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The prevalence of user entrepreneurship has been documented in few fields. 
However, the current research does not cover many user-dense fields that have a 
potential to be abundant sources of user innovation and entrepreneurship. There-
fore, this study focuses on both end user and professional user entrepreneurs in 
the health and wellbeing sector that has recently been identified as a global mega-
trend. The purpose of this thesis is to examine, whether or not end user entrepre-
neurs and professional user entrepreneurs follow similar entrepreneurial process-
es. Additionally, this study aims to widen the description of user entrepreneurship 
process by identifying new features from an alternative entrepreneurship frame-
work. The empirical research is conducted as a multiple case study through inter-
viewing three Finnish user entrepreneurs. The findings from the empirical research 
have indicated that distinctions between end user entrepreneurs’ and professional 
user entrepreneurs’ processes exist. Additionally, the study has found that novel 
attributes could be integrated in the user entrepreneurship model. The study con-
tributes on the existing literature on user entrepreneurship by providing novel in-
formation on professional user entrepreneurship process, and as well as by intro-
ducing an integrated user entrepreneurship framework. 
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potentiaalisia käyttäjäinnovaatioiden ja käyttäjälähtöisen yrittäjyyden lähteitä. 
Tämä tutkimus tutkii sekä loppukäyttäjä- että ammattikäyttäjäyrittäjiä terveys- ja 
hyvinvointialalla, joka on hiljattain noussut yhdeksi maailman megatrendeistä. 
Tämän lopputyön tarkoitus on tutkia, eroavatko loppukäyttäjien ja 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1. Research background 
 
“The heart and soul of the company is creativity and innovation.” 
- Robert Allen Iger, CEO of The Walt Disney Company 
 
The phenomenon of entrepreneurship has attracted numerous researchers to 
delve into the vast subject. Yet, new aspects of the subject emerge to be studied 
and understood in more depth, challenging the traditional view. Among other per-
spectives, user entrepreneurship has been acknowledged during recent years.  
The idea of user entrepreneurship is certainly not novel, as it dates back to 18th 
century (Adam Smith 1776) – however, researchers have not studied it until re-
cently in the 2000s. Furthermore, since the 2000s, there has been a paradigm shift 
towards alternative modes of innovations, such as user innovation and open inno-
vation (Baldwin & von Hippel 2011), which also has sparked interest towards user 
entrepreneurship. 
 
The user entrepreneurship process was first indentified by Shah and Tripsas 
(2007), who also developed the user entrepreneurship framework based on their 
findings. Many studies have shown that users are an important source of novel in-
novations in various fields (e.g. von Hippel 1988; Shah 2005; Lüthje, Herstatt & 
von Hippel 2005; Baldwin, Hienerth & von Hippel 2006; Shah & Tripsas 2007). 
However, from the economic and societal point of view, it is meaningful to shed 
evidence on the extent to which users commercialize their innovations, as well as 
to discover potential fields where users tend to innovate. So far, the prevalence of 
user entrepreneurship has been documented in a few different fields (e.g. juvenile 
products (Shah and Tripsas 2007) and medical device startups (Winston & Shah 
2011)). Yet, the current research does not cover many user-dense fields that 
probably are potential sources of user innovation and entrepreneurship. One of 
them is health and wellbeing sector. Therefore, this study aims to examine user 
entrepreneurship in the Finnish health and wellbeing sector. This study offers an 
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interesting overview both in the Finnish user entrepreneur field that has not been 
examined before, as well as in the health and wellbeing sector that has undergone 
major changes during recent years.  
 
Another research area, in which this study strives to bring additional insight, is the 
actual user entrepreneurship process that has so far leaned on Shah and Tripsas’ 
(2007) user entrepreneurship model. Therefore, this study also aims to discover 
whether there exist some other features or actions characteristic of user entrepre-
neurs that could be added in the framework. For these purposes, the case compa-
nies’ entrepreneurship processes are mirrored against three distinct user entre-
preneurship frameworks.  
 
1.2. Research context 
 
There are many routes for new innovation opportunities to be sparked from; those 
can for example new political rules, new technology, changes in market sentiment 
or behavior, or an emerging new market (Tidd, Bessant & Pavitt 2005). Occasion-
ally existing matters, like values, may become extremely popular all of a sudden. 
This happened to health and wellbeing sector.  
 
One can probably agree that health and wellbeing are not novel values for people, 
instead - they have been around always in some way. During recent years, how-
ever, there has been a major shift towards increased awareness on one’s own 
health. Literally, the surging popularity of health and wellbeing matters can be 
seen all over the developed countries’ market supply as well as in consumers’ 
everyday lives. For instance, one can spot on a weekly basis new health and well-
being “sub-trends” via the press media or wellness blogs. The Huffington Post’s 
(2016) writing “A Little Is A Lot: Health and Wellness Trends 2016” is one great 
example. An actual self-measuring movement, “Quantified Self”, has also emerged 
and gained global supporters (The Economist 2012). Then, how can the health 
trend be spotted in the market supply? For example, the health megatrend can be 
noted from the rising popularity of health wearables, such as smartwatches 
(Statista 2016) as well as from the increased consumption of nutrient dense 
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“superfoods” of which new product development has globally risen 202% during 
past five years (Mintel 2016). One can casually spot superfoods in a local conven-
ience store – in turn, smartwatches a part of standard supply of any consumer re-
tailer store. 
 
Not only can health and wellbeing trend be seen in the lives of ordinary people, but 
also many institutions have acknowledged the blooming trend. In 2015, the Finnish 
Innovation Fund Sitra pointed wellbeing as one of the major global trends (Sitra 
2015a). According to Sitra (2016), megatrends are phenomena that forecast major 
societal changes on a global scale. To add, megatrends are drivers of other trends 
in financial markets, when sales, growth and innovation are taken into account – in 
addition, their impact occur a long period of time (Reference 2016). 
 
The megatrend of health and wellbeing can be seen as an extremely influential 
phenomenon when it is coupled with another megatrend that has continually in-
tensified in recent years – technology. During next years, technology will be inte-
grated in people’s everyday lives to even greater extent (Sitra 2015b). This can be 
already seen e.g. in retail banking, where most banks have shifted towards mobile 
banking. Mobile applications for banking have been developed for the ease of use. 
(The Financial Brand 2016) 
 
Finland has been regarded many times as one of the most innovative countries in 
the world and year 2016 is not an exception, as The Global Innovation Index (GII) 
(2016) disclosed this year’s rankings. Finland ranked as the 5th, while Switzerland 
(1.), Sweden (2.), the UK (3.) and the US (4.) were chosen as the most innovative 
ones. (The Global Innovation Index 2016) Furthermore, the European commis-
sion’s European Innovation Scoreboard for 2016 chose Finland as the 3rd most in-
novative country in the EU (Cleantech Finland 2016). Thus, for its innovative quali-
ties, Finland can be considered as a well-suited geographical area for entrepre-
neurship data collection.  
 
Based on the presented facts, the Finnish health and wellbeing sector offers an 
excellent opportunity to study the user entrepreneurship process further. The 
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growing megatrend of health and wellbeing combined with technology megatrend 
create end-users and professionals interesting possibilities for innovating new 
products, services and processes.  
 
1.3. Research gaps in user entrepreneurship studies 
 
The extant analysis of earlier studies on user entrepreneurship has shown that 
there exist only few studies on user entrepreneurship. Shah and Tripsas’ (2007) 
article “The accidental entrepreneur: The emergent and collective process of user 
entrepreneurship” is considered to be the first article focusing on solely users as 
entrepreneurs, and on users’ entrepreneurship process. Even though a few stud-
ies have been conducted since, it is clear that the interesting phenomenon needs 
to be examined still further. 
 
User innovation has been researched to a larger extent (e.g. von Hippel 1976; Ur-
ban & von Hippel 1988; Franke & Shah 2003). However, distinction must be made 
between user entrepreneurship and user innovation; whereas user entrepreneur-
ship stems from innovative users, the commercialization process is included solely 
in the first concept. The actual commercialization of user innovation is of great im-
portance from societal and economical point of view – therefore more knowledge 
and comprehension concerning the subject should to be gained. Furthermore, 
there are several research gaps that need to be filled in. 
 
First, there are no studies focusing on Finnish user entrepreneurs, even though 
Finland has been nominated several times as one of the most innovative countries 
in the world. The situation calls for more understanding, as novel knowledge on 
user entrepreneurship would bring new insights for encouragement of potential 
user entrepreneurs in the future. Successful user entrepreneurship would contrib-
ute both on the economic and social sustainability of the affected area. Thus, the 
user entrepreneurship phenomenon should be viewed as an economically and so-
cietally important matter. 
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Second, user entrepreneurs operating in health and wellbeing sector have not 
been examined yet. The sector can be regarded as an attractive market field for 
entrepreneurs, as most people tend to be interested in their own health to some 
extent. Therefore it is presumable that new opportunities and ideas emerge, and 
can be created within a sector this vast. Additionally, earlier researchers have not 
considered prevailing megatrends in their studies, even though they have been 
regarded as drivers for major societal shifts. Coupled with digitalization, the mega-
trend of health and wellbeing offers interesting possibilities to study user entrepre-
neurship and the particular innovations from which the whole entrepreneurship 
process stems from. 
 
Third, earlier studies on user entrepreneurship are mostly focused on product in-
novations rather than service innovations. Thus, this study will provide important 
information regarding service innovations and their commercialization, and possi-
bly shed some light on further research subjects. 
 
Finally, Shah and Tripsas’ (2007) user entrepreneur framework has so far been 
the only model to characterize user entrepreneur process in occidental business 
environment. The user entrepreneurship process is a description of an end user 
entrepreneur and has not been validated with professional user entrepreneurship 
data. Additionally, features of other alternative entrepreneurship have not been 
considered in user entrepreneurship studies. Thus, there is a possibility to broaden 
the view of user entrepreneurship process. 
 
1.4. Research problem and objectives of the study 
 
Current megatrend of health and wellbeing coupled with technology megatrend of-
fers user innovators countless new business opportunities to seize on. Shah and 
Tripsas (2012) find that an early industry phase tends to be more favorable for us-
er entrepreneurs than incumbent companies. The chosen case study companies 
have been each established during the first half of the 2010’s and thus, are posi-
tioned in the early industry phase region, when the current megatrend of health 
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and wellbeing as well as the shift in the market sentiment are being taken into ac-
count. This offers a great possibility to examine the user entrepreneurial process. 
User innovation calls for implicit understanding on users’ preferences (Lüthje 
2004; Shah & Tripsas 2007). Therefore, studying health and wellness sector, 
where an increasing interest towards one’s own wellbeing and desire to improve 
health are prevalent, provides an outstanding possibility for conducting a research 
on user entrepreneurship process that has still many research gaps to fill up. 
 
There is a need to gain further comprehension on the actual user entrepreneurship 
process – from innovation to commercialization, concerning both end-user and 
professional user entrepreneurs. Especially, a huge research gap exists in cover-
ing professional user entrepreneurship process – is it similar to the end-user 
based process, or not? Therefore, this study aims to scrutinize the user entrepre-
neurship process of Finnish user entrepreneurs within health and wellbeing sector, 
including both professional and end-user entrepreneurs. 
 
Additionally, the case companies are examined through three distinct entrepre-
neurial process frameworks. The study aims to discover possibilities to integrate 
features and/or process steps from the different frameworks to gain more in-depth 
view of user entrepreneurship processes. This way it is possible to obtain wider 
perception of the underlying processes of user entrepreneurs and thus, exploit 
novel knowledge to spark user entrepreneurship. Furthermore, the case company 
data is also studied to discover user entrepreneurial process features that have 
not been considered in the earlier entrepreneurship frameworks. 
 
This thesis aims to answer the following research problem: 
 
What kind of user entrepreneurship processes are involved in health and wellbeing 
sector? 
 
The study examines both professional user and end user entrepreneurship pro-
cesses within the aforementioned context. Thus, the research problem can be 
broken down into following research questions: 
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1. Do professional user entrepreneurs follow the same process than end user 
entrepreneurs? What are the similarities and/or differences? 
 
Additionally, three earlier frameworks on entrepreneurial process are exploited in 
this study. Following research questions will delve into observing similarities and 
disparities of the different theoretical perspectives and practical case study data: 
 
2. Which characteristics of the selected frameworks can be found in the case 
companies’ entrepreneurship processes? 
 
3. Based on the findings, is there a possibility to integrate these frameworks to 
some extent to gain more holistic view of user entrepreneurship process? 
 
1.5. Delimitations 
 
The scope of the thesis includes Finnish user entrepreneurs. Each of the case 
companies’ founders have commercialized their innovation, and thus, have gone 
through the whole entrepreneurship process. The gathered data is limited to three 
companies established by user entrepreneurs. However, as the aim of this study is 
to gain improved comprehension of user entrepreneurship process and additional-
ly to provide novel knowledge on professional user entrepreneurship process, it is 
convenient to apply qualitative approach. Both end user and professional user en-
trepreneurs are studied in this thesis. 
 
Another delimitation stems from the choice of studied industry sector – which is in 
this study health and wellbeing sector. Health and wellbeing are part of a current 
global megatrend that offers numerous possibilities for innovative users to make a 
living. Therefore, it is interesting to focus this study solely on the particular sector. 
 
Finally, the research is conducted in Finland. Nordic countries tend to share similar 
features and behavioral patterns due to similar fabric of society, so the findings 
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should be regarded as well in Sweden, Norway, Denmark and Iceland. Still, the 
results cannot be generalized statistically, as the sample size is small.  
 
1.6. Research strategy and organization of the study 
 
To gain in-depth comprehension and to be able to interpret the user entrepreneur-
ship process in the Finnish health and wellbeing sector, this study’s research 
methodology is based on the qualitative methods. This study is conducted as a 
multiple case study to capture similarities and differences between the chosen 
case companies’ entrepreneurial processes, as well as to mirror the processes on 
the three distinctive entrepreneurial frameworks. Multiple case studies also offer 
better possibilities for analytical generalization of the results.  
 
The main data collection strategy for this study is semi-structured theme inter-
views. The interviews were held as a face-to-face interview or via a conference 
call. Additionally, part of the answers was obtained via email. From each case 
company, one of the company founders was interviewed to capture the entrepre-
neurship process in its original form.  
 
The structure of the thesis is the following. First, theoretical framework and con-
cept of user innovation and user entrepreneurship, as well as three different entre-
preneurship process frameworks are introduced extensively. The chapter delves 
into the history and presents key numbers of user innovation and user entrepre-
neurship to gain a coherent view of the subject at hand. In the third chapter, re-
search methodology, including short presentations of the case companies, is pre-
sented. The chapter discusses the research design and data collection methods. 
Fourth chapter includes the analysis, results and findings from the case study. Fi-
nally, discussion, theoretical and practical contributions of the research as well as 
limitations and future research suggestions are given.   
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
Before delving into the user entrepreneurship process, it is crucial to focus first on 
the concept of user innovation and the history of user innovation. After this, the 
concept of user entrepreneurship is opened up. Finally, overviews of three distinct 
entrepreneurship frameworks are introduced. The case companies are later mir-
rored against these chosen frameworks. 
 
2.1. What is user innovation? 
 
For a long time, the theory of economic development introduced by Schumpeter 
(1934), where producers develop and supply goods and services to consumers, 
has been the prevailing mode of innovation. However, especially since the 2000s, 
there has been a paradigm shift towards other possible modes of innovation, such 
as user innovation and open innovation (Baldwin & von Hippel 2011). Further-
more, von Hippel (2005) argues that user-centered innovations offer brilliant ad-
vantages over manufacturer-centered ones, because innovative users can devel-
op innovations according to their own preferences and not to lean on manufactur-
ers to act. 
 
The early perception of user innovation dates back to the 18th century when Adam 
Smith (1776) observed: “The invention of a great number of machines which facili-
tate and abridge labor, and enable one man to do the work many” and adding that 
“a great part of the machines made of in those manufactures in which labor is 
most subdivided, were originally the invention of common workmen, who, being 
each of them employed in some very simple operation, naturally turned their 
thoughts towards finding out easier and readier methods of performing it.”  
 
The first systematic documentation and development of the concept user innova-
tion was conducted by von Hippel, which consisted of a number of articles that 
formed the publication “The Sources of Innovation” (1988). The simplest way to 
explain user innovation is to start from the concept of user. von Hippel (2005) de-
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fines users as firms or individual consumers that expect to gain benefit from using 
a product or a service. Furthermore, the ones who expect to benefit from selling a 
product or service are manufacturers (von Hippel 2005). Therefore, user innova-
tion can be regarded as an innovation (e.g. product, service or process) that has 
been developed by a user of the particular product or service. Any user can be a 
user innovator. For instance, as a regular user of a sofa – I would be an innovator 
if I figured out something new to be applied to the concept of a sofa. It could be, 
for example, a new function or an overwhelmingly comfortable design. von Hippel 
(2005) states that users have a unique feature as they benefit directly from innova-
tions. Therefore, I as a user of my sofa would benefit directly from its improve-
ments. Additionally, there exists another type of user that will be explained in the 
following subchapter. 
 
The prevalence of user innovation has been documented widely already several 
decades ago. Substantial evidence regarding innovative user firms was provided 
since the 1960s within the oil refining and chemical industry (Enos 1962; Freeman 
1968). However, starting from the 1970s, the first research focusing directly on in-
novative users was conducted by von Hippel. Today users are recognized as an 
important source of novel innovations both in academia and business (e.g. von 
Hippel 1988; Shah 2005; Lüthje et al. & von Hippel 2005; Baldwin, Hienerth & von 
Hippel 2006; Shah & Tripsas 2007). Comprehensive studies shed evidence on the 
fact that users have developed many of the most important and novel products 
and processes commercialized in several fields.  
 
Since the significance of user innovation has been documented well – several 
studies support that following deductions can be drawn:  
 
(1) Users have developed numerous important innovations, as presented in the 
previous paragraph  
(2) High percentage of users innovates. For instance, when printed circuit CAD 
users are considered, 24% of them innovate for their own use (Urban & von Hippel 
1988). 
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(3) Users innovate within various fields (Shah, Smith & Reedy 2012) 
 
One can undoubtedly admit that users’ contribution on novel innovations is evi-
dent. Next subchapter dwells on the topic and specifies two different types of user 
innovators. 
 
2.1.1. Which users innovate? 
 
As described in the previous subchapter, users can be either firms or individual 
consumers. Therefore, it is necessary to clarify further different user-innovator 
types, as they are positioned differently in the innovation process. User innovators 
can be categorized further into intermediate users and consumer users. The cate-
gorization discloses the locus of the innovation, answering the question; from 
where does the innovation originate (Bogers, Afuah & Bastian 2010)? 
 
Intermediate user innovators 
 
Intermediate users concern e.g. user firms that use other producers’ equipment 
and tools to produce products and services (Bogers et al. 2010). Therefore, they 
are not end-users of the finished products and services.  
 
An example: 
Toyota is a car manufacturer, so it sells cars. Nonetheless, in order to produce 
those cars, Toyota needs various tools to assemble them. If Toyota developed a 
new innovation related to cars, the process would be manufacturer-centric. How-
ever, if the innovation regarded assembly tools that are used for cars (end-
product), Toyota would be considered as a user-innovator. 
 
User firms account for innovations within various sectors; e.g. the chemical indus-
try (Hollander 1965), scientific instruments (von Hippel 1976), industrial machinery 
(Foxall & Tierney 1984), applications software (Voss 1985), printed circuit CAD 
software (Urban & von Hippel 1988), residential construction (Slaughter 1993), 
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convenience stores (Ogawa 1998), library information systems (Morrison, Roberts 
& von Hippel 2000), and commercial banking (Oliveira & von Hippel 2009). Thus, 
intermediate user innovations regard novel product, process or service innovations 
that are linked to work environment. As the earlier literature shows, intermediate 
user innovators tend to innovate within industrial product and process domains. In 
contrast, end user innovators predominate in whole different fields. 
 
End user innovators 
 
Consumer users are regarded as end users of consumer goods. Generally, they 
are individual end customers or a community of end-users (Bogers et al. 2010). 
Innovative end users have significantly contributed to development of novel prod-
ucts or features, especially in the field of sports-related consumer goods and other 
recreational activities. This supports Shah and Tripsas’ (2007) argument that user 
entrepreneurship, of which important part user innovation is, tends to be more 
prevalent in industries where the use of the innovation brings enjoyment, and not 
mere economic utility. The sofa example from earlier subchapter illustrates well 
the enjoyment factor in user innovation. 
 
Earlier research shows that end user innovations have been reported in stereo 
components (Langlois & Robertson 1992), extreme sports (Franke & Shah 2003), 
outdoor sports (Lüthje 2004), mountain biking (Lüthje et al. 2005), kite surfing 
(Tietz, Morrison, Lüthje & Herstatt 2005), rodeo kayaking (Baldwin et al. 2006), ju-
venile products (Shah & Tripsas 2007), sailing (Raasch, Herstatt & Lock 2008), 
and retail banking (Oliveira & von Hippel 2009). Hence, like the evidence points 
out, end user innovators and user firms innovate in different fields, which is quite 
logical as the purpose of the innovation is different for profession-related and per-
sonal use related users.  
 
To summarize this subchapter, figure 1 presents categories of user innovation and 
examples of product domains within they innovate. A clear difference of diverse 
product domains can be noted from the figure. 
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Figure 1. User innovator categories and exemplary domains they operate in 
 
2.1.2. How prevalent is user innovation? 
 
It is well documented that users have developed a variety of innovations within dif-
ferent fields. However, from societal and economic viewpoint it is relevant to be 
aware of the extent to which they are prevalent and frequent. Social and economic 
impact from user innovations is dependent on the scope of user innovations. 
 
The prevalence of user innovation has been studied in various industries during 
the last decades. It is evident that user innovations constitute significant part of 
major innovations. In some fields, users have actually developed majority of the 
significant innovations. So to speak, in the field of scientific instruments 76% of the 
most important innovations are developed by users (von Hippel 1976), concerning 
semiconductor and electronics subassembly manufacturing equipment the per-
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centage is 67 (von Hippel 1977) and within the field of extreme sports equipment 
60 percent (Shah 2005).  
 
Furthermore, an interesting aspect of user innovation is the frequency of innova-
tive users. Various studies have documented that many users develop or modify 
products (table 1). It can be seen clearly that users tend to innovate more often 
within certain industries – for instance, within extreme sports equipment industry 
nearly 40% of users innovate. Table 2 summarizes consumer and industrial prod-
uct innovations developed by users. 
 
These findings support undoubtedly the notion that users contribute to a great ex-
tent in developing novel innovations within many fields. An interesting question is, 
why do users innovate? What are the drivers behind users’ motivation to innovate? 
At least, it is safe to presume that they differ from manufacturer’s motives to some 
extent. 
 
Table 1. Earlier documentation of innovative users (based on Shah & Tripsas 2007 and 
von Hippel 2005) 
 
Product area 
  
Innovating for own use 
% n 
Industrial products     
Printed circuit CAD software (Urban & von Hippel 1988) 24 % 136 
Library information systems (Morrison, Roberts & von Hippel 
2000) 
26 % 102 
Apache OS server software security features (Franke & von 
Hippel 2003) 
19 % 131 
 
Consumer products 
    
 
Snowboarding, sailplaning, canyoneering, and handicapped 
cycling equipment (Franke & Shah 2003) 
38 % 197 
Mountain biking (Lüthje, Herstatt & von Hippel 2005) 
 
 
19 % 
 
 
287 
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Table 2. User-developed important industrial and consumer product innovations (based on Shah & Tripsas 2007) 
 
Product area 
  
    Source of innovation   
  User Mfr. Other n 
Industrial products           
Petroleum processing (Enos 1962)   43 % 14 % 43 % 7 
Computer innovations 1944-1962 (Knight 1963)   26 % 74 %   161 
Chemical processes and process equipment (Freeman 1963) 70 % 30 %   810 
Scientific instruments (von Hippel 1976)   76 % 24 %   111 
Semiconductor and electronics subassembly munufacturing equipment 
(von Hippel 1977) 
67 % 21 % 12 % 49 
            
Consumer products 
 
          
Windsurfing, skateboarding, and snowboarding equipment (Shah 2003) 
 
60 % 
 
25 % 
 
15 % 48 
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2.1.3. Why users innovate? 
 
According to von Hippel (2005), user-centered innovation process differs signifi-
cantly from the traditional producer-centric model, where producers aim to benefit 
from selling a product or a service to users. In other words, producers innovate for 
users in order to profit from the sold products or services that users are buying – 
and the major driver is economic. Furthermore, the benefit of innovating is indirect 
and it is realized when the products or services are sold to users. On the contrary, 
users design, create and build solutions for their own needs. Hence, they benefit 
directly from innovations as they develop new products or services to fulfill their 
own needs (von Hippel, 1998, 2005). Thus, users’ needs and incentives to inno-
vate differ from producers’. This incentive distinguishes conventional producer in-
novators from user innovators to a great extent.  
 
Nonetheless, what makes users develop their own products or modify products or 
processes, if producers already supply them to the market? It seems that the de-
sired product or product feature does not exist in the market on that occasion. 
Moreover, as users tend to have individual and diverse needs, the situation occurs 
likely quite often (Franke & Reisinger 2003).  
 
Base on several studies, the main reasons for users to innovate are: 
 
(1) User’s recognized need(s) that existing products cannot fulfill (Riggs & von 
Hippel 1994) 
(2) Enjoyment from the innovation process and problem solving (Lüthje 2004; 
von Hippel 2005) 
(3) Expected benefit from the innovation (von Hippel 1988, 2005) 
(4) The potential to draw financial benefit from selling their innovations (Foxall 
& Tierney 1984; Lee 1996)  
(5) Costs of innovation-related knowledge transfer, i.e. sticky information (von 
Hippel 1994) 
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(6) The agency costs resulting from the misaligned interests between the user 
and the producer (von Hippel 2005) 
 
Furthermore, when a user experiences a need for a certain product that cannot be 
attained from the market, one option could be, if a user would be willing to pay, to 
hire a custom manufacturer to design the needed product. Like von Hippel (2005) 
points out that these custom manufacturers could possibly design and build the 
desired products faster, better or cheaper than users themselves, as it is their area 
of expertise. However, there are several drivers that affect user’s innovate-or-buy 
decisions.  
 
First, von Hippel (2005) states that agency costs have a great effect on user’s de-
cision. It is presumable that user would act in its own best interests when develop-
ing its own customized product. Thus, user would get exactly what she/he needs. 
However, the hired manufacturer has its own interests in addition to the custom-
er’s; i.e. to lower its development costs by exploiting already possessed solution 
elements or ones that can be used for future customers’ needs. Hence, user’s 
needs might not be served in the best possible way, even she/he would be willing 
to pay for the custom service.  
 
Second, von Hippel (1994) argues that users are more likely to innovate if the 
needed information is sticky, thus, expensive to transfer. The stickiness of infor-
mation is defined as “the incremental expenditure required to transfer that unit of 
information to a specified locus in a form usable by a given information seeker” 
(von Hippel, 1994). For instance, information about general mechanical solutions 
is non-sticky. Furthermore, Lüthje et al. (2005) work demonstrates that user inno-
vators exploit “local information” that they have in their possession or information 
that need to yield by themselves.  
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2.2. From innovation to commercialization – user entrepre-
neurship  
 
I can accept failure. Everyone fails at something. But I cannot accept not trying. 
- Michael Jordan, a professional basketball player 
 
Like von Hippel (2005) points out, “Products, services, and processes developed 
by users become more valuable to society if they are somehow diffused to others 
that can also benefit from them. If user innovations are not diffused, multiple users 
with very similar needs will have to invest to (re)develop very similar innovations 
which, as was noted earlier, would be a poor use of resources from the social wel-
fare point of view.”  There are several potential routes for user innovator to diffuse 
their ideas. In this study the focus is on user entrepreneurship – a path from inno-
vation to commercialization. 
 
Earlier research shows clearly that users are an important source of novel innova-
tions within many fields, such as sports equipment, scientific instruments and sem-
iconductors (e.g. von Hippel 1988; Shah 2005; Lüthje et al. 2005; Baldwin et al. 
2006; Shah & Tripsas 2007).  
 
Shah and Tripsas (2007) define user entrepreneurs as individuals or groups of in-
dividuals who commercialize a new product and/or service whose users they are. 
They sort user entrepreneurs further into two categories on the basis where they 
innovate; professional user and end-user entrepreneurs. Professional user entre-
preneurs, while working in an organization, experience a need to develop an im-
proved product and/or process and decide to establish their own firm in order to 
develop the innovation further and commercialize it. On the contrary, individuals 
who use the product and/or service in their daily lives and develop improvements 
and then commercialize their product or service are defined as end-user entrepre-
neurs.  
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2.2.1. Who are user entrepreneurs? 
 
Before moving to the entrepreneurship process itself, it is interesting to contem-
plate the characteristics of user entrepreneurs. There does not exist much data – 
however, Shah et al. (2012) study examines user entrepreneurs’ characteristics 
comprehensively, including age, education level, work experience, prior entrepre-
neurial experience, and gender aspects. 
 
Shah et al. (2012) find that the firm founders tend to be in their early-to-mid 40s. 
28% of professional user entrepreneurs reported a master’s or professional de-
gree as their highest level of education, thus, them being higher educated than 
end user entrepreneurs and hybrid professional/end user entrepreneurs. Addition-
ally, the study finds that professional user entrepreneurs have two additional years 
of industry work experience than the average user entrepreneur in the sample. 
Regarding earlier entrepreneurship experience, professional and hybrid profes-
sional/end user entrepreneurs reported the highest percentage (34% for both) 
When it comes to gender, end user entrepreneurs (48%) are more likely to be 
women than an average user entrepreneur (32% in the full sample).  
 
2.2.2. How prevalent is user entrepreneurship? 
 
As pointed out in the earlier subchapters, the prevalence of user innovation is 
documented widely within numerous fields and product regimes. Even though the 
phenomenon of user entrepreneurship has not been documented to the same ex-
tent as user innovation, several recent studies shed evidence of user entrepre-
neurship in different industries. Prevalence indicates the extent to which users 
tend to commercialize their innovations in a certain industry and thus, it can be re-
garded as an important measure both from economical and societal point of view. 
 
According to Winston and Shah (2011), between 1978 and 2007 practicing physi-
cians founded 52% of the medical device startups that received venture capital in-
vestment from leading medical device manufacturers. Furthermore, in the juvenile 
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products industry, users founded even 84% of all the firms established between 
1980 and 2007 (Shah & Tripsas 2007). Moody’s (2006) study regarding the atomic 
force microscopy industry found that users established all early firms. The latest 
study of Shah et al. (2012) reveals that users have founded nearly 11% of all 
startups in the United States, at the population level. Of the 11%, 4,5% are estab-
lished by professional user entrepreneurs, 4,1% by end user entrepreneurs, and 
2,1% by hybrid professional/end user entrepreneurs. 
 
These findings undoubtedly indicate that user entrepreneurs are significant actors 
in various industries. Furthermore, as the user entrepreneurship research is still in 
its early stages, there will plausibly be even more documentation from other indus-
tries. 
 
2.2.3. When will user entrepreneurship occur? 
 
As many other phenomena, the scope of user entrepreneurship varies within cer-
tain types of industries and markets. Initially, Shah and Tripsas (2007) present 
several propositions of user entrepreneurship occurrence in their first user entre-
preneurship study. Furthermore, Shah and Tripsas (2012) have recently devel-
oped a model that predicts when user entrepreneurship will occur; it explains when 
users will share innovations with manufacturers, license them to manufacturers or 
commercialize their innovations autonomously. They argue that context, industry, 
market and opportunity costs affect the occurrence of user entrepreneurship. 
 
Context 
 
Shah and Tripsas (2012) found that a product context is especially favorable for 
user innovations and thus, for user entrepreneurship. As users can easily experi-
ment with products, open product design and modular product architecture provide 
for user innovation, and furthermore user entrepreneurship. Additionally, Shah and 
Tripsas (2007) propose that user entrepreneurship is more likely to occur, when 
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using the innovation provides more enjoyment, compared to pure economic bene-
fit. 
 
Industry 
 
Industry life cycle can be a user entrepreneur’s facilitator or slowing factor; during 
the early phase of industry development user entrepreneurs will have an ad-
vantage over established firms (Shah & Tripsas 2012). However, they note that 
conditions may possibly favor their occurrence throughout the industry life cycle, 
e.g. as components suppliers in modular product domains. Shah and Tripsas 
(2007) find that industries with scattered customer preferences and several pe-
ripheral niche segments are more likely to attract more user entrepreneurs than 
other businesses. Furthermore they note that niche segments do not fulfill estab-
lished businesses’ growth need or else are ignored or go undetected. Users are 
driven by their own needs as they want to solve a specific problem of theirs – profit 
seeking is not the mail goal for innovating. Hence, users tend to commercialize in-
novations dismissed or unnoticed by others. (Shah & Tripsas 2007)  
 
Market 
 
As explained in the user entrepreneurship process model by Shah and Tripsas 
(2007), through their personal usage, users possess unique, sticky information re-
garding their own needs and the community’s preferences. This can be seen both 
as an advantageous source of asymmetric information and a competitive edge 
over established businesses. Shah and Tripsas (2007) state that this kind if infor-
mation is highly worthy especially in nascent markets. Nascent markets are char-
acterized by ambiguous user needs and high levels of uncertainty (Clark 1985; 
Tushman & Anderson 1986). Screening these kinds of forthcoming markets and 
user’s needs without any current users is relatively difficult for established firms. In 
contrast, user innovators that have unique information and personal knowledge 
have far better conception of the actual preferences and need for the particular 
market. (Shah & Tripsas 2007) 
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Shah and Tripsas (2012) also state that government regulation may hinder emer-
gence of user innovation and user entrepreneurship if those regulations increase 
barriers to entry in the market.  
 
Opportunity costs 
 
Earlier studies have found that generally, firms are more likely to be founded by 
individuals with lower opportunity costs (Amit, Muller & Cockburn 1995). Based on 
this, Shah and Tripsas (2007) have made a notion that user entrepreneurship is 
more likely to emerge within industries where users have lower opportunity costs. 
For example, if a potential entrepreneur within juvenile products industry lacks al-
ternative employment and a business could be launched in their home, opportunity 
costs would be quite low (Shah & Tripsas 2007). However, Chatterji and Fabrizio 
(2007) state high opportunity costs are faced by, for example, practicing physi-
cians who have developed medical device innovations, as they decide on leaving 
their current career to found a firm. This notion supports Shah and Tripsas (2007) 
view on the matter as well.  
 
2.3. Entrepreneurial frameworks 
 
Entrepreneurship process is not a novel area of study – vice versa. Researchers 
have been interested in understanding the underlying actions, processes, mind-
sets and personalities behind successful entrepreneurs throughout the years. 
Thus, the fascination towards the phenomenon of entrepreneurship has yielded 
various frameworks that strive to describe the entrepreneurial process; how does 
one become an entrepreneur? 
 
The traditional framework of entrepreneurship has rooted firmly in the manage-
ment and entrepreneurship literature. However, new views have emerged along-
side the traditional entrepreneurial process to answer better the challenges of ever 
changing and dynamic operating environment. 
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2.3.1. Selection of theoretical frameworks 
 
For years, various theoretical perspectives have occurred to describe the underly-
ing logic behind the entrepreneurial process and to challenge the traditional view 
of entrepreneurship. These are, for example effectuation (Sarasvathy 2001), en-
trepreneurial bricolage (Baker & Nelson 2005), the creation theory (Alvarez & Bar-
ney 2007), and user entrepreneurship (Shah & Tripsas). The traditional entrepre-
neurship process has been referred to by many different names, such as; the 
“causal approach” by Sarasvathy (2001), the “discovery approach” by Alvarez and 
Barney (2007) and the “classic model” by Shah and Tripsas (2007).  
 
Even though it would be worthy to take all of these approaches into account in this 
study, the focus of this work is on the traditional perspective and two alternative 
entrepreneurship theories. The criteria for selection are based on suitability for the 
nature of the case companies, and impact. Thus, as the focus of this study is on 
user entrepreneurs, Shah and Tripsas (2007) user entrepreneurship approach is 
chosen as one perspective. For second selection the criterion of impact is used; 
Sarasvathy’s (2001) paper on effectuation is more cited that than the papers of 
Baker and Nelson (2005) and Alvarez and Barney (2007).1  
 
For referring to the traditional approach of entrepreneurship, the appellation of 
Shah and Tripsas (2007), which is “classic model”, is used. To summarize, classic 
approach, user entrepreneurship and effectuation are the approaches to be re-
garded in this study. 
 
2.3.2. The classic model 
 
Shah and Tripsas (2007) use a term classic model to describe a traditional ap-
proach to entrepreneurship. In classic model, a future entrepreneur sets a prede-
                                            
1 At the time of working on this study, Sarasvathy (2001) had been cited 2770 
times according to Google Scholar; Baker and Nelson (2005) had been cited 1662 
times; and Alvarez and Barney (2007) had been cited 1096 times. 
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termined goal and selects between possible means to meet the goal (Sarasvathy 
2001). According to Shane and Venkataraman (2000), the processes of discovery, 
evaluation and opportunity exploitation are present in entrepreneurship.  
 
The process begins from opportunity identification, followed by an evaluation 
whether or not this particular opportunity should be exploited to establish a firm 
(Venkataraman 1997; Shane & Venkataraman 2000). The basic assumption is that 
markets and opportunities within them already exist and are waiting to be discov-
ered (Casson 1982; Shane & Venkataraman 2000). Fisher (2012) notes that the 
classic entrepreneurship model considers entrepreneurial opportunities as objec-
tive and identifiable a priori. As Kotler (1991) states, the entrepreneur strives to 
take advantage of the existing markets as possible. Then a good question is, what 
makes some individuals to discover opportunities more often than others? Accord-
ing to Shah and Tripsas (2007), individuals’ asymmetric knowledge bases and 
unique approaches to problem framing are sources for opportunity discovery. 
Asymmetries are created by path-dependence, which roots from individual’s prior 
experience (Venkataraman 1997). For example, prior university background can 
be helpful in the application of emerging technologies (Shah & Tripsas 2007).  
 
Once an opportunity has been identified, the potential entrepreneur evaluates the 
commercial potential of the venture (Shane & Venkataraman 2000; Shah & 
Tripsas 2007). For example, the potential entrepreneur’s potential to attract re-
sources (Burton, Sorensen & Beckman 2002), his or her prior entrepreneurial ex-
perience (Carroll & Mosakowski 1987) and opportunity costs (Amit et al. 1995) af-
fect the final decision – whether or not to start a company. Thus, as the emerging 
opportunities are evaluated before acting, it can be said that the classic approach 
to entrepreneurship considers entrepreneurial actions as intentional (Katz & Gart-
ner 1988). 
 
Goal setting and planning follow after the intention to start-up (Katz & Gartner 
1988). After setting the goals, the potential entrepreneur assesses different means 
to reach those goals (Sarasvathy 2001). Shah and Tripsas (2007) note that strate-
gies regarding to business model, partnerships, pricing, and product range are be-
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ing considered. Furthermore, the potential entrepreneur usually takes maximiza-
tion of expected returns into consideration and runs a competitive analysis when 
selecting the means (Sarasvathy 2001). Next, after the means to achieve the set 
goals have been chosen, the entrepreneur attracts resources to pursuit the oppor-
tunity (Katz & Gartner 1988). After enough resources have been secured, the en-
trepreneur develops a solution to meet perceived needs (Shah & Tripsas 2007; 
Fisher 2012) This phase may include also creation of prototypes and market reac-
tion testing (Shah & Tripsas 2007). Then, after solution is developed, an entry into 
the market place follows and consumers provide feedback to the entrepreneur 
(Shah & Tripsas 2007; Fisher 2012).  
 
Consumers’ feedback guides the entrepreneur to adapt the product according to 
consumers’ preferences and needs (Shah & Tripsas 2007; Fisher 2012). Thus, 
although plans are made prior the market entry, changes may be incorporated lat-
er based on feedback (Eckhardt & Shane 2003). Furthermore, the processes may 
be refined and adapted, as new feedback is obtained.  
 
The process on which the classic entrepreneurial approach is based on is pre-
sented in figure 2. The process chart presents that opportunity identification that is 
based on opportunity recognition and evaluation leads to goals establishment and 
a predetermined plan to achieve the goals. Information asymmetry and the entre-
preneur’s unique framing affect opportunity discovery. Thereafter, the entrepre-
neur attracts resources to develop a solution to meet perceived needs. When a so-
lution has been created, the entrepreneur strives to enter the marketplace. Hereaf-
ter, the entrepreneur collects and receives customer feedback for further adaption 
of the product or service. 
 
2.3.1. The user entrepreneurship process 
 
Shah and Tripsas (2007) identified a process that is characteristic of user entre-
preneurs, more precisely, of end user entrepreneurs. The user entrepreneurship 
process differs from the traditional entrepreneurship process, as the process  
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Figure 2. Classic approach to entrepreneurship (adapted from Shah & Tripsas (2007) and Fisher (2012)) 
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towards entrepreneurship starts in a distinct way. However, as it can be seen from 
figures 2 and 3, there also exist similarities between the classic and the user en-
trepreneurship processes. 
 
Shah and Tripsas (2007) argue that user entrepreneurship process is distinct from 
the traditional entrepreneurship process in two ways. First, it is common that user 
entrepreneurship process evolves and may include numerous steps towards es-
tablishing a company – product may be first developed only for personal use, 
without scouting for any commercial opportunities. Second, user communities can 
play a significant role in the development and diffusion of the product or service, if 
user is part of some user community. 
 
The user entrepreneur process takes rise from a user’s unmet needs. First the us-
er identifies a need, followed by scanning of the market for potential solutions. If 
the necessary product or service is not found from the market, the user starts to 
develop a solution to fulfill his or her own need. For instance, the founder of the 
ToddlerCoddler pillow wanted to protect the head of her children while driving in a 
car – as an outcome the product that was developed through multiple phases for 
her own use, became eventually a popular product (Shah & Tripsas 2007). Yadav 
and Goyal (2015) identified a similar process step in their study regarding user en-
trepreneurship in rural India; the founder of Bullet Santi (a motorcycle-driven 
ploughing machine) could not afford a proper ploughing machine and therefore he 
developed one from his own use from a three-wheeled transport in India. 
 
The next step after developing the initial version of the innovation is to start using it 
publicly. By using the innovation it can be seen by others and thus, it attracts in-
terest among potential users. Shah and Tripsas (2007) made a notion that others 
provided feedback and also expressed interest in getting the product him- or her-
self after the innovator started using the product publicly. The same phenomenon 
was noticed in Yadav and Goyal’s (2015) study; the efficient and cost-effective 
ploughing machine got neighbors’ attention in short order. Furthermore, Hienerth’s 
(2006) observations from the early stage of rodeo kayak industry are similar; the 
innovative users of rodeo kayaks introduced their prototypes in kayaking practices 
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where other users gave feedback on the kayak. However, in the later stages of the 
industry development, sub-communities began to form under the overall rodeo 
kayaking community and the information was no longer shared freely within the 
whole community but rather within the small sub-communities (Hienerth 2006). 
Thus, even though these examples represent different industries, the entrepre-
neurial process is similar. An interesting notion is that, when compared to the ro-
deo kayaking industry, users within the juvenile products industry did not restrict 
information sharing even though the industry is on its mature stage. It is possible 
that industry size affects the competition as well as the fact that the user innova-
tors within the rodeo kayak industry were professional kayakers. 
 
Shah and Tripsas (2007) found that communities played an important role in the 
development and improvement of the innovation. Their findings show that many 
user entrepreneurs within the juvenile products industry were frequently part of 
some kind of community, such as a local parenting group. Community members 
tend to identify themselves with one another – additionally information, resources 
and ideas are shared within the particular community (Wenger 1998; Brown & 
Duguid 2001). Shah and Tripsas’ (2007) study confirms that user communities 
function similarly; community members discussed common interests, shared 
knowledge, tips and their own experiences. Hienerth (2006) made similar observa-
tions in the early stage of rodeo kayak industry. And furthermore, Yadav and 
Goyal (2015) noted the importance of the rural communities, especially in validat-
ing efficiency and practicality of prototypes.  
 
Shah and Tripsas (2007) highlight two main benefits of belonging in a user com-
munity for user-innovators. First, members of user community get the most recent 
information concerning the potential adopters’ preferences and needs. Additional-
ly, as the information is shared freely, users may introduce their prototypes to the 
community and receive feedback that can be considered in the improvement of the 
product (Franke & Shah 2003). Thus, members of a user community can be valu-
able indicators of functionality and relevance of the prototype – signaling whether 
there is potential to commercialize the idea.  
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Second, there underlies a power of collective creativity within user communities. 
Shared creativity may give rise to novel designs and ideas, especially when mem-
bers have heterogeneous backgrounds. According to Hargadon and Bechky 
(2006) there exists four interrelated activities that spark collective creativity; help-
seeking, help-giving, reflective reframing, and reinforcing. They find that all of the-
se are present within a user community; problem-solving help is often requested 
from other members, which refers to help-seeking, and members tend to assist 
those in need of help, referring to help-giving. Reflective framing can be seen in 
the continuous interaction among users that have different backgrounds and expe-
riences – the differences make them question each other’s and therefor frame 
problems. Furthermore, as the social norms of user communities support free 
knowledge sharing, the other three activities are reinforced continuously. However, 
as Hienerth’s (2006) observations reveal; if members start to restrict information 
flow to certain members, the other activities will not be reinforced either.  
 
Opportunity identification stems from asymmetric information possessed by user 
as well as from user’s unique framing. Shah and Tripsas (2007) state that user’s 
information asymmetries stem from a different source than in the classic model. 
Referring to figure 2, it can be seen that prior employment and university-based 
technology act as the sources of information asymmetry in the classic approach. 
However, users have accumulated important need-related knowledge through us-
ing the product or service themselves. Therefore, they have an advantage if they 
decide to develop a new solution; they understand users’ needs and also possess 
know-how of using it. In contrast, it might be hard for manufacturers to understand 
the whole using process and experience, as they do not have similar information 
as users. Additionally, feedback from a user community or attained through public 
use of the product can be viewed as a good indicator for the innovation’s demand. 
(Shah & Tripsas 2007) Thus, users possess and have access to firsthand “inside” 
information when compared to manufacturers who may be unfamiliar on the mat-
ter.  
 
According to Jeppesen and Lakhani (2007), original problem-solving approaches 
are generated by individuals from outside the core discipline of a particular field, 
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as their unique framing makes it possible for them to develop innovative solutions. 
Luthje et al. (2005) brought out a good example on the matter; to develop their 
mountain biking equipment further, users might not feel like learning useful skills, 
such as orthopedic surgery, for it. However, if they already happen to be an expert 
in that field, they could exploit and apply those skills in mountain biking too. Thus, 
users come from different backgrounds and by bringing those unique approaches 
into practice the likelihood of finding new opportunities can be increased (Shah & 
Tripsas 2007). Taylor and Greve (2006) found that variation in the market perfor-
mance of the comic book industry increased when there was higher diversity in the 
creative team members’ backgrounds. Furthermore, Shah and Tripsas (2007) note 
that through the variance in the quality of innovations, users are likely to initiate a 
greater number of breakthrough innovations – as well as a greater number of 
failed attempts.  
 
Thus as it can be seen, user entrepreneurship is an evolving process that is influ-
enced by various factors. Figure 3 illustrates user entrepreneurship process model 
by Shah and Tripsas (2007). They identified this particular entrepreneurship pro-
cess for user entrepreneurs through examining end user entrepreneurs within the 
juvenile products industry. Rectangles represent actions taken by users and ovals 
represent reasons to those actions. 
  
As pointed out, Shah and Tripsas (2007) framework has been derived from end-
user entrepreneur data. Thus, the framework may not describe punctually the pro-
cess of professional user entrepreneurs. Therefore it will be interesting to mirror 
Shah and Tripsas (2007) model to the professional user entrepreneurs’ processes 
studied in this research.  
 
2.3.1. The effectuation approach 
 
Creation comes before distribution or there will be nothing to distribute. 
-Ayn Rand, novelist and philosopher 
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Figure 3. The end user entrepreneurship process (Shah and Tripsas 2007) 
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Traditionally, when it comes to economic analyses, markets have mostly been 
presumed as givens and based on e.g. rational choices at the micro-level that later 
can be observed as macro-level phenomena. (Sarasvathy & Dew 2005) Manage-
rial theories strive to tackle various situations, where decision-making is involved; 
e.g. price-setting or hiring a best possible person for a certain job. Furthermore, 
decision-making in the extant management and strategy literature relies heavily on 
the assumed existence of artifacts such as, firms, markets, and economies. Inter-
estingly, these managerial decisions do not comprise the creation of firms, mar-
kets, and economies. (Sarasvathy 2001) 
 
However, what if the firm does not exist yet? Or, what if the whole industry does 
not even exist? How can the pricing or hiring decision be made without existence 
of either? Sarasvathy states (2001, 261): “Before there are products, there is hu-
man imaginations, and before there is a market, there are human aspirations. 
Successful entrepreneurs have long created firms, industries, and even econo-
mies by matching up the offspring of human imagination with human aspiration. 
They have realized that this matching does not occur spontaneously or “inevita-
bly”. Rather, the creation of economic artifacts demands imagination, inspiration, 
and protracted endeavor – both cooperative and competitive.”  
 
To address this, Sarasvathy (2001, 2009) developed the effectuation framework. 
The effectual approach presents logic where the ones that come on board deter-
mine what the new market looks like - differing from the view where search and 
selection of new member is driven by predicted visions of the new market 
(Sarasvathy & Dew 2005). Therefore, the effectual approach can be seen as a ra-
ther opposite entrepreneurial approach to the classic model, in which the markets 
are assumed to pre-exist.  
 
Sarasvathy (2001, 2009) proposed the theory of effectuation to address highly dy-
namic and unpredictable entrepreneurial environments that do not carry enough 
information for prior opportunity identification and evaluation. Sarasvathy (2009) 
describes effectuation as “a logic of entrepreneurial expertise, a dynamic and in-
teractive process of creating new artifacts in the world.” The conceptual approach 
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of effectuation was first outlined by Sarasvathy (2001) and extended by 
Sarasvathy and Dew (2005), and by Sarasvathy (2009).  
 
The logic of effectuation differs plenty from the logic of traditional approach to en-
trepreneurship; “Effectuation processes take a set of means as given and focus on 
selecting between the possible effects that can be created with that set of means.” 
(Sarasvathy 2001, p. 245). As introduced earlier, a specific goal is chosen before 
the means in the classic approach. Furthermore in the effectuation approach - 
personal knowledge, skills and social networks are considered as the means at 
the individual level (Sarasvathy 2001), and physical, human, and organizational 
resources at the firm level – referring to the resource-based theory of the firm 
(Barney 1991). Thus, effectual approach highlights the available means to attain 
possible goals by exploiting those means that are possible for the entrepreneur. 
 
So to say, the effectual entrepreneurship process begins with focusing on the ac-
tual means that are available to the entrepreneur and asking him or herself “Who 
am I?”, “What do I know?” and “Whom do I know?” to disentangle opportunities. 
Sarasvathy (2001) notes that effectuation processes are common and omnipres-
ent in human decisions. For example, when most people cook, they first look 
around in the kitchen, what is available rather than choose first a dish to be 
cooked. However, effectual process might not be the best approach for throwing a 
successful dinner party. (Sarasvathy 2001)  
 
By examining the available means, the entrepreneur can contemplate what he or 
she can do (Sarasvathy & Dew 2005). Interaction and networking with people 
plays a significant role in the effectual approach. Sarasvathy and Dew (2005) note 
that calling people they know or meet, and furthermore, advancing into negotia-
tions and commitments is the most important part in the effectuation process – ra-
ther than running a competitive analysis like in the classic approach to entrepre-
neurship. In the effectual approach the opportunity does not determine who will 
join – it is the other way around. Those who join will determine the characteristics 
of the opportunity, based on the extent they are willing to commit to the company 
and other contingencies that occur along the path. (Sarasvathy & Dew 2005) 
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The chains of commitments that are formed trigger two distinct cycles. First of 
them increases available resources for the venture by increasing joining stake-
holders in the effectual network – the second cycle accumulates the venture’s 
constraints that merge into specific goals. Over time, these goals will get embod-
ied into the new market. (Sarasvathy & Dew 2005) In other words, these con-
straints that are accumulated by the increasing amount of means (through new 
stakeholders that join the venture) dictate the outcome of the opportunity. These 
cycles are outlined in figure 3, in which the effectual process is presented. The key 
in effectuation is to transform the existing realities into new alternatives through 
series of effectual commitments – not by selecting between alternatives 
(Sarasvathy & Dew 2005). Effectuation framework is illustrated in figure 4. 
 
The effectual approach can be summarized in four core principles. These princi-
ples strongly highlight the distinctions between classic and effectual approaches.  
 
1. Focusing on affordable loss rather than on expected returns:  Maximization 
of expected returns for the opportunity and selecting optimal strategies ac-
cording to them is in the core of the classic approach to entrepreneurship. 
In contrast, the effectual model sets a threshold for loss that can be afford-
ed and experiments with possible strategies considering the threshold. 
(Sarasvathy 2001) 
 
2. Strategic alliances rather than competitive analyses: Detailed competitive 
analyses are emphasized in the traditional explorative approaches, like Por-
ter’s five forces (Porter 1980). To reduce uncertainty and to build barriers of 
entry, the effectual approach highlights strategic alliances and pre-
commitments from stakeholders (Sarasvathy 2001). 
 
 
3. Contingency exploitation rather than exploitation of pre-existing knowledge: 
As the effectual approach draws from dynamic and unpredictable environ-
ment, it would be better to exploit contingencies that emerged suddenly
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                    Figure 4. Effectuation framework (based on Fisher 2012) 
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over time (Sarasvathy 2001; Sarasvathy & Dew 2005). Furthermore, the 
unexpected events are turned into profitable opportunities (Fisher 2012). 
 
4. Control over an unpredictable future rather than prediction of an uncertain 
one: The logic of effectuation relies on following:”To the extent that we can 
control the future we do not need to predict it”. The traditional approach re-
lies on the opposite – there is control as long as the future can be predicted. 
(Sarasvathy 2001) Thus in the effectual approach, the focus is on matters 
that can be affected. 
 
Additionally, Sarasvathy (2001) draws three propositions based on the findings. 
First, early-stage firms created through effectual processes, if they fail, will fail at 
lower levels of investment than firms created through classic entrepreneurship 
processes. Thus, more ideas at lower costs will be tested in the economy through 
effectual processes. Second, effectual processes rather than classic entrepreneur-
ial processes, are exploited more likely by successful early industry entrants. In 
contrary, later industry entrants might take advantage of the classic approach ra-
ther than the effectual approach. Third, early-stage firms that are successful focus 
more likely on establishing alliances and partnerships than on other competitive 
strategies. Examples of other strategies include market research, competitive 
analyses, long-term planning and forecasting, as well as training of employees. 
 
2.3.2. Framework summary 
 
The previous subchapters illustrated the frameworks used in this study. As pre-
sented, each framework has its own characteristics and approach to entrepre-
neurship. The classic approach represents a traditional view of entrepreneurship 
and e.g. assumes that markets pre-exist and are waiting to be discovered by en-
trepreneurs. The (end) user entrepreneurship approach adds to the classic ap-
proach by suggesting that the entrepreneurial process is sparked by users’ unmet 
needs, rather than through bare opportunity identification. However, the classic 
and user entrepreneurship approaches share many similarities in the process. 
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This can be seen from figures 2 and 3. The effectual approach differs to a greater 
extent from the first two approaches, and strives to answer the question, how dif-
ferent artifacts such as firms, markets, and economies are created when they do 
not exist yet? Its core principles are quite the opposite of the classic approaches. 
Table 3 summarizes the typical features of each framework. 
 
 
 
 
 45 
Table 3. Typical characteristics of the selected frameworks 
 
Framework Exemplary actions 
    
Classic model Opportunity identification and evaluation before innovation development 
  Setting goals and selecting means according to the goals 
  Assessment of long-run opportunitites; maximization of expected returns 
  Writing a business or marketing plan, and/or competitive analysis 
  Implementation according to the written plans 
  Predicting the future 
    
User entrepreneurship Solution development for own use 
  Public use of the innovation 
  Interaction and feedback requesting from user community 
  Exploitation of need-related knowledge 
    
Effectuation Focusing on affordable loss rather than on expected returns when developing the solution 
  Exploiting resources at hand 
  Emphasizing strategic alliances and stakeholder pre-commitments 
  Development of multiple variations of the product/service, and/or different ways to sell 
  Exploiting opportunities as they emerge 
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3. METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION 
 
The aim of this study is to gain in-depth understanding of Finnish user entrepre-
neurs’ path towards entrepreneurship and commercialization of their innovation. 
The research context is health and wellbeing sector, which has risen as a global 
megatrend. The case companies’ entrepreneurial processes are mirrored to the 
selected entrepreneurial frameworks. Several interesting questions are addressed 
in this study, such as; what are the similarities and differences between end user 
and professional user entrepreneurs? Does there exist possibilities for integrating 
those frameworks to gain broader understanding of user entrepreneurship pro-
cesses?  
3.1. Methodology  
 
To gain in-depth comprehension and to be able to interpret the user entrepreneur-
ship process within health and wellbeing sector, this thesis’ research methodology 
is based on the qualitative methods. The quantitative methods would not elicit 
enough detailed information on user entrepreneurs’ behavior or underlying mo-
tives, as the aim of the study is gain broader view of user entrepreneurial process-
es. Therefore, the choice of qualitative research methodology is set by the re-
search questions and the aim of the study. 
 
The study is conducted as a case study. Yin (2009) describes a case study as an 
empirical research that “investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth and 
within its real-life context”. Thus, a case study method is well suited for the aims of 
the study. Furthermore this study involves multiple cases - this way it is possible to 
obtain detailed qualitative information with a wider extract than a single case study 
would offer. Multiple case studies have also greater possibilities for analytical gen-
eralization than a single case study, if at least two cases support the same theory 
(Yin 2009). This study involves three different entrepreneurship frameworks, and 
therefore the multiple case method offers an interesting setting to be examined. 
According to Yin (2009), selection of case studies is not determined by representa-
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tiveness or sampling techniques, but rather emphasizing for being e.g. typical, 
revelatory, or unique in some way. Therefore, three different types of user entre-
preneur founded companies were chosen within the Finnish health and wellbeing 
sector. They include both end user and professional user entrepreneurs from both 
product and service regimes. These distinct cases offer broader possibilities to ex-
amine user entrepreneurship and its underlying processes. 
 
This study incorporates both within-case analysis as well as cross-case analysis. 
Within-case analysis sheds light to case companies’ individual entrepreneurial 
processes, whereas cross-case analysis strives to find answers for this study’s re-
search questions. Like Cruzes, Dybå, Runeson and Höst (2015) phrase, cross-
case analysis is helpful when a study calls for comparison of commonalities and 
differences in the events, activities, and processes, thus, the units of analyses. 
This study examines user entrepreneurs as the units of analyses. Furthermore, the 
cases are first examined and described separately and thereafter cross-case anal-
ysis is applied to draw similarities and/or differences between the processes, as 
well as mirror the findings against the three validated entrepreneurship frame-
works. 
 
3.1.1. Data collection 
 
The main data collection strategy used for this study is semi-structured interviews 
where the questions are grouped under themes. Less structured interviews, such 
as semi-structured interviews, are suitable when a study aims to reveal answers 
for ‘what, ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill 2007). There-
fore, by using semi-structured interviews for this study it is possible have both an 
open conversation to gain more in-depth understanding of the phenomenon and 
simultaneously obtain answers for the critical questions to fulfill the aims of this 
study. As this study analytically tests three entrepreneurial frameworks, it is nec-
essary examine, whether or not certain acts such as a writing a business plan, are 
present in the case companies processes. Thus, the interviewer let the conversa-
tion flow at its own pace, and guided the conversation with predetermined ques-
tions set for this study, if it was necessary. 
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The interview questions have been selected through identifying the main charac-
teristics of each framework, covering the whole entrepreneurship process. The 
study of Fisher (2012) was also used as an example. To gain clearer picture of the 
interview, the questions are organized under themes. Furthermore, first theme fo-
cuses on background information regarding to e.g. educational background and 
prior occupational experience. Second theme regards the innovation processes 
and finally, the third theme discloses information about the commercialization pro-
cesses. The interview questions are presented in appendix 1. The interview ques-
tions are written is their basic form and thus, they were modified according to the 
interview situation. Therefore, for example, a question could have been asked in a 
different manner if the interviewee had already partly given an answer before the 
interviewer had requested it. 
 
The interviews were carried out as conference calls or live interviews with the firm 
founder or one of the founders. Due to situational obstacles and geographical dis-
tance, all of the interviews could not be conducted as live interviews. Furthermore, 
time ran short when Ambronite’s founder was interviewed – therefore the rest of 
the answers were obtained through email. Additionally, due to schedule challeng-
es, the researcher was not able to interview the user entrepreneur founder of 
PhysioBit, but the co-founder. Therefore, to obtain information regarding to the 
necessary phases of the entrepreneurial process, part of the interview questions 
were emailed to the user founder as well. The average interview length was 32 
minutes. Each interview was recorded and transcribed. For further data analysis, 
the entrepreneurial processes were organized chronologically to construct the 
case companies’ entrepreneurship processes. Additionally, the entrepreneurs’ ac-
tions were extracted separately so that mirroring them against the frameworks fea-
tures would be convenient (e.g. ‘did not write a business plan’). 
 
Additionally, company websites as well as news articles were exploited as sec-
ondary data sources to the extent they were available. However, as the case com-
panies examined in this study are still rather emergent, the public information re-
lated to them is still quite limited. 
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3.1.2. Reliability and validity 
 
Yin (2009) points out four criteria that should be regarded when conducting a case 
study; construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and reliability. These cri-
teria are used to establish the quality of any empirical social research of which 
case study is one form.  
 
In this study, construct validity was improved by utilizing multiple sources of evi-
dence to the extent it was possible, as public information regarding to the case 
companies is still rather limited. However, it must be taken into account that inter-
views as the main data collection form might suffer e.g. from response bias, or re-
flexivity, where the interviewee could manipulate the answers in accordance of the 
interviewer’s preferences (Yin 2009). The names of the interviewees are also dis-
closed in this study, which could lead to withholding some information. It should 
also be taken into account that the researcher was employed in one of the case 
companies, Lean in Five Weeks Challenge, at the time of conducting this study. In 
addition, to improve construct validity, the interviewees have been requested to 
review this study’s parts where they are concerned.  
 
As this study does not aim to explain why X leads to Y, but rather to describe the 
entrepreneurship process of Finnish entrepreneurs in health and wellbeing sector, 
internal validity is not of concern. As Yin (2009) states, internal validity should be 
established when causal relationships are being studied. This study’s methods, in-
cluding interview questions are presented clearly in this paper. Therefore, this 
study could be replicated with the exactly same case companies. However, as in-
terview settings are always unique, the amount and quality of disclosed infor-
mation could vary depending on the interviewee.  
 
3.2. Brief case descriptions 
 
This subsection introduces shortly each case company interviewed for this study. 
As the goal of this study is to gain more in-depth and broader understanding of 
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user entrepreneur processes, the researcher aimed to identify diverse case com-
panies for the study. Therefore, the selected case companies include end user 
and professional user entrepreneurs as well as product and service innovations. 
The selection of case companies is based on the researcher’s prior knowledge 
and interest in the Finnish health and wellbeing sector. Two of the companies, 
Ambronite and Lean in Five Weeks Challenge, were familiar prior conducting this 
study. PhysioBit was identified through the researcher’s attendance in Upgraded 
Life Festival2, which is the biggest health startup event in the Nordics, in April 
2016.  
 
These introductions help readers to gain understanding of the core idea of each 
company, the product or service they offer as well as the type of entrepreneur (end 
user or professional user entrepreneur) is concerned. 
 
3.2.1. Ambronite 
 
Ambronite is a Finnish start-up company founded in 2013 by Simo Suoheimo, 
Mikko Ikola and Arno Paula, three graduates from Aalto University. Of the three 
founders, Simo Suoheimo was interviewed for this study. They have brought a 
novel type of food to the market, which they call a “drinkable supermeal”. 
Ambronite can be considered as a food that is optimized for performance, thus, 
represents a whole new product category. All of the founders had their keen rec-
reational interest on nutrition, which sparked the idea of Ambronite. (Simo 
Suoheimo 2016) Therefore, Ambronite founders can be regarded as end-user en-
trepreneurs within physical product regime.  
 
Ambronite states that each serving of this drinkable supermeal keeps hunger away 
for even 4 to 5 hours and it contains only “real food”, thus natural ingredients and 
zero additives. (Ambronite 2016a). Their mission is “to help people live life to the 
fullest”, and they strive to tackle the question “how can food help people to more?” 
                                            
2 Learn more about Upgraded Life Festival in: http://www.upgradedlifefestival.com/  
 51 
Therefore, they use the nutrient-densest natural ingredients on the planet and 
combine them with latest nutritional and medical sciences. (Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
Ambronite can be purchased online in a package of 5 (55€), 10 (89€) or as a 
monthly subscription of 10 one-meal packages (75,65€). (Ambronite 2016b) 
 
3.2.2. PhysioBit 
 
PhysioBit is a Finnish start-up company founded by Hanna Nevala, Mikko 
Laatikainen and Mikko Mäenpää in 2014. Of the three founders, Mikko Mäenpää 
was interviewed for this study. Additionally, Hanna was asked some of the inter-
view questions via email. FysiApp is the flagship product of PhysioBit, which is a 
novel mobile and web-based application for physiotherapists and their customers. 
This study considers FysiApp’s innovation and commercialization processes. The 
core idea of FysiApp is to work as a link between the healthcare professional and 
the client. With FysiApp, physiotherapists and their customers can plan training 
programs as well as communicate safely. Traditionally, the exercises are printed 
as handouts, but customers tend to skip the printed exercises. (Hanna Nevala 
2016) In addition, FysiApp enables an easy way to communicate for the physio-
therapist and their customers, as well as it makes possible to follow customers’ 
progress with the exercise program through an application (FysiApp 2016a). 
Therefore, FysiApp has brought novel and timely features to traditional reception-
based physiotherapy.  
 
The initial push for FysiApp stems from a thesis work between Tampere University 
of Technology and Lappi University of Applied Sciences. A physiotherapist student 
Hanna Nevala, who is one of the founders, and another physiotherapist student, 
Suvi Pajunen made their thesis on using digital systems in physiotherapy. Fur-
thermore, Jyri Kärpijoki, who is the original programmer of FysiApp, did his Mas-
ter’s Thesis on FysiApp prototype. (Mikko Mäenpää 2016) Thus, based on Hanna 
Nevala’s occupation, FysiApp can be considered as a professional user innova-
tion. 
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For physiotherapy customers, FysiApp is free of charge and the application can be 
downloaded from Apple store, Google Play store and Microsoft store3. For physio-
therapy professionals, FysiApp can be purchased from 15€ per professional using 
the application. (FysiApp 2016b) 
 
3.2.3. Lean in Five Weeks Challenge 
 
Lean in Five Weeks Challenge (LIFW challenge) is a five-week lifestyle challenge 
founded by Tomi Kokko in 2014. Tomi himself was interviewed for the purposes of 
this thesis. LIFW challenge started to take shape while Tomi was living in Austral-
ia. The core idea of LIFW challenge is to put people’s lifestyles into healthier direc-
tion in five weeks by combining training, nutritional guidance, and social communi-
ty. The focus of the five weeks’ challenge is on a group of people rather than sin-
gle personal training clients. Furthermore, Tomi wanted create a course that would 
impact a larger amount of people in need, as personal as it was possible. At the 
same time, the positive peer pressure that leads to good results could be brought 
in the training as well. Initially LIFW challenge was a physical challenge, where 
Tomi trained clients face-to-face. Today the market is biggest for the five-week 
online challenge, which includes all the other content except for the physical live 
training sessions. (Tomi Kokko 2016)  
 
Lean in Five Weeks Challenge can be purchased from the LIFW online shop. The 
face-to-face challenge is sold for 447€ (Lean in Five Weeks Challenge 2016a) and 
the online challenge for 127€ (Lean in Five Weeks Challenge 2016b).  
 
                                            
3 To see FysiApp downloading sites, see 
https://itunes.apple.com/fi/app/fysiapptraining/id1019543863?l=fi&mt=8 (Apple),   
https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=com.fysiapp.famobile (Google), and 
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/store/p/fysiapp/9nblggh30n4v#system-
requirements (Microsoft).  
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3.2.4. Case company summary 
 
To obtain a quick overview of the case companies, table 4 presents the basic in-
formation of each company. In the following chapter, each case company’s entre-
preneurial processes are described in-depth. 
 
Table 4. Case company summary 
 
Company 
Entrepreneu
r type 
Founder(s) 
Year 
founded 
Product/servic
e 
Price 
from 
Ambronite End user 
Simo Suoheimo, 
Mikko Ikonen and 
Arno Paula 
2013 
Drinkable 
supermeal 
55 € 
PhysioBit 
Professional 
user 
Hanna Nevala, 
Mikko Luukkanen 
and Mikko 
Mäenpää 
2014 
FysiApp, a mo-
bile application 
for physiothera-
pists and their 
clients 
15 € 
Lean in Five 
Weeks 
Challenge 
Professional 
user 
Tomi Kokko 2014 
5-week lifestyle  
challenge 
127 € 
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4. EMPIRICAL RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
 
Results obtained from the case company data are presented in this chapter. First, 
within case analyses of each company’s entrepreneurial processes are described 
and illustrated. Thereafter, cross-case analysis is carried out to answer the re-
search questions. Finally, based on the within case and the cross-case analyses, 
novel frameworks are introduced. 
 
4.1. Ambronite’s entrepreneurial process 
 
Ambronite’s creators are three young Finnish gentlemen; Simo Suoheimo, Mikko 
Ikola and Arno Paula, who are graduates from Aalto University. Their mission is to 
help people to “live life to the fullest” with drinkable supermeals – that is, 
Ambronite. (Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
“Oftentimes people have trouble finding good options for lunches, for meals 
that would help them – not only to survive but to thrive though the day. … 
Basically, how can food help people to be more? And that breaks down in-
to: how people can feel better after meals, how can meal serve us better, 
and also, how can we envision a new kind of food product?” 
(Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
Before developing Ambronite, each three co-founders had their keen interest in 
nutrition from different viewpoints. Simo has guided wilderness hikes for several 
hundreds of people and has background in the scouts, and through his own expe-
rience, he has noticed nutrition’s positive effect on both cognitive and physical per-
formance as well as overall happiness. Furthermore, Mikko’s interest in nutrition 
stems from quantified self and biohacking4 point of view, whereas Arno has a tri-
athlete background. The idea of a drinkable supermeal started to form itself when 
                                            
4  To read more information about biohacking and quantified self –movement, 
please see: http://quantifiedself.fi/  
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Simo did long mountain hikes as well as skiing expeditions in the Alps, during his 
studying and working period in Switzerland. Furthermore as these trips called for 
food suitable for extreme conditions, Simo started to create smoothies and drinka-
ble meals that would optimize performance for own use. When Simo returned back 
to Finland, he and his friends, Mikko and Arno, who were trying to solve the same 
problem, started to develop solution. A solution for busy and health-aware people 
was needed. (Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
“It all started from a need to create something for our own daily lives that 
was kind of natural, active lifestyle and natural standards. And that kind of 
product didn’t exist so we needed to create our own.” 
(Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
The idea of a drinkable supermeal and its execution started to form quickly. Prior 
any company founding activities, the three guys made their first batch for a public 
event called the “Restaurant day” 5 in May 2013, after which they received positive 
feedback and inquiries whether their supermeal was available somewhere. The 
great interest sprouted from the Restaurant day led to following steps. Later that 
year Ambronite was established, and was also chosen as one of the startups to 
participate in Startup Sauna, a startup accelerator program in Finland. Additionally, 
Ambronite had already 200 beta customers by September 2013. (Suoheimo 2016) 
Ambronite got a lot of visibility and international attention after participating in 
Slush6; for example Business Insider nominated Ambronite as one of the 11 hot-
test startups in Northern Europe and Wired Magazine wrote a piece of Ambronite 
(Ambronite 2013). 
 
In the beginning of 2014, Ambronite was launched internationally through 
crowdfunding platform Indiegogo, and got over 200% of the requested amount – 
                                            
5 See http://www.restaurantday.org/fi/ for further information about Restaurant day 
– a Finnish food carnival. 
6 See http://www.slush.org/ to find more information about Slush, Europe’s leading 
startup event.  
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over $100,000.00 (Simo Suoheimo 2016; Indiegogo 2014). They reached their 
campaign goal in less than a week, and additionally broke the Indiegogo all-time 
record for crowdfunded food products (Indiegogo 2014). With international financ-
ing, Ambronite could truly start to develop the drinkable supermeal. Before the first 
crowdfunding round Simo, Mikko and Arno developed the drinkable supermeal at 
their own expense. With international financing, Ambronite could involve special-
ized experts in the product development, including a doctor and food development 
researchers, who could answer the endless questions the founders of Ambronite 
had it their mind. (Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
“Because we have to combine many different fields of science to make this, 
from medical science to nutrition to the knowledge of the ingredients. So 
practically this meant picking up the phone and making hell lot of phone 
calls to people that could answer our questions because we had so many 
and we didn’t know what to ask at some point.” 
(Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
Thus, Ambronite has been developed both in the kitchen and in the scientific set-
tings with experts. Today, Arno is mainly responsible of the product development. 
Customer feedback has been an important source for product development. Simo 
Suoheimo (2016) states that the Ambronite community has been created through 
involving customers in the drinkable supermeal’s development process. By involv-
ing the customers in the process, Ambronite fits on the customers’ taste prefer-
ences. The founders sent the early customers half-finished products, called and 
emailed them to get feedback concerning the supermeal. (Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
“So down the line, we created hundreds of different recipe variations, based 
on the feedback we got from our customers. That’s how we got about de-
veloping our product further and how we still do actually. 
(Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
During the development of the drinkable supermeal, the founders identified poten-
tial lead users ranging from doctors to triathletes and busy moms that could be in-
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terested in their product. The lead users have provided essential feedback, and 
their opinions have guided strongly Ambronite’s development. The lead users form 
Ambronite’s community and thus, they could be regarded as “the company’s DNA” 
(Simo Suoheimo 2016). As it can be seen from Ambronite’s website, the lead us-
ers’ feedback act as strong references for the business (Ambronite 2016b). 
 
Today Ambronite has customers in over 40 countries. The biggest demand for 
Ambronite is in the United States, which accounts for approximately 50 percent, 
following Germany and the United Kingdom in Europe. The most sales are gener-
ated from the online store and partners (blogs and retailers). Ambronite can be 
bought both as a single purchase and as a subscription. (Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
To summarize Ambronite’s story, there has been a great journey right from the first 
tasting event in 2013 in the Restaurant day to the present day as a successful, in-
ternational company. The success surprised the founders as well. 
 
“To be honest, I didn’t quite envision in the beginning that we could help so 
many different kinds of people and in so many situations. So big part why I 
get inspired every day is to see people write emails like finding new ways 
how to use our product. That’s so incredible, there are so many ways that I 
wouldn’t have envisioned myself. It’s super exciting to see people’s creativi-
ty at work!” 
(Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
 
Figure 5 illustrates the main phases in Ambronite’s entrepreneurial process. 
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Figure 5. Ambronite’s entrepreneurship process 
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 59 
4.1. Lean in Five Weeks Challenge’s entrepreneurial process 
 
The founder of Lean in Five Weeks Challenge (LIFW challenge) is Tomi Kokko, 
Finland’s leading lifestyle expert and a personal trainer with over 10 years’ experi-
ence from the field. He is on a quest to help as many people as possible to im-
prove their overall lifestyle – from nutrition to physical and mental training with a 5-
week lifestyle challenge. 
 
The idea for LIFW challenge began to form itself while Tomi was living in Australia. 
Tomi had earlier founded a startup related to personal training services, and it 
went bankrupt. He needed to visit his parents in Finland but did not have enough 
money, and therefore, he had to think of some idea that would generate enough 
profit to buy the flight ticket. As for Tomi, the circumstances made him innovate to 
solve his own situation. Additionally, Tomi points out that another motivational 
driver behind developing LIFW challenge was a desire to help people to a larger 
extent – thus; scaling the business could solve that. Tomi was a fully booked per-
sonal trainer working 15 hours a day, so his effort was maxed out. Moreover, he 
had noticed that group environment created positive pressure, which made the cli-
ents work even harder. As well, he himself enjoyed more taking bigger groups 
than one-on-one clients. (Tomi Kokko 2016) 
 
“All ideas come from two places – either severe desperation or severe in-
spiration. So this one’s from severe desperation.” 
(Tomi Kokko 2016) 
 
As soon as Tomi got the idea, it did not take long for him to implement it; not more 
than three days, maybe even less. He innovated based on his experiences with 
his one-on-one clients, and used prior knowledge for creation of the challenge. 
Furthermore, he wanted to create a training design that would work well for a big-
ger group without losing the personal grip on a client. The first challenges were 
held as a six-week challenge. Tomi started immediately to call people and sign 
them up. Back then Tomi had 20 one-on-one personal training clients, who he en-
 60 
couraged to join to the challenge – 17 of them joined. Tomi ran the LIFW chal-
lenge in total six times in Australia, after which he returned back to Finland. (Tomi 
Kokko 2016) 
 
“When I came back to Finland, I realized it was pretty much easy to set it up 
and they got really good results and there was a lot of community feel to it.” 
(Tomi Kokko 2016) 
 
 
Tomi realized the business potential of LIFW challenge already in Australia, when 
he came to notice that the business generated positive cash flow from day 1. 
Therefore, he did not have to seek for external finance, but invest his own time 
and knowledge. Tomi saw that Finnish market for training and lifestyle services 
was still growing, and additionally under change, as the supply was concentrated 
on big gyms and some niche providers. Moreover, he got further validation of the 
idea’s effectiveness and market demand, when he was able to pre-sell 30 spots to 
LIFW challenge, even though he did not have the actual product yet. In Finland, 
Tomi founded LIFW challenge in 2014. (Tomi Kokko 2016) 
 
In order to develop LIFW challenge further, Tomi has asked customer feedback 
right from the start. He made the major adjustments to the challenge during four 
first rounds, and did some alterations on the length, nutritional guidance and train-
ing sessions. Since then, the main features of the challenge have been approxi-
mately the same. (Tomi Kokko 2016) Today over 6000 Finnish people have gone 
through LIFW challenge (Lean in Five Weeks Challenge 2016c), and the company 
has grown from an “emergency solution” sprouted from a challenging situation to 
be a successful company that has been developed further. Figure 6 presents a 
simple illustration of Lean in Five Weeks Challenge’s entrepreneurial process. 
Throughout the development of LIFW challenge, Tomi has striven to seize oppor-
tunities, and adapted the business to them: 
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“‘Cause often when we make a business plan, a business plan is for 3 
years or 5 years – but by the time you get to your first year, your business 
has completely changed. You might be in a different market.” 
(Tomi Kokko 2016)  
 
4.2. PhysioBit’s entrepreneurial process 
 
FysiApp is novel application brought by PhysioBit for physiotherapists and their 
customers for planning training programs, scheduling meetings, contact keeping, 
and for monitoring customers’ progression via mobile connection (FysiApp 2016a). 
 
The founders of PhysioBit are Hanna Nevala, Mikko Luukkanen and Mikko 
Mäenpää, and the company was founded for the purposes of FysiApp (Mikko 
Mäenpää 2016). They believe that the key to effective physiotherapy is to combine 
real human interaction and mobile technology. Thus, in addition to face-to-face 
consultations, physiotherapy would be available for people whenever they need it. 
(Hanna Nevala 2016) The founders’ educational backgrounds complement each 
other; Hanna is a physiotherapist and a business student, Mikko L. has his degree 
from National Defence University, and Mikko L. handles the programming. 
 
Hanna, CEO and the team’s physiotherapists identified a need for this kind of ap-
plication through her occupational background; to make things more convenient 
for both professionals and their clients. Hanna Nevala (2016) discovered several 
issues that had an effect on the outcome of the treatment period:  
 
(1) She noticed back then that the current programs supported neither tracking 
the client’s progression with the exercises nor an easy communication be-
tween professionals and their clients.  
(2) The physiotherapist and the client conventionally meet once a week during 
a physiotherapy period, so it was difficult to react on a short time span and 
modify the training program when it would have been necessary.  
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Figure 6. Lean in Five Weeks Challenge’s entrepreneurship process 
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(3) The printed paper handouts did not engage clients well enough to accom-
plish fully the exercises. A basic explanation for not carrying out the exer-
cises used to be “I lost the exercise handouts”. 
(4) There was a high threshold for clients to contact the physiotherapist if they 
had occupying questions in their mind. Therefore, clients might have waited 
for the whole week before asking more precise instructions or giving an up-
date of the symptoms from the given exercises. Thus, it felt that time was 
misspent without a convenient and low threshold way to communicate, as it 
is not allowed to use email, WhatsApp, or Facebook Messenger.  
(5) The probably the most important reason according to Hanna: 
 
“In my opinion, appointment times should be scheduled according to the 
needs of a client, not routinely once a week. With this application it is possi-
ble to schedule the appointments according to the situation. If self-
rehabilitation of the client progresses well, it would not be necessary to ar-
range the appointments just because the referral says so.” 
 
Co-founder Mikko Mäenpää (2016) adds: 
 
“Our motivation for the product was to get the physiotherapy customers to 
complete the scheduled exercises. Our product aims to motivate customers 
by mobile activation and hopefully using intelligence triggers in the future.” 
 
The idea of FysiApp started to form already in 2012, when Hanna and Mikko L. 
exchanged thoughts about the application (Hanna Nevala 2016; Mikko Mäenpää 
2016) In 2013 the prototype of FysiApp was developed when a friend, Jyri 
Kärpijoki, from Tampere University of Technology did his Master’ Thesis on 
FysiApp prototype. In 2014 Hanna and her classmate, who were studying physio-
therapy in Lapland University of Applied Sciences, did their thesis on FysiApp, 
based on the developed prototype. Later in 2014, when Hanna and Mikko L. de-
cided to found PhysioBit, Mikko M., the current lead programmer, came on board 
to deal with programming and database, when the original programmer Jyri did not 
join the company (Hanna Nevala 2016). 
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After the prototype of FysiApp was built, the team developed FysiApp further at 
their own expense for a few months. However, they came to realize that they did 
not have enough financial resources for further development of FysiApp. There-
fore, PhysioBit was established initially for the purposes of applying for funding. 
Further development of FysiApp was secured when PhysioBit got financial aid 
from Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment (ELY 
Centre) and Finnvera. (Mikko Mäenpää 2016) In addition to the lead programmer 
Mikko L., FysiApp took advantage of programmer students from Savonia Universi-
ty of Applied Sciences through internship and thesis arrangements. Later on the 
programmers were employed in the company. What comes to the actual content of 
FysiApp, Hanna shot the exercise videos with her boyfriend little by little through a 
year. (Hanna Nevala 2016) 
 
“Without programming expertise in the company founders, this would have 
been a rather expensive project.” 
(Hanna Nevala 2016) 
 
Customer feedback has been in a crucial role for further development of FysiApp. 
As the application consist both professional and client sides, the founders have 
requested feedback from both sides. The most long-term tester and partner for 
FysiApp has been a spa hotel Kunnonpaikka located in Siilinjärvi that has tested 
the professional side of FysiApp for two years now. Some sports teams, Velhot 
and Puijo volley, have provided useful feedback from the client side of FysiApp. 
Additionally, the founders have asked their friends and family for feedback. (Mikko 
Mäenpää 2016) Through the obtained feedback from customers, the team has 
created an application that answers the requirements of both sides: 
 
“FysiApp is a mobile application that works as a link between the healthcare 
professional and the client. Through the application the client can perform 
training programs and wellbeing tasks that are planned for him/her. This 
way the professional can react more quickly to the client’s need through 
modifying the program. The application also reminds when it’s time to train. 
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With FysiApp’s chat function there’s a low threshold for the client to ask pro-
fessionals about concerning matters.” 
(Hanna Nevala 2016) 
 
FysiApp got public attention after being nominated as “the year’s physical training 
product” of 2015 (Vuoden Liikuntatuote 2016). Currently, the team is currently de-
veloping FysiApp further and working on with new physical training applications 
(Mikko Mäenpää 2016). Figure 7 illustrates PhysioBit’s entrepreneurship process. 
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Figure 7. PhysioBit’s entrepreneurship process 
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4.3. Cross-case analysis 
 
In the previous subchapters the entrepreneurial processes of each case company 
are described and illustrated separately. The aim of cross-case analysis is to dis-
cover similarities and differences between case companies’ entrepreneurial pro-
cesses, as well as mirror them against to the chosen entrepreneurial frameworks; 
classic, user entrepreneurship, and effectuation framework. This study’s research 
questions will guide the analysis. 
 
The research problem: What kind of user entrepreneurship processes are 
involved in health and wellbeing sector? 
 
The previous subchapters describe the case companies’ entrepreneurship pro-
cesses in-depth as well as illustrate them with simplified process charts. The case 
companies involve both professional user and end user entrepreneurship pro-
cesses. Some distinctions could be observed from the data – the similarities and 
differences are being discussed in the next research question in more detail. See 
figures 5, 6 and 7 for the case companies’ individual entrepreneurship processes. 
Overall, it can be stated that the case companies’ processes differed from each 
other in some way. Thus, their entrepreneurship processes did not follow the same 
pattern. 
 
RQ1: Do professional user entrepreneurs follow the same process than end 
user entrepreneurs? What are the similarities and/or differences? 
 
This study held two professional entrepreneur based companies, PhysioBit and 
Lean in Five Weeks Challenge, and one end user company; Ambronite. The with-
in-case analyses disclose both similarities and differences between professional 
user entrepreneur and end user entrepreneur processes. In this question, clear 
similarities concerning all three case companies, as well as clear differences be-
tween both professional user entrepreneurs and the end user entrepreneur are re-
garded. Next question mirrors each case company’s processes to the frameworks.  
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First, major difference can be identified right in the beginning of the innovation 
process – the initial reason why they innovate? For Ambronite, the main reason 
was initially to create the product for their own use, to find an easy and nutritious 
solution for their everyday lives. For both professional user entrepreneur based 
companies, two shared main reasons can be found. Firstly, they both wanted to 
add more value to customers’, to deliver better results; Hanna by getting her cli-
ents to accomplish the scheduled exercises and making the communication more 
convenient; Tomi by involving community and positive peer pressure in the train-
ing. Secondly, both wanted to improve the nature of the work. In Hanna’s opinion, 
physiotherapy should be based on the actual needs of the client, not on referrals. 
Additionally, with FysiApp it is possible to react and guide the client better. For 
Tomi, creating LIFW challenge could free up time from his fully booked schedule. 
This way, Tomi could affect more people, and guide bigger groups of people, as 
he prefers. Therefore, two distinct reasons for innovating were discovered from 
professional user entrepreneurs, one regarding to improve customers’ experiences 
and results, and another regarding to their own job. Thus, also professional user 
entrepreneurs did actually innovate for their own use, like end user entrepreneurs.  
 
All three case companies considered customers’ feedback as an important mean 
to develop the product or service further after developing the initial version. The 
customers’ preferences were taken into account to modify the product or service to 
represent customers’ needs. Additionally, all three companies still develop their in-
novations continuously based on feedback collected from customers. 
 
Also, based the three cases, it seems that communities did not significantly affect 
the entrepreneurship process, like e.g. Shah and Tripsas (2007) and Lüthje et al. 
(2005) have proposed. It must be taken into account that the earlier user innova-
tion and user entrepreneurship studies have been conducted in different settings, 
e.g. in the US and Germany. The Nordic lifestyle is known to be distinctive from 
the other occidental ones, so the importance of communities might not be as 
prominent as it has been in earlier studies. Other possible reason could be the rel-
atively early industry phase of the new health and wellbeing boom.  
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RQ2: Which characteristics of the frameworks can be found in the case 
companies entrepreneurship processes? 
 
Ambronite:  
 
As it can be seen from figure 5, Ambronite’s entrepreneurial process starts similar-
ly as Shah and Tripsas (2007) end user entrepreneurship process; from user’s 
(Ambronites’ founders) unmet needs on which they sought for solution. The solu-
tion could not be found, so Simo started to fix drinkable supermeals by himself. 
This approach is also valid for the effectual approach; Simo exploited the 
knowledge and the ingredients that were available for him and created drinkable 
supermeals. After sharing their thoughts among each other, the founders-to-be 
wanted to test their idea during the Restaurant day in 2013, in which anyone could 
set up a popup stall and serve customers homemade food. The drinkable 
supermeal got positive feedback, and their friends were asking where they could 
buy them. Thus, Ambronite’s process seems to follow the end user process this 
far. However, Ambronite did not consider communities as an impacting factor in 
their process, even though Mikko is one of the founders of Quantified Self move-
ment’s Finnish –division (Simo Suoheimo 2016).  
 
Several similarities from the end user entrepreneurship process’ opportunity 
recognition can be found in Ambronite’s process. First, the founders had need-
related knowledge, as they were busy, travelling, training, and health-aware per-
sons that were in need for a solution to an easy and nutrition-dense meal. The 
founders’ diverse backgrounds complemented each other and thus, enabled a 
broader view for the innovation development. Also, they knew exactly how the 
drinkable meal would be used as its best, for Simo had tested it during his skiing 
expeditions etc. The demand for the drinkable supermeal was proved in the Res-
taurant day in 2013. Up to this point of process, Ambronite has mostly followed the 
user entrepreneurship process illustrated Shah and Tripsas (2007). 
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However, after the demand was proven, the founders of Ambronite decided that 
they wanted to attract international customers and sponsors; so later in 2013 they 
went to Startup Sauna to learn about international launch (Simo Suoheimo 2016). 
At this point the actual company was also established. The team outlined some 
plans in Startup Sauna; however they modified the plans continuously. Therefore, 
their actions hardly follow classic approach’s long-term planning viewpoint. 
Ambronite decided to lean on international backers of Indiegogo, who successfully 
crowdfunded Ambronite. Thus, Ambronite formed chains of commitment, charac-
teristic to effectuation, which enabled to develop the product further and involve 
nutritional experts and a doctor in the product development, as well as partner-
ships with producers were formed (Simo Suoheimo 2016). Today, user feedback 
is still essential to Ambronite, and the drinkable supermeal is continuously being 
developed based on it.  
 
Other actions identified in the entrepreneurship process through the interview: 
 
· Ambronite performed analysis with strategic canvas and planned the inter-
national launch at Startup Sauna. The plans were modified continuously. 
(Writing plans is considered in the classic approach. However, Ambronite 
used a dynamic approach with planning.) 
· The founders of Ambronite considered that there was a massive potential in 
their innovation – in contrast the downside loss was relatively small, and 
decided to take the chance. (Effectuation) 
· Ambronite has experimented with different ways to sell; events, tastings, 
Facebook sampling etc. The main channel is through online shop and part-
ners. (Effectuation) 
· Overall, Ambronite has seized opportunities as they have emerged through 
the entrepreneurship process (Effectuation): 
 
“…the definition of a startup is a problem solving squad, adapting, 
trying, piloting, solving a problem in a novel, scalable way.” 
(Simo Suoheimo 2016) 
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Lean in Five Weeks Challenge:  
 
In the beginning, the idea of LIFW challenge was created due to difficult circum-
stances; a need to figure a way out of it. Additionally, two other motivational driv-
ers were identified for LIFW challenge, a need to improve customers’ results and 
add value to them, as well as improving own job setting. Tomi began to develop 
LIFW challenge with the resources and personal connections he had in prior; his 
own knowledge from training his clients, and connections to his clients. Thus, 
Sarasvathy’s (2001) effectual approach can be identified in his actions.  
 
For implementation of his idea of LIFW challenge, Tomi took a straightforward ap-
proach, and started to call his earlier clients to sign up for LIFW challenge. So, the 
actual service did not exist yet – instead he made pre-commitments with his earlier 
customers to reduce uncertainty, as well as evidence the existing demand for his 
innovation. Pre-commitments with stakeholders is characteristic for effectual pro-
cess. At this point Tomi realized the potential of his innovation. Right from the be-
ginning, Tomi has requested customer feedback to modify the challenge in ac-
cordance with customers’ results and preferences. 
 
When Tomi moved back to Finland, he took similar approach as in Australia; he 
got confirmation of the demand for LIFW challenge when he managed to get peo-
ple to sing up for the challenge prior to its existence. Thus, pre-commitments were 
made again. This way, Tomi has been able to develop LIFW challenge further 
from a physical training challenge to an online challenge. No external finance has 
been required in the further development of the company, for the chain of pre-
commitments has been enough to fuel the growth and development (Tomi Kokko 
2016).  
 
Other actions identified in the entrepreneurship process through the interview: 
 
· Tomi did not assess long-run opportunities or calculate expected returns 
· A business plan was not written. Tomi considers dynamic plans for market-
ing, branding and sales that evolve constantly. (Writing plans is considered 
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in the classic approach. However, Tomi used a dynamic approach with 
planning.) 
· Tomi experimented with different ways to sell LIFW challenge (pre-sell, of-
fers etc.) as well as tested different price points. (Effectuation) 
· Through the development of LIFW challenge, Tomi has taken his chances 
on opportunities, and adapted operations according to them. (Effectuation) 
 
PhysioBit:  
 
Initially, Hanna identified at work a need for an application to serve the physiother-
apist customers better, as well as to improve professional physiotherapists’ work 
with the customers. The same process can be identified in Shah and Tripsas 
(2007) end user entrepreneurship model, added by recognition of customers’ un-
met needs. However to identify an opportunity, professional user entrepreneurs 
exploit their unique skills and occupational experience, which is present in the 
classic entrepreneurship process. The development of FysiApp was possible 
through cooperation of two institutions; Tampere University of Technology and 
Lapland University of Applied Sciences. Hanna and Mikko L. knew the original 
programmer of FysiApp prototype, who coded FysiApp as his Master’s Thesis 
work. Thus, prior connections were necessary for the development of FysiApp, as 
otherwise the coding work would have been costly. The effectual approach em-
phasizes the importance of available connections to disentangle opportunities.  
 
After the FysiApp prototype was built, the team developed FysiApp at their own 
expense for couple of months, after which external finance was sought to continue 
the development of FysiApp. At this point, PhysioBit was also established, mainly 
to be able to apply for funding. Conventional external finance seeking is in connec-
tion with the classic entrepreneurship process. In addition to external funding, 
PhysioBit took advantage of student work for coding FysiApp. External finance 
seeking activities are related to classical approach for entrepreneurship. However, 
taking advantage of internship for coding work is an effectual characteristic. 
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Customer feedback has been of high importance for FysiApp development; the 
feedback has been collected from both professional, as well as the client side of 
the application. PhysioBit has long-time testers for FysiApp, who provide first-hand 
information regarding to the usability. Currently FysiApp is being developed further 
based on the customers’ experiences.  
 
Other actions identified in the entrepreneurship process through the interviews: 
 
· Scanned competitors when started developing the application (The classic 
approach). However, PhysioBit considers other actors developing solutions 
for digital health care as beneficial for PhysioBit also. Cooperation with an-
other actor with whom PhysioBit had synergy benefits would be possible. 
(Effectuation) 
· Did not assess long-run opportunities; they were aware that the loan should 
be paid back, and thus have accepted the risk. (Effectuation) 
· Overall, the founders of PhysioBit did not plan much during the entrepre-
neurship process. First marketing plan was made 3 months prior the 
launch. (Planning is a feature from the classic approach, however it is not 
dominant in PhysioBit’s actions) 
· The founders have experimented with different business models, did not 
settle for the first one. (Effectuation) 
 
RQ3: Based on findings, is there a possibility to integrate these frameworks 
to some extent?  
 
There are a couple of features that should be considered based on the findings. 
First, the user entrepreneurship process could include some additional features 
from the effectual framework, as many effectual activities were identified in all of 
the case companies’ processes. Furthermore, all four effectuation principles were 
found in the case companies’ approaches at least to some extent: 
 
(1) Affordable loss: Ambronite and PhysioBit were aware of the loss if some-
thing went wrong with the business – however they were willing to take the 
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risk. For Tomi, no capital investment on product development etc. was in-
volved, so he invested his own time and hoped to make the best out of the 
attempt.  
 
(2) Strategic alliances: All the case companies have exploited partnering 
and/or stakeholder pre-commitments. Ambronite launched the product 
through a crowdfunding campaign, and relied that the customers would buy 
the product before testing it. Since then, the chain of commitments has ex-
panded and they have been able to find suitable producer partners, as well 
as to attract international investors. Right from the beginning, LIFW Chal-
lenge has built pre-commitments with customers to be able to invest back 
in the operations. PhysioBit did not use pre-sell method, but took ad-
vantage of partnering with physiotherapist professionals who have been 
testing FysiApp, and they still do. 
 
(3) Contingency exploitation: All three companies considered that opportunity 
exploitation and adapting the operations according to them is a part of be-
ing an entrepreneur in a dynamic and constantly evolving business envi-
ronment.  
 
(4) Control over an unpredictable future: Characteristic of being realistic was 
present in all the case companies’ actions. For example, Mikko Mäenpää 
(2016) stated the following: 
 
“We have mainly based our actions on the current phase of product 
development etc. When we knew that the prototype was finished, we 
would know to start marketing actions and seeking external re-
sources.” 
 
In addition to these four principles of effectuation, other typical effectual actions 
were identified from the cases: 
 
· Exploiting resources at hand: The initial idea of drinkable supermeal 
started from Simo’s own experimentation to create drinkable meals 
based on the ingredients that were available for him. To come up with 
 75 
LIFW challenge and get it running, Tomi used his prior knowledge as 
well as existing contacts. In turn, the creators of FysiApp took advantage 
of thesis work as well as interns for coding work, in addition exploiting 
the prior experiential knowledge regarding to physiotherapy. 
 
· Experimenting with different ways to sell/with different business models: 
The founders of Ambronite and LIFW challenge tested different ways to 
sell their product/service, whereas PhysioBit experimented with distinct 
business models.  
 
In the light of these findings from these three case studies, it seems that effec-
tual actions are strongly present at least in the processes of Finnish user en-
trepreneurs. The frameworks of user entrepreneurship by Shah and Tripsas 
(2007) and effectuation by Sarasvathy (2001, 2009) and Sarasvathy and Dew 
(2005) regard entrepreneurship from different perspectives; user entrepreneur-
ship from a user’s viewpoint, whereas effectuation takes the dynamic and ever 
changing environment, as well as means to survive in it, into the center of at-
tention. Next subchapter presents refined theoretical frameworks for user en-
trepreneurship, as well as this study’s propositions. 
 
4.4. Towards integrated user entrepreneurship frameworks 
 
The findings of this study indicate an existing possibility to broaden the description 
of the user entrepreneurship process. First, the researcher proposes distinct en-
trepreneurial processes for end user entrepreneurs and professional user entre-
preneurs. Second, the cross-case analysis shows that effectual characteristics are 
strongly present in the Finnish user entrepreneurs’ processes. Thus, the user en-
trepreneurship process would be portrayed more comprehensively, when effectual 
principles would be integrated in the user entrepreneurship framework. Figure 8 
and 9 present the proposed frameworks for end user and professional user entre-
preneurs, respectively.  
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Figure 8. Refined end user entrepreneurship framework  
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Figure 9. Professional user entrepreneurship framework 
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4.4.1. Refined end user entrepreneurship framework 
 
The refined end user entrepreneurship framework, illustrated in figure 8, integrates 
features from the effectuation theory, which is used to describe entrepreneurship 
in a dynamic environment. Therefore, effectual attributes identified from all the 
case companies’ processes are considered as “dynamic attributes” in the frame-
work. The dynamic attributes are regarded as general characteristics of a user en-
trepreneur that guide actions during the entrepreneurship process. The model 
does not require that all the attributes are present in every user entrepreneur’s 
process, but they rather describe the dynamic mindset of a user entrepreneur. 
 
A few other alterations are proposed to the initial model of Shah and Tripsas’ 
(2007); first, user’s involvement in user communities may not be a prevailing char-
acteristic of the user entrepreneurship process. Ambronite’s founders did not con-
sider user communities to be an import factor in their process, like Shah and 
Tripsas (2007) and Lüthje et al. (2005) considered. However, they find that early 
users that formed Ambronite’s own community are a significant resource to 
Ambronite’s development. Therefore, a user could be part of an existing user 
community or alternatively, create one by themselves. However, exploitation of ex-
isting resources, a characteristic from the effectuation theory, was identified in 
Ambronite’s entrepreneurship process. The characteristic has been found already 
in Shah and Tripsas’ (2007) as well as in Yadav and Goyal’s (2015) studies – 
however it has not been included in the framework yet. Based on earlier and this 
study’s findings, the feature is now integrated in the framework. Additionally, es-
tablishing pre-commitments with customers is added to the framework based on 
findings from this case study, as Shah and Tripsas (2007) study considers only 
stages prior to firm formation. 
 
4.4.2. Professional user entrepreneurship framework 
 
The framework for professional user entrepreneurs is derived from two case com-
panies’ entrepreneurial processes. The process is illustrated in figure 9, and is the 
first model to describe professional user entrepreneur’s processes. Like in the re-
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fined framework for end user entrepreneurs, dynamic attributes are included in 
professional user entrepreneur’s model. They describe the overall mindset of a 
user entrepreneur who operates in a dynamic and continuously changing business 
environment. However, several distinctions were identified from end user entre-
preneur’s process. Therefore, it is appropriate to illustrate an own model for pro-
fessional users.  
 
First, the findings show that user’s own needs are not regarded as an only motiva-
tion for innovation. Professional users have a different viewpoint for user innova-
tion as their innovations considers their occupation. Therefore, it would be con-
sistent to identify other innovation triggers as well. Findings show that in addition 
to user’s unmet needs, professional users regarded customers’ needs and added 
value for them as an important trigger for innovation. Thus, motivation for profes-
sional user entrepreneurs is twofold. Second, findings show that professional us-
ers strived to take advantage of resources at hand. This considers occupational 
and experiential knowledge, as well as the entrepreneur’s prior contacts. For in-
stance, PhysioBit’s founders had an acquaintance who could develop the initial 
prototype for FysiApp as a thesis work. Third, unlike end user entrepreneurs, pro-
fessional user entrepreneurs might not necessarily employ the solution in the pub-
lic, according to companies examined in this study. Instead, both companies real-
ized the potential of the idea through stakeholder pre-commitments; LIFW chal-
lenge by signing up customers before actual existence of the service and 
PhysioBit through entering into partnerships with professional and client-side cus-
tomers. 
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
This study examines user entrepreneurship in the Finnish health and wellbeing 
sector by studying both end user and professional user entrepreneurs. The re-
search context considers the health and wellbeing sector that has recently risen as 
a global megatrend. Even though the prevalence of user innovation has been doc-
umented widely during in recent decades, user entrepreneurship remains still little 
studied phenomenon. The user entrepreneurship model developed by Shah and 
Tripsas (2007) focuses solely on end user entrepreneurs, therefore, this study 
sheds more light on professional user entrepreneurship process, as it has not 
been examined this closely before. Additionally, this study strived to find features 
from other validated entrepreneurship frameworks that could be integrated to the 
user entrepreneurship model by mirroring the case companies’ processes against 
three different entrepreneurship frameworks.  
 
This study finds that the case companies’ processes differ from each other to 
some extent – therefore, no uniform entrepreneurship process could be found. 
Based on the findings, the researcher developed distinct frameworks for end user 
and professional user entrepreneurs. Additionally, features from the effectual 
framework of Sarasvathy (2001, 2009) were integrated in the proposed user en-
trepreneurship frameworks. On the contrary, this study finds that the characteris-
tics of the classic model are not strongly present in user entrepreneurs’ processes, 
supporting Shah and Tripsas’ (2007) view. Overall, the case companies are an in-
dication that health and wellbeing sector is a highly potential field for user entre-
preneurs – thus, further research should be conducted to discover the prevalence 
of user entrepreneurship in the field. 
 
5.1. Theoretical contributions and implications 
 
This study verified several of Shah and Tripsas’ (2007) findings on user entrepre-
neurship. Regarding to end user entrepreneurs, the findings confirm the initial 
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model to most part – only user community interaction was not identified. The pro-
posed frameworks strive to broaden the conception of user entrepreneurship pro-
cess illustrated originally by Shah and Tripsas (2007) by integrating dynamic at-
tributes from the effectual model of Sarasvathy (2001, 2009). Shah and Tripsas’ 
(2007) model considers user entrepreneurship as a collective process, where 
sharing ideas is a central attribute. However, they have little considered other 
overall characteristics that direct user entrepreneur’s actions in modern business 
environment that requires dynamic actions. Therefore, this study brings a novel 
perspective regarding to user entrepreneurship. Also, the findings show that partic-
ipation in user communities might not be central for all user entrepreneurs’ pro-
cesses, like Shah and Tripsas (2007) have stated. Two of the examined case 
companies have created user communities around their innovations by them-
selves that act as an important factors in the further development of the innova-
tion. 
 
Furthermore, this study contributes the user entrepreneurship study field by intro-
ducing a novel framework for professional end users. First, the findings indicate 
that professional user entrepreneurs may have distinct drivers for innovation than 
end user entrepreneurs. Findings show that both user’s and customers’ unmet 
needs were considered as important drivers for solution development. Additionally, 
professional user entrepreneurs may not employ the created solution publicly like 
end user entrepreneurs. This study considered service regime innovations created 
by professional user entrepreneurs – thus, the product regime might affect wheth-
er the solution is employed publicly or not.  
 
Finally, the findings support the researchers’ that have developed alternative en-
trepreneurial frameworks (e.g. Sarasvathy 2001,2009; Baker & Nelson 2005; Shah 
& Tripsas 2007). Thus, even though the classic model for entrepreneurship would 
apply to some cases, it may not a suitable description of every entrepreneur’s pro-
cess, like user entrepreneurs’. Some slight characteristics from the classic model 
were identified in the case companies’ processes – such as planning marketing 
actions. However, the founders noted that the plans are continuously adapted ac-
cording to current situation, because the operating environment is dynamic. There-
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fore, dynamic attributes were emphasized in the founders’ actions throughout the 
process.  
 
5.2. Limitations and directions for further research 
 
This study has several limitations, which point the way for further research. The 
findings from this research show that the health and wellbeing sector is highly po-
tential field for novel user innovations and user entrepreneurship. Therefore, a 
broader documentation of user entrepreneurship in the health and wellbeing sector 
would shed some light to the prevalence of it, as the results of this study cannot be 
generalized statistically. It would also be interesting to examine the proposed 
frameworks further and obtain broader documentation regarding to them. Addi-
tionally, it must be considered that the frameworks are derived from user entrepre-
neurship data from the Finnish health and wellbeing sector. Thus, the frameworks 
might not be applicable to all countries and contexts. Still, the other Nordic coun-
tries share societal similarities with Finland, so the results should be considered in 
them also.  
 
Additionally, this study focused on both end user entrepreneurs and professional 
user entrepreneurs. Therefore, a study focused on merely professional user entre-
preneurs would be welcome to obtain more fundamental knowledge of their pro-
cess and similarly, test the proposed model for professional user entrepreneurs. 
The prevalence of digital products is growing rapidly as physical processes are 
transformed into digital ones. Therefore, further research regarding user entrepre-
neurship in the digital products regime would be relevant. 
 
Finally, further examination whether it is possible to broaden the description of the 
user entrepreneurship processes more would be of a great interest. This study is 
the first one to integrate perspectives from another study to the user entrepreneur-
ship process and thus, there might be more potential features to be identified and 
integrated.
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 APPENDICES 
 
Appendix 1. Interview questions 
 
Background questions 
 
· Introduce yourself shortly (name, age, where you are from, the name of 
your firm, position in the firm) 
· Describe shortly your educational background 
· Describe shortly your occupational background 
· Was the wellness/nutrition sector familiar to you prior founding your compa-
ny? In what way? 
· Describe shortly the idea of your company (founding year as well) and the 
product/service you’re offering 
· What year the company was founded? 
· Describe the team behind the company 
· What was the pre-founding context with respect to the industry and market? 
(maturity of the market, amount of competitors) 
 
Innovation 
 
· Did you first identify a business opportunity before developing anything? Or 
did you first innovate for your own use? 
· What was the motive/drivers behind for developing the product/service 
you’re offering? 
· From where did the opportunity emerge? 
· How did you develop the first version of the product or service? 
· Did you share your idea with others? If yes, how? 
· Were you part of a wellness or other community related to the prod-
uct/service you’re offering? 
 · Did you ask feedback while developing your product/service? From whom? 
· From where did the resources come for the development of the initial ver-
sion? Did you use resources available for you or did you seek external re-
sources? 
 
Commercialization 
 
· At what point did you consider founding a firm? Which factors affected your 
decision? 
· Did you identify and assess long-run opportunities (returns etc.) before 
founding the firm? 
· Did you write a business and marketing plans for the product/service? 
· Did you develop multiple variations of the product/service and business 
model?  
· Did you experiment with different ways to sell your product/service? 
· Did you base your actions (development, marketing etc.) on the resources 
on hand? Or did you use external resources? 
· Did you modify the product/service as the venture developed? Why? 
· Overall, have you seized opportunities as they have emerged and adapted 
your actions according to them? 
 

