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Abstract 

 

Purpose - The purpose of this paper is to explore the relationship between knowledge 

sources, knowledge capacities, and business model innovation in small medium-size 

enterprises (SMEs) and discover the specific pattern among the three groups.  

Design/methodology - A total of 103 SMEs' CEOs, entrepreneurs and senior 

managers provide the samples for exploratory factor analyses and multiple regression 

analyses. The data is collected by self-completion survey based on perceptual 

measurement of constructs and also referred to objective data from companies' annual 

reports.  

Findings - The results indicate a significant relationship between knowledge sources, 

capacities and business model innovation. External knowledge interaction associated 

with the business network is positively contributed to business model innovation. 

Information system integration is directly related to business model innovation and 

mediates in the link between individual knowledge and business model innovation. The 

better understanding of customers is also positively related to achieving a successful 

business model innovation. SMEs identify knowledge sources, develop knowledge 

capacities and apply them specifically in different phases of business model 

innovation.  

Practical implications - To confront the big enterprises' sufficient knowledge, this 

study inspires entrepreneurs and leadership of SMEs with the possibility of business 

model innovation. By integrating and implementing the knowledge from external and 

internal, SMEs can intentionally enable to map the phases of business model 

innovation, reach the helpful resources, proactively recognize the challenges and 

finally achieve a competitive business model.  

Research limitations/implications - The confirmatory bias might miss out on the 

phenomenon occurring and the findings are still generally for direct application to a 

specific situation. More focused case studies will be suggested in the future to further 

investigate the reality differing from individuals, strategies, sectors and nations. In 

addition, longitudinal studies with less time restriction will be feasible to understand 

how knowledge and business model interact with each other.  

Originality/value - This study pioneers a measurement of success in business model 

innovation and a justification of overall influence of knowledge on business model 

innovation. By further implementing, some of the results testify the originality's 

validity in SMEs, others present exceptional findings beyond the previous theories.  

Keywords - Knowledge Sources, Knowledge Interaction, Organizational Learning, 

Knowledge Creation, Information System, Knowledge Integration, Business Model 

Innovation 
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1    Introduction 
 

The coming era asks not only big enterprises but also micro, small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs
1
) to embrace this changeful age. In the chapter, we will discuss the 

emergent demand of making efforts on this study as well as the relevant backgrounds. 

  

1.1   Background 

 

Rising share up 170% produces Netflix the best performer by a single year of 2013 in the 

S&P 500 (Eule, 2013). Crowds believe this glorious victory is just because of the 200 

million dollar's investment on the TV series 'House of Cards', however, as some other 

economists say, a calculated success has been contributed by huge amounts of data 

assets and Netfilx's understanding of the perceived needs sitting in front of televisions. 

On the other hand, the exceptional performance of Dell Computer 15 years ago 

illustrated an innovative response to a fundamental competitive factor in the personal 

computer industry (Kraemer, Dedrick, & Yamashiro, 2000). Dell’s use of information 

technology has been vital to executing elements of its business model and direct-sale to 

achieve speed and flexibility in an industry. At the beginning edge of this new era, social 

networks and digital devices are utilized to engage with government, businesses and 

civil society, as well as friends and family. At the same time, businesses are undertaking 

their own digital transformations (Berman, 2012), rethinking what customers value most 

and creating operating models that take advantage of what’s newly possible for 

competitive differentiation.  

 

In such dynamic and turbulent environment, information, knowledge, and data have been 

always attracting academic and practical attentions over the extended time. However, 

like John Naisbitt's saying "We are drowning in information but starved for knowledge". 

Knowledge represents a critical resource to create value and to develop and sustain 

competitive advantages (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997). During the past three decades, 

BMI has been recognized as a facilitator to create new value for enterprises (Johnson, 

2010), while traditional factors of management, knowledge assets and intellectual capital 

are expected to play a predominant role of improving value creation capacities (Malhotra, 

2000a, 2000b, 2001). Knowledge Management (KM) has been anticipated to identify 

new customers' needs, establish the value proposition, develop new skills and map 

components of BM (Malhotra, 2002, 2005).  

 

1.2   Problem Discussion 

 

Looking up into this intersection field, many researchers have studied from not only 

                                                
1
 The category of micro, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) is made up of enterprises which employ fewer 

than 250 persons and which have an annual turnover not exceeding 50 million euro, and/or an annual balance sheet total 

not exceeding 43 million euro (European Commission, 2005). 
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Business Model Innovation (BMI) side (Chesbrough, 2006; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2013; 

Sosna, Trevinyo-Rodríguez, & Velamuri, 2010), but also taken KM into consideration as 

a mechanism of improving understanding of the external environment and processing 

internal capacity (Malhotra, 2001; Schilling, 2013; Trott, 2008). Apparently, big 

enterprises are favored in the researches of either BMI or KM. However, this study will 

be conducted with a contrast appetite, because 23 million SMEs in the EU provide 

around 75 million jobs and represent 99% of the business, which plays a central role in 

the economy (European Commission, 2005). However, they are often confronted with 

big challenges from inequitable resource competitions and market imperfections, 

particularly in the early phase and with new technologies or innovation. SMEs usually 

do not have the scale and scope to solve the severe commoditization pressure beyond 

their existing business model (Vanhaverke, Vermeersch, & Zutter, 2012). SMEs have to 

seize new growth opportunities by testing BMI. Nevertheless, the problem is most SMEs 

structure BMI within limited internal blocks rather than truly understanding specific BMI 

task, market demand and context. Due to lack of BMI skills and knowledge, SMEs leave 

better BM potential blindly and fail to formulate explicitly a BMI strategy (Lindgren, 

2012). Thus, one of this study's contribution can possibly help the SMEs to structure BMI 

with the assistance from knowledge.  

 

1.3   Purpose 

 

Taking such circumstance into consideration, this study is undertaking to provide 

implication of an entire perspective view of KM contributing BMI in Sweden, and 

currently aiming to explore the following Research Questions:  

‘How does knowledge influence business model innovation of micro, small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in Sweden?’ 

In order to fill the gap of lacking an overview validation of the constructs by previous 

studies, a rigorous model of scales' measurement with hypotheses will be examined to 

firstly answer (1) ‘Does knowledge contribute to business model innovation?’. Through 

description and revelation of the connection between the two topics, a better 

understanding of identifying and mapping BMI based on knowledge will be presented to 

further explain (2) ‘which sources of knowledge, whether developed to certain capacities, 

and how act on business model innovation’. Finally, a convenient decision support model 

based on KM clues a well-prepared business plan and BMI in the turbulent environment. 

 

1.4   Delimitation 

 

The inclination of this study is to stimulate a BMI intentionally and successfully instead 

of the case of front-end causing BMI. The orchestrated process of KM as an 

organizational perspective will be investigated with the deepening of research, and 

additionally to discover the sources of those knowledge bring about an intended BMI.  
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2    Theoretical Framework 
 

The chapter will be organized into two relevant sections 'Business Model' and knowledge 

issues. Final section will be concluded with the overview of theoretical framework and 

several hypotheses that will be tested in this study. 

 

2.1   Business Model Innovation Success 

 

In this part, we review the terms "business model" and "business model innovation" from 

previous literature and identify the key factors of their success. 

 

2.1.1 Business Model 

 

From about two decades ago, the term "business model" has been used for a wide range 

of informal and formal descriptions to represent core components of a organization in 

the both fields of academic research and practical business. "Get the business model 

wrong, and there is almost no chance of success..."(Teece, 2010). Taking Business 

Model Canvas (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2004, 2010; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2013; 

Osterwalder, Pigneur, & Tucci, 2005) as an example, an enterprise can easily describe 

their BM by infrastructure, offering, customers and finances. We have reviewed the 

main perspectives of highly-cited literatures from 1996 to 2013, illustrating in Appendix 

I. Besides those reviews, we further discuss some views with more reputation in 

academia.  

 

Zott and Amit (2010) define a BM as “a system of interdependent activities that 

transcends the focal firm and spans its boundaries” , which has three particular design 

elements (content, structure and governance). The content describes what activities the 

BM consist of, the structure is how the different activities are linked and put into 

sequence of the value creation process, and the governance describes who will perform 

the activities (Amit & Zott, 2012). At same time, Osterwalder’s 'Canvas' is based on the 

idea that “a business model describes the rationale of how an organization creates, 

delivers, and captures value” (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). This perspective of BM 

includes 9 interconnected elements. Earlier, Chesbrough (2006) manages to connect 

everything together and identify the clear elements, and proposes that BM is an 

intermediate construct that links technical inputs and economic outputs. And in the 

previous study with Rosenbloom (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002), the BM fulfils the 

functions in 7 elements. Johnson, Christensen, & Kagermann (2008) propose that a 

successful BM should have such components as customer value proposition, profit 

formula, and key resources and processes. These elements are inter locked and together 

create and deliver value as well as capture value for the company. Teece (2010) 

interprets BM concept  is  about  the  benefit  the  enterprise  will  deliver  to 

customers, how it will organize to do so, and how it will capture a portion of the value 

that it delivers. Hwang and Christensen (2008) identify 3 types of BMs: solution shops 
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(institutions built to diagnose and solve unstructured problems), value adding process 

businesses (transform inputs of resources into outputs of greater value), and facilitated 

user networks (the same people buy and sell and receive and deliver things to and from 

each other). Morris, Schindehutte, and Allen (2005) summarize and develop an good 

overview of all previous models in one table with the different elements or components. 

They  create a  BM based on previous literature, which ends up in a model with 3 

levels, (Foundation, proprietary, and rules) for the six components (factors related to  

the  offering,  market factors, internal capability factors, competitive strategy factors, 

economic factors, growth/exit factors). IBM has developed a component based BM 

which takes a different approach compared to academic models. A BM as a 

combination of components is with the help of a matrix where levels of accountability 

(Pohle, Korsten, & Ramamurthy, 2005). Each component have 5 dimensions with 

purpose (which value it brings), activities, resources, governance, business services. 

 

Zott & Amit (2009) define a BM is the way a company "does business" with its 

customers, partners and vendors. In our perspective, business model is a description of 

how a business survives and grows. For most of the entrepreneurial firms, micro 

organizations, and small enterprises, acquiring income is the first step of making 

business. Due to the concentration of SMEs, we diminish the concepts of BM's 

deconstruction and amplify the focus on BM working as a whole system.  

 

2.1.2 Successful Business Model and its Innovation 

 

As BMI may lead to success for a company, many different researchers has been 

focusing on how to innovate the successful BM. Zott & Amit (2009) believe innovating 

BM is the best way to discover new source of future income, to turn economic 

limitations into competitive advantage, to identify competitive threats, and to change the 

whole system of operations. According to Cavalcante, Kesting, & Ulhoi (2011), the 4 

types of BM change are: creation (business idea transformed into a new venture; 

experimenting with BMs), extension (adding/expanding existing core processes; 

existing practices stay unchanged; developing chosen BM), revision (removing and 

replacing processes, results in changing the direction of doing business; existing 

processes are subject to change) and termination (abandoning/removing processes).  

 

In our perspective, business model innovation is to invent a new way of doing business, 

which can be new to company itself or to its industry or both. However, external 

competitive difficulties have pushed BMI weigh much heavier than expected on CEOs’ 

priority tasks. (Pohle & Chapman, 2006). CEOs expect BMI to create sustainable 

competitive advantage and differentiation for them in their marketplaces. According to 

IBM's study (Pohle & Chapman, 2006), CEOs and senior leadership play the critical 

roles of BMI. 

 

Teece (2010) believes that in many industries, customer side drives logic of this new era 
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instead of supply side in industrial era. He refers to industry evolution and ‘dominant 

design’ as the factors which need to be taken into account while innovating BM. He 

concludes ‘good business model design and implementation involves assessing such 

internal factors as well as external factors concerned with customers, suppliers, and the 

broader business environment.' However, new BMI also stand for a significant challenge 

for companies despite their access to resources, market knowledge, and key technologies 

(Koen, Bertels, & Elsum, 2011). That's why, Chesbrough (2010) points out that there are 

certain barriers for BMI (conflict with the current BM; cognitive barrier or dominant 

logic/path dependency/selective blindness), and further he proposes that processes of 

experimentation and effectuation as well as successful leadership of organizational 

change are critical to overcome those barriers. In line with these suggestions of 

experimentation of the BM, Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) suggest that companies 

need to see BMI as a product development process. The process should start with 

simple sketches of different BMs. Then the different concepts need to be tested, and it is 

done at first through simulations of different scenarios, and then tested on the real 

market in small scale to see the customers reaction. Accordingly, we develop our 

indicators base on BM Canvas, which is very widely used and popular in the reality of 

SMEs in Sweden. 

 
Table 2-1  The 9 components of a business model 

Based on Business Model Canvas (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010) 

 Component Description 

Product Value propositions 
An overall view of a company’s bundle of 

products and services 

Customer 

interface 

Customer segments 
The segments that company wants to offer 

value to customers 

Channels 
The various ways of the company to get in 

touch with its customers 

Customer relationships 
The link of company establishing between 

itself and customer 

Infrastructure 

management 

Key resources 
The assets required to offer and deliver the 

previous elements 

Key activities 
The activities that company arrange in a 

performing way. 

Key partnerships 
The network of cooperative agreements with 

other organizations 

Financial 

aspects 

Revenue streams 
The way of company making money through a 

variety of revenue flows 

Cost structure 
The monetary consequences of the ways 

employed 

 

During the moment of implementing new BM, trial-and-error learning has been 
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recommended to innovative BMs within an uncertain environmental context (Sosna et 

al., 2010). This study also take organizational learning as a knowledge capacity. The 

organization's response to early symptom can be critical to how the trial-and-error 

process subsequently unfolds. 

 

First empirical large sample study of BM design themes has been anchoring on study of 

Zott & Amit (2007), and they point out that entrepreneurs' attempt of incorporating both 

efficiency- and novelty-centered design elements into a single BM may be 

counterproductive. The same suggestion is also recounted that novelty-centered BMs 

seems better on differentiation, cost leadership and early market entry (Zott & Amit, 

2008), and also matters to the performance of entrepreneurial firms (Zott & Amit, 2007). 

The novelty-centered BM, also known as innovative BM, asks the designers to look 

over the resources and reflect their information, so that they will enable to digest the 

supportive knowledge demonstrating the path of a successful BM. Johnson, Christensen, 

& Kagermann (2008) emphasize that a successful BM is an opportunity for the company 

to satisfy this need at a profit. Companies doubly emphasize BMI have grown faster than 

competitors in operating margins over the past five years (Pohle & Chapman, 2006). 

Comparing with those concentrating on other types of innovation, the BM innovators 

were growing operating margins faster as well (Pohle & Chapman, 2006). BMI may be 

more challenging than product or process innovation, but it also delivers superior 

returns. Similarly, the Boston Consulting Group's study also proves that BMI companies 

earned an average premium that was more than four times greater than that enjoyed by 

product or process innovation companies (Lindgardt, Reeves, Stalk, & Deimler, 2009). 

Furthermore, BMI delivered returns that were more sustainable; even after ten years, 

BMI companies continued to outperform competitors and product and process 

innovators (Lindgardt et al., 2009).  

 

2.1.3 Measuring Success in Business Model Innovation 

 

In order to understand the entire process of BMI as a reflection of what we have discussed 

previously, we have drawn the Figure 2-1. Although many of previous researches focus 

on the successful factor of value proposition as an external perspective from customers, in 

this study, the internal perspective view of SBMI has been delimited. We believe the 

definition of SBMI should cover both the accomplishing process and inspiring result, 

although it is fuzzy when is the starting or ending point. The study defines the 

successful business model innovation is that the organization, under the limitations of 

internal and external, has gone through the entire adoption process of business model 

innovation, and the organization reaches a succession of achievements from the 

innovative design of doing business, the implementation of new dominant logic and 

proven by its growth. 
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Figure 2-1  Achievements of Successful Business Model Innovation 

 

In this paper, we measure the companies in three dimensions: how innovative is the 

design of business model, whether they implement the new dominant logic of BM, and 

how BM is proven by its growth. We separate the construct of SBMI into three 

dimensions measured either perceptually or objectively. The questions are developed 

based on theories discussed previously, and the detail of questionnaire is illustrating in 

Appendix II. And Table 2-2 describe how those dimensions are developed based on 

theories.  

 

Table 2-2  Theoretical Dimensions of SBMI Measurement 

Dimensions of SBMI measurement Reference 

Innovative design of business model (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010; D. J. 

Teece, 2010; Zott & Amit, 2007) 

Implementation of dominant logic (H. Chesbrough, 2010; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 

2010; Sosna et al., 2010) 

Business 

growth 

Turnover growth (Johnson et al., 2008; Lindgardt et al., 2009; 

George Pohle & Chapman, 2006) Organizational growth 
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2.2   Knowledge Sourcing, Creation and Flows 

 

Companies often highly value external knowledge outside the company (Chesbrough, 

2004). KM can deliver the right information to the right person at the right time. And it 

can store and distribute human intelligence and experience (Malhotra, 2000a, 2001). 

 

2.2.1 Knowledge Interaction from External Bodies 

 

External knowledge interaction (EKI) is used to describe all types of direct and indirect, 

personal and non-personal, knowledge exchange among industry and between industry 

and research. There are three types of EKI: (1) information exchange; (2) contract 

research; and (3) cooperative research for firms interacting with universities and 

research organizations (Todtling, Lehner, & Kaufmann, 2009). EKI is directed at the 

exchange of knowledge within innovation processes (Schartinger, Rammer, Fischer, & 

Frohlich, 2002). Firms introducing more advanced innovations are relying to a higher 

extent on R&D and patents, and that they are cooperating more often with universities 

and research organizations. Furthermore, the employment of researchers was identified 

as a key factor enhancing knowledge interactions of firms with universities (Todtling et 

al., 2009). EKI involves some amount of knowledge flow, the extent, quality and effect 

of which are uncertain (Schartinger et al., 2002). Todtling et al (2009) believe 

companies introduced less advanced innovations rely more on knowledge links with 

business services.  

 

However, Schartinger and his colleagues (2002) confirm that EKI between industry and 

university show a complex pattern, instead of intense interactions between high-tech 

industries and firm-orientated technical sciences and low interactions in humanities and 

low-tech industries. Research oriented science fields engage significantly in 

innovation-related EKI with universities and industry, respectively in both traditional 

industry like manufacturing and new emerging service sectors. Large numbers of 

scientific disciplines and almost all sectors of economic activities exchange knowledge 

during innovation without prejudice the level of EKI. Moreover, industry and university 

use a large variety of channels for EKI (Schartinger et al., 2002). Their results suggest 

to widen the set of indicators and consider of EKI such as training, personnel mobility,  

as well as other forms of personal contacts more seriously. Although there is no doubt 

that knowledge exchange in direct research collaboration is one of the most effective 

transfer channels, other types of interaction should not be underestimated in their role in 

innovation processes which demand different types of knowledge. 

 

Another standpoint recommends that companies have to recognize the value of new, 

external information, then assimilate it and apply it to commercial ends, which is critical 

to its innovative capabilities. Cohen and Levinthal (1990) believe the firm's own R&D 

knowledge originates with its competitors' R&D, spillovers, and even outside the 

industry. Extramural knowledge, drawn from competitors as well as extra-industry 
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sources from other industries, also contributes to the firm's knowledge. Just like the 

product development knowledge emerges out of the combined interaction of the 

involved people and resources (Eris & Leifer, 2003).  

Under the aid from such external sources as knowledge brokers and technological 

spillovers, company enable to apply usefully knowledge to innovation and BMI. 

Recruiting individuals or collaborate with key partners as knowledge brokers that transfer 

information from one domain to another. By serving as the bridge between two different 

knowledge networks, the knowledge broker is in a position to find unique combinations 

from the knowledge possessed by the two groups (Schilling, 2013). Similarly, 

technological spillovers is a positive externality from R&D resulting from the spread of 

knowledge across organizational or regional boundaries. Adam Jaffe found that both a 

firm's patenting activities and profits were influenced by the R&D spending of other 

firms and universities in its geographical region (Jaffe, 1986; Jaffe, Trajtenberg, & 

Henderson, 1993).  

 

The dynamic of EMI brings about mutual understanding and knowledge evolution in a 

community (Nishida, 2002). In another study of Zhang, Zhang, & Hu (2008), they 

mention a new generation e-business model which closely with each other on the basis 

of knowledge within a relevant or close ecosystem. Knowledge may be an important 

source of coordination and thus be central to supply chain collaboration, and the 

external interaction of knowledge inside and between the supply chains plays a key role 

to the success of new BM. A new EKI model with three steps (knowledge reasoning, 

knowledge transformation and knowledge combination) adds value to the knowledge 

and achieving the effect that 1+1>2 (Zhang et al., 2008). 

 

In the final paragraph of this part, we emphatically point out company should never 

forget EKI with their target and potential customers. Wu, Guo, & Shi (2013) illustrate 

three types of knowledge of customers and prove that knowledge about customer mainly 

contributes to customers consumption experience through better meeting market demand 

with customized products for customers. Knowledge from customer  offers customized 

products for customers and improved use experience for customers. Knowledge for 

customer helps customers to make better purchase decision and obtain improved use 

experience. Customer-related knowledge contributes to business model innovation in 

terms of value creation by enhancing customers consumption experience. As well, 

customer knowledge management with IT application is positive related to value delivery 

in business model innovation through increasing knowledge accessibility for both firms 

and customers. 

 

2.2.2 Information System and Knowledge Integration 

 

The critical success factors of the proposed model of KM system for BMI are supported 

by a redefinition of ‘control’ as it is relates to the new living, learning and working 

environments afforded by emerging business models. Hence, BMI needs to be informed 
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by the proposed model of knowledge management that is based upon synergy of the 

information-processing capacity of information technologies and sense-making 

capabilities of humans (Malhotra, 2000a, 2000b, 2001, 2002). Information technology 

investments and capabilities influence firm performance and impact the ability of firms to 

launch varied competitive actions, which in turn are a significant antecedent of firm 

performance (Sambamurthy, Bharadwaj, & Grover, 2003).  

 

The study from Kodama (2009) presents the ‘knowledge integration firm,’ as a new 

business model based on the core concepts of Japanese leadership style management.  

Japanese firms which are building original knowledge integration models have achieved 

successful outcomes by implementing business management based on practical 

knowledge (practical knowledge leadership), and dialectical management (dialectical 

leadership). The creativity and dialectic views, rooted in the distinctive culture of the 

Japanese firm and shared values, created and accumulated tacit knowledge arising from 

vertical integration, promoted teamwork, collaboration, co-creation and co-evolution, 

and exerted an influence on management within Asian firms in South Korea, Taiwan 

and other countries. Just as Lemon & Sahota (2004) believe organizational culture as a 

‘bundle’ of knowledge repositories with storing and information processing capabilities. 

Organizational culture has been recognized as a determinant within BMI which is 

inseparable from the culture that facilitates or constrains the ability to ‘add value’. 

 

Hong, Easterby-Smith, & Snell (2006) develop a holistic model and indicate that 

successful cross-border transfer of ISKI entails the development and implementation of 

an overall heuristic design for cultivating collective learning routines through the 

engineering of enterprise contexts and the responsive management of knowledge 

repositories. The research from Gebauer, Worch, & Truffer (2012) discussed that 

first-mover strategies may hinder BMI, whereas follower strategies could enhance BMI. 

Centrally dominant role in the network position constrains BMI. Transformative 

learning of APAC contributes significantly to BMI. Combinative capabilities enhance 

exploratory and transformative learning. Organizations require an intensive knowledge 

integration mechanism that supports creativity within all the phases of its process in 

order to analyze, understand, select, and integrate ideas into a business model (Massaro, 

Bardy, & Pitts, 2012). 

 

A large number of researches use the terms knowledge integration referring the issue of 

organizational learning. To distinguish the difference between ISKI and OLKC, we 

undertake the term ISKI to describe company's proposed knowledge behaviors from 

formal perspective, such as information technology system. However, we undertake the 

term OLKC to present the interaction among organizations, which can be informal and 

random.  

 

2.2.3 Organizational Learning as an Internal Creation 
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The role played by the knowledge bases of the firm in generating genuine business 

opportunities, which also highlights the role played by the knowledge base of the 

company and the need to view this as a dynamic entity made up of skills, knowhow and 

expertise, much of which is tacit, that is to say difficult to articulate and capture, but 

nonetheless present in all firms (Trott, Cordeyhayes, & Seaton, 1995). Organizations play 

a critical role in mobilizing tacit knowledge held by individuals and provide the forum for 

knowledge creation through socialization, combination, externalization, and 

internalization (Nonaka, 1991, 1994). Organizational knowledge creation has been 

possible to develop a perspective which goes beyond straightforward notions of 

"organizational learning." 

 

The relevant theory of organizational learning as a capacity of knowledge management 

emerged in 90s. The heritage of a business was also shown to form a significant part of its 

knowledge base, and moreover, a firm's knowledge base largely determines its ability to 

innovate and certainly has a large influence on the selection of BMI (Trott, 2008). Over 

long periods organizations build up a body of knowledge and skills through experience 

and learning-by-doing, in addition to these internal organizational process, Trott, 

Cordeyhayes, & Seaton (1995) suggests that the external linkages and the investment in 

this network can be transformed into competitive advantage when add into distinctive 

capabilities such as technological ability and marketing knowledge. The key features of 

distinctive capabilities are the ability to convert technical competencies into effective 

innovation and the generation of effective organizational knowledge, which suggest a 

need to analyze organizational knowledge and the processes involved in realizing that 

knowledge rather than analyzing organizational structure. Sometime even senior 

managers do not understand how the organization operates, especially in big firms (Pavitt, 

1990, 1991).  

 

The only useful knowledge is formal and systematic such as: hard data and codified 

procedures which can increase efficiency, lower costs and improve return on investment 

(Nonaka, 1991, 1994). However, the organization itself, rather than the individuals who 

pass through it, retains and generates innovative capacity even though individuals may be 

identified who propagate learning (Willman, 1991). The wealth of experience built up by 

an organization through its operations is clearly not lost when employees leave, which 

includes formal and informal. Organizational knowledge is where each employee knows 

one digit of the code which opens the safe; clearly, this information is only of value when 

combined in the correct sequence with the information held by all the others. 

 

This study from Zhen, Jiang, & Song (2011) provide another example that organizational 

learning and knowledge creation may contribute to innovation and BMI. In a 

collaborative product development team, engineers usually come from diverse disciplines; 

their demands for knowledge are also different from each other. The proposed knowledge 

sharing model could deliver the proper knowledge to the engineers who may need them. 

The proposed model is based on the engineers' personal knowledge repositories rather 
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than the centralized team knowledge repository in the collaborative team. It could bring 

out an efficient and proactive way for knowledge sharing among engineers in the product 

development process. Similarly, another example from Asian companies (Mitsuru 

Kodama, 2005, 2007) enhance the relationship between knowledge creation, new product 

development and BMI.  

 

2.3   Concluding Framework with Hypotheses 

 

As we have discussed previously, the holistic theoretical framework of this study is 

building on the blocks from plentiful previous works, which provides various 

autonomous inspirations in the intersection of BMI and KM. Some of them have been 

recruited to develop the overview of this study, others not. The reason behind the logic 

of literature selection will be comprehensive with the concluding framework.  

 

One relevant concept is coined by Chesbrough, the term 'open business model' in his 2006 

book 'Open Business Models: How to Thrive in the New Innovation Landscape' , and 

Chesbrough (2006) defines open business model create value by leveraging many more 

ideas, due to their inclusion of a variety of external concepts, which can enable greater 

value capture, by using key assets, resources, or positions not only inside company's own 

business but also from outside. Chesbrough (2007) also recommends that some 

companies could have technologies with latent economic potential within the firm 

without being able to see the opportunity to commercialize on it, and therefore 

Chesbrough (2007) argues for a open business models which allows companies to 

partner or sell ideas to other companies to benefit from this latent potential.  

 

Another relevant concept is absorptive capacity which has become one of the most 

significant construct since the outstanding work of Cohen & Levinthal (1990), because 

external knowledge resources are so important. Absorptive capacity is the dynamic 

capacity that allows firms to create value and to gain and sustain a competitive advantage 

through the management of the external knowledge (Camison & Fores, 2010). Moreover, 

the concept shows sufficient flexibility to be applied to different units of analysis and in a 

variety of research fields such as industrial organization, organizational learning, 

strategic management and innovation management (Zahra & George, 2002). However, 

the term 'absorptive capacity' will obviously overlap the other concepts with its 

interdisciplinary conceptualization in this study.  

 

No matter which terms of knowledge management, knowledge is emerging from different 

sources behind those capacities (EKI, ISKI and OLKC). The linkages between 

knowledge sources and capacities are even fuzzy regions, which asks us to trace the 

origins of reality. Those knowledge sources haven't clearly been defined in previous, 

however, none can ignore their existences and contributions. Although the pattern 

between KS and KC is lack of linkages, we exhibit 33 knowledge sources based on 

preceding theoretical discussions, illustrating in Appendix II.  
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Figure 2-2  Theoretical Model 

 

Three mainly hypotheses will be examined in this study to explore the relationship 

between KC and BMI, as followed:  

Hypothesis 1: External knowledge interaction is positively related to successful business 

model innovation. 

Hypothesis 2: Information system integration is positively related to successful business 

model innovation. 

Hypothesis 3: Organizational learning & creation is positively related to successful 

business model innovation. 

As aforementioned, the second task for this study is to discover the pattern between KS 

and KC. Despite the uncertainty of KS, we illustrate the term based on our perceptual 

knowledge and the understanding upon theories. The 33 terms are only examples and 

antecedents for the purpose of discovering the sources, which can be definitely 

interpreted in many other ways.  
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3    Methodology 
 

This chapter discuss the research methods and particular choices based on a wide 

reflection of methodological researches. We propose and reflect our choices of methods, 

procedures, specifications and trustworthiness.  

 

3.1   Research Methods 

 

We believe management research can be understood only as an applied field because it is 

concerned not only with understanding the nature of organizations but also with solving 

problems that are related to managerial practice (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 5). 

 

Table 3-1  Research Methods of the study 

Research Philosophy Post-positivism 

Type of Research Purposed Confirmatory - Explanatory - Exploratory 

Research Approach Deductive use with inductive analysis 

Choice of Research Strategy Mixed methods with quantitative and qualitative 

Time-horizon Cross-sectional study with Survey 

Research Design Self-completion Questionnaire and Secondary data 

Analysis Technique 
PCA (Principle Component Analysis) 

Multiple Regression Ayalysis 

 

3.1.1 Research Philosophy 

 

The author takes the philosophy paradigm of post-positivism in this study. 

Post-positivism is founded on a critical realist ontology, which means as a critical realist, 

we believe that a reality exists, but it cannot be accurately detected due to our flawed 

research of finding it as well as the nature of phenomena. The claims of reality will be 

critically examined in this study in order to get the closest possible estimation of reality, 

but it will never perfect. Although the epistemology within post-positivism is value's 

objectivity, just like positivism, we do not believe it is possible to maintain absolute 

distance from the researched. We recognize and attempt to control the potential 

influences that our background knowledge could have on observations. Findings are 

evaluated based on preexisting knowledge and critique. If they are replicated, they are 

likely true, but are always open to being proven wrong. The methodology in 

post-positivist paradigm incorporates a combination of quantitative and qualitative 

methods. We believe that knowledge exists in a social context that can be understood 

best by using interpretive research methods. However, quantitative methods are often 

favored in post-positivism. More contextual information is collected and the emic view 

of participants is sought to determine meaning and contribute to grounded theory. This 

goal will be accomplished through the use of methods in this study, which will be 

explained in late part of this chapter. 
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3.1.2 Purposed Research Approach  

 

Our purpose is to answer the research question by "How". First of all, the theoretical 

framework from previous researches is necessary to be tested by confirmatory, whose 

aim is to test whether an a priori dimensional structure is consistent with the structure 

obtained in a particular set of measures, thus confirming research hypotheses. Secondly, 

this study establishes causal relationships between variables through a cursory analysis of 

categorized findings by explanatory (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009, pp. 140-141). 

Finally, the study conducts new insights on the latent constructs between knowledge and 

business model innovation by exploratory, which has not been clearly defined before. we 

identify the underlying dimensional structure with the inherent flexibility. 

 

Theory 1 Theory 2 Theory n...

Theoretical Framework

Hypotheses Potential Linkages

Data Collection & Analysis

Results

Confirmed or Rejected

Revision of theory & Implications

Generalized Pattern

Define New Linkages

 

Figure 3-1  Research Approach 

 

The research approach of this study is not straightforward. We deductively handle 

literatures to develop a theoretical framework with latent constructs and inductive 

analyze the findings to define new linkages between KS, KC and BMI.  

 

3.1.3 Choice of Research Strategy 

 

Mixed methods approach is the general term for when both quantitative and qualitative 

data collection techniques and analysis procedures are used in a research design 

(Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 151-152). Bryman(2006) suggests that multiple methods 

research provides such a wealth of data that researchers discover uses of the resultant 

findings that they had not anticipated. Moreover, if both quantitative and qualitative are 

combined (mixed methods) then the potential - and perhaps the likelihood - of 

unanticipated outcomes is multiplied.  
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The analysis of quantitative data from social surveys is often more exploratory than is 

general appreciated and consequently offers opportunities for the generation of theories 

and concepts (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 620-621). One way in which a qualitative 

analysis to quantitative data is manifested is through ethnostatistics, by which is meant 

'the study of the construction, interpretation, and display of statistics in quantitative 

social research (Gephart, 2006). We employ the methods of quantitative data collection 

by self-completion survey and gauge them in SPSS. In the process of analyzing 

quantitative data, we undertake theories as guidance like qualitative analysis procedures 

to categorize data with more reasonability. 

 

3.1.4 Time-horizon and Research Design 

 

This study snapshots the time horizon as called cross-sectional to explain the 

relationship between knowledge and business model among different SMEs in Sweden. 

Cross-sectional studies often employ the survey strategy (Saunders et al., 2009). Survey 

research design in relation to which data is collected predominantly by self-completion 

questionnaire on all samples and at a single point in time (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 54). 

As a social survey design, we employ self-completion questionnaire that respondents 

answer questions by completing the questionnaire themselves. Compared with structured 

interviews, self-completion questionnaires have such advantages as: cheaper to 

administer, quicker to administer, absence of interviewer effects, no interviewer 

variability and convenience for respondents (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 232-233).  

 

A component of participants' replies or behaviors in this study with self-completion 

questionnaire is likely to be influenced by their own perceptions, while retrieved data of 

companies removes the observer from the set of interactions or events being studied 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 330). In order to measure growth of each company, we refer 

to turnover and headcounters from their annual reports as a form of unobtrusive 

measure. We employ the database Retriever Bolagsinfo
2
 to review each companies' 

annual report.  

 

3.2   Construction of conceptual logic and measurement 

 

Researchers must instead look not only at the statistical significance of the results but also 

at their practical significance drawn by focusing on substantive and theoretical 

implications (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010, p. 20). 

 

3.2.1 Reviewing Literatures 

 

To assure a better quality level of the study, the criteria of literature selection and the 

                                                
2 Retriever Bologsinfo is a database covering all of Swedish’s 1.4 million business and its different types. Retriever 
records around 100000 changes in Sweden’s companies in every week.  
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principle of identifying relevant articles are well-designed to fit the purpose of this paper. 

As the different time stages of two subjects in this paper, the author initially searched the 

literatures based on key words in the intersection from both sides of "knowledge 

management" and "business model innovation", illustrated Figure 3-2. For settling the 

preliminary structure of paper, such sub-concepts have been divided as knowledge 

interaction, organizational learning, knowledge integration, business model and etc. For 

example, the key words "knowledge interaction" & "business model innovation" have 

been typed in at the same time to search for articles covering two sides of topic.  

 

 

Figure 3-2  Intersection area of literature selection 

 

There exists large amount of literatures on each area of either knowledge management or 

business model innovation, however, the quantity of this mixed field is quite low. As 

shown in above Table 3-2, on the contract of either knowledge management relevant 

concepts or business model, the number of their combo are only 0.36% of the articles on 

KM relevant concepts and 4.2% of the articles on business model in the sample of 

databases. 

 

Table 3-2  Number of hits in literature database 

Database KM
3

 relevant 

concepts 

only "business model" 

and "strategic 

innovation" 

KM + "business 

model" within 

"strategic innovation" 

ABI inform 23801 2655 91 

Science Direct 20580 1376 64 

IEEE 18590 1557 70 

Web of Science 16764 1261 64 

                                                
3 including terms: 'knowledge management', 'knowledge interaction', 'knowledge creation', 'organizational learning', 
'knowledge sharing', 'knowledge transformation', 'knowledge integration', 'knowledge repository', 'information 
system', and 'absorptive capacity'. 
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Total
4
 79735 6849 289 

 

So, this research began with the literature pool about 170 scientific articles from such 

databases as Thomson Reuters database Web of Science, Google Scholar, Wiley, 

Emerald and etc., however, not all of them are highly relevant and supportive for the 

purpose of this paper. After a rough reading of these articles, performed by reading article 

titles, abstracts, and conclusions, the author eliminated some irrelevant and focused on 

constructive ones.  

 

3.2.2 Developing a systematic measurement scale 

 

In order to measure the constructs, we develop indicators as measurement to delineate 

fine differences between CEOs (Entrepreneurs) in terms of their knowledge pattern 

through series of questions in a self-completion questionnaire to provides a consistent 

yardstick for making such distinctions, and bases for more precise estimates of the 

degree of relationship between KS, KC and BMI (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 154). Using 

multiple indicators strengthens the objectivity of a latent variable and also provides 

more ways and degrees of freedom for texting a hypothesis (Mulaik, 2004). 

Mulaik(2004) suggests that at least four indicators are required to establish the 

objectivity because then a test that the indicators have a common factor is possible. As 

well as to avoid the possible of incorrectly classifying many individuals and the only 

one portion of underlying concepts, this study has taken the advantages of using a 

multiple-indictor measure of each concept into consideration, which also makes finer 

distinctions (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 156-157). The study is employed 

multiple-indicator measures based on various dimensions of each concepts, especially in 

the chapter of knowledge flows, to server for an adequate elaboration.  

 

Although the ambiguity about the direction of causal influence are unavoidable, we 

have to infer that one causes the other by drawing on common sense and theoretical 

ideas (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 163). We measured first dimension ' innovative design of 

business model innovation' of BMI with items adopted from various resources 

(Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010; Teece, 2010; Zott & Amit, 2007) and some 

inspirations from the literatures illustrating in Appendix I, and second dimension 

'confirmation of dominant logic' of BMI mainly based on Business Model Canvas 

(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). The KS item constructs are inspired by the idea of open 

innovation (Gassmann, Enkel, & Chesbrough, 2010; Laursen & Salter, 2006; Schartinger 

et al., 2002). The EKI items construct are adapted from the literatures (Cohen & Levinthal, 

1990; Eris & Leifer, 2003; Nishida, 2002; Schartinger et al., 2002; Todtling et al., 2009; 

Wu et al., 2013; Zhang et al., 2008). The ISKI items construct are adapted from the 

literatures (Gebauer et al., 2012; Hong et al., 2006; Kahn, 1996; Mitsuru Kodama, 2002; 

M. Kodama, 2009; Lemon & Sahota, 2004; Massaro et al., 2012; Sambamurthy et al., 

                                                
4 including replication of literatures 
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2003; Peter Weill & Broadbent, 1998). The OLKC items construct are adapted from the 

literatures (Mitsuru Kodama, 2005, 2007; Nonaka, 1991, 1994; Trott, 2008; Trott et al., 

1995; Zhen et al., 2011). The survey is illustrating in Appendix II. In the survey, the items 

of BMI and KC are statement style and measured on the Likert-type scale from 1 

(highly disagree) to 7 (highly agree), and the item of KC are measured their frequency 

on the Likert-type scale from 1 (never) to 7 (always). 

We employ perceptual assessment primarily from organizations to obtain data in the 

required format of this study. Additionally, objective measures from secondary data 

permits replication and reduce the possibility of overrating performance (Venkatraman 

& Ramanujam, 1987). Venkatraman & Ramanujam (1987) also prove in their study that 

perceptual data from senior managers tends to strongly correlate with the secondary data, 

which can be employed as acceptable operationalizations of business economic 

performance. Managers tend to be less biased in their assessments of their 

organizational situation than researchers evaluate them. In this study, CEO, 

entrepreneurs and senior managers from each SMEs are questioned to obtain executive 

information about KM and BMI. From the position of quantitative research, 

measurement carries a number of outlined advantages, therefore, the issues of reliability 

and validity are a concern for us, and they will be discuss and manifested later on.  

 

3.3   Generalization 

 

A better external validity of quantitative research is usually pursued, but the concern of 

this reveals that researcher need to create a representative sample to generalize the 

findings beyond the cases.  

 

3.3.1 Population and Sampling 

 

To achieve the purpose of testifying the relation between knowledge management and 

business model, such high level of organizational behaviors, participants should be 

located in high position of firms. We initially focus on the board members, CEO, 

founder, entrepreneur and senior managers in SMEs in Sweden. Although some studies 

have been proven that the study about business model is remarkably stable across time 

and varying environmental regimes (Zott & Amit, 2007), it will still be questioned the 

validity if one generalizes the finding to other developing countries or in the cases of 

MNCs. In addition, using a single respondent to represent an organization might be 

unwise to rely on, because the respondents may also inclined in the way of his or her 

own role (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 190). Therefore, the potential limitations is 

associated with such a sampling strategy.  

 

3.3.2 Pilot and Sample Size 

 

In order to locate the practical understanding level and improve the operationalization of 

survey design, we launch twice pilot study in local Science Park, SPH (Science Park 
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Halmstad). After released first edition survey in SPH incubators, we discover that due to 

the irregularity of entrepreneurs' education background, it would be hard for them to 

understand the questions with academic terms. Motivating participants and avoiding 

ambiguous items can minimize possible effects of scale format on participant responses 

and scale properties rather than the influence of either response order or education level 

on participant responses and scale characteristics (Weng & Cheng, 2000). According to 

that, second version of the survey (as showed in Appendix II) has excluded the 

conceptual academic terms and modified the language to meet with respondents' 

linguistic backgrounds. Another outcome of the first pilot is to widen the sample size 

from incubators companies (micro and small size companies) to alumni companies 

(medium size companies). Based on the improvements from first pilot, we launch 

second pilot to testify the feasibility of survey, and receive a better feedback.  

 

Regarding the minimum sample size of statistic techniques in this study, to fulfill the 

requirements of exploratory factor analysis, the sample size should not fewer than 50 

observations, and preferably be 100 or larger (Hair et al., 2010). Although, there is no 

generally accepted rule of thumb regarding minimum sample sizes of multiple 

regression analysis. A general rules of regression sample size is that the ratio of 

observations to independent variables should never fall below 5:1, and the desired level 

is between 15 to 20 observations for each independent variables (Hair et al., 2010). In 

this study, a stepwise procedure is employed, so the recommended level increases to 

50:1 because this techniques selects only the strongest relationships and suffers from a 

greater tendency to become sample-specific. At least 50 observations of each 

independent variable will be pursued. On the other hand, any time sample size exceed 

400 respondents, the researcher should examine all significant results to ensure they 

have practical significance due to the increased statistical power from the sample size 

(Hair et al., 2010, p. 21).  

 

Meanwhile, heterogeneity of population impacts on the size of sample (Langdridge & 

Hagger-Johnson, 2009). Based on the definition of EU Commission , SMEs share quite 

a few of attributes of business strategy, development and status (European Commission, 

2005). As well as overall consideration on the requirements of analysis techniques; 

exploratory factor analysis and multiple regression analysis, we initially determine the 

sample size should be over 50. 

 

3.3.3 Data Collection and Input 

 

During the twice pilot, we employ the hard copy survey within a limited group, which is 

also a platform for collection feedbacks. However, we operate the formal survey 

delivery with the assistance of internet based survey system (Quicksearch) to achieve 

the efficiency, universality, and ability of tracking process. With the output function of 

Quicksearch, we save and input the data to Microsoft Excel 2007 and IBM SPSS 20 and 

start with descriptive statistic analysis.  
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The widely accepted calculation of response rate as follows:  

 

                                

                                                              
      

 

which has been highly praised in many methodology books (Bryman & Bell, 2011; 

Langdridge & Hagger-Johnson, 2009).  

 

Table 3-3  Calculation of Response Rate 

Database of Email Address 6313 Failed to Delieve 1642 

Total Number of Successful Delivered Survey 4766 

Opened Survey Link 1043 Open Rate 21.88% 

Unsuitable Sample 940 Accepted Responses 103 

Final Response Rate = 103 / ( 6313 - 1642 - 940 ) =  2.76 % 

 

Table 3-3 illustrates the calculating process of response rate in this study. Obviously, 

2.76% is a very low response rate, however it is not uncommon to have low response 

rates with unsolicited self-completion questionnaires sent by cold emails (Langdridge & 

Hagger-Johnson, 2009). Due to the low response rate, the issue of non response with its 

reason and impact will be discussed in the part of reflection on methodology and 

conclusions. 

 

3.4   Specification of Data Analysis 

 

After outputting data from QuickSearch to Excel, pre-analysis is to distinguish content 

data and scale data, and at the same time, we use annual reports as secondary data to 

double check the companies' status. We implement the rest of data analysis in IBM 

SPSS. 

 

3.4.1 Statistic techniques 

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis as a technique particularly is suitable for analyzing the 

patterns of complex, multidimensional relationships, which enables to define and 

explain in broad, conceptual terms the fundamental aspects of underlying patterns or 

relationships for a large number of variables (Hair et al., 2010). Principal Component 

Analysis (PCA) as a statistic techniques of Exploratory Factor Analysis is employed to 

determine whether the information can be condensed or summarized in a new set of 

factors or components. Another techniques employed in this study is Multiple 

Regression Analysis. It is the most widely used and versatile dependence techniques to 

solve important research problems, particularly applicable in every facet of business 

decision making (Hair et al., 2010). In this study, we employ multiple regression to 



Navigate Business Model Innovation with Knowledge 

22 

examine the hypotheses and potential linkages among KS, KC and BMI. Specifically, 

we manage multiple regression analysis with the stepwise process. The stepwise 

estimation procedures is designed to develop a regression model with the fewest 

number of statistically significant independent variables and maximum predictive 

accuracy (Hair et al., 2010).  

 

3.4.2 Guidance of Theory 

 

Just like most of qualitative approach, constant comparison is employed to categorize 

data within the data driven process. Previous theories about knowledge management 

plays a roles as the guide to cluster knowledge sources, through the 33 terms in this 

study will also be classified by PCA. However, we take Cronbach's Alpha as a final 

judgment to cover both the evidence of data and the reasonability of theories. The 

Cronbach's alpha presents the result of internal reliability. 

 

3.4.3 Assessment of Criteria  

 

Reliability refers to the extent to which data collection techniques or analysis procedures 

will yield consistent findings. Obvious, our study investigates the issue of business model 

innovation and knowledge management is continuously processes of business, which 

cannot be stable over time. Because of using multiple-indicator measures, the split-half 

method has been undertaken to test the key issue of internal reliability (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 158). We examine Cronbach's Alpha in SPSS with the level of 0.60 or high in 

exploratory study as advised by Saunders et al (2009) and Hair et al (2010). In order to be 

replicable, we have spelled out our procedures as detailed as possible, and it will be also 

necessary to testify in future, although replication in business research is ironically not 

common (Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 41-42).  

 

To make sure the set of indicators that are devised to gauge a concept really measure 

that concept, we intuitively test such ways of establishing validity, as face validity and 

construct validity. The establishing of indicators reflects the content of the concepts 

have been discussed in 3.2.2 to fulfill the face validity. Internal validity that is relating 

to causality and construct validity has been discussed in 3.2.2 about how to develop the 

measurement based on theoretical framework. Moreover, we also gather feedback from 

the informers through the pilot study. External validity also known as generalization has 

been discussed in 3.3 and ecological validity is also in a large scale because of the 

naturalism that we seek to collect data in naturally occurring situations and 

environments.  

 

3.5   Reflection on Methodological Operations  

 

As the issue of non-response is obvious in this study, we have reported our manuscripts, 

response facilitation activities, and results. And conducting non-response bias impact 
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assessments would be also necessary in this section (Baruch & Holtom, 2008). We 

reflect that the reason of low response rate is mainly caused by three initiatives: lack of 

pre-notifying participants, fail to establish survey importance, and too extensive survey 

length. Some well-documented response facilitation approaches should be taken into 

consideration as reflections and improvements for future research; such as making 

phone calls to pre-notify participants, publicizing the survey, managing survey length, 

providing ample response opportunities, establishing survey importance, and providing 

survey feedbacks (Rogelberg & Stanton, 2007).  

 

With a preliminary analysis, non-response are analyzed with regard to gender, age and 

position in organizations, and no significant differences were found. According the 

official data
5
 updated in 2011, almost 25 per cent of managing directors are women in 

Sweden. Among the 103 final respondents, 21 per cent of them are women, which is 

slightly lower than the authoritative data. Likewise, the distribution of respondent’s age 

is Gauss distributed. Further, there is also around 50 percent CEOs and entrepreneurs 

from the response candidates in original database. However, some of the non-responders 

are asking for benefits' return, although some researchers (Baruch & Holtom, 2008) 

believe that incentives may not increase response rate.  

 

A discernible bias is that responders are more familiar with the terms in questionnaire 

than non-responders. Meanwhile, this bias is also benefit to the quality of response. To 

reflect further on the issue of non-response and referring validity, more pilots of several 

interviews in a wider area may help to improve response facilitation. Even designing 

survey in Swedish will also improve the understanding of the context, although it may 

lead to other issues of translation. As a matter of fact, the time restriction of a master 

thesis asks for a far better plan of a quantitative study. 

 

  

                                                
5 Women in leading positions in Sweden, Published by Ministry of Finance, 31 October 2011,  
http://www.government.se/sb/d/15321/a/179232 
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4    Results and Analysis 
 

In this part, we analyze the 103 samples to test the hypotheses and discover the potential 

linkages. All of the 103 respondents answer the survey by using average 17 minutes in the 

time period from April 5th to 28th, 2014. Over 50 percent of them are CEOs, 

Entrepreneurs, and Founders of their company, and the rest are senior managers of 

different department. All of them have averagely 180 months relevant working 

experience. Companies are registered from 1907 to 2013. Over 94% of those are Limited 

Company. More details of data descriptions are illustrated in Appendix III.  

 

4.1   Discovery of Knowledge Sources 

 

We input 33 items of knowledge sources into PCA to discover the inherent constructs, 

and employ previous theories as guidance. With an expectation of five to six groups, we 

manage to classify the knowledge sources into five constructs with three unclassified 

terms. 

Table 4-1  Internal Consistence of Three Knowledge Sources 

Summated dependent 

variables and meanings 

Number of 

indicators 

Cronbach's 

alpha 

Indicator 

Code 

Cronbach's alpha 

if indicator deleted 

KS_ID 

Individual Knowledge 

3 0.590 KS1 0.581 

KS2 0.536 

KS3 0.359 

KS_BN 

Business Network 

6 0.729 KS5 0.681 

KS7 0.707 

KS8 0.658 

KS9 0.644 

KS10 0.724 

KS15 0.724 

KS_SRI 

Standard, Regulations 

and Instructions 

5 0.815 KS14 0.809 

KS22 0.789 

KS23 0.750 

KS24 0.739 

KS25 0.799 

KS_CR 

Consultant & Research 

8 0.835 KS11 0.828 

KS12 0.816 

KS13 0.829 

KS16 0.799 

KS17 0.807 

KS18 0.829 

KS19 0.809 

KS20 0.809 

KS_OE 

Operational Experience 

8 0.879 KS26 0.872 

KS27 0.856 

KS28 0.852 

KS29 0.866 

KS30 0.866 

KS31 0.858 

KS32 0.862 

KS33 0.877 
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The five constructs are examined by internal consistency to double check their 

categorizing, and their Cronbach's Alpha are illustrated in Table 4-1. The rest of three 

unclassified terms are respectively: KS4 (Business Coach), KS6 (Customer or Clients), 

and KS21(Press). 

 

In the survey, we also create an open question to collect the other knowledge sources out 

of main part. Some of the respondents mention that book, family, social network, personal 

network and previous colleagues in other business with a high using frequency become 

knowledge sources of their business. All of those are based on personal background, 

which testifies strong weight of individual knowledge. To reflect on this findings, a future 

research about the relation between entrepreneurs' backgrounds and their business model 

innovation will be suggested.  

 

4.2   Adjustment of Variables 

 

To conduct a multiple regression, we need to summate multiple indictors into one 

summated scale. A summated scale is a single composite measure formed by combining 

several individual variables, which provides a means of overcoming to some extent the 

measurement error inherent in all measured variables and enables to represent the 

multiple aspects of a concept in a single measure (Hair et al., 2010). However, several 

constructs in this study employ multiple-indicator measures, in order to create 

summated scales, we have to confirm the dimensionality not only based on theoretical 

justification also fulfilling the reliability of Cronbach's alpha over 0.60 in exploratory 

research.  

 

4.2.1 Calculation of Growth 

 

As we discussed before, the benefits of knowledge management usually takes several 

years to appear, especially business model as the outcome. The period of five years has 

been testified its validity in many masters' works (Lindgardt et al., 2009; George Pohle & 

Chapman, 2006; Sosna et al., 2010). Accordingly, we audit their annual reports of each 

companies and decide to only accept 67 companies who have more than five years' 

records from 2009-2013. Those companies have been suffering from the European 

economic crisis, and they share similar economic background and infrastructure in 

Sweden. So we calculate the growth of headcounters and turnover as followed:  

HCG(Growth of headcounters)  
                               

                                      
 

TOG(Growth of turnover)  
                           

                                  
 

The reason for employing average in recent 5 years is to minimize the unstable 

fluctuation of single year instead of using the ratio between only two years. 
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4.2.2 Summated Dependent Variable 

 

According to our theoretical framework, we have developed 8 indicators for the 

construct 'innovative design of business model' and 9 indicators for construct 

'Implementation of dominant design'. We examine two reliability tests of Cronbach's 

alpha respectively 0.915 and 0.937, illustrating in Table 4-2. Based on that, we summate 

the initial indicators into 2 summated variables: B_PCA(Innovative design of business 

model) and I_PCA(Implementation of dominant logic) by principle component analysis. 

Each of two PCA only extracts only one component and output a new variable for 

regression. 

 

Table 4-2  Internal Consistence of Successful Business Model Innovation 

Summated dependent 

variables and meanings 

Number of 

indicators 

Cronbach's 

alpha 

Indicator 

Code 

Cronbach's alpha 

if indicator deleted 

B_PCA 

Innovative Design of 

Business Model 

8 0.915 B1 0.898 

B2 0.899 

B3 0.906 

B4 0.892 

B5 0.902 

B6 0.905 

B7 0.915 

B8 0.912 

I_PCA 

Implementation of 

Dominant Logic 

9 0.937 I1 0.933 

I2 0.926 

I3 0.929 

I4 0.933 

I5 0.928 

I6 0.926 

I7 0.932 

I8 0.928 

I9 0.928 

G_PCA 

Business Growth 

2 0.668 HCG - 

TOG - 

SBMI_PCA 

Successful Business 

Model Innovation 

3 0.623 B_PCA 0.497 

I_PCA 0.323 

G_PCA 0.701 

 

However, the construct 'SBMI', it contains three theoretical dimensions as: innovative 

design of business model, Implementation of dominant logic, and business growth. 

Moreover, business growth includes economic growth and organizational growth. We 

develop perceptual measurement on the former two, but unobtrusive measures on the 

later two. They are statistically not unidimensional, although they are theoretically 

making sense. We test the reliability with the group of HCG, TOG, B_PCA, and I_PCA, 

but Cronbach's Alpha is 0.444 in four items. This result also displays the fact that 

business model may not perform as same as that of entrepreneurs' believing.  

 

We are not able to summate those four variables into one summated variable, if we 

cannot reduce the bias of perceptual measurement. However, PCA provides a solution to 
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compromise between the surrogate variable and factor score options and represent 

multiple facets of concept (Hair et al., 2010). Same as those handling before in 

B_PCA(Innovative design of business model) and I_PCA(Implementation of dominant 

logic), we employ PCA to summate HCG(Growth of headcounters) and TOG(Growth of 

turnover) into G_PCA(business Growth). We test the reliability of those three summated 

variables 'B_PCA, I_PCA and G_PCA' on 0.623, which means they are both 

theoretically and statistically unidimensional and reliable. See more details in Table 4-1. 

In the end of this step, we twice-summate G_PCA, B_PCA and I_PCA by principle 

component analysis, which also extracts only one component and output a new variable 

(SBMI_PCA) for regression. 

 

4.2.3 Summated Independent Variables 

 

The procedure of multiple-indicators measures is implemented among independent 

variables as well, so that It is necessary to summate independent variables of constructs 

'knowledge sources' and 'knowledge capacities'. However, unlike the dependent variable 

discussed before is summated by types of measures, perceptual measures and 

unobtrusive measures, the independent variables in this study, such as various terms of 

knowledge sources and three knowledge capacities, are all designed as perceptual 

measures.  

 

Table 4-3  Internal Consistence of Knowledge Capacities 

Summated dependent 

variables and meanings 

Number of 

indicators 

Cronbach's 

alpha 

Indicator 

Code 

Cronbach's alpha 

if indicator deleted 

KC_1 

External Knowledge 

Interaction 

8 0.735 KC1 0.695 

KC2 0.712 

KC3 0.725 

KC4 0.725 

KC5 0.731 

KC6 0.680 

KC7 0.678 

KC8 0.710 

KC_2  

Information System 

Integration 

8 0.869 KC9 0.850 

KC10 0.840 

KC11 0.835 

KC12 0.852 

KC13 0.853 

KC14 0.850 

KC15 0.876 

KC16 0.865 

KC_3 

Organizational 

Learning and Creation 

8 0.817 KC17 0.782 

KC18 0.830 

KC19 0.783 

KC20 0.792 

KC21 0.792 

KC22 0.796 

KC23 0.806 

KC24 0.782 
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We employ the classification in 4.1 with knowledge sources, as well three knowledge 

capacities based on theoretical justification, and examine the reliability test of 

Cronbach's Alpha, illustrating in Table 4-2 and Table 4-3. All of them are showing good 

internal reliability. Although the construct of individual knowledge presents alpha with 

0.59, we forward the handling of summating them into one variables since Cronbach's 

alpha can be loose restriction in exploratory research. Through a series of discreet 

considerations of summating independent variables, we decide to summate variables 

into their Mean value to represent the multiple aspects of a concept in a single measure. 

We re-conduct all dependent and independent variables illustrating in Table 4-4 as a 

precise preparation for next step of analysis, whose new code will be unified in the 

following part of this study.  

 

Table 4-4  Summary of Dependent and Independent Variables for Regression 

Variable Code Theoretical Explanation 

SBMI_PCA Successful Business Model Innovation  

B_PCA Innovative Design of Business Model 
Multiple 

dimensions 

of SBMI 

I_PCA Implementation of Dominant Logic 

TOG Turnover Growth 

HCG Organizational Growth 

KC_1 External Knowledge Interaction 
Knowledge 

Capacities 
KC_2 Information System and Integration  

KC_3 Organizational Learning as Internal Creation 

KS4 Business Coach as a knowledge sources 

Knowledge 

Sources 

KS6 Customers or Clients as a knowledge sources 

KS21 Press as a knowledge sources 

KS_ID Individual Knowledge 

KS_SRI Standards, Regulations, and Instructions 

KS_CR Consulting and Research 

KS_BN Business Network 

KS_OE Operational Experience 

 

Apparently, we have discovered more constructs of knowledge sources that are relevant 

to SBMI in our framework generated by theories and data. We shift the theoretical 

framework to the new untested model as followed: 
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KC_1: 

External 

Knowledge 

Interaction

KC_3:

Organizational

Learning & 

Creation

KC_2: 

Information 

System 

Integration

KS6: Customers

KS4: Business Coach

KS21: Press

KS_ID

Individual Knowledge

KS_SRI: Standards, 

Regulations, and Instructions

KS_CR

Consulting and Research

KS_BN

Business Network

KS_OE

Operational Experience

Sources

Capacities

SBMI_PCA:

Business Model Innovation

 

Figure 4-1  Untested Model 

 

So far, the theoretical framework has been transformed to the Untested Model in Figure 

4-1. It stands for the means that the 8 components of knowledge sources and the 3 

components of knowledge capacities as independent variables are relevant to business 

model innovation as dependent variables. Additionally, the 8 knowledge sources as 

independent variables could be relevant to the 3 knowledge capacities as independent 

variables.  

 

4.3   Multiple Regression 

 

We input the data into SPSS linear regression with stepwise method (probability of F 

Entry: 0.05 and Removal: 0.10). First, we take SBMI_PCA (Successful Business Model 

Innovation) as dependent variable and 11 variables (knowledge sources and knowledge 

capacities) as independent variables. Second, we respectively examine KC_1 (External 

Knowledge Interaction), KC_2 (Information System & Knowledge Integration) and 

KC_3 (Organizational Learning & Knowledge Creation) as dependent variables, and 

handle 8 knowledge sources as independent variables. Third, we respectively run 

B_PCA (Innovative Design of Business Model), I_PCA (Implementation of Dominant 

Logic), HCG (Organizational Growth), TOG (Turnover Growth) as dependent variables, 

and handle 11 variables (knowledge sources and knowledge capacities) as independent 

variables. 

 

We employ a significance level of 0.05 as the most common acceptable level in business 

research. With four times of regression analysis of these variables, we can effortlessly 

identify the most critical knowledge sources and knowledge capacities that are positively 
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relevant to a successful business model innovation. As well the potential linkages 

between KS and KC will also be identified. The output of coefficient table as followed:  

 

Table 4-5  Coefficient Table of Multiple Regression Analysis 

 Un-Std. Coefficients Std. Coefficients 
t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 Dependent Variable: SBMI_PCA (Successful Business Model Innovation) 

(Constant) -5.544 0.907  -6.114 0.000 

KC_2 0.237 0.107 0.251 2.211 0.031 

KC_1 0.353 0.120 0.321 2.938 0.005 

KS_ID 0.249 0.111 0.235 2.243 0.028 

KS6 0.238 0.113 0.211 2.118 0.038 

2 Dependent Variable: KC_1 (External Knowledge Interaction) 

(Constant) 2.728 0.449  6.075 0.000 

KS_BN 0.468 0.106 0.481 4.423 0.000 

3 Dependent Variable: KC_2 (Information System Integration) 

(Constant) 3.226 0.703  4.586 0.000 

KS_ID 0.350 0.132 0.312 2.648 0.010 

4 Dependent Variable: KC_3 (Organizational Learning & Creation) 

(Constant) 3.765 0.316  11.920 0.000 

KS_OG 0.227 0.071 0.370 3.208 0.002 

5 Dependent Variable: B_PCA (Innovative Design of Business Model) 

(Constant) -3.449 0.854  -4.041 0.000 

KC_1 0.372 0.122 0.339 3.045 0.003 

KS_ID 0.326 0.118 0.307 2.762 0.007 

6 Dependent Variable: I_PCA (Implementation of Dominant Logic) 

(Constant) -3.912 0.834  -4.691 0.000 

KC_3 0.497 0.129 0.421 3.865 0.000 

KS6 0.268 0.123 0.238 2.181 0.033 

7 Dependent Variable: TOG (Turnover Growth) 

(Constant) -495.700 306.245  -1.619 0.110 

KC_2 141.885 59.268 0.285 2.394 0.020 

8 Dependent Variable: HCG (Organizational Growth) 

(Constant) -253.418 193.963  -1.307 0.196 

KC_1 146.137 43.684 0.414 3.345 0.001 

KS_SRI -73.856 29.432 -0.311 -2.509 0.015 

 

So far, we can draw the results as Figure 4-2.  

(1) EKI, and ISKI as key knowledge capacities are positively relevant to successful 

business model innovation. Individual knowledge of senior leadership and companies' 

understanding of customers as the most important knowledge sources are positively 

relevant to SBMI. On the other hand, regression analysis does not present significant 
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relevant between OLKC and SBMI. As the following concludes:  

Confirmed Hypothesis: EKI and ISKI are positive relevant to SBMI. Rejected 

Hypothesis: OLKC is positive relevant to Successful business model innovation. Other 

linkages: Individual knowledge of senior leadership and companies' understanding of 

customers are positive relevant to SBMI.  

 

KC_1: External Knowledge 

Interaction

KC_2: Information System 

Integration

KS6: Customer

KS_ID

Individual Knowledge

SBMI_PCA:

Business Model 

Innovation

KC_3: Organizational

Learning & Creation

KS_BN

Business Network

KS_OE

Operational Experience

Rejected

Sources Capacities
 

Figure 4-2  Discovery the relation between KS, KC, and BMI 

 

(2) Another purpose for this study is to discover the potential pattern between  

knowledge sources and knowledge capacities. Individual Knowledge is the main sources 

of ISKI; the partner in Business Network is the main sources of EKI; Operational 

Experience is the main sources of OLKC.  

 

(3) Knowledge sources and capacities contribute to SBMI in different dimensions. EKI 

and individual knowledge contribute to design an innovative business model. 

Understanding of customers and developing the capacity of OLKC contribute to 

implementation of dominant logic. ISKI is relevant to the growth of turnover. EKI is 

also relevant to organizational growth, but standards, regulations and instructions may 

limit this development.  

 

Consequently, the results indicate a significant direct relationship between KS, KC and 

BMI. EKI and ISKI are significantly associated with knowledge sources and positively 

contributed to business model innovation. SMEs in Sweden interact the information and 

knowledge with partners in their business network in order to gain the capacity of 

absorbing external knowledge. The generalized term of business network in this study 

includes not only suppliers and distributers but also competitors and even with other 

irrelevant business. ISKI is directly related to business model innovation and mediates in 

the link between individual knowledge of senior leadership and business model. Senior 

leadership's individual knowledge generated by their education, working experience and 
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network as a key knowledge sources is directly related to providing knowledge of 

designing an innovative business model. The better understanding of customers is also 

positively related to achieve a SBMI. Operational experience as a knowledge source 

both horizontally and vertically provides to OLKS to further integrate them. However, 

the capacity of OLKS seems not be widely implemented in SMEs and have no clue to 

attain a SBMI. 

 

I_PCA: Implementation 

of DL

B_PCA: Innovative 

Design of BM

HCG: Organizational 

Growth

TOG: Turnover Growth

Business Model Innovation

Negtive Impact

KS_SRI: Standards, 

Regulations, and Instructions

KC_1: External 

Knowledge 

Interaction

KC_3: 

Organizational

Learning & Creation

KC_2: Information 

System Integration

KS6: Customer

KS_ID

Individual Knowledge

KS_BN

Business Network

KS_OE

Operational Experience

Sources Capacities
 

Figure 4-3  Concluding Framework as Main Findings 

 

In the way of supporting to business model innovation success, different knowledge 

sources and knowledge capacities provide distinctive and specific contributions in four 

relevant dimensions, as Figure 4-3. In the beginning, senior leadership's individual 

knowledge and external knowledge interaction from business network helps the business 

model designer to reconfigure their business model innovatively. Secondly, to implement 

the dominant logic of new business model, company need to improve the understanding 

of customer and connect different functional component with information system. With 

those foundation, the efficiency and effectiveness of organizational learning & creation 

can influence on the growing of turnover. Keeping interacting from external, company 

become possible to recruit and specialize more activities with new talents. However, the 

restriction from industrial standards, official regulations, and directors' instructions may 

limit this process of organizational growth.  
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5    Conclusions 
 

By reflecting the previous chapters, we conclude our findings here. The offering 

managerial implications to organization designers will suggest a preconfigured KM 

system to fulfill the cases of making BMI successful. 

 

5.1   Main Findings  

 

With the examination of hypotheses, hypothesis 1 and hypothesis 2 are confirmed: EKI 

and ISKI are positively relevant to SBMI. Hypothesis 3 is rejected: OLKC is not 

significantly relevant to SBMI. The multiple regression also testifies the linkages 

between KS and SBMI: Individual knowledge of senior leadership and companies' 

understanding of customers are positively relevant to SBMI. At the same time, we have 

discovered the potential pattern between KS and KC. Individual Knowledge is the main 

sources of ISKI; The partner in business network is the main sources of EKI; Operational 

experience is the main sources of OLKC. Moreover, KS and KC contribute to SBMI in 

different dimensions. EKI and individual knowledge contribute to designing an 

innovative business model. The understanding of customers and developing the capacity 

of OLKC contribute to the implementation of dominant logic. ISKI is relevant to the 

growth of turnover. EKI is also relevant to organizational growth, but standards, 

regulations and instructions may limit this development.  

 

This study has answered research questions, as (1) the significant relationship between 

KS, KC and BMI have proven that knowledge contributes to BMI. (2) EKI as a KC 

acquiring knowledge from business network, ISKI as a KC mediating individual 

knowledge, and customers are significantly positively contributed to BMI in different 

phases. (3) SMEs in Sweden interact the information and knowledge with partners in 

their business network in order to gain the capacity of absorbing external knowledge. 

Surprisingly, Swedish SMEs establish information system in order to integrate individual 

knowledge, especially with the knowledge from senior leadership. Additionally, with 

SMEs' better understanding of customers, all of those knowledge and information are 

positively related to achieve a SBMI by influencing the different phases of BMI.  

 

5.2   Discussion 

 

KM as a systematic strategy severs the BMI with its coordinative functions rather than 

split influences on certain aspects. As we have discussed in the theoretical framework,  

SBMI need to achieve both the accomplishing process and inspiring result, although 

even it is fuzzy when is the starting or ending point. Based on the finding of this study, 

we associate the assumption of BMI process, we speculate knowledge actually affects 

the entire process of BMI and even with enhance the results of growth. Figure 5-1 

describes how knowledge influences BMI through the whole system and finally achieve 

a SBMI.  
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Figure 5-1  Knowledge in the three phases of business model innovation 

 

In the way of supporting to SBMI, different KSs and KCs provide distinctive and specific 

contributions in three relevant phases. In the beginning, just like previous study (Zhang et 

al., 2008), senior leadership's individual knowledge and EKI from business network helps 

the business model designer to reconfigure their business model innovatively. In this 

phase of formulating ideas of BMI, knowledge and knowledge management help senior 

managers and entrepreneurs to review the sources internally from themselves and 

externally with their business network. Although predominantly higher education and 

extensive work experience might not significantly associate with the technical innovative 

behaviors (Alfirevic, Krneta, & Pavicic, 2011), our findings also prove the inclining 

toward business network by the capacity of EKI. The leadership have to identify what 

they have and cognitively map what they can do before figuring out what they can offer 

and what customers need.  

 

Secondly, to implement the dominant logic of new business model, company needs to 

improve the understanding of customer (Wu et al., 2013) and connect different functional 

components within information system. In this phase, knowledge management plays the 

role as communicators both externally with customers and internally among 

organization. As Sosna et al (2010) and Chesbrough (2010) advocate the learning 

process of BMI is a trial and error with overcoming challenges. The data and 

information collected in this process will provide new insights of understanding barriers 

and then overcoming them (Chesbrough, 2010). During this process when knowledge 
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management communicates internally and externally, the company's leadership finally 

grasps the true need of customers, and enables to recognize what they can offer.  

 

With those foundations, the efficiency and effectiveness of information system can 

influence on the company's performance, which is exactly suggested by previous 

research (Sambamurthy et al., 2003). Keeping interacting from external, company 

become possible to recruit and specialize more activities with new talents. However, the 

restriction from industrial standards, official regulations, and directors' instructions may 

limit this process of organizational growth. In this phase, knowledge management 

empowers the growth by promoting the commitment of employees and enhancing the 

engagement with partners. 

 

5.3   Managerial Implications 

 

In order to refine the key knowledge to design a BM, the company require to not only 

directly obtain knowledge also advance certain capacities of KM. For SMEs as the case 

of this study, we suggest entrepreneurs and senior managers to leverage the accessibility 

and necessity of knowledge with the tasks of BMI. SMEs have to partially foster certain 

KSs under the limited resources. In the early phase of BMI, SMEs should interact as 

wide as possible with their partners by searching business networking and reflecting 

personal networks. Before SMEs implement their new ideas of BM within a small range 

of trial, it is better to communicate customers and encourage organizational learning. 

The success of BMI is not only about itself, also about the effectiveness and efficiency 

of KM. When SMEs verify the functions of new BM with true market competitions, 

they really need to promote the commitment of employees and enhance the engagement 

with partners.  

 

Furthermore, We advocate the interaction of KM and BM. Entrepreneurs require to 

rethink the design of BM from board to frontier units to embrace as much information as 

possible (Libert, 2014), prepare for adjusting business model in accordance with 

available knowledge, and eventually generate a knowledge-based and -oriented business 

model. The formulation of a successful BM needs its designer incorporate various of 

different sources of knowledge and information including individual knowledge, 

organizational knowledge, and external information, especially their customers.  

 

5.4   Theoretical Implications 

 

During the systemizing of precious literature, we notice that the different practical focus 

of similar theories, such as 'organizational learning' comparing with ' knowledge creation' 

and 'knowledge integration' comparing with 'knowledge repository'. At the same time, 

there exists some high conceptual theories overlap specific conceptual theories, such as 

'absorptive capacity' overlapping the entire process of KM and the original term 

'knowledge integration' overlapping knowledge interaction, knowledge sharing and 
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knowledge storing. Despite the previous ambiguous definitions of BMI and KM, we still 

hand over an overview on those literatures covering both on KM fields and BMI 

researches, Moreover, we delimit many relevant terms in knowledge field with new 

endowing practical meaning, and establish several borders and linkages among them 

and with the target of BMI.  

 

5.5   Limitation and Further Research  

 

Due to the time restriction of master thesis, we were not able to afford an abundant 

sampling size and as well with a higher response rate. In spite of fulfilling several 

requirements, the results of study can be only proved external validity in a certain 

condition. Despite the employ of some objective measurement, this study introduced 

most of the measurement based on subjective reflection of respondents by using 

self-completing questionnaire, which causes certain doubts. A future study will need to 

conduct with far better response facilitations, launch a wider scope of pilots, and 

implement in local language. The confirmatory bias is unavoidable in most of the 

quantitative study, which might miss out on the phenomenon occurring. The general 

findings are not able to directly apply to a specific management situation. More focused 

case studies will be suggested in the future research in order to further investigate the 

reality differing from individuals, strategies, sectors and nations. For example, in the 

open question of knowledge sources, many respondents refer to network based on 

personal background. There is limited studies before identifying the critical role of 

individuals in the context of business model innovation. Longitudinal studies with less 

time restriction will be feasible to understand how knowledge and business model 

interact with each other in a long term.  

 

As the demanding of this new era, Information industry professionals forecasted 'Big 

Data' may become the trends in 2014 (Blossom, Cairns, Kaufman, & Sabosik, 2013), 

which will also create the opportunity to drive innovation in manufacturers’ business 

models (Neely, 2012). Comparable remarks likewise come up from health industry (Edge, 

2013) and other service sectors even to agriculture (Vance, 2013). We believe that 

valuable information and knowledge in the context of big data will grow into a generator 

of business model innovation. This irresistible tendency will spring up not in a single case 

but just like Netflix's successful investment on 'House of Cards' (Eule, 2013), as well as 

like the industrial leaders (Berman, 2012; Ferguson, 2014) pioneer the era of 'big data' 

(Brown, Chui, & Manyika, 2011). As a footstone of this study, we suggest more 

exploration should fixate on how the various information techniques can be 

implemented to solve specific management task, and which kind of information should 

be recorded during business operation in order to light the potential convenience 

guiding a successful business model innovation.  
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6    Appendix I: Literature Review of Business Model (1996-2013) 
 

Study Business Model Definition and Key Components 

(Horowitz, 1996) Price, product, distribution, organizational characteristics, and 

technology 

(Viscio & Pasternack, 

1996) 

Global core, governance, business units, services, and linkages 

(Timmers, 1998) An architecture of the product, service and information flows, including 

the various business actors and roles; the benefits; and the sources 

(Donath, 1999) Customer understanding, marketing tactics, corporate governance, and 

intranet/extranet capabilities 

(Linder & Cantrell, 2000) The organization’s core logic for creating value, consisting of seven 

components; Pricing model, revenue model, channel model, commerce 

process model, internet-enabled commerce relationship, organizational 

form, and value proposition. 

(Stewart & Zhao, 2000) Profit stream, Customer selection, Value capture, Differentiation and 

strategic control, Scope 

(Applegate, 2000a, 

2000b) 

Concept, capabilities, and value 

(Alt & Zimmerman, 

2001) 

Mission, structure, processes, revenues, legalities, and technology 

(Feng, Froud, Johal, 

Haslam, & Williams, 

2001) 

Business model as management plans for cost recovery and sources of 

funding and as highlighting the connection between innovation and cost 

recovery in present-day capitalism 

(Gordijn & Akkermans, 

2001) 

Actors, market segments, value offering, value activity, stakeholder 

network, value interfaces, value ports, and value exchanges 

(Mahadevan, 2002) Value stream, Revenue stream, Logistical stream 

(Hamel, 2002) Customer interface, core strategy, strategic resources, value network, and 

bridging components. 

(Betz, 2002) Resources, sales, profits, and capital; BM is an abstraction of how that 

business profitably makes money. 

(Dubosson-Torbay, 

Osterwalder, & Pigneur, 

2002) 

Products, customer relationship, infrastructure and network of partners, 

and financial aspects 

(Lechner & Hummel, 

2002) 

A composition of different combinations of value chain elements of a 

whole industry. 

(Magretta, 2002) BM explains how enterprises work by answering: Who is the customer? 

What does the customer value? How to make money? What is the 

underlying economic logic? 
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(Dongen, Nouguier, & 

Vorst, 2002) 

Value proposition, roles (context provider, content provider, commerce 

service customer), processes, functionalities, applications, characteristics 

(cooperation type, value integration, economic control, network effect). 

(Hedman & Kalling, 

2003) 

BM is a description of industry, customers and competitors, product 

offering, activities and organization, resources and competencies, and 

factor markets and suppliers. 

(Rayport & Jaworski, 

2003) 

Value cluster, market space offering, resource system, and financial 

model 

(Charitou & Markides, 

2003; Markides, 1997, 

1998, 1999; Markides & 

Charitou, 2004) 

A business model’s configuration is determined by decisions on which 

activities to outsource and which to keep integrated; Product innovation, 

customer relationship, infrastructure management, and financial aspects 

(Rappa, 2001, 2004) Sustainability, Revenue stream, Cost structure, Value chain positioning 

(Afuah, 2004; Afuah & 

Tucci, 2001) 

A system composed of components and its dynamics; Customer value, 

scope, price, revenue, connected activities, implementation, capabilities, 

and sustainability 

(Chatterjee, 2005) Capabilities (resources, activities) are the main engine of a business 

model. 

(KPMG, 2006) BM is the mechanism by which a business generates revenue and profits, 

encompassing value proposition, market segment, revenue-generation 

model, cost structure and value chain. 

(Andries & Debackere, 

2006) 

Business model as a construct that mediates the value creation process, 

by selecting and filtering technologies and ideas, and packaging them 

into particular configurations to be offered to a chosen target market. 

(Bonaccorsi, Giannangeli, 

& Rossi, 2006) 

Products and services delivery, Customers, Costs structure, Income, 

Network (structural aspects), Network externalities 

(George & Marc, 2006) BM is a simplified representation of company's business logic. It 

describes what an organization offers its customers, how it reaches them 

and relates to them, through which resources, activities and partners it 

achieves this and, finally, how it earns money.  

(Rasmussen, 2007) BM captures the key features of a business to inform a judgment (by 

investors, for example) on whether the business is likely to achieve 

financial and other objectives.  

(Halme, Anttonen, 

Kuisma, Kontoniemi, & 

Heino, 2007) 

Customer benefit, competitive advantage, capabilities/competencies, and 

finance arrangements/income flows 

(Brousseau & Penard, 

2007) 

Costs, Revenue stream, Sustainable income generation, Goods and 

services production and exchanges, Pricing strategies, Relationships 

(demand and supply), Network externalities 

(Muehlhausen, 2008) BM is what makes a business unique. It is the formula that outsmarts 

competitors, provides value to customers and continually grows the 
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business; Strong margins, competitive advantage and key capitals 

(Fiet & Patel, 2008) Forgiving business models for new ventures based on interaction costs 

and outside options. 

(Mason & Leek, 2008) BM as preconceived organizational and network structures built through 

the development of interdependent operational and administrative 

routines 

(Al-Debi, El-Haddadeh, 

& Avison, 2008) 

BM is an abstract representation of an organization, be it conceptual, 

textual and/or graphical, of all core interrelated architectural, 

co-operational and financial arrangements designed and developed by an 

organization presently and in the future, as well as all core products 

and/or services the organization offers, or will offer, based on these 

arrangements that are needed to achieve its strategic goals and 

objectives. 

(Lüdeke-Freund, 2009) A business model is the blueprint of an organization’s business logic 

which makes the business sustainable.  

(Björkdahl, 2009) The logic and the activities that create and appropriate economic value, 

and the link between them; Customer value, customer segment, offering, 

revenue model, sourcing, and distribution 

(Froud, Johal, Leaver, 

Phillips, & Williams, 

2009) 

BM concept as a relation of sources of revenue and controllable costs to 

socio-cultural constraints established by stakeholders. 

(Shin & Park, 2009) Business process, Customer value 

(Rosemann, Fielt, 

Kohlborn, & Korthaus, 

2009) 

BM describes the value logic of company in terms of how it creates and 

captures customer value. 

(Spring & Araujo, 2009) Business model as an integrating concept focuses on four areas: network 

structure, how transactions are made, how revenue models and 

incentives interact and how capabilities are accessed. 

(McGrath, 2010) Business model: ‘basic unit’ of business (refers to what customers pay 

for) and process or operational advantages (choices of process steps, 

specifically which sets of activities are employed to sell ‘basic units’ of 

business).  

(Doz & Kosonen, 2010) Business model as a set of structured and interdependent operational 

relationships between a firm and its customers, suppliers, 

complementors, partners, and other stakeholders, and among its internal 

units and departments. 

(Demil & Lecocq, 2010) The business model concept generally refers to the articulation between 

different areas of a firm’s activity designed to produce a proposition of 

value to customers. 

(Teece, 2010) BM articulates the logic, the data and other evidence of value 

proposition for customers, the viable structure of revenues and costs for 

the enterprise. 
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(Dahan, Doh, Oetzel, & 

Yaziji, 2010) 

BM as generators of social value, and that economic value creation can 

be mutually reinforcing. 

(Petrovic, Kittl, & 

Teksten, 2011) 

A description of how a firm makes money and can sustain itself by 

providing more value to its clients than competitors; Value model, 

resource model, production model, customer relations model, revenue 

model, capital model, and market model 

(Cavalcante et al., 2011) An abstraction of the principles supports the development of the core 

repeated standard processes necessary for a company to perform its 

business. 

(George & Bock, 2011) The underlying dimensions of the business model are resource structure, 

transactive structure, and value structure. 

(K. Storbacka, 2011; Kaj 

Storbacka & Nenonen, 

2009)  

BM as a configuration of inter-related capabilities. The configurational 

fit as underlying rationale for managing business models a central 

capability is the ability to create internal fit between the elements of a 

business model. 

(Brougham, 2012) BM refers to management’s disposition of assets and holding or 

transferring or settling obligations, with the understanding of a profit 

motive. 

(BlackSun, 2012) BM explains how the organization is structured and how it delivers its 

products and services. 

(Hacklin & Wallnofer, 

2012) 

The business model provides a valuable structural template for mapping 

the current business model of a firm, which acts more as a symbolic 

artifact stimulating a creative decision-making process than as an 

analytic tool with a clear sequence of steps. 

(Morris et al., 2005; 

Morris, Shirokova, & 

Shatalov, 2013) 

BM represents a set of decisions of strategy, architecture, and economics 

to create sustainable competitive advantage in markets; Value 

proposition, customer, internal processes/competencies, external 

positioning, economic model, and personal/investor factors 

(Aspara, Lamberg, 

Laukia, & Tikkanen, 

2011, 2013) 

Business model is a conceptual model as a combination of firm-related 

material structures and processed existing objectively and in the minds 

of people at different levels of the organization; Finance and accounting 

systems, Strategies and structures, Operations and resources, Markets 

and business networks 

(Weill & Vitale, 2013) A description of the roles and relationships among firm’s consumers, 

customers, allies, and suppliers, the major flows of product, information, 

and money, and the major benefits to participants; Strategic objectives, 

value proposition, revenue sources, success factors, channels, core 

competencies, customer segments, and IT infrastructure. 

(Richter, 2013) A business model can be understood as a structural template that 

describes a firm's organizational and financial architecture; Value 

proposition, Customer interface, Infrastructure, Revenue model 
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7    Appendix II: The Entire Survey 
 

Company Information 

1 Company Registered Date (yyyy-mm) 

2 Type of Company (Choose Only One from A to E)) 

3 Industrial Classification (Choose Only One from A to U) 

4 Business Status in 5 Years (Headcounts and Annual Turnover) 

Personal Information 

1 Job Titles 

2 Gender & Age 

3 Highest Education Backgroud 

4 Relevant Working Experiences 

5 Business Coach 

 

Business Model Innovation: Indicate the accuracy of following items from 

'High disagree' to 'Highly agree' into 7 levels 

B1 Our present business model is 

 Failure Almost 

Failure 

Sightly 

Failure 

Medium Sightly 

Success 

Almost 

Success 

Huge 

Success 

B2 We have to overcome challenges during our business model development. 

B3 We have a more innovative business model comparing with competitors. 

B4 We rethink the utility-function to solve customers’ problem.  

B5 We redesign the revenue and cost structures. 

B6 We reconsider the product/service delivering process to customers. 

B7 The new business model will influence competitors’ revenue. 

B8 We recombine resources to respond quickly to environment changes. 

Evaluate items of present business model follows with the expectation when it was designed? 

I1 Value Proposition 

I2 Market Segment 

I3 Customer Relationship 

I4 Channels 

I5 Key resources  

I6 Key activities 

I7 Key partnerships 

I8 Revenue streams 

I9 Cost structure 

Knowledge Sources: Indicate the frequency of following items from 'Never' to 

'Always' into 7 levels 

KS1 Your Personal Education Background 

KS2 Your Personal Previous Working Experience  
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KS3 Your Other Experiences 

KS4 Your Business Coaches 

KS5 Discussion with Other Entrepreneurs 

KS6 Customers or Clients 

KS7 Fairs, Exhibitions 

KS8 Suppliers 

KS9 Distributers 

KS10 Other business partner 

KS11 Trade associations 

KS12 Consultants 

KS13 Commercial labs 

KS14 Technical Standards 

KS15 Competitors 

KS16 Universities or Business School 

KS17 Conferences 

KS18 Workshops 

KS19 Private research centers 

KS20 Government research centers 

KS21 Press 

KS22 Government offices 

KS23 Health and safety standards and regulations 

KS24 Environmental standards and regulations 

KS25 Company board 

KS26 CEO or Entrepreneur or Founder 

KS27 Senior Managers 

KS28 Middle Managers 

KS29 Frontier Employees 

KS30 R&D Deparrment 

KS31 Marketing & Sales Department 

KS32 Financial Department 

KS33 HR Department 

KSO Other Knowledge Sources 

 

Knowledge Flows: Indicate the accuracy of following items from 'High disagree' 

to 'Highly agree' into 7 levels 

KC1 We capture relevant, continuous and up-to-date information and knowledge of 

current and potential competitors. 

KC2 We exploit new opportunities proactively and monitor trends continuously, 

wide-rangingly from environment. 

KC3 We cooperate with research organizations (universities, technological institutes, etc) 

to create knowledge. 
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KC4 We establish internal development towards the competences from suppliers or 

customers 

KC5 We update relevant information of regulations and standards from government and 

institutions. 

KC6 We participate fairs and exhibitions to follow the trend of industry and customers' 

needs. 

KC7 We absorb key business knowledge and technologies from the successful 

experiences of businesses in same industry. 

KC8 Our employees attend scientific conferences, present papers to journals , and 

company receives outside staff on research attachments. 

KC9 We use information technologies in order to store and improve information flow for 

potential later use 

KC10 Our company files and databases provide the necessary information to deal with our 

work. 

KC11 We make extensive use of electronic storage (databases, data warehousing, 

electronic documents) to share information. 

KC12 Our company has an organizational culture characterized by a high degree of 

sharing. 

KC13 Company exists informal mechanisms and systems that ensure transfer of best 

practices among various areas of work. 

KC14 Our employees share knowledge and foster communication, including virtual 

meeting, Internet organization portals, email, etc. 

KC15 We eliminate obsolete internal knowledge to stimulate the search for alternative 

innovations and their adaptation. 

KC16 We coordinate and integrate research and development process with the functional 

tasks of engineering, production and marketing. 

KC17 Our employees are knowledgeable and keenly aware of how their knowledge can 

serve the company 

KC18 Our company prevents employees voluntarily transmitting useful scientific and 

technological information acquired to each other. (Reversed Scale) 

KC19 Our company implements employees' level of knowledge, experience and 

competencies in the interpretation of new knowledge. 

KC20 We develop knowledge programs to guarantee the firm's capacity for understanding 

and analyzing knowledge and technology 

KC21 Our company exists individuals that work in more than one project groups together 

with individuals from other organizational units 

KC22 Lessons learned by one employee are actively shared with others through informal 

communications (news, stories, gossip, etc.). 

KC23 Our ideas arise in group meetings are not generated by individual persons. 

KC24 Training is readily available when employees need to improve knowledge and skills 
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8    Appendix III: Category of All Respondents 
 

Figure A-1  The respondents' gender 

 

 

Figure A-2 The respondents' age 

 

 

Figure A-3 The respondents' education backgrounds 

 

79% 

21% 

Gender 

Male 
Female 

2% 

14% 

23% 

35% 

21% 

5% 

Age 

25 or Youger 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56-65 

66 or Elder 

2% 

21% 

23% 
49% 

5% 

Education Background 

Below High School 

High School 

Bachelor 

Master or Magister 

PhD or above 
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Figure A-4 The companies' type among respondents 

 

 

Figure A-5 The belonging industries of respondents' companies 

 

 

  

94% 

6% 

Type of Company 

Limited company (Aktiebolag) 

Sole trader (Enskild firma) 

20% 

15% 

4% 

3% 

28% 

3% 

6% 

15% 

6% 

Industrial Classification 

Manufacturing 

Information and communication 

Financial and insurance activities 

Real estate activities 

Professional, scientific and 

technical activities 

Education 

Human health and social work 

activities 

Other service activities 

Rest of the Industrial Classification 



Navigate Business Model Innovation with Knowledge 

46 

 

9    Reference 
 

Afuah, A. (2004). Business Models: A Strategic Management Approach: 

McGraw-Hill Companies,Incorporated. 

Afuah, A., & Tucci, C. L. (2001). Internet business models and strategies: text and 

cases: Irwin/McGraw-Hill. 

Al-Debi, M. M., El-Haddadeh, R., & Avison, D. (2008). Defining the Business Model 

in the New World of Digital Business. Paper presented at the AMCIS 2008. 

Alfirevic, N. P., Krneta, M. P., & Pavicic, J. P. (2011, 2011). INNOVATION 

CAPACITY AS A COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE OF SMALL FIRMS IN 

CROATIA: An Empirical Analysis, Split. 

Alt, R., & Zimmerman, H. (2001). Introduction to special section on business models. 

Electronic Markets, 11(1).  

Amit, R., & Zott, C. (2012). Creating Value Through Business Model Innovation. Mit 

Sloan Management Review, 53(3), 41-+.  

Andries, P., & Debackere, K. (2006). Adaptation in new technology‐based ventures: 

Insights at the company level. International Journal of Management Reviews, 

8(2), 91-112. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2370.2006.00122.x 

Applegate, L. M. (2000a). E-Business Models: Making Sense of the Internet Business 

Landscape. In G. W. Dickson & G. DeSancti (Eds.), Information technology and 

the future enterprise: new models for managers (illustrated, reprint ed., pp. 312). 

Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Applegate, L. M. (2000b). Emerging e-business models: Lessons from the Field. 

Aspara, J., Lamberg, J. A., Laukia, A., & Tikkanen, H. (2011). Strategic management 

of business model transformation: lessons from Nokia. Management Decision, 

49(3-4), 622-647. doi: 10.1108/00251741111126521 

Aspara, J., Lamberg, J. A., Laukia, A., & Tikkanen, H. (2013). Corporate Business 

Model Transformation and Inter-Organizational Cognition: The Case of Nokia. 

Long Range Planning, 46(6), 459-474. doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2011.06.001 

Baruch, Y., & Holtom, B. C. (2008). Survey response rate levels and trends in 

organizational research. Human Relations, 61(8), 1139-1160. doi: 

10.1177/0018726708094863 

Berman, S. J. (2012). Digital transformation: opportunities to create new business 

models. Strategy & Leadership, 40(2), 16-24. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/10878571211209314 

Betz, F. (2002). Strategic business models. Engineering Management Journal, 14(1), 

21.  

Björkdahl, J. (2009). Technology cross-fertilization and the business model: The case 

of integrating ICTs in mechanical engineering products. Research Policy, 38(9), 

1468-1477. doi: 10.1016/j.respol.2009.07.006 

BlackSun. (2012). The business model – the missing link for twenty-first century 



Reference 

47 

companies? (pp. 6). Fulham Palace, Bishop’s Avenue, London. 

Blossom, J., Cairns, M., Kaufman, R., & Sabosik, P. (2013). What Trends May Come 

in 2014. Information Today, 30(11), 1.  

Bonaccorsi, A., Giannangeli, S., & Rossi, C. (2006). Entry Strategies Under 

Competing Standards: Hybrid Business Models in the Open Source Software 

Industry. Management Science, 52(7), 1085-1098. doi: 10.1287/mnsc.1060.0547 

Brougham, A. (2012). Discussion of ‘Business-model (intent)-based accounting’ by 

Jim Leisenring, Thomas Linsmeier, Katherine Schipper and Edward Trott (2012). 

Accounting and Business Research, 42(3), 345-347. doi: 

10.1080/00014788.2012.683335 

Brousseau, E., & Penard, T. (2007). The economics of digital business models: a 

framework for analyzing the economics of platforms. Review of network 

Economics, 6(2).  

Brown, B., Chui, M., & Manyika, J. (2011). Are you ready for the era of ‘big data’? 

McKinsey Quarterly.  

Bryman, A. (2006). Integrating quantitative and qualitative research: how is it done? 

Qualitative Research, 6(1), 97-113. doi: 10.1177/1468794106058877 

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2011). Business research methods. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Camison, C., & Fores, B. (2010). Knowledge absorptive capacity: New insights for its 

conceptualization and measurement. Journal of Business Research, 63(7), 

707-715. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.04.022 

Casadesus-Masanell, R., & Ricart, J. E. (2010). From Strategy to Business Models 

and onto Tactics. Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 195-215. doi: 

10.1016/j.lrp.2010.01.004 

Cavalcante, S., Kesting, P., & Ulhoi, J. (2011). Business model dynamics and 

innovation: (re)establishing the missing linkages. Management Decision, 49(7-8), 

1327-1342. doi: 10.1108/00251741111163142 

Charitou, C. D., & Markides, C. C. (2003). Responses to disruptive strategic 

innovation. Mit Sloan Management Review, 44(2), 55-63.  

Chatterjee, S. (2005). Core objectives: Clarity in designing strategy. California 

Management Review, 47(2), 33-+.  

Chesbrough, H. (2004). Managing open innovation. Research-Technology 

Management, 47(1), 23-26.  

Chesbrough, H. (2006). Open Business Models: How to Thrive in the New Innovation 

Landscape: Harvard Business School Press. 

Chesbrough, H. (2010). Business Model Innovation: Opportunities and Barriers. 

Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 354-363. doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.010 

Chesbrough, H., & Rosenbloom, R. S. (2002). The role of the business model in 

capturing value from innovation: Evidence from Xerox Corporation's technology 

spin-off companies. Industrial and Corporate Change, 11(3), 529.  

Chesbrough, H. W. (2007). Why companies should have open business models. Mit 



Navigate Business Model Innovation with Knowledge 

48 

Sloan Management Review, 48(2), 22-+.  

Chesbrough, H. W. (2010). Business Model Innovation: Opportunities and Barriers. 

Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 354-363. doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.010 

Cohen, W. M., & Levinthal, D. A. (1990). Absorptive Capacity: A New Perspective 

on Learning and Innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(1), 128-152. 

doi: 10.2307/2393553 

Dahan, N. M., Doh, J. P., Oetzel, J., & Yaziji, M. (2010). Corporate-NGO 

Collaboration: Co-creating New Business Models for Developing Markets. Long 

Range Planning, 43(2), 326-342. doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2009.11.003 

Demil, B., & Lecocq, X. (2010). Business Model Evolution: In Search of Dynamic 

Consistency. Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 227-246. doi: 

10.1016/j.lrp.2010.02.004 

Donath, R. (1999). Taming e-business models. ISBM business marketing web 

consortium. State College (PA): Institute for the Study of Business Markets.   

Dongen, v. S., Nouguier, S., & Vorst, v. d. J. G. A. J. (2002). E-Business initiatives in 

Food Supply Chains: Definition and Typology of Electronic Business Models. 

Journal of Logistics: Research and Applications, 5(2), 119-138. doi: 

10.1080/13675560210148641 

Doz, Y. L., & Kosonen, M. (2010). Embedding Strategic Agility. Long Range 

Planning, 43(2-3), 370. doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.006 

Dubosson-Torbay, M., Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2002). E-business model 

design, classification, and measurements. Thunderbird International Business 

Review, 44(1), 5-23.  

Edge, J. (2013). Vantage Point. Medical Marketing and Media, 48(9), 26.  

Eris, O., & Leifer, L. (2003). Facilitating product development knowledge acquisition: 

Interaction between the expert and the team. International Journal of 

Engineering Education, 19(1), 142-152.  

Eule, A. (2013). Don't Touch That Dial. Barron's, 93(31), 18-20.  

European_Commission. (2005). The new SME definition: user guide and model 

declaration. Office for Official Publications of the European Communities 

Retrieved from http://books.google.se/books?id=uH9gAAAAIAAJ. 

Feng, H., Froud, J., Johal, S., Haslam, C., & Williams, K. (2001). A new business 

model? The capital market and the new economy. Economy and Society, 30(4), 

467-503. doi: 10.1080/03085140120089063 

Ferguson, R. B. (2014). Luminar Insights: A Strategic Use of Analytics. MIT Sloan 

Management Review, 55(3), 1-15.  

Fiet, J. O., & Patel, P. C. (2008). Forgiving Business Models for New Ventures. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 32(4), 749-761. doi: 

10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00252.x 

Froud, J., Johal, S., Leaver, A., Phillips, R., & Williams, K. (2009). Stressed by 

Choice: a Business Model Analysis of the BBC. British Journal of Management, 

20(2), 252-252. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8551.2008.00564.x 



Reference 

49 

Gassmann, O., Enkel, E., & Chesbrough, H. W. (2010). The future of open innovation. 

R & D Management, 40(3), 213-221.  

Gebauer, H., Worch, H., & Truffer, B. (2012). Absorptive capacity, learning processes 

and combinative capabilities as determinants of strategic innovation. European 

Management Journal, 30(1), 57-73. doi: 10.1016/j.emj.2011.10.004 

George, G., & Bock, A. J. (2011). The Business Model in Practice and its Implications 

for Entrepreneurship Research. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35(1), 

83-111. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00424.x 

George, P., & Marc, C. (2006). IBM's global CEO report 2006: business model 

innovation matters. Strategy & Leadership, 34(5), 34-40. doi: 

10.1108/10878570610701531 

Gephart, R. P. (2006). Ethnostatistics and Organizational Research Methodologies: 

An Introduction. Organizational Research Methods, 9(4), 417-431. doi: 

10.1177/1094428106290199 

Gordijn, J., & Akkermans, H. (2001). Designing and evaluating e-business models. 

IEEE Intelligent Systems, 16(4), 11-17. doi: 10.1109/5254.941353 

Hacklin, F., & Wallnofer, M. (2012). The business model in the practice of strategic 

decision making: insights from a case study. Management Decision, 50(1-2), 

166-188. doi: 10.1108/00251741211203515 

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data 

analysis: A global perspective (Seventh Edition). Upper Saddle River, N.J: 

Pearson Education. 

Halme, M., Anttonen, M., Kuisma, M., Kontoniemi, N., & Heino, E. (2007). Business 

models for material efficiency services: Conceptualization and application. 

Ecological Economics, 63(1), 126-137. doi: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.2006.10.003 

Hamel, G. (2002). Leading the Revolution: How to Thrive in Turbulent Times by 

Making Innovation a Way of Life: Harvard Business School Press. 

Hedman, J., & Kalling, T. (2003). The business model concept: theoretical 

underpinnings and empirical illustrations. European Journal of Information 

Systems, 12(1), 49-59. doi: 10.1057/palgrave.ejis.3000446 

Hong, J. F. L., Easterby-Smith, M., & Snell, R. S. (2006). Transferring organizational 

learning systems to Japanese subsidiaries in China. Journal of Management 

Studies, 43(5), 1027-1058. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00628.x 

Horowitz, A. S. (1996). The real value of VARS: resellers lead a movement to a new 

service and support. Marketing Computing, 16(4).  

Hwang, J., & Christensen, C. M. (2008). Disruptive Innovation In Health Care 

Delivery: A Framework For Business-Model Innovation. Health Affairs, 27(5), 

1329-1335. doi: 10.1377/hlthaff.27.5.1329 

Jaffe, A. B. (1986). Technological Opportunity and Spillovers of R&D: Evidence 

from Firms' Patents, Profits, and Market Value. The American Economic Review, 

76(5), 984.  

Jaffe, A. B., Trajtenberg, M., & Henderson, R. (1993). Geographic localization of 



Navigate Business Model Innovation with Knowledge 

50 

knowledge spillovers as evidenced by patent citations. The Quarterly Journal of 

Economics, 108(3), 577.  

Johnson, M. W. (2010). Seizing the white space : business model innovation for 

growth and renewal. Boston, Mass.: Harvard Business Press. 

Johnson, M. W., Christensen, C. M., & Kagermann, H. (2008, Dec 2008). 

Reinventing Your Business Model. Harvard Business Review, 86, 51-n/a. 

Kahn, K. B. (1996). Interdepartmental integration: A definition with implications for 

product development performance. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 

13(2), 137-151. doi: 10.1016/0737-6782(95)00110-7 

Kodama, M. (2002). Transforming an old economy company into a new economy 

success: The case of NTT DoCoMo. Leadership & Organization Development 

Journal, 23(1/2), 26-39.  

Kodama, M. (2005). Knowledge creation through networked strategic communities: 

Case studies on new product development in Japanese companies. Long Range 

Planning, 38(1), 27-49. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2004.11.011 

Kodama, M. (2007). Innovation and knowledge creation through leadership-based 

strategic community: Case study on high-tech company in Japan. Technovation, 

27(3), 115-132. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2005.08.007 

Kodama, M. (2009). Boundaries Innovation and Knowledge Integration in the 

Japanese Firm. Long Range Planning, 42(4), 463-494. doi: 

10.1016/j.lrp.2009.08.001 

Koen, P. A., Bertels, H. M. J., & Elsum, I. R. (2011). The Three Faces of Business 

Model Innovation: Challenges for Established Firms. Research-Technology 

Management, 54(3), 52-59. doi: 10.5437/08953608x5403009 

KPMG. (2006). Rethinking the business model (pp. 76): KPMG International. 

Kraemer, K. L., Dedrick, J., & Yamashiro, S. (2000). Refining and extending the 

business model with information technology: Dell Computer Corporation. 

Information Society, 16(1), 5-21.  

Langdridge, D., & Hagger-Johnson, G. (2009). Introduction to Research Methods and 

Data Analysis in Psychology: Pearson Prentice Hall. 

Laursen, K., & Salter, A. (2006). Open for innovation: The role of openness in 

explaining innovation performance among U.K. manufacturing firms. Strategic 

Management Journal, 27(2), 131-150. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.507 

Lechner, U., & Hummel, J. (2002). Business models and system architectures of 

virtual communities: From a sociological phenomenon to peer-to-peer 

architectures. International Journal of Electronic Commerce, 6(3), 41-53.  

Lemon, M., & Sahota, P. S. (2004). Organizational culture as a knowledge repository 

for increased innovative capacity. Technovation, 24(6), 483-498. doi: 

10.1016/s0166-4972(02)00102-5 

Libert, B. (2014). Creating a digital advisory board. Directors and Boards, 38(2), 20.  

Linder, J., & Cantrell, S. (2000). Changing business models. Accenture Institute for 

Strategic Change.   



Reference 

51 

Lindgardt, Z., Reeves, M., Stalk, G., & Deimler, M. (2009). Business model 

innovation : when the game gets tough, change the game: The Boston Consulting 

Group. 

Lindgren, P. (2012). Business Model Innovation Leadership: How Do SME's 

Strategically Lead Business Model Innovation? International Journal of 

Business and Management, 7(14), 53-66.  

Lüdeke-Freund, F. (2009). Business model concepts in corporate sustainability 

contexts. From Rhetoric to a Generic Template for" Business Models for 

Sustainability". . Centre for Sustainability Management. Lüneburg, Germany.  

Magretta, J. (2002). Why business models matter (Vol. 80, pp. 86). United States: 

Harvard Business Review. 

Mahadevan, B. (2002). Business models for Internet-based e-commerce. California 

Management Review, 42(4).  

Malhotra, Y. (2000a). Knowledge management and new organization forms: A 

framework for business model innovation. Information Resources Management 

Journal, 13(1), 5-14.  

Malhotra, Y. (2000b). Knowledge Management and Virtual Organizations: Idea 

Group Publishing. 

Malhotra, Y. (2001). Knowledge Management and Business Model Innovation: Idea 

Group Pub. 

Malhotra, Y. (2002). Enabling knowledge exchanges for e-business communities. 

Information Strategy, 18(3), 26-31.  

Malhotra, Y. (2005). Integrating knowledge management technologies in 

organizational business processes: getting real time enterprises to deliver real 

business performance. Journal of Knowledge Management, 9(1), 7-28.  

Markides, C. C. (1997). Strategic innovation. Sloan Management Review, 38(3), 9-23.  

Markides, C. C. (1998). Strategic innovation in established companies. Sloan 

Management Review, 39(3), 31-+.  

Markides, C. C. (1999). A dynamic view of strategy. Sloan Management Review, 

40(3).  

Markides, C. C., & Charitou, C. D. (2004). Competing with dual business models: A 

contingency approach. Academy of Management Executive, 18(3), 22-36.  

Mason, K. J., & Leek, S. (2008). Learning to Build a Supply Network: An Exploration 

of Dynamic Business Models. Journal of Management Studies, 45(4), 774-799. 

doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2008.00769.x 

Massaro, M., Bardy, R., & Pitts, M. (2012). Supporting creativity through knowledge 

integration during the creative process. A management control system 

perspective. Electronic Journal of Knowledge Management, 10(3), 258-267.  

McGrath, R. G. (2010). Business Models: A Discovery Driven Approach. Long 

Range Planning, 43(2), 247-261. doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.005 

Morris, M., Schindehutte, M., & Allen, J. (2005). The entrepreneur's business model: 

toward a unified perspective. Journal of Business Research, 58(6), 726-735. doi: 



Navigate Business Model Innovation with Knowledge 

52 

10.1016/j.jbusres.2003.11.001 

Morris, M., Shirokova, G., & Shatalov, A. (2013). The Business Model and Firm 

Performance: The Case of Russian Food Service Ventures. Journal of Small 

Business Management, 51(1), 46-65. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-627X.2012.00377.x 

Muehlhausen, J. (2008). The 51 Fatal Business Errors and How to Avoid Them: Mule 

Kick Publishing. 

Mulaik, S. A. (2004). Objectivity in Science and Structural Equation Modeling. In D. 

Kaplan (Ed.), The SAGE Handbook of Quantitative Methodology for the Social 

Sciences (pp. 511). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Neely, A. (2012). Big Data and business model innovation. The Manufacturer.  

Nishida, T. (2002). A traveling conversation model for dynamic knowledge 

interaction. Journal of Knowledge Management, 6(2), 124.  

Nonaka, I. (1991). The Knowledge-creating Company. Harvard Business Review, 

69(6), 96-104.  

Nonaka, I. (1994). A Dynamic Theory of Organizational Knowledge Creation. 

Organization Science, 5(1), 14-37. doi: 10.1287/orsc.5.1.14 

Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2004). Investigating the use of the business model 

concept through interviews. 

Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2010). Business Model Generation: A Handbook for 

Visionaries, Game Changers, and Challengers: Wiley. 

Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2013). Designing Business Models and Similar 

Strategic Objects: The Contribution of IS. Journal of the Association for 

Information Systems, 14(5), 237-244.  

Osterwalder, A., Pigneur, Y., & Tucci, C. L. (2005). Clarifying Business Models: 

Origins, Present, and Future of the Concept. Communications of the Association 

for Information Systems, 16, 1.  

Pavitt, K. (1990). What we know about the strategic management of technology. 

California Management Review, 32(3), 17-26.  

Pavitt, K. (1991). Key Characteristics of the Large Innovating Firm*. British Journal 

of Management, 2(1), 41-50.  

Petrovic, O., Kittl, C., & Teksten, R. D. (2011). Developing business models for 

e-business. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the International Conference on 

Electronic Commerce, Vienna, Austria  

Pohle, G., & Chapman, M. (2006). IBM's global CEO report 2006: business model 

innovation matters. Strategy & Leadership, 34(5), 34-40. doi: 

10.1108/10878570610701531 

Pohle, G., Korsten, P., & Ramamurthy, S. (2005). Component Business Models: 

Making Specialization Real: IBM Institute for Business Value Study. 

Rappa, M. A. (2001). Business models on the web: Managing the digital enterprise.   

Retrieved April 1st, 2014 

Rappa, M. A. (2004). The utility business model and the future of computing services. 

Ibm Systems Journal, 43(1), 32-42.  



Reference 

53 

Rasmussen, B. (2007). Business models and the theory of the firm.  

Rayport, J. F., & Jaworski, B. J. (2003). Introduction to E-Commerce: 

MCGRAW-HILL Higher Education. 

Richter, M. (2013). German utilities and distributed PV: How to overcome barriers to 

business model innovation. Renewable Energy, 55, 456-466. doi: 

10.1016/j.renene.2012.12.052 

Rogelberg, S. G., & Stanton, J. M. (2007). Understanding and dealing with 

organizational survey nonresponse - Introduction. Organizational Research 

Methods, 10(2), 195-209. doi: 10.1177/1094428106294693 

Rosemann, M., Fielt, E., Kohlborn, T., & Korthaus, A. (2009). Business Service 

Management.  

Sambamurthy, V., Bharadwaj, A., & Grover, V. (2003). Shaping agility through digital 

options: Reconceptualizing the role of information technology in contemporary 

firms. Mis Quarterly, 27(2), 237-263.  

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2009). Research methods for business 

students. Harlow: Financial Times Prentice Hall. 

Schartinger, D., Rammer, C., Fischer, M. M., & Frohlich, J. (2002). Knowledge 

interactions between universities and industry in Austria: sectoral patterns and 

determinants. Research Policy, 31(3), 303-328. doi: 

10.1016/s0048-7333(01)00111-1 

Schilling, M. A. (2013). Strategic management of technological innovation. Boston: 

McGraw-Hill/Irwin. 

Shin, J., & Park, Y. (2009). On the creation and evaluation of e-business model 

variants: The case of auction. Industrial Marketing Management, 38(3), 324-337. 

doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2007.06.017 

Sosna, M., Trevinyo-Rodríguez, R. N., & Velamuri, S. R. (2010). Business Model 

Innovation through Trial-and-Error Learning: The Naturhouse Case. Long Range 

Planning, 43(2–3), 383-407. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2010.02.003 

Spring, M., & Araujo, L. (2009). Service, services and products: rethinking operations 

strategy. International journal of operations & production management, 29(5), 

444-467. doi: 10.1108/01443570910953586 

Stewart, D. W., & Zhao, Q. (2000). Internet marketing, business models, and public 

policy. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 19(2), 287-296. doi: 

10.1509/jppm.19.2.287.17125 

Storbacka, K. (2011). A solution business model: Capabilities and management 

practices for integrated solutions. Industrial Marketing Management, 40(5), 

699-711. doi: 10.1016/j.indmarman.2011.05.003 

Storbacka, K., & Nenonen, S. (2009). Customer relationships and the heterogeneity of 

firm performance. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 24(5/6), 360-372. 

doi: 10.1108/08858620910966246 

Teece, D., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic 

management. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533. doi: 



Navigate Business Model Innovation with Knowledge 

54 

10.1002/(sici)1097-0266(199708)18:7<509::aid-smj882>3.0.co;2-z 

Teece, D. J. (2010). Business Models, Business Strategy and Innovation. Long Range 

Planning, 43(2-3), 172-194. doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.003 

Timmers, P. (1998). Business Models for Electronic Markets. European Commission, 

8.  

Todtling, F., Lehner, P., & Kaufmann, A. (2009). Do different types of innovation rely 

on specific kinds of knowledge interactions? Technovation, 29(1), 59-71. doi: 

10.1016/j.technovation.2008.05.002 

Trott, P. (2008). Innovation Management and New Product Development: Financial 

Times/Prentice Hall. 

Trott, P., Cordeyhayes, M., & Seaton, R. A. F. (1995). Inward technology transfer as 

an interactive process. Technovation, 15(1), 25-43. doi: 

10.1016/0166-4972(95)96609-w 

Vance, A. (2013, Sep 30-Oct 6, 2013). Monsanto's Billion-Dollar Bet Brings Big Data 

to the Farm. Business Week, 1. 

Vanhaverke, W., Vermeersch, I., & De Zutter, S. (2012). Open innovation in SMEs: 

how can small companies and start ‐ ups benefit from open innovation 

strategies? . Research report. Flanders district of creativity.   

Venkatraman, N., & Ramanujam, V. (1987). MEASUREMENT OF BUSINESS 

ECONOMIC-PERFORMANCE - AN EXAMINATION OF METHOD 

CONVERGENCE. Journal of Management, 13(1), 109-122. doi: 

10.1177/014920638701300109 

Viscio, A. J., & Pasternack, B. A. (1996). Toward a New Business Model. Strategy 

Business, 2(1).  

Weill, P., & Broadbent, M. (1998). Leveraging the New Infrastructure: How Market 

Leaders Capitalize on Information Technology: Harvard Business School Press. 

Weill, P., & Vitale, M. (2013). Place to Space: Migrating to Ebusiness Models: 

Harvard Business Review Press. 

Weng, L. J., & Cheng, C. P. (2000). Effects of response order on Likert-type scales. 

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60(6), 908-924. doi: 

10.1177/00131640021970989 

Willman, P. (1991). Bureaucracy, innovation and appropriability. Paper presented at 

the ESRC Industrial Economics Study Group Conference, London.  

Wu, J., Guo, B., & Shi, Y. (2013). Customer knowledge management and IT-enabled 

business model innovation: A conceptual framework and a case study from China. 

European Management Journal, 31(4), 359-372. doi: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2013.02.001 

Zahra, S. A., & George, G. (2002). Absorptive capacity: A review, 

reconceptualization, and extension. Academy of Management Review, 27(2), 

185-203. doi: 10.2307/4134351 

Zhang, C. H., Zhang, J. W., & Hu, A. A. (2008). Knowledge Integration based on 

Semantic Web in Collaborative Commerce Environment. New York: Ieee. 



Reference 

55 

Zhen, L., Jiang, Z. H., & Song, H. T. (2011). Distributed knowledge sharing for 

collaborative product development. International Journal of Production 

Research, 49(10), 2959-2976. doi: 10.1080/00207541003705864 

Zott, C., & Amit, R. (2007). Business model design and the performance of 

entrepreneurial firms. Organization Science, 18(2), 181-199. doi: 

10.1287/orsc.1060.0232 

Zott, C., & Amit, R. (2008). The fit between product market strategy and business 

model: Implications for firm performance. Strategic Management Journal, 29(1), 

1-26. doi: 10.1002/smj.642 

Zott, C., & Amit, R. (2009). Business Model Innovation: Creating Value In Times Of 

Change. Universia Business Review(23), 108-121.  

Zott, C., & Amit, R. (2010). Business Model Design: An Activity System Perspective. 

Long Range Planning, 43(2-3), 216-226. doi: 10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.004 

 



PO Box 823,  SE-301 18 Halmstad
Phone: +35 46 16 71 00
E-mail: registrator@hh.se
www.hh.se

Jiajun Qu received a Bachelor degree
in Marketing and another Bachelor
degree in Finance from Shanghai
University of Engineering Science
(Shanghai, China) in 2012.


