, p. 12) 
seconds: "Today, innovation must include business models, rather than just technology 
and R&D." In the traditional SME context, Clarysse (2007) suggests that the importance 
of business model innovation has been highly underestimated in the past. Concluding that 
policy makers can develop measures which help SMEs to look critically at their on-going 
business and support activities that aim for increased growth. 

However, what is business model innovation? Experimenting with the business model is 
common management practice. Managers conduct thought experiments, simulations or 
real experiments in order to find out whether changes to the business model would raise 
overall success (Baden-Fuller & Morgan, 2010). As the above Chesbrough-quote suggests 
(and Chesbrough argues in several papers), companies need to think hard about how to 
sustain and innovate their business model; business model innovation is usually the 
outcome of trial and error and ex-post adaptation. Baden-Fuller and Stopford find that "… 
[s]tagnating organizations need experiments, and to learn from them, if they are to 
succeed in rejuvenation.” Sosna et al. (2010) demand that the trial-and-error learning 
approach has to involve all levels of the firm and Osterwalder et al. (2005) argue that a 
systematic approach to understanding and designing business models is conducive to 
innovation – but innovation of what? 

BMI have not yet been sufficiently operationalised neither as a separate type of 
innovation nor as a combination of other innovation types (see below, section 3.1). The 
IBM Global CEO Survey conceptualised BMI as a separate type of innovation, different to 
product/service/market or process/operational innovations (Bock, Opsahl, George, & 
Gann, 2012). IBM suggests a taxonomy of BMI that distinguishes between 1) an industry 
model of innovations in the industry value chain, 2) a revenue model of reconfiguring 
offerings and/or introducing new pricing schemes, 3) an enterprise model redefining 
internal structures or organizational boundaries (Giesen, Berman, Bell, & Blitz, 2007; IBM 
Institute for Business Value, 2012). Mitchell and Coles (2003, p. 17) write: 

"When a company makes business model replacements that provide product 
or service offerings to customers and end users that were not previously 
available, we refer to those replacements as business model innovations."  

Though the wording might suggest that the authors do not distinguish between BMI and 
radical product innovations, from what they write later it becomes clear that "offerings" 
implies a wholesome approach. Or, as others have stressed, BMI studies need to include 
"organizational and business model changes as well as alterations in the business 
network" and how these are linked (Rohrbeck, Günzel, & Uliyanova, 2012, pp. 9-10). 
Taking a process-based perspective on business models, it has been argued that changes 
to a business model consist either in its 1) creation, 2) extension, 3) revision, or 4) 
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termination (Cavalcante, Kesting, & Ulhoi, 2011). Each type of change has different 
characteristics and encounters specific challenges. 

In addition to combining changes in different areas of the business and its partner 
network, and creating and appropriating value in a different way, the literature agrees on 
the fundamental character of these changes in the frame of BMI: BMI refers to radical or 
disruptive innovation that affects the entire business and not just incremental changes 
(Bock, et al., 2012; Cavalcante, et al., 2011; Markides, 2006; Yunus, et al., 2010). 
"Radical" in this sense means more than disruptive at company level and "just" doing 
business in a new way in the company; radical business model innovation is at market 
level. It attracts new customers or causes customers to consume more and it enlarges the 
market. 

We perceive BMI in this study as changes of all three components of business models, 1) 
value creation, 2) business systems, and 3) revenue generation. BMI might originate in 
one part of the business model and at the outset seem to be just another incremental 
innovation, but their fundamental impact on the business model then develops in the 
process. Examples of business model innovations have been discussed frequently in the 
literature: 

 BMI that employ a new approach to creating value to the customers are, for 
instance, shifts from products to services. Chesbrough (2007) points to GE 
Aircraft, where the engines unit switched the value proposition from selling jet 
engines to its clients to selling flight hours with the engines rented from GE 
Aircraft and serviced by the company, shifting the risk of downtime from the 
airline customer to GE. Similar approaches have taken hold in other industries, 
such as automotive (leasing cars instead of selling), office equipment or 
construction tools (renting out equipment instead of selling).  

 An example for a very successful business model innovation that applied a 
different business system than the one dominating at that time in the industry is 
Dell Computer’s direct-to-user (consumers and businesses) business model 
(Teece, 2010). By working directly with the users and implementing innovations 
in the distribution system Dell could offer personal computers for significantly 
lower prices than its competitors. Chesbrough (2010) describes an example from 
the music industry, Radiohead's 2007 launch of the new CD "In Rainbows" for 60 
days on the WWW. Site visitors could choose whether and how much they wanted 
to pay for the download and the enormous publicity that this sales strategy 
generated contributed to higher sales when the CD was later launched in regular 
commercial channels.  

 Good examples of innovative approaches to generating revenues and capturing 
some of the value in the company are again the sponsor-based business model of 
Google (main revenue from advertisers, see Casadesus-Masanell & Zhu, 2013, on 
this type of business models) or "freemium" business model of Skype (cheap 
premium services on top of a free service which helped to scale up the user base 
in a short time period). Another example is the "pay as you go" approach, used 
for instance by the auto insurance Progressive with its Pay-As-You-Drive (PAYD) 
offer (Desyllas & Sako, 2013). It required a fundamentally new revenue model, 
taking into account self-selection effects of clients for which the new value 
proposition was attractive. 

2.3 Influences on business model innovation 

As for other types of innovations the influences on business model innovations are 
manifold and it would go beyond the scope of this short document to discuss them at 
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length. However, previous studies provide evidence on some of the more important 
influences: 

 Successful business models create disincentives to search for alternatives 
(Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002, p. 552) and new and old models tend to 
compete at some point in time (Markides, 2006). For this reason the context of an 
independent enterprise outside the parent organisation is conducive to 
experimenting with new business models. In addition to obstruction, insecurity 
about the future and confusion on the best way to move forward function as 
barriers to change as well . 

 Top-management support and vision (Mitchell & Coles, 2003), openness to 
change and experimentation are necessary to realise such fundamental changes 
as those following from business model innovation (Cavalcante, et al., 2011); if 
top-management is too attached to the existing model, unwilling to support new 
thinking, and in general there exists a "leadership gap" (Chesbrough, 2007, p. 16) 
the chances for BMI are low. 

 BMI needs resources in order to overcome the time period of introduction at 
which no or not enough revenues are generated by the business, and it needs 
further (financial but also human) resources for scaling the business (Cavalcante, 
et al., 2011).  

 Strategic experimentation (Yunus, et al., 2010) and more specialization (Mitchell 
& Coles, 2003) can be key. 

 Micheli et al. (2012) posit that successful technological innovation may depend 
more on the models for collaboration than on the specific technology involved on 
the basis of a study carried out with public servants in the UK, stressing that 
some of the barriers could be overcome by public-sector organizations considering 
new business models to better engage with private-sector partners. 

We abstract from the fact that influences can change according to the phase of the 
business model change (Cavalcante, et al., 2011).  

The next section provides an overview of the specific conditions for business model 
innovation in the public sector. 

2.4 Business Model Innovation in the Public Sector 

The recent economic crisis has led governments and the public sector to place increasing 
importance on innovation to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of public services. 
Bason (2010) defines public sector innovation as "the process of creating new ideas and 
turning them into value for society". However, despite the increasing concern that public 
sector innovation is essential, current research has not yet fully explored applications of 
traditional business model frameworks within a public sector context. A first question that 
needs to be answered conceptually is: How should public and private sector objectives be 
compared in terms of ‘value creation’? Moore (1995) suggests: “the aim of managerial 
work in the public sector is to create public value just as the aim of managerial work in 
the private sector is to create private value”. While creating value forms an integral part 
of our business model concept, Björkdahl & Holmén (2013) suggest that its definition in 
the public sector is difficult to quantify. What constitutes as being of value is influenced by 
community values and expectations (Osterwalder, et al., 2004) together with individuals’ 
desires, needs and requirements (Sinfield, et al., 2012).  

Bason (2012) describes a shift from a classic ‘bureaucratic’ model in public management 
to a ‘networked governance’ model. Collaborative business models in the public sector 
may refer to a) collaboration between the general public and public services, b) 
collaboration between public-sector organizations and the private-sector. Botero et al. 
(2012) in their description of cases from Finland, highlight specific changes taking place in 
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participatory modes of governance, focusing on collaboration and peer-to-peer aspects. In 
some cases citizens are encouraged to take on participatory roles as co-producers of 
some of the services they expect. Boyle and Harris (2009) argue that co-production 
appears to have the potential of addressing many of the challenges currently faced by 
public sector leaders. 

There are many reasons, why business model innovation in the public sector might be 
more difficult to implement and not occur as often as in commercial entities: 

 Lack of real incentives for employees of public institutions, because there is also 
no real requirement to meet commercial key performance indicators.  

 Leaders in public sectors are often elected by the population, hence innovation 
might have a short-term focus. 

 Organizational change is expensive and government budgets lack the resources. 
 Public sector organisations might focus more on fulfilling policy guidelines or 

"getting the job done" than on creating value for citizens. And if value is captured 
in form of revenue, then this is perceived as a form of tax. 

 Government institutions often involve a lot of different stakeholders, which makes 
processes long and often complex. 

 Government agencies do not have trial and error phases resp. experimentation 
phases available, which can be a barrier fostering business model innovation. 

We will follow up some of these hypotheses in the case analysis. 

 

3 Mapping business model innovation in Europe and beyond  

3.1 Methodology  

Conceptual basis 

One approach to measuring business model innovation was followed by the IBM Institute 
for Business Value in the global CEO survey. The survey distinguished between business 
model, product/service/market and process/operational innovations. An analysis of the 
2006 edition found, that business model innovators are underrepresented in Europe (28% 
compared to 36% European CEOs in the total) whereas they are overrepresented in the 
US (29% in the BMI sample compared to 25% in the total) and Japan (19% BMI, 12% 
total) (Bock, et al., 2012, p. 286). However, both the conceptualisation of BMI as a 
separate type of innovation as well as the underlying sample introduce some uncertainty 
with regard to the validity of this result.  

Existing public innovation surveys, such as the Community Innovation Survey (CIS) in 
Europe, and guidelines for collecting innovation data, such as the Oslo Manual (OECD, 
2005), do not know the concept of BMI. In its most recent third edition the Oslo Manual 
distinguishes four other types of innovation and suggests definitions to be employed in 
innovation surveys (see box). 

 

Oslo Manual (OECD, 2005): Types of innovation 

“156. A product innovation is the introduction of a good or service that is new 
or significantly improved with respect to its characteristics or intended uses. 
This includes significant improvements in technical specifications, 
components and materials, incorporated software, user friendliness or other 
functional characteristics.” (p. 48) 
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“163. A process innovation is the implementation of a new or significantly 
improved production or delivery method. This includes significant changes in 
techniques, equipment and/or software.” (p. 49) 

“169. A marketing innovation is the implementation of a new marketing 
method involving significant changes in product design or packaging, product 
placement, product promotion or pricing.” (p. 49) 

“177. An organisational innovation is the implementation of a new 
organisational method in the firm’s business practices, workplace 
organisation or external relations.” (p. 51) 

 

It is not trivial to map business model innovations on the existing definitions of 
innovations of products, processes, marketing and organisational arrangements. 
However, such a mapping is the only possible approach to operationalize and measure the 
incidence of business model innovations at the macro levels of countries or industries by 
means of existing innovation statistics. An alternative approach would be to conduct a 
dedicated survey which was, however, beyond the scope of this study. Summarising the 
discussion in section 2.2 – due to space restrictions we cannot include the more detailed 
arguments – we advance the following postulates: 

1. New value propositions will in many, if not in most cases, coincide with product 
innovations.  

2. Radical product innovations will more often coincide with new value propositions 
to the customers than incremental innovations. 

3. Changes of business systems can be in the form of changes in the production 
processes as well as internal and external organisation and division of labour 
along the value chain. 

4. Radical process and radical organisational innovations will more often coincide 
with new business systems than incremental innovations. 

5. A new approach for capturing value will coincide with a process and/or marketing 
innovation.  

6. Radical process innovations and radical marketing innovations will more often 
coincide with new revenue models than incremental innovations. 

This results in a delimitation of business model innovation as a composite type of 
innovation at the intersection of the four existing types of innovation shown in the figure 
below (black area covered by sectors I-V). 
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Figure 2. Business model innovation as a composite type of innovation (Source: FHNW) 

 

This operationalization encounters two challenges:  

 The different types of innovations might take place in different business units and 
not be connected to each other.1 Then a company might appear to be a business 
model innovator, though it actually is not. In order to reduce the number of such 
false positives we limit the analysis to SMEs (firms with <250 employees), 
reducing the chance of including companies with disconnected innovations. 

 BMI are often introduced over an extended time period of more than one calendar 
year, or even three calendar years covered by innovation surveys. A possible 
remedy to this could be the use of panel data which, however, is not available. 

Data availability 

Unfortunately the OECD Oslo Manual recommendations on measuring innovations have 
not been implemented one to one in national innovation surveys (see Table 3 in the 
annex). The European Community Innovation Survey (CIS) included questions on radical 
product, radical process, organisational and marketing innovations in harmonised 
questionnaires for 2008 and 2010. This report includes an analysis of CIS 2008 and 2010 
microdata for different countries. Data for Japan from NISTEP’s 2009 Japanese National 
Innovation Survey could be included for a subset of indicators as well as data from the 
Swiss ETH-KOF innovation survey. The latter as well as the US Business R&D and 
Innovation Survey (BRDIS) only include questions on product and process, but not 
organizational and marketing innovations. In addition, they mostly lack questions on 
whether the innovation was new to the company or new to the market making it 
impossible to distinguish incremental from radical innovations.2 

                                               
1  The OECD Oslo Manual (2005) suggested to ask for combinations of innovations which, however, 

has not been picked up by any innovation survey (see Table 3 in the annex). 
2  In South Korea national innovation surveys are conducted by the Science and Technology Policy 

Institute (STEPI). STEPI has not replied to repeated emails about data availability and 
questionnaire content. 
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3.2 Results of the mapping  

Approximately 6% of European SMEs across all countries and sectors were classified as 
business model innovators according to CIS 2008 (see Figure 3, see also Table 7–Table 
13 in the annex for more detailed country and industry level data).3 For the total of all 
countries the share of business model innovators decreased to 5.5% in CIS 2010. Across 
countries we find Portugal having the highest share of business model innovators with 
approximately 10% of all SMEs. It is notable that Portugal has high shares for all 
industries which might point to a specific understanding of the innovation concept or 
particularities of the Portuguese innovation survey (see annex tables). Cyprus, Italy and 
Luxembourg also have rather large shares of BMI. In Romania, Hungary, Latvia and 
Bulgaria the share of business model innovators is lowest with less than 2% of all SMEs. 
Whereas in most countries for which data in both data sets is available the share of BMI 
has gone down, it rose in Latvia.  

Figure 3. Percentage of companies with less than 250 employees and a business model 
innovation by country in CIS 2010 and 2008 (Source: FHNW) 

 

                                               
3  The definition of business model innovators as outlined above could not be implemented fully as 

CIS only contains data on radical product and radical process innovations, but not radical market 
and radical organisational innovations. 
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Figure 4. Percentage of companies with less than 250 employees and a business model 
innovation by NACE division in CIS 2010 and 2008 (Source: FHNW) 

 

The share of BMI varies between NACE divisions from 1.7% in energy to 12.2% in 
publishing, telecommunications, computer programming & consultancy and information 
services (up from 7.8% in CIS 2008). We see fewer companies implementing BMI in most 
industries, except for publishing, telecommunications, computer programming & 
consultancy. 

In order to increase country coverage and make a comparison with non-European data 
possible we also calculated variations to the main BMI definition. Table 10 in the annex 
shows the share of product and process innovators – not marketing and organisational 
innovators, and including incremental innovations – for the set of CIS 2010 countries, 
including Switzerland and Japan. As we would expect, the share of innovators increases, 
for the total of all countries and NACE divisions to 14.1% for EU 27. Portugal is on a par 
with Cyprus and still the EU country with the highest overall share. However, in 
Switzerland and Iceland the shares of product and process innovators among SMEs are 
even higher, reaching more than 27% (CH) and 26% (IS). High shares of approximately 
20% of product and process innovators among all SMEs we also find in the Netherlands, 
Germany, Austria, Belgium, and Finland. Poland, Spain, and the UK, also not included in 
the BMI table, perform rather worse than average. Japan also is slightly below the 
European average, however, it should be noted that the Japanese data is not fully 
comparable, as the total includes additional industries – construction, accommodation and 
food services, real estate – with lower innovation rates. In the manufacturing sector 
(NACE division C) Japan has a slightly higher share of product and process innovators in 
SMEs than EU15 countries. Limiting the comparison to Japan, CIS data does not suggest 
a gap of Europe with regard to innovations, at least in the SME sector of the economy. 

We lack good sources for comparing this data in order to evaluate its reliability. One 
possible source is the above mentioned IBM survey. For different reasons the data set 
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should be used with care.4 Bock et al. (2011, p. 286) had access to the 2006 survey and 
based on their data we get a share of business model innovators of 19.2% (=107/556) 
across all survey respondents. The share varies between 16.5% and 25% according to 
firm size classes and industries without any consistent pattern. It is highest in Japan with 
30%, followed by 22.6% in the Americas. In Europe and China the share is lowest, with 
less than 15% of all surveyed companies having been identified as business model 
innovators. This data set shows a gap in Europe with regard to BMI. However, we do not 
know whether the IBM data set is reliable and whether the shown magnitude of BMI 
among large firms is plausible. The share of BMI is approx. four times higher than for 
SMEs with less than 250 employees (according to our specification based on CIS).  

In order to generate a better basis for comparison, we also measured the share of 
business model innovators according to our operationalization among all CIS 2010 
respondents with at least 250 employees (with the weakness of not knowing whether the 
innovations were introduced in connection to each other). The results are shown in Table 
12 and Table 13 in the annex). The overall share of innovative companies in Europe is 
25% higher than in the IBM surveys; in both surveys finance companies are most often 
business model innovators. We conclude that though there are conceptual ambiguities 
and a lack of a shared understanding of business model innovations (across industries 
and countries) and a number of unresolved questions with regard to the IBM survey, we 
cannot rule out the possibility that there is a gap with regard to BMI in large European 
companies, as suggested by the IBM CEO survey. 

4 Reviewing cases of business model innovation  

4.1 Methodology 

Our second approach was to provide characteristics of business model innovations on the 
basis of a multi-case study comparison. Methodologically case studies are suitable for the 
analysis of social phenomena with multiple and varying contextual influences, dealing 
with different forms of empirical material at the same time (George & Bennett, 2004; Yin, 
2003). The main goal of a case study is therefore the elaboration of the conditions under 
which a proposition or theory is valid or not (Miles & Huberman, 1994), p. 29). This can 
be done with a single case, while further cases may raise the quality of the generalization 
by identifying further conditions and specifying the theory. 

We secured access to a key international case-study archive: The Case Centre (formerly 
ECCH) collection of cases (http://www.thecasecentre.org/educators/) offers more than 
48’100 cases from all over the world written by leading business schools on all aspects of 
national and international business and management.  The overview of the population and 
sampling illustrating the distribution of international cases as well as the public/private 
sector is shown in Figure 11 in the Annex. 

Using relevant search terms we identified more than 400 case study "candidates" that 
were likely to deal with BMI, disruptive technologies BMI in the public sector, and BMI in 
(academic) start-ups (the specific search terms used to retrieve relevant cases are shown 
in Table 5 in the Annex). From this gross sample we selected 64 BMI case studies after 

                                               
4  According to scientific standards this survey must be considered as questionable, as neither the 

questionnaire, nor the sampling frame and sampling strategy have been published. The sample 
seems to consist to 70% of service firms from 3 sectors (Communications, Distribution, Financial 
services); it is not clear what the 30% "industrial" covers. 
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further, more detailed inspection and filtering based on our definition developed in section 
2.1 of this report5. 

The 64 cases were then uploaded into software for text analysis, Atlas.ti, and coded 
according to a hierarchical code system with five top-level categories: stakeholders, 
functions, drivers & barriers, context, innovations and values. All cases were pre-coded by 
research assistants and then subjected to code revisions by the three senior researchers. 
Several cases were coded by two coders in parallel and the resulting differences were 
resolved after extensive case discussions. 

4.2 Results of the multiple case comparison  

4.2.1 Types of business model innovation  

Considering business model innovation as a composite innovation consisting of 
combinations of product innovations, process innovations, organisational innovations and 
marketing innovations (see Figure 2 above), we can create a typology of BMI and use the 
cases to check its validity and structure.  

As a first step we looked at the presence of the four innovation types in the cases (see 
Figure 2). A total of 60 cases provided sufficient detail to be included in this analysis.  

 Out of these 60 cases, 6 cases did not introduce new products. These are usually 
cases with overall few references to innovation and mostly in the area of process 
innovation. Taking our conceptualisation of BMI, the classification of these cases 
as business model innovation cases in the sampling would be incorrect. However, 
we need to shed further light on whether a BMI always requires a new product. In 
another 10 cases we did not find any process innovations, or a combination of 
organisational and marketing innovations. According to our above definition, 
these cases would also not be classified as BMI. However, new products were 
introduced in all cases and marketing innovations took place in six cases.  

 In 16 out of 60 cases (27%) all types of innovation were implemented (sector II 
in Figure 2). These cases are from a variety of industries and as frequent among 
European cases as among non-European cases. 

 In 9 cases (15%) we recorded no process innovation, but product, organisational 
and marketing innovations (sector IV in Figure 2). Eight of the nine cases 
originated in Europe, one in Africa and no case in Asia or the US. 

 Nineteen cases out of the 60 (32%) covered product and process innovations and 
eventually - but not consistently – also marketing and organisational innovations 
(sectors I, II, and V in Figure 2). These cases do not show any particular features 
with regard to continent or public/private origin. 

This first overview shows that some cases of BMI are difficult to understand by conducting 
the analysis with the types of innovation currently identified and measured in innovation 
surveys. This led us to extending the analysis in three ways: 

1. We re-coded all cases with regard to innovation and went one level "deeper": In 
line with the Oslo Manual (1995) we distinguished the subcategories of product, 
process, marketing and organisational innovations (see text box on p. 13). 

2. We looked for references to changes of how the focal actors (companies, NPOs, 
public entities) capture value, i.e. change the revenue model. We suggested 
above that new revenue models should be visible in changes of processes and 
marketing methods as well. However, only 12 of the 60 cases (20%) point to 

                                               
5  Many cases were tagged in the case repository as BMI but were disregarded based on our 

definition. 
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process and marketing innovations in connection with new revenue models and 
another 14 cases (23%) do not contain this combination, though they describe 
changes of the revenue models. Hence, the additional category of revenue model 
innovations seems to be justified. 

3. We looked for indicators for radical innovation, e.g. allusions to fundamental 
changes, practices deviant to what is usually done in this industry, national or 
global pioneers, etc. In 35 out of the 60 cases (58%) such references were made. 
It should be noted, that probably in more cases radical changes were 
implemented, but the case study authors might not have been able to observe 
this, as they lacked the knowledge of industry practices and markets. So, we 
rather underestimate the ratio of cases with radical innovations. 

The result is shown in Figure 5 (see also annex Table 6). In 77% of the 60 cases we 
encountered service innovations. New goods are considerably less frequent in only about 
a quarter of all cases. Fairly common was also the introduction of new logistics, new 
promotion activities, and revenue models which appeared in more than 40% of all cases.  

Figure 5: Innovations occurring in BMI cases by type (see also Table 6 in the annex) 

 

In order to get a better overview of the combinations of different types of innovations, we 
clustered the 60 cases for the 14 variables shown in the above Figure. The cluster 
analysis generated three interpretable clusters (see Table 1). 

 All-round goods innovators. This is the smallest cluster with only 13 cases, but 
overall the highest innovation activity. Different to the other two clusters, in this 
cluster innovations have a strong focus on introducing new goods and less on 
services. The optimization of production methods is also more common, as well as 
the optimization of internal organizational routines and supply arrangements. 
Raising the market success of the products (by means of new designs, new 
placement channels and product promotion innovations) also play important roles. 
In virtually all cases there was a reference to radical changes. However, the 
revenue models remained unchanged. 

 Among the revenue model innovators the situation is different. They represent 
approximately 30% of all cases. The strong focus on service innovations and 
revenue model changes - and product pricing - is notable, as is the absence of 
goods and changes of the organisation of work. We also found frequent reference 
to radical changes. 
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 Small scale innovators. This is the largest cluster consisting of nearly one half of 
the sample. In the cases of this cluster we find all types of innovations less often 
than in the full sample, except for process innovations (only support activities), 
new placement channels to market products, organisational innovations (but only 
innovations in the organisation of work). Innovations are less often described as 
radical. The cases in this cluster appear as mainly oriented to introducing new 
services and the corollary activities to do this successfully.6  

Table 1. Innovations by types and clusters  

 All-round goods 
innovators 

Revenue model 
innovators 

Small scale 
innovators Total 

 N In % N In % N In % N In % 
Product innovations 13 100% 19 100% 21 75% 54 90% 

New goods 12 92% 2 11% 0 0% 14 23% 
New services 7 54% 18 95% 21 75% 46 77% 

Process innovations 8 62% 12 63% 19 68% 39 65% 
Logistics 7 54% 8 42% 12 43% 27 45% 
Production methods 7 54% 4 21% 1 4% 12 20% 
Support activities 2 15% 7 37% 8 29% 17 28% 

Marketing innovations 11 85% 19 100% 14 50% 44 73% 
Designs 7 54% 2 11% 1 4% 10 17% 
Placement channels 8 62% 4 21% 11 39% 23 38% 
Pricing 3 23% 11 58% 1 4% 15 25% 
Promotion 10 77% 15 79% 4 14% 29 48% 

Organisational innovations 9 69% 8 42% 15 54% 32 53% 
Business practices 5 38% 2 11% 5 18% 12 20% 
Organisation of external 
contacts 7 54% 7 37% 8 29% 22 37% 
Work organization 4 31% 0 0% 8 29% 12 20% 

Revenue model innovations 1 8% 15 79% 10 36% 26 43% 
Radical innovations 12 92% 15 79% 8 29% 35 58% 
Total 13 100% 19 100% 28 100% 60 100% 

 

The text box below illustrates these clusters or types with examples. We could not find 
any characteristics of the clusters with regard to origin (European versus Non-European) 
and public or private sector. However, in cluster 1 there is a clear focus on consumer 
goods, such as electric vehicles and motorcycles (Think, Harley, Ducati), home appliances 
(Realfleet Amadana, Haier), food (Bel, Ready Seafood) and others. In cluster 2 we find e-
commerce and mobile commerce offers (Alibaba, Klarna, paybox.net, ZOPA), companies 
offering new services in developing markets (MPedigree, Eight19) and a range of new 
services in different industries such as newspaper (Maghound, Metro/Que), automobiles 
(CarMax, Better Place), telecommunication (Nokia, T-Mobile Austria/tele.ring), fashion 
(Moda Operandi), health (Laastari), or insurance (PAYD). 

 

Cluster "All-round goods innovators" - Realfleet Amadana, Japan 

The founders set up REALFLEET as a business similar to a specialty store 
retailer of private label apparel (SPA). In the SPA model, the developer of the 
brand would control the entire business process from manufacturing to retail. 

                                               
6  We see in this cluster also limitations of our methodology: even though some cases in this cluster 

appear as not so innovative in our analysis, they are probably strong cases for BMI, such as 
Skype or Xerox. However, the case descriptions do not always bring this fully to light, in 
particular if they were written with a different perspective and did not focus on innovation. 
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This new business model should raise consumer-orientation in home 
appliance production. While limiting the sales volume for each model, 
REALFLEET decided to outsource manufacturing to other companies rather 
than trying to build a production facility in-house. Likewise, recognizing that 
features and functions of home appliances available in the current market far 
exceeded what customers really needed, the company pursued simple 
product designs and dropped many unnecessary functions. In addition, the 
company focused on using readily available maturing technologies in well-
established product categories (e.g., coffee makers, telephones, calculators) 
rather than attempting to develop cutting-edge technologies on its own. 
While pursuing a focused and simplified approach in production and 
technology development, REALFLEET set premium prices for its Amadana 
product line to convey the extra value created by the brand and also to 
secure enough profits to continuously invest in design development. 
Amadana products were displayed and sold in over 300 non-traditional retail 
outlets such as interior stores and fashion apparel shops instead of the 
typical home appliance wholesalers and distributors. (taken from: Yang, P. 
(2008). REALFLEET amadana. Design Innovation in the Japanese Home 
Appliance Industry. Hitotsubashi University. ECCH-Case 508-077-1). 

Cluster "Revenue Model Innovators" – Laastari: a retail health clinic 
chain, Finland 

Laastari, the first retail health clinic chain in Europe, offers fast and low-cost 
treatment for common illnesses in convenient locations (shopping centres, 
grocery stores, pharmacies). To ensure quality and standardize care practices 
across all locations, customized decision-support software was developed. It 
included comprehensive standard-of-care protocols for each condition in the 
service offer. The care protocols were built into the system as a checklist 
based on national clinical quality guidelines of Finland, allowing for detailed 
case documentation of all patient visits. Since all the information was 
captured via a web-based application on an iPad, nurses had to adhere to the 
triaging protocol and the quality-control framework when registering and 
treating patients. Laastari used both, traditional as well as social media 
channels for marketing. The company invested in local radio, newspapers, 
search engine optimization (through Google keyword search), and a presence 
on Facebook and Twitter. Revenue in the initial stages originated from direct 
cash payments by patients. There was significant uncertainty, however, 
about integrating private and public payers into the business, as this was the 
first retail clinic chain launched in a predominantly single payer system. 
(taken from: Aggarwal, R. (2013). Laastari: Building a Retail Health Clinic 
Chain. INSEAD. ECCH-Case 313-045-1). 

Cluster "Small Scale Innovators" – 12Snap: From B2C Mobile 
Retailing to B2B Mobile Marketing 

12Snap started off as a mobile auctions provider in Germany in 1999/2000, 
employing "guerrilla" marketing activities, at football games and involving 
German "celebrities". In a process of different innovative steps, the company 
developed an entirely different value proposition, business system and 
marketing approach. In order to reduce costs, the company shifted from the 
“high-touch” business model, where all operations were handled internally, to 
a “low-touch” model in which 12Snap simply entered the products into the 
database while an external logistics provider handled the actual fulfillment. 
Next, it scaled down the shopping component by limiting the product choice 
and added entertainment and mobile marketing offers instead. This new 
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approach was referred to as the “Media Model”, the power of which to attract 
and maintain active customers had been demonstrated by NTT DoCoMo in 
Japan. 12Snap’s shift towards mobile marketing again led to internal 
restructuring, outsourcing and staff lay-offs. Additionally, the 12Snap 
subsidiaries in the UK and Italy built up small local technology teams who 
worked directly with local salespeople. Marketing also changed and the above 
mentioned promotion activities became obsolete. (taken from: Enders, A. 
(2002). 12Snap (Germany, UK, Italy): From B2C Mobile Retailing to B2B 
Mobile Marketing. INSEAD. ECCH-Case 502-081-1). 

 
4.2.2 Barriers and success factors of implementing new business models 

Companies that change and adapt their business model are more likely to achieve a 
sustainable competitive advantage, since innovative business models are often much 
more difficult to imitate than products and services. Chesbrough (2010) suggests that the 
many barriers for organisations to experiment with their business model is a clear 
disadvantage. On the basis of the 64 cases, we have investigated barriers and success 
factors of implementing new business models. In our analysis we have considered 
contextual characteristics, functional characteristics and the influence of key stakeholder 
groups such as collaborators, managers and academia. 

Figure 6: Comparison of BMI Barriers and Drivers 

 

 

Contextual factors 

Key driving factors include consumer behaviour, economic conditions as well as overall 
technical progress in areas such as information technology. 

Collaboration 

Thirty of the thirty-nine European BMI cases provide examples of different forms of 
collaboration. Collaboration can take many forms including partner, inter-firm and 
collaborative engagements with customers using internet technologies (see 4.2.3 below, 
on academic collaboration). Some organizations have innovatively integrated the 
collaborative characteristics into their business models (see text box). Whilst our study 
observed collaboration as a success factor, it was also mentioned in six of the European 
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cases as a potential barrier. One example highlighted was the challenge of finding and 
choosing an appropriate collaborative partner with the corresponding negotiations. 

CeWe Color - collaboration as an ingredient to successful BMI  

CeWe Color is the leading photofinishing service partner in the European 
photographic market. The case describes the technological transition from 
analogue to digital photography providing an example of business model 
innovation using collaboration and experimentation. The previously traditional 
photo printing service sought collaboration with partners such as Microsoft, 
Nokia, Walt Disney to develop new product offers, at the same time, 
however, taking due care not to lose its established network of retail 
partners. In addition, the company sought to and succeeded with engaging 
clients in an innovative way, giving them the power to design their digital 
photo books themselves. 

We also investigated how the different innovation types (process, product, organisation or 
marketing) work together with collaboration and the co-occurrence of their presence was 
investigated. 

Figure 7: Co-occurrence of collaboration and innovation type 

 

 

It comes with little surprise that organizational innovations most frequently involve 
collaboration, as the external organization of activities is one aspect of this innovation 
type. The high number for marketing innovations is interesting too. Many of the examples 
of the marketing innovation collaborations took the form of visible online partnerships.  

 For example Paybox Germany, a pioneer in mobile payment services, had a 
number of online marketing agreements with collaborators such as AOL Germany, 
ebay.de and Deutsche Bank 24. With overall success “being dependent on the 
integration efforts of the partners”.7 

 VDAB, the public employment service for the Flemish region in Belgium, used a 
number of collaborators when it changed its business model from labour market 

                                               
7 Case quote from CEO Eckhard Otwein of Paybox 
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actor to labour market conductor. Increasing collaboration with partners both at 
national and European level was part of its innovative strategy.  

 Rohrbeck (2013) provides another example in the media industries, that of 
Morgenavisen JyllandsPosten and Berlingske who joined forces with Denmark’s 
largest cable TV provider, TDC enabling 120,000 cable subscribers to read 
newspapers on their televisions. Moreover, collaborative arrangements are 
increasingly following the directions of digital development and 
internationalization. 

 The Chinese company Alibaba demonstrates not only the power of e-commerce 
but also the importance of collaboration in this area, citing partnering examples 
with a vast range of stakeholders, including another search engine, an e-
commerce company and a leading Chinese bank. In particular, the Alibaba 
platform itself focused on fostering an open and collaborative e-commerce system 
for small businesses intending to sell overseas. 

Political Conditions 

Political conditions in our case studies illustrate a relatively high co-occurrence as both 
drivers and barriers (see Figure 8). A further breakdown of the 'political conditions' in 
terms of geographic regions illustrates a similar difference between drivers and barriers in 
Europe and the USA. 

Figure 8: Political conditions as drivers and barriers according to geographical regions: 
Comparison of Europe and USA 

 

A more detailed analysis of our cases shows that regulatory conditions have a significant 
impact on the success or otherwise of an innovative business model. We can illustrate this 
with cases for three areas: 1) innovative payment systems, 2) health care, 3) new 
mobility systems using electric vehicles.  

Ad 1) Innovative payment systems. In the case of Bank Accord in France, the introduction 
of the Single European Payment Area (SEPA), a payment integration initiative of the EU, 
assisted by allowing payments to be processed at a European level. Beyond the Bank 
Accord case, various authors have addressed the impact that regulations have on 
innovative payment systems (Heng, 2007). Moreover, the revision of the Payment 
Services Directive (PSD II), including opening up of payment markets to new entrants is 
expected to ‘improve competition and stimulate innovation in the European landscape’ 
(Alfling, 2013). While progress has been made, there is still a lot to do to bring SEPA to 
fruition, requiring stakeholders such as banks regulators and the software industry to 
continue working together. 
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Ad 2) Health sector. Laastari (meaning “patch”), the first retail health clinic chain in 
Europe, was founded in Finland and modelled on the US example QuickMedx (MinuteClinic 
since 2003). The case report demonstrates the differing regulatory environment in Europe 
where the cross-fertilization of a USA business model in Europe demonstrated significant 
regulatory barriers in one European country, Finland, but not in Sweden. In particular, 
related to the responsibility of health professionals and hence the care delivery function. 
For example, in Spain pharmacists were allowed to dispense antibiotics, while in Poland it 
was necessary for physicians to meet with patients in order to prescribe medicines. 

Looking at the health sector more generally, the report by The Economist (Economist 
Intelligence Unit, 2011) predicts that the rising cost of healthcare in Europe cannot be 
met by existing levels of public funding, raised through taxes and insurance, up to the 
year 2030 using existing business models. The use of an open business model innovation 
(OBMI) approach, which draws on collaboration with scientists, clinicians, engineers and 
patients can force leaders to consider the integrative nature of their business activity 
(Davey, Brennan, Meenan, & McAdam, 2010).  

Innovative business models which integrate health care activities can increase efficiency, 
improve care, and save consumers time (Herzlinger, 2006). However, experimentation 
with new business models can face opposition from stakeholders (e.g. hospitals, 
physicians etc.) for whom the innovation may present a competitive threat. Here policy 
makers can explore approaches to remove some of these barriers to business model 
innovation. 

Ad 3) New mobility systems using electric vehicles. Our set of cases included two electric 
vehicle (EV) cases, Better Place and Th!nk. They illustrate the challenges of business 
model innovation which focus on social as well as financial value creation in society. The 
Better Place ‘eco-system’ case demonstrates the importance of collaboration between car 
manufacturers, governments, parking lot operators and charging system companies as 
well as the challenges of setting up such an eco-system.  

The Th!nk case highlights how changes in the California zero-emissions vehicle policy led 
to Ford losing interest in the EV sector and eventually getting rid of Think Nordic. The 
case also mentions policy examples from:  

 Norway, where EVs were exempted from VAT 
 London, GB, where cars were exempted from congestion charges 
 Italy, which had restrictions in certain city centres on combustion engines, but not 

for EVs 
 Google in the USA, who offered subsidies to employees.  

At national level, the Dutch government has initiated policies to support the EV 
technology and the necessary charging infrastructure to reach their goal of the 
deployment of 1 million electric vehicles by 2025 (Ministry of Economic Affairs, 2009). 
Recognising that a key success factor of electric mobility is when companies, the public 
sector, academia and national government collaborate in this development, the main 
thrust of the innovation policy was to encourage stakeholder collaboration through the 
creation of innovation networks (Rijnsoever, Welle, & Bakker, 2013). Smart Cities, like 
Amsterdam in the Netherlands and Seoul in South Korea appear to focus on technical 
innovation as well as BMI related to the system of management, energy efficiency and 
mobility; the real challenge is to integrate the public into the business model through 
social innovation and social engagement as demonstrated by the Finish project 'Forum 
Virium Helsinki' (Forum Virium, 2013). 

Leadership  

Leadership and management issues were mentioned frequently as both a barrier and 
driver for business model innovation in our case-study comparison. The literature on BMI 
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suggests that effective BMI will not take place without good leadership (see above, 
section 2.3).  

A striking difference between the USA and Europe and Asia are the more numerous 
pointers to leadership in the former world region. The factors behind this deserve some 
further exploration.  

Figure 9: Leadership as a driver: comparison of geographical regions 

  

 

Electricity Supply Board International (ESBI): the contribution of 
leadership to international success 

The Irish Electricity Supply Board (ESB) had a strong and significant 
engineering resource which during the first oil crisis in the 1970s either had 
to be scaled back or developed further. ESB had leaders who were prepared 
to experiment and take acceptable risks in a dynamic environment. 'We were 
very fortunate at the time that we had very strong and visionary leadership 
in the ESB ... They were all very strong guys who had come through the 
Rural Electrification period and who weren't daunted by anything' (ESBI case 
study, 2007). 

Since then, ESBI has become an important an important player on the 
deregulated electricity markets in Ireland and a provider of engineering 
services overseas. Thus changing focus from a state-owned company to one 
that is internationally active and how this is reflected with its business model. 
As a relatively small player in international terms, ESBI had to develop 
partnerships to increase its international competitiveness with effective 
leadership. Leadership at ESBI can be seen to be an essential success factor 
in a changing and dynamic situation, thereby contributing to the success of 
its engineering, contracting and consultancy activities.  

 
4.2.3 Contribution of business model innovation in bringing research results 

to the market  

The following section explores the links between research and development (R&D) and 
business model innovation. We look at both, academic R&D and company R&D. 
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Academic R&D and BMI 

Out of the total of 64 cases only nine cases (14%) mention academic stakeholders and 
their involvement in the innovation. Two of these eight cases are typical academic start-
ups, funded by staff or graduates with technology developed at university. Another case 
is on an academic institution itself, the Belgian IMEC, employing an innovative model of 
collaboration to raise industry funding. Three further cases refer to input from academic 
R&D to the development of products or processes and in one case the importance of 
participating in academic communities and having access to academic networks was 
mentioned. Again two cases point to a totally different influence of academic institutions: 
their possible contribution to innovative business solutions via their procurement activities 
and demand for real estate.  

This demonstrates two things: 

 The role of academic organisations in business model innovation is rather minor, 
but it can connect to different functions and is by no means limited to academic 
R&D.  

 Bringing academic research results to the market with an innovative business 
model seems to be rather the exception than the rule. Though this might come as 
a surprise at first sight, it is actually quite plausible: academic start-ups have a 
strong background in technology and knowledge, but the academic entrepreneurs 
(and probably also many of the intermediary institutions supporting them) tend to 
lack detailed knowledge of markets, industry practice, and business alternatives 
and opportunities. So they might not be sufficiently prepared to introduce a novel 
business model. 

Business R&D and BMI 

The importance of R&D conducted in the innovating institutions and/or with external 
(private) collaborators is considerably more often mentioned than academic R&D: 25 or 
nearly 40% of all cases contain such references. 

 Most frequent (13 cases) are references to market and customer research, the 
integration of clients' or users' feedback into development, and the development 
of tools to facilitate data collection from clients. This is partially essential for the 
new business model, for instance as in the case of the PAYD auto insurance where 
premiums are calculated according to driving behaviour. A key challenge that the 
company managed to resolve in the extended innovation process was the 
collection of data from drivers without infringing on drivers privacy, coming into 
conflict with data protection laws, and creating high costs for monitoring devices 
and data transmission (Desyllas & Sako, 2013). 

 Equally important is R&D related to new products including goods and services. 
This also includes three cases, the US motorcycle producer Harley-Davidson, the 
Chinese home appliance and consumer electronics company Haier and Curana, a 
bicycle parts designer from Belgium, where structured frameworks were 
developed to manage better R&D and design processes. Notably, formal 
protection, by means of patents, trademarks, design or copyrights plays only a 
minor role overall with only three cases mentioning patents and three cases 
mentioning trademarks. 

 Process-related R&D is a third topic which also frequently comes up in the cases 
(eight cases). First and foremost the delivery of the service or good to the 
customer requires additional R&D, but also the collection of data on customer 
purchases and preferences, and last but not least the production processes 
themselves.  
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4.2.4 Public sector incidence of business model innovations 

Business model innovation can also occur in the public sector across a wide set of 
activities, such as health care, public transportation, labour administration, or e-
Government. On the basis of our cases, business model innovation in the public sector is 
mostly applied at the organization and process level. 

The analysis of the drivers and barriers of the cases shows that changes in consumer 
behaviour and changing economic conditions have mainly initiated the demand for 
business model innovation both directly and indirectly. This affects some public services 
more than others. For instance, the need for new ways of ordering new passports is less 
pressing than alternatives in public transportation. 

The co-occurrence of drivers and barriers with other codes in our analysis illustrates that 
leadership and collaboration appear to play the strongest role in public sector BMI (see 
Figure 10). Furthermore, our analysis of possible barriers to business model innovation in 
the public sector points to hierarchical decision-making processes, dominant bureaucracy 
and reluctance to implement trial-and-error processes. Possible reasons for this could be 
that the public sector is driven more by regulatory compliance, than by marketability. In 
other words, getting things done requires a different logic than generating value on 
markets. The reluctance to experiment is due to the fear that projects could become an 
embarrassment if they are abandoned. An example is the GoProcure case in New 
Zealand, which had the goal to implement an e-procurement solution for public sector 
organisations. In this case the requirement not to overspend budgets was a stronger 
driving force than the desire to outperform. This case also shows that hesitance may 
result from political factors, because the introduction of an innovative project would need 
to secure wide public sector commitment, with a large quantity of different stakeholders, 
all of which have different needs and wants.  

Producing Maps in Victoria – an illustration of the barriers to 
business model innovation in the public sector.  

Producing topographical maps of Victoria, Australia, was an expensive and 
time consuming process and failing to keep pace with a rapidly evolving 
landscape. The Victorian Government’s Spatial Information Infrastructure 
Agency (SII) was responsible for the production of the state’s maps, but 
lacked the funds to do this work by itself. Hence, a wide range of 
organisations and groups produced their own but incompatible maps for 
specific purposes. SII offered to make its data available for organisations 
willing to produce topographic maps and after a call for interest joined forces 
with a private map producer.  

This move encountered resistance among the SII employees having strong 
views with regard to map content, layout and the role of government in their 
production. In addition, the Treasury needed to accept that data was given 
away for free, that the social benefit of new up-to-date maps justified this 
and that future royalties might be added to the balance. Last but not least, 
map users like the Country Fire Authority (CFA) also had strong views with 
regard to the content and quality of maps and they needed to be convinced 
of the superiority of this new service arrangement.  

The analysis depicts further that not only do the various stakeholders pursue different 
outcomes, but in addition they have either national, regional or local interests. Related to 
this is the lack of openness to change, which is mentioned in several cases to be an 
important asset in the transformation process. The analysed public sector cases also 
highlight the necessity for faster and enhanced collaboration among public sector 
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agencies. However multiple stakeholders, complex ICT solutions and challenges in 
internal and external communications have made collaboration demanding. 

Figure 6 depicts leadership as being one the major barriers for business model innovation 
in the public sector. It is difficult to sketch out possible direct reasons for this. However 
several cases mention “bureaucracy” being one of the main barrier, which the sources 
believe to be an immediate result of leadership weaknesses and political influence. 

Figure 10: Barriers and drivers in public sector cases 

 

 

5 Addressing business model innovation in European research 
and innovation policies 

Kuhlmann (2003) investigates the evaluation of policies and summarises which 
instruments have characterised the practice of research and innovation policy in Germany 
since the 1970s. He quotes Meyer-Krahmer and Kuntze which presented a range of 
instruments available for German research and technology policy. These cover 
institutional support for research facilities through to varying forms of financial incentives 
and also include the institutions and mechanisms of technology transfer (see Table 2). 
The framework can be adapted easily to the European level and we use it for discussing 
the suitability of innovation policy instruments for BMI. 
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Table 2. The systems of innovation policy framework 

Instruments in the narrower sense  Instruments in the wider sense 
1 Institutional support 

4 Education, training and further education • National science centres  
• Max Planck Society • Schools, HEIs, enterprises 
• Fraunhofer Society 5 ‘Discursive’ measures 
• Higher education institutes  • Evaluation of innovation policy 
• Other institutions • Technology assessment 
2 Financial research and innovation incentives • Long-term visions 
• Research programs and cooperative projects • Awareness measures 
• Innovation programs (indirect support)  
• Venture capital 6 Public demand 
3 Other infrastructure and technology transfer 7 Related policy fields 
• Information and advice for SMEs • Industry and competition policy 
• ‘Demonstration centres’ • Regulatory policy, eg influencing  private 

demand • ‘Technology centres’ 
• Cooperation, networks • Social policy 

Source: Meyer-Krahmer & Kuntze cited in Kuhlmann, 2003, p. 134.  

Success factors for the development of innovative business models are not easy to 
quantify because of dynamic and rapidly changing contextual conditions. Experimentation 
and inter-firm and inter-sector collaboration to facilitate learning are essential and should 
be encouraged by policy makers. By performing business model experiments with 
partners, new business opportunities can be found or even created (Chesbrough, 2010). 
Nevertheless, many companies stay with their existing business model and by doing so 
miss a lot of opportunities (Christensen, 1997). In a study focusing on 28 highly 
innovative Dutch companies (Van der Meer, 2007) concludes these companies are 
challenged when it comes to flexibility in their business models and ‘thinking in alternative 
business models is still a long way from home’ thus missing out on opportunities to create 
value for the company. The discussions at the EU BMI workshop (2013) as well as a short 
qualitative questionnaire undertaken by participants suggest that education and training 
in business model innovation has a key role to play in making business leaders more 
aware of these issues by adapting curricula at business schools.   

The preliminary analysis and the discussions at the workshop in Brussels on 11 October 
2013 suggest focusing on four instruments in more detail: 

1. Education and training 
2. Information and advice for SMEs 
3. Cooperation and networks 
4. Venture capital 
5. Raising awareness about BMI 

Education and training 

In its stress test of the Innovation Union ERIAB (2012, p. 8) has pointed to the 
importance of education with regard to business model innovation:  

"Managerial training needs strengthening in scientific curricula. Issues related 
to innovations in business models and services should be more widely 
included in academic education." 

We would like to extend the argument. The academic literature and our case studies 
identify experimentation as a key ingredient to business model innovation. Managers are 
required to experiment to discover what can work and what fails. From this follows a set 
of competencies which need to be acquired, for instance during the formal education at 
university. Such skills which contribute to introducing business model innovations 
successfully are the ability to  

 abstract from an existing situation, hypothesise,  
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 generate and interpret (quantitative and qualitative) data and information, 
 question existing routines, approaches, even knowledge and experiment, 

simulate, analyse,  
 deal with uncertainty and ambiguity which are common in innovation processes. 

Education in business administration certainly needs to go beyond conveying the basic 
content on marketing, finance, HR etc. It would exceed the scope of this study to analyse 
whether such skills and the use of supporting tools are taught in business administration 
curricula to a degree that is in line with their importance in the “knowledge economy”. We 
are not aware of any cross-institutional or international comparisons which would try to 
measure the competences of students at graduation in a comparable way. 

Generally, it seems that measuring and comparing students' performance during/at the 
end of tertiary education is not yet a well-developed exercise. One of the contributions of 
the European Commission in this area could be to contract studies on the content of 
European Bachelor and Master's programmes in business administration, compare the 
performance of graduates for a set of skills, and commission pilot studies to reform 
education programmes. 

Information and advice for SMEs  

Academic spin-offs, the commercialisation of public research results, and generally 
collaboration with academia are not very prominent themes in the analysed BMI cases. 
This suggests that there are few connections between academic entrepreneurship and 
business model innovations. We are unable to say definitely why this is so, as this would 
require a different sampling and analysis of academic start-ups. Though, the absence of 
universities and public research institutes in business model innovation is striking, it is not 
surprising. Designing and putting in place successfully a business model requires in depth 
knowledge of customers and the market, neither of which is to be found in public 
research. 

Entrepreneurship programmes and support measures try to bring this specific knowledge 
to academic start-ups. One question - which, however, we cannot answer with this study 
- is, whether these measures also cover business model innovation to sufficient extent. 
For different reasons we have the hypothesis that academic entrepreneurship is 
technologically innovative but commercially rather conservative. First, the background of 
academic entrepreneurs is usually a new technology or idea, and rarely market 
experience and insight into customer needs. They usually lack in-depth knowledge on how 
business in a particular market is done. Second, a key tool in start-up support and 
entrepreneurship training is the business plan which should communicate all the relevant 
aspects of a new venture (Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke, Bakici, & Lopez, 2011). As the 
term "plan" already suggests, entrepreneurs are expected to anticipate how business can 
be done successfully which is at least challenging in a situation of uncertainty and 
experimentation with the business model. Many may therefore prefer business models 
similar to existing models in the industry or target market. In addition, funders and other 
stakeholders may endorse more conservative and less risky business model approaches in 
the academic start-up context, when new technologies already introduce considerable 
insecurity and risk into new ventures. Third, the start-up consultants, coaches or teachers 
will themselves usually have experience and track-records with "old" business models and 
not be the best instructors on how to do business in a revolutionary way.  

We do not have the means to provide any evidence on this hypothesis and our 
explanation. However, it would certainly be useful to investigate business models of 
academic start-ups further, as well as the content of entrepreneurial education and 
training in order to get a better understanding of the role of business model innovation in 
this context.  
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Cooperation and Networks 

The case studies and academic literature demonstrate the importance of partnerships in 
developing innovative business models. We consider that an essential influencing factor 
for the success of business model innovation will be the ability to form collaborative 
partnerships; however, this is not without its challenges. In their interviews with 765 
CEOs for the IBM 2006 Global CEO study (Giesen, et al., 2007) found that while 76% of 
the CEOs cited the importance of enabling collaborative innovation, only 51% were 
actually doing it to any large extent. Some of the barriers in their study included culture, 
regulation and technology.  

While virtual platforms and networking events can offer assistance in this respect, 
collaborative partnerships in the case studies were formed through physical presence and 
developed over time. Collaborative platforms may offer advantages in identifying 
organisations and people with certain knowledge and competences, but they will not 
create the necessary basis of trust and mutual understanding that is decisive for 
successful collaborations. 

The Amsterdam Smart City project - an example of cross-sector 
collaboration 

The project was launched in June 2013 and provides examples of close trans-
sector collaboration, such as between Health-lab and Green IT. The aim is to 
make improvements in the field of e-connectivity, energy, mobility and health 
care. Fatameh and De Reuver (in press) are currently conducting research on 
how several organizations collaborate together and who collaborates with 
whom in the Amsterdam Smart City projects. In addition, the Smart City 
project emphasizes the importance of collaboration between citizens, 
government and businesses (Paskaleva, 2011) and is also about finding new 
business models that facilitate in-demand products and services (Baron, 
Brinkman, & Wenzler, 2012). 

Venture capital 

Funding does not appear as a particular bottleneck in our BMI cases and the (positive or 
negative) influence of financial stakeholders is mentioned on a par with clients and less 
often than the influence of collaborators or top management. However, experimentation, 
testing and adjustment of new business models require funds. In existing companies 
providing funds for such tasks is a core investment. In start-up companies, funds will 
usually be too scarce to permit for extended business model experimentation and testing. 
Venture capital funds, business angels and other early stage funders might not be willing 
to provide capital either, going back to the point that we made above. Such a situation 
might justify public co-funding of business model experimentation and innovation. 

We are not aware of any examples where this has been tried. Hence, we suggest to 
further explore the connection between funding arrangements and the selection of 
business models in start-ups, before any support mechanisms are put in place. 

Raising awareness about BMI 

Last but not least, a number of measures could raise the overall level of awareness of the 
concept of business model innovations and the influences on success: 

 Fund further studies on BMI which address open questions included in this report 
and others to better conceptualise and broaden our understanding of business 
model innovations, e.g. within the Horizon 2020 challenge "Europe in a changing 
world - inclusive, innovative and reflective societies", 
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 Put in place dedicated groups of experts with national and international 
participation on conceptualising and measuring BMI and assessing their role in 
research and innovation policies, 

 Design measurement instruments and discuss adjustments to existing data 
collections, e.g. the Community Innovation Surveys, to measure BMI better, 

 Launch events (workshops, conferences, seminars) on the topic to start more 
discussions in the member states, 

The goals of such measures would be to raise awareness of the potentials of BMI, lower 
the barriers against experimentation, support spirited leaders and visionaries, particularly 
in the public sector, who are dedicated to innovate and change their business models. 

Dynamics of the commercialization environment and its relationship with BMI 

One important qualification needs to be made: there is certainly no one-size-fits all 
approach to supporting BMI. Previous research has stressed the connections between the 
economic environment of a start-up and its commercialisation choice and strategy. Gans 
and Stern (2003) provide a framework which emphasizes the influence of 1) the nature of 
the appropriability environment, and 2) the distribution of ownership and control over 
specialized complementary assets. Clarysse (2013) provides an interpretation of this 
framework, stressing that before policy can be effectively implemented, an understanding 
of the start-up entrepreneurial strategy is essential.  

All this suggests that ‘a one-size fits all approach’ is inappropriate and a full 
understanding of the interplay between these different factors is important for effective 
policy making in this area. In particular, policy makers can consider reforms to help 
young firms thrive and not overly favour larger incumbents. 
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Annex 

Table 3. Innovation types included in questionnaires of innovation surveys 

 Community 
Innovation 
Survey 

Swiss 
Innovation 
Survey 

BRDIS (US) Japanese Nat. 
Innovation 
Survey 

Korean Innovation 
Survey 

2008 2010 2008 2011 2008 2010 2009 2012 n/a n/a 
Radical product 
innovation 

yes yes no* no* no* yes n/a yes n/a n/a 

Radical process 
innovation 

yes yes no* no* no* no* n/a yes n/a n/a 

Organisational 
innovation 

yes yes no no no no n/a yes n/a n/a 

Marketing 
innovation 

yes yes no no no no n/a yes n/a n/a 

Combination of 
types 

no no no no no no n/a no n/a n/a 

* Only innovation in general, no question on reference point (company, market, national market). 

 

Table 4. Business model innovators according to the IBM CEO survey 2006 

 Firms in survey Business model innovators 
 N N In % 

Sector 
Communications 86 14 16.3% 
Distribution 179 35 19.6% 
Financial services 129 26 20.2% 
Industrial 162 32 19.8% 

Size class (employees) 
0–5,000 192 35 18.2% 
5,001–10,000 105 22 21.0% 
10,001–15,000 79 13 16.5% 
15,001–20,000 81 16 19.8% 
20,001–25,000 48 12 25.0% 
25,000+ 51 9 17.6% 

Geography 
Americas 137 31 22.6% 
Europe 201 30 14.9% 
Japan 67 20 29.9% 
China 49 6 12.2% 
India 38 7 18.4% 
Other Asia 64 13 20.3% 
All firms 556 107 19.2% 

Source: Own calculation according to Bock et al. (2011, p. 286) 
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Table 5: Overview of cases study search terms 

Search term No of ‘hits’  

Business model innovation 113 

Disruptive technologies 110 

Public Sector AND innovation 38 

Public procurement 2 

Start-up AND business model  143 

Business logic 15 

Business model change 13 

Business Transformation 8 

Value creation AND public sector 3 

Total 445 

 

Figure 11: Overview of Population and sampling of cases 
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Table 6. Innovation related quotations in 60 BMI cases 

Quotations Cases 
in % of all 

cases Quote/case 
Products 125 53 88% 2.4 

New goods 33 14 23% 2.4 
New services 93 46 77% 2.0 

Processes 84 39 65% 2.2 
Logistics 45 27 45% 1.7 
Production methods 13 12 20% 1.1 
Support activities 26 17 28% 1.5 

Marketing 128 45 75% 2.8 
Designs 15 10 17% 1.5 
Placement channels 40 23 38% 1.7 
Pricing 17 15 25% 1.1 
Promotion 56 29 48% 1.9 

Organisational 70 32 53% 2.2 
Business practices 19 12 20% 1.6 
Organisation of external contacts 36 22 37% 1.6 
Work organization 15 12 20% 1.3 

Revenue model 39 26 43% 1.5 
Radical innovations 58 35 58% 1.7 
Total 505 60 100% 8.4 
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Table 7: Weighted percentage of companies with less than 250 employees and a business model innovation in the period 2006-2008 by core NACE 
categories and countries in CIS 2008 

 Industry classification by NACE 

Country B C D E 46 H 58, 61-63 K 71 Total 

BG 0.0% 1.7% B B 0.5% 0.1% 3.7% 1.4% 1.6% 1.4% 
CZ 5.2% 9.5% 5.8% 8.0% 7.8% 4.0% 13.1% 8.8% 6.9% 8.3% 
DEA 0.0% 6.5% 0.0% 2.3% 3.3% 2.7% 7.6% 4.0% 7.1% 5.7% 
HU B 0.9% 0.9% 0.3% 1.7% 0.4% 4.3% 1.9% 2.8% 1.3% 
IT 3.6% 9.9% 4.7% 6.6% 4.5% 3.5% 12.8% 7.4% 7.7% 7.9% 
LT 6.5% 4.0% B 5.3% 4.3% B 7.9% 11.5% 4.7% 3.9% 
NO 2.3% 5.9% 0.9% 4.6% 5.0% 1.8% 12.6% 2.5% 7.5% 6.0% 
PT 5.4% 9.3% B 15.7% 9.7% 9.0% 25.8% 15.8% 14.1% 10.2% 
ROC 0.0% 0.0% B 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
SI 0.0% 8.5% B 5.2% 2.6% 2.3% 13.7% 8.7% 4.7% 6.5% 
SK 0.0% 3.9% 4.4% 0.0% 2.2% B 0.8% 1.7% 1.5% 2.9% 

Total 2.7% 7.5% 3.3% 5.3% 4.4% 2.8% 10.4% 6.2% 6.5% 6.3% 
Notes: Companies with BMI have been identified according to the methodology established in Section 3.1. Only companies with less than 250 employees are 

included in the analysis. As this size classification is not available for Estonia, Ireland, Cyprus and Latvia no results have been calculated for these 
countries. Spain did not collect data on radical process innovations and had to be excluded from this specification. 
Industries: B: Mining; C: Manufacturing; D: Energy; E: Water & waste; 46: Wholesale trade; H: Transportation, storage; 58, 61-63: Publishing, 
telecommunications, computer programming & consultancy, information services; K: Finance & insurance; 71: Architectural and engineering 
activities, technical testing and analysis. 
A: Results for Germany are unweighted, since no weights are available in the CIS 2008 dataset for Germany. 
B: Due to confidentiality rules of Eurostat, values for these cells had to be deleted.  
C: Very low values occur due to the fact that process innovation new to the market is reported as nearly inexistent in the CIS 2008 dataset. 
Source: Calculation FHNW based on Eurostat CIS 2008 data. 

 
  



 Business model innovations: final policy brief (D5) –v2.4 

 42 

Table 8: Weighted percentage of companies with less than 250 employees and a product and process innovation in the period 2006-2008 by core NACE 
categories and countries in CIS 2008 

 Industry classification by NACE 

Country B C D E 46 H 58, 61-63 K 71 Total 

BG 1.6% 8.3% B B 4.1% 2.1% 14.4% 8.5% 7.4% 6.8% 
CZ 9.0% 20.2% 4.9% 8.5% 11.3% 8.7% 27.2% 21.1% 13.8% 15.6% 
DEA 1.4% 24.3% 7.1% 10.6% 6.5% 12.2% 32.3% 16.5% 27.1% 21.9% 
ES 4.1% 11.1% 3.4% 7.7% 4.9% 3.7% 15.5% 10.1% 8.9% 8.1% 
HU B 7.4% 1.8% 0.8% 5.1% 2.9% 17.8% 12.3% 8.3% 7.0% 
IT 6.2% 22.9% 14.8% 14.6% 9.2% 10.0% 24.7% 16.9% 20.7% 17.9% 
LT 6.5% 12.4% B 8.6% 9.2% B 22.6% 34.4% 16.4% 11.0% 
NO 5.0% 12.2% 2.2% 5.8% 9.1% 2.8% 21.8% 4.9% 11.7% 11.1% 
PT 15.8% 24.8% B 27.4% 25.1% 26.1% 53.0% 35.0% 34.2% 26.4% 
RO 4.7% 10.7% B 9.4% 6.8% 7.2% 12.7% 11.1% 15.6% 9.6% 
SI 31.9% 21.8% B 9.5% 6.9% 6.8% 37.2% 21.2% 14.2% 17.3% 
SK 5.2% 9.5% 4.2% 12.2% 6.4% B 8.0% 13.7% 6.4% 8.1% 

Total 6.2% 17.5% 7.1% 10.9% 8.1% 7.6% 21.5% 15.4% 13.5% 13.7% 
Notes: Industries: B: Mining; C: Manufacturing; D: Energy; E: Water & waste; 46: Wholesale trade; H: Transportation, storage; 58, 61-63: Publishing, 

telecommunications, computer programming & consultancy, information services; K: Finance & insurance; 71: Architectural and engineering 
activities, technical testing and analysis. 
A: Results for Germany are unweighted, since no weights are available in the CIS 2008 dataset for Germany. 
B: Due to confidentiality rules of Eurostat, values for these cells had to be deleted. 
Source: Calculation FHNW based on Eurostat CIS 2008 data. 
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Table 9: Weighted percentage of companies with less than 250 employees and a business model innovation in the period 2008-2010 by core NACE 
categories and countries in CIS 2010 

 Industry classification by NACE 

Country B C D E 46 H 58, 61-63 K 71 Total 

BG 2.8% 1.3% 1.3% 1.0% 0.7% 0.1% 3.8% 2.2% 0.9% 1.2% 

CY 5.7% 9.7% A 23.3% 4.6% 6.9% 25.9% 6.2% 15.8% 8.5% 

CZ 4.4% 3.1% 0.9% 4.3% 3.6% 0.5% 4.7% 8.4% 1.9% 3.0% 

EE 0.0% 2.8% 7.9% 0.0% 1.2% 1.2% 8.1% 13.0% 3.0% 2.6% 

FR 2.8% 6.2% 2.8% 8.6% 4.9% 1.3% 16.6% 3.8% 8.3% 5.9% 

HU 1.2% 1.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.5% 1.0% 3.7% 1.6% 2.9% 1.1% 

IT 1.5% 9.1% 2.6% 5.1% 4.2% 3.1% 15.0% 8.1% 8.8% 7.6% 

LT 2.2% 3.4% 0.0% 3.5% 2.3% 5.2% 14.0% 20.4% 8.8% 4.6% 

LU A 10.4% A 11.1% 9.3% 3.9% 11.6% 2.8% 7.6% 7.9% 

LV 0.0% 2.0% A 1.1% 0.3% 0.0% 1.7% 2.2% 4.2% 1.2% 

PT 6.4% 9.3% A 16.6% 8.6% 7.1% 27.8% 9.7% 15.7% 9.8% 

RO 0.6% 2.4% 0.9% 2.3% 1.1% 1.5% 5.7% 3.4% 1.9% 2.1% 

SI 0.0% 8.4% 8.5% 3.3% 2.0% 0.6% 9.9% 4.6% 4.1% 5.5% 

SK 3.1% 3.5% 0.0% 1.9% 1.7% 1.9% 3.6% 2.6% 3.8% 2.7% 

HR 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 1.0% 0.1% 0.3% 1.1% 1.5% 0.0% 0.2% 

NO 0.9% 5.7% 1.4% 4.6% 1.8% 0.4% 12.2% 5.1% 4.3% 4.6% 

Total 2.4% 6.4% 1.7% 5.2% 3.6% 2.2% 12.2% 5.4% 6.2% 5.5% 
Notes
: 

Companies with BMI have been identified according to the methodology established in Section 3.1. Only companies with less than 250 employees are included in 
the analysis. Spain, Finland, Ireland, Sweden and Germany did not collect data on radical process innovations and had to be excluded from this specification. 
Netherlands has implausible values for business model innovators and also had to be excluded from this specification. 
Industries: B: Mining; C: Manufacturing; D: Energy; E: Water & waste; 46: Wholesale trade; H: Transportation, storage; 58, 61-63: Publishing, 
telecommunications, computer programming & consultancy, information services; K: Finance & insurance; 71: Architectural and engineering activities, technical 
testing and analysis. 
A: Due to confidentiality rules of Eurostat, values for these cells had to be deleted. 
Source: Calculation FHNW based on Eurostat CIS 2010 data. 
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Table 10: Weighted percentage of companies with less than 250 employees and a product and process innovation in the period 2008-2010 by core 
NACE categories and countries in CIS 2010 

 Industry classification by NACE 

Country B C D E 46 H 58, 61-63 K 71 Total 

AT A 21.5% A A A 6.1% A 16.3% A 19.1% 

BE A 22.2% A 17.7% A 7.7% A 29.5% A 18.5% 

BG A 6.4% A 3.5% A A A 8.8% A 5.5% 

CY A 25.7% A 20.0% A 14.0% A 40.0% A 23.4% 

CZ 8.8% 15.0% 9.0% 10.2% A 4.5% A 21.4% A 13.2% 

DK A 15.3% 6.9% 7.0% A A A 13.9% A 13.5% 

DE 12.2% 19.9% 12.7% 10.3% A 14.0% A 19.0% A 19.2% 

EE A 16.0% A 8.5% A 8.1% A 22.8% A 13.7% 

ES 4.1% 11.7% 5.4% 5.7% A 2.2% A 7.3% A 8.5% 

FI A 21.1% A A A 5.1% A 16.8% A 18.1% 

FR 7.2% 16.2% A 14.7% A 5.6% A 12.2% A 13.7% 

HU A 4.8% A 4.4% A 2.5% A 6.2% A 4.5% 

IE A 23.6% A A A A A 14.1% A 16.8% 

IT 8.6% 21.5% 10.6% 12.6% A 7.0% A 13.8% A 18.2% 

LT 8.0% 6.4% A 8.7% A 12.5% A 23.8% A 8.8% 

LU A 20.8% A A A 7.9% A 20.6% A 18.7% 

LV A 6.2% A A A 0.9% A 10.3% A 4.2% 

MT A 16.5% A A A 7.8% A 15.4% A 12.0% 

NL A 22.1% 21.1% 17.4% A 8.4% A 19.9% A 20.7% 

PL 2.0% 6.6% 1.9% 2.4% A 1.4% A 13.5% A 5.5% 

PT A 22.6% A 24.9% A 25.9% A 24.9% A 23.0% 

RO A 8.1% A 4.7% A 5.6% A 6.0% A 7.1% 

SI A A A A A A A 18.3% A 15.1% 

SK A 13.4% 3.0% A A 3.2% A 11.7% A 11.6% 

SE A 16.6% A A A 8.8% A 18.3% A 15.9% 
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 Industry classification by NACE 

Country B C D E 46 H 58, 61-63 K 71 Total 

UK A 13.5% A 14.6% A 5.8% A 8.6% A 10.7% 

EU-15 A 18.4% A A A A A 14.5% A 15.8% 

EU-27 A A A A A A A 14.2% A 14.1% 

CHC N/A 33.6% 16.7% 37.1% 23.3% 10.4% N/A 23.7% 16.2% 27.2%DC 

HR A A A 8.7% A A A 24.6% A 15.5% 

IS A 25.4% A A A 7.1% A 41.7% A 26.4% 

NO 4.2% 12.2% 1.8% 5.1% A 1.6% A 9.3% A 9.7% 

RS 25.0% 27.9% 20.0% 13.7% A 16.2% A 16.5% A 22.3% 

TR 9.1% 20.0% A 14.2% A 10.0% A 12.7% A 18.1% 

JPB 0.6% 21.1% 1.1% N/A 17.3% 0.7% 15.1% 3.8% 6.8% 12.4%B 
Notes: Only companies with less than 250 employees are included in the analysis.  

Industries: B: Mining; C: Manufacturing; D: Energy; E: Water & waste; 46: Wholesale trade; H: Transportation, storage; 58, 61-63: Publishing, 
telecommunications, computer programming & consultancy, information services; K: Finance & insurance; 71: Architectural and engineering activities, technical 
testing and analysis. 
A: Due to confidentiality rules of Eurostat, values for these cells are not available. 
B: Data from JNIS 2009, courtesy of Dr. Yutaka Yonetani, NISTEP. Total for NACE sectors B, C, D, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, S and U. 
C: Data from the Swiss Innovation Survey 2011, courtesy of Dr. Marius C. Ley, KOF-ETH. Total for NACE sectors C, D, E, 46, H, K and 71. 
Source: Eurostat CIS 2010 online data base, NISTEP, ETH-KOF. 
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Table 11: Weighted percentage of companies with less than 250 employees and a radical product and radical process innovation in the period 2008-
2010 by core NACE categories and countries in CIS 2010 

 Industry classification by NACE 

Country B C D E 46 H 58, 61-63 K 71 Total 

BG 0.9% 1.1% 1.3% 1.0% 0.6% 0.1% 3.7% 2.2% 0.9% 1.0% 

CY 5.7% 7.7% A 16.7% 3.8% 5.3% 25.9% 3.1% 15.8% 6.9% 

CZ 1.8% 2.5% 0.4% 4.0% 3.1% 0.3% 4.2% 6.1% 1.9% 2.5% 

EE 0.0% 2.0% 3.7% 0.0% 1.2% 0.8% 7.5% 3.1% 3.0% 1.9% 

FR 2.8% 5.4% 0.0% 7.8% 3.7% 0.7% 16.1% 3.5% 7.2% 5.0% 

HU 1.2% 0.8% 0.0% 1.0% 0.5% 1.0% 3.3% 1.3% 2.9% 1.0% 

IT 1.5% 6.2% 0.8% 1.9% 2.8% 2.7% 14.1% 4.6% 7.1% 5.3% 

LT 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 2.7% 0.8% 5.2% 11.8% 0.0% 7.0% 3.3% 

LU A 8.9% A 5.6% 6.8% 2.8% 9.3% 2.8% 7.6% 6.4% 

LV 0.0% 2.0% A 1.1% 0.1% 0.0% 1.7% 2.2% 4.2% 1.1% 

NL A 8.4% A 29.1% 6.6% A 22.0% A A 9.8% 

PT 1.5% 6.7% A 12.2% 5.1% 4.2% 26.5% 7.2% 10.4% 6.8% 

RO 0.0% 1.9% 0.9% 1.6% 0.8% 1.4% 5.6% 3.0% 1.9% 1.7% 

SI 0.0% 7.5% 0.0% 2.2% 1.8% 0.0% 6.9% 4.6% 3.7% 4.7% 

SK 3.1% 3.4% 0.0% 1.9% 1.6% 1.9% 2.1% 1.2% 3.8% 2.5% 

HR 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

NO 0.9% 5.5% 0.9% 4.1% 1.8% 0.4% 11.9% 4.1% 4.3% 4.5% 

Total 1.5% 4.8% 0.9% 3.5% 2.6% 1.7% 11.8% 3.8% 5.3% 4.2% 
Notes
: 

Companies with BMI have been identified according to the methodology established in Section 3.1. Only companies with less than 250 employees are included in 
the analysis. Spain, Finland, Ireland, Sweden and Germany did not collect data on radical process innovations and had to be excluded from this specification. 
Industries: B: Mining; C: Manufacturing; D: Energy; E: Water & waste; 46: Wholesale trade; H: Transportation, storage; 58, 61-63: Publishing, 
telecommunications, computer programming & consultancy, information services; K: Finance & insurance; 71: Architectural and engineering activities, technical 
testing and analysis. 
A: Due to confidentiality rules of Eurostat, values for these cells had to be deleted. 
Source: Calculation FHNW based on Eurostat CIS 2010 data. 
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Table 12: Weighted percentage of companies with 250 employees or more and a business model innovation in the period 2008-2010 by core NACE 
categories in CIS 2010.  

 Industry classification by NACE 

 B C D E 46 H 58, 61-63 K 71 Total 

Total 9.2% 22.0% 9.0% 7.6% 12.3% 8.5% 20.1% 27.6% 19.5% 18.7% 
Notes: Companies with BMI have been identified according to the methodology established in Section 3.1. Only companies with at least 250 employees are included in the 

analysis. Included countries are: BG, CY, CZ, EE, FR, HR, HU, IT, LT, LU, LV, NO, PT, RO, SI and SK. Spain, Finland, Ireland, Sweden and Germany did not collect data on 
radical process innovations and had to be excluded from this specification. Netherlands has implausible values for business model innovators and also had to be 
excluded from this specification. 
Industries: B: Mining; C: Manufacturing; D: Energy; E: Water & waste; 46: Wholesale trade; H: Transportation, storage; 58, 61-63: Publishing, 
telecommunications, computer programming & consultancy, information services; K: Finance & insurance; 71: Architectural and engineering activities, technical 
testing and analysis. 
Source: Calculation FHNW based on Eurostat CIS 2010 data. 

 
 

Table 13: Weighted percentage of companies with 250 employees or more and a business model innovation in the period 2008-2010 by countries in 
CIS 2010.  

Total for country 

BG CY CZ EE FR HR HU IT LT LU LV NO PT RO SI SK Total 

9.6% 45.0% 14.8% 23.0% 21.5% 2.9% 13.1% 23.6% 22.6% 18.6% 13.5% 13.1% 40.3% 8.8% 30.6% 12.7% 18.7% 
Notes: Companies with BMI have been identified according to the methodology established in Section 3.1. Only companies with at least 250 employees are included in the 

analysis. Spain, Finland, Ireland, Sweden and Germany did not collect data on radical process innovations and had to be excluded from this specification. 
Netherlands has implausible values for business model innovators and also had to be excluded from this specification. 
Included NACE sectors are: B: Mining; C: Manufacturing; D: Energy; E: Water & waste; 46: Wholesale trade; H: Transportation, storage; 58, 61-63: Publishing, 
telecommunications, computer programming & consultancy, information services; K: Finance & insurance; 71: Architectural and engineering activities, technical 
testing and analysis. 
Source: Calculation FHNW based on Eurostat CIS 2010 data. 
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Table 14: Overview of included cases  

No Type Case Name Country Continent Sector Key terms Published Type of BMI, innovation Cluster 
P 1 PRS Moleskine Italy Europe Stationeries Branding, Notebooks,  2012 new product (notebook) in connection to new 

distribution channels and specific image 
1 

P 2 PRS Harley-Davidson USA USA Motorcycle Motorcycle, creating customer 
communities 

2004 Total customer experience 1 

P 3 PRS Bank Accord France Europe Banking Electronic banking, mobile 
banking 

2007 retail bank with a specific setting of its 
customer service and recruitment channels 

3 

P 4 PRS Alibaba China Asia Retail, e-commerce e-commerce, B2B, B2C, C2C 2008 e-commerce in C2C and B2B 2 
P 5 PRS ESB International Ireland Europe Electricity Corporatisation, taxes, 

competition, project 
management 

2008 internationalisation of engineering services 3 

P 6 PRS Nokia Finland Europe Music industry Digital music, disruptive 
technologies 

2009 combination of cell phone with music platform 
subscription 

2 

P 7 PRS Naxos Germany 
Hong Kong 

Asia Music Industry Disruptive technologies 2009 Cheap recordings of classical music (supply 
chain innovation), marketing innovation 

1 

P 8 PRS Maghound 
Enterprises 

USA USA Media Newspapers, Magazine 
circulation, media 

2009 magazine subscription model 2 

P 9 PUS e-government USA USA e-government Models of innovation in the 
public sector; Change 
management; Public sector 
innovation; New public 
management; Innovation;  
Conflict management; e-
Governance; Information 
technology; Public sector chief 
information officer (CIO) 

2009 innovation potential of IT and fostering 
innovation in the DC government; 
governmental organisation fostering 
innovation; IT in providing better governance; 
democratising data and incorporating 
technology into its operations 

– 

P10 PRS Better Place USA USA Electric Cars Hybrid cars, motor industry,  2009 subscription plans for electrical car batteries 2 
P11 PRS Laastari Finland Europe Health Retail clinic chain, social media 2013 walk-in hospitals with 7x24, run by nurses 

with computer-assisted diagnosis and remote 
access to doctors 

2 

P12 PRS Think  Norway 
Switzerland 

Europe Automobile 
Industry 

Electric Car, oil crisis, 
emissions 

2010 electrical vehicle, lean production, new 
distribution channels 

1 

P13 NPO Max Foundation Bangladesh 
Netherlands 

Asia Development 
Sector 

Project implementation, Global 
Health care, Development, 
child mortality, deep tube well 

2011 NPO to realise development projects in 
Bangladesh 

3 

P14 PRS RedBus India Asia Transport Entrepreneurship, Internet, 
transport, B2B, B2C 

2013 Bus ticket selling system 3 

P15 PRS CarMax USA USA Car Market Car market, used car sales,  2008 Used car seller 2 
P16 PRS Bel France Europe Food Cheese, drink and food 2012 Nutritional product to new customer segments 

and via new distribution channels 
1 

P17 PRS Ducati vs Harley-
Davidson 

Italy & USA Europe Automotive Business Process Innovations. 2003 Product Innovation in the high end motorcycle 
industry 

1 
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No Type Case Name Country Continent Sector Key terms Published Type of BMI, innovation Cluster 
P18 PRS MyAlert Spain Europe Mobile 

entertainment 
Mobile solutions, alerts, instant 
messaging, news 

2005 Advertising, business and consumer services 3 

P19 PRS Klarna Stockholm Europe e-commerce Alliance governance; 
Collaboration risk, Performance 
risk; Trust and control; 
Business model evaluation; 
Network strategy; Alliance 
portfolio; Strategic 
partnerships; Start-up; 
Commerce; Sweden; Payment 
service provider 

2011 Payment solutions for ecommerce 2 

P20 PRS 12Snap Germany 
UK 
Italy 

Europe Mobile Marketing B2C, B2B, transition, media 
model, mobile marketing,  
M-commerce; Mobile 
commerce; Mobile retailing; 
Mobile marketing; Mobile 
advertising; B2C; B2B; IT 
based entrepreneurship 

2002 Changing business model, shift to mobile 
marketing, trying the new BM, shift to B2C 

3 

P21 PRS Realfleet 
Amadana 

Japan Asia Home electronics Marketing; Strategy; Design; 
Innovation; Japan; 
Commoditisation; Soft power; 
Electronics; Start-up; 
Entrepreneurship 

2006 BM described and innovation mentioned 1 

P22 PRS ING Belgium 
Retail 

Belgium Europe Banking BMI, direct banking, customer 
contact. 

2011 first universal direct bank 3 

P23 PRS Zopa UK Europe Retail finance and 
Banking 

Finance, lending, commercial 
loans, retail banking, financial 
services 

2013 group lending scheme 2 

P24 PUS Finland's Public 
Sector 

Finland Europe Health, public 
sector 

Public healthcare management 2013 Public healthcare 3 

P25 PRS Webraska  
Mobile 
Technologies 

France Europe Mobile technology revenue model, digital maps, 
business model extension,  
Business model; Value 
creation; Entrepreneurship; 
Competition; New venture; 
Venture design; Change; 
Telecommunication 

2004 firm that was faced with the fundamental 
choice between two business models and how 
they sharpened value drivers 

3 

P26 PRS Jamba! Germany Europe Mobile 
entertainment 

Mobile content; 
Internationalisation; Marketing; 
Expansion; International; e-
Business; Internet; New 
economy 

2006 description of BM in Germany and Europe, 
China; Germany, e-Business 

3 

P27 PRS Rainbow 
Animation 

Italy Europe Film production strategy, diversification, new 
media 

2011 Rainbow leveraged new revenue streams, 
pursuing a so-called 'Swiss Army Knife 
Strategy'. Rainbow challenged to sustain 

2 
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No Type Case Name Country Continent Sector Key terms Published Type of BMI, innovation Cluster 
growth.  

P28 PRS Eight19 UK Europe Energy (solar 
power) 

alternative energy, sustainable 
power, customer value 

2013 business model innovation and the imperative 
to build and maintain the 'social legitimacy' of 
a venture 

2 

P29 PRS paybox.net Germany Europe Mobile Payment Mobile payment; Mobile 
commerce (m-commerce); 
Mobile business (m-business); 
Wireless Internet; Internet 
start-up 

2003 Mobile Payment Services 2 

P30 PUS Go Procure eGov Australia others Public sector e-procurement in public sector 2005 Government e-procurement 3 
P31 PRS Webvan USA USA Online retail e-commerce, groceries, 

distribution 
2005 Conception, business model, and launch of on-

line grocery delivery service 
3 

P32 PRS Printeurope.com Finland Europe IT (software) changing print environment, 
procurement, competition 

2001 Product and process innovation in the printing 
industry 

3 

P33 PRS Secure Works USA USA Internet Security IT Networks, management 2010   3 
P34 PRS mPedigree Ghana/Nigeria others Health Care Social Innovation in Africa, 

Health Care Innovation, 
Innovation Africa 

2013 Social Innovation for the Health Sector 2 

P35 PUS VDAB Belgium Europe Government e-business innovation, public 
sector innovation, ICT 
government innovation 

2012 Service innovation in the Flemish employment 
service  

3 

P36 PUS Velib - 
Bikesharing 

France Europe Public 
Transportation 

Bike sharing, Mobility Services, 
public transportation 
alternatives, bike rental 

2010 Paris's Public Easy Bike Sharing System 2 

P37 PUS Thinks Bumpy 
Ride 

Norway Europe Car Production Stakeholder, eco 
entrepreneurship, ecosystem, 
electric vehicles, micro mobility 

2008 Electric Car Production with innovative 
Stakeholder System 

1 

P38 PRS Curana BVBA Belgium Europe Bicycle parts Bicycle, Bicycle Parts and 
Accessories 

2010 new company positioning as bicycle parts 
designer 

1 

P39 NPO CDI Brazil others Education IT-based educational 
programmes to fight poverty 
and digital exclusion 

2009 Provide computer access to the poor in Brazil 3 

P40 PRS T-Mobile Austria Europe Telecommunication Telecommunication 
competition, Disruptive 
Technologies,  Mobile 
Marketing Innovation 

2010 Innovative repositioning in the 
telecommunication industry 

2 

P41 PRS Better Place div. others Car Production Energy, Transportation, 
Environment, Electric Cars, 
Eco-friendly transportation 

2009 Mobility Innovation in the fast moving car 
industry 

2 

P42 PRS Novo Nordisk Denmark Europe Energy   Energy, Renewable, 
Environment, Eco-Friendly 
Energy Production, Climate 
Savers 

2009 Renewable Energy in Denmark 3 
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No Type Case Name Country Continent Sector Key terms Published Type of BMI, innovation Cluster 
P43 PRS Moda Operandi India Asia Fashion Retailer Fashion Retail Business 

Innovative Fashion Industry, 
High End Fashion Innovation 

2013 Innovation in the High End Fashion Retail 
Industry 

2 

P44 PRS DIFI Conquest Poland/Czech Europe Insurance Direct insurance, market entry 
Eastern Europe 

2009 Servicing innovative direct insurance – 

P45 PRS DIFI Russia Russia Europe Insurance Direct insurance, market entry 
Russia 

2009 Servicing innovative direct insurance – 

P46 PRS Living PlanIT UK Europe Architecture, 
building technology 

Realising new 
architecture/construction 
paradigm of sustainable and 
smart cities 

2010 Building innovative and sustainable urban 
environments 

2 

P47 PUS IMEC Belgium Europe Public sector, 
research institute 

Linking with industry, applied 
research funding 

2008 Commercialization of research and 
development 

3 

P48 PRS NanRenWa China Asia e-commerce sustainable urban 
environments 

2013 business socks and underwear 1 

P49 PRS Boston.com PS USA USA Media, newspaper newspaper, online news 2000 online news portal 3 
P50 PRS Metro vs Que Spain Europe Media, newspaper Newspaper, free newspaper 2005 free newspaper vs. Paid 2 
P51 PRS Ready Seafood US US Lobster Selling Marketing Innovation, Fishing 

Industry, Lobster Marketing 
2010 Lobster Marketing, Reselling and Buyer 

Engagement 
1 

P52 PRS Haier China Asia Consumer 
electronics 
Home Appliances 

Consumer electronics 
Home Appliances 

2013 Process and Organizational Innovation in the 
Home Electronics industry 

1 

P53 NPO MYC4 Denmark Europe Microfinance Social Lending, African 
Entrepreneurs, microfinance, 
global partnerships 

2009 Social Lending, Multisided Platform for Micro-
credit lending 

3 

P54 PRS Skype Sweden Europe Telecommunication Music, New media, Disruptive 
technologies 

2009 freemium (revenue through 
additional/premium services to a free service) 

3 

P55 PUS Producing Maps  
in Victoria (A) 

Australia others Maps Technological development, 
private sector 
involvement/collaboration 

2008 public-private partnership in cartography – 

P56 PRS Boo.com International others retail, e-commerce e-commerce, fashion retail 2001 Global Fashion Retail Innovation over e-
commerce,  failure 

3 

P57 PRS HRNet UK Europe IT HR management software solutions, partnership, 
entrepreneurship,  Start-up; 
Internet business model; 
Recovery and turnaround; 
Software; ASP 

2002 In the times of Internet change the following 
points are addressed: (1) targets; (2) 
business model; (3) partners; (4) how to 
drastically reduce costs; and (5) the launch of 
a new product the company is developing. 

3 

P58 PRS LAN Airlines Chile others Air transport Combination of no frills, 
passenger and cargo business 
models 

2012 combination of business models by airline 3 

P59 PRS XEROX USA USA Office equipment Copy machines 2002 Printing Industry, from product to service 
provider 

3 

P60 PRS PAYD Insurance USA USA Insurance Variable Car Insurance, 2012 auto insurance with premium calculation 2 
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No Type Case Name Country Continent Sector Key terms Published Type of BMI, innovation Cluster 
Context based car insurance based on driver's behaviour 

P61 PRS Berlingske Denmark Europe Media, newspaper Media, newspaper 2012 reaction of newspapers to challenge of 
freemium models in the industry 

3 

P62 PRS JP Politikens Hus Denmark Europe Media Media, newspaper 2012 reaction of newspapers to challenge of 
freemium models in the industry 

3 

P63 NPO KIVA Denmark Europe Microfinance Social Lending, African 
Entrepreneurs, microfinance, 
global partnerships 

2009 Social Lending, Multisided Platform for Micro-
credit lending 

3 

P64 PRS Cewe Color Germany Europe Printing printing, photography, digital 
technology, disruptive 
technologies 

2011 digital photography printing, photo books 1 

Types: PRS: private sector; PUS: public sector; NPO: not for profit organisations 


