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The purpose of this qualitative research is to study the relation between business model
change and internationalization in the context of SMEs in Finnish cleantech industry.
According to analysis of four cleantech SMEs, a framework illustrating the relationship will
be developed. This research will examine previous literature, but also combine existing
literature to support the explanation of the phenomena.

Business models have different approaches, definitions and frameworks among scholars.
Therefore, it has been the change of business models that has aroused the interest of
numerous scholars in the past decades. As SMEs internationalize more rapidly than
traditional MNEs, internationalization facilitates specific needs for change in SME business
model and value dimensions.

The results of this study portray that the change of business model in SME
internationalization can be due to reactive changes in value dimensions due to external
factors, or due to proactive changes made to value dimensions due to internal factors.
Partnerships, focus and learning are in the core of the relationship between business model
change and internationalization.
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Tämä kvalitatiivinen tutkimus selvittää, mikä on cleantech -toimialan suomalaisten pienten
ja keskisuurten yhtiöiden liiketoimintamallimuutosten ja kansainvälistymisen suhde. Neljän
yrityksen analysoinnin mukaan luodaan viitekehys, joka pyrkii kuvaamaan kyseistä
suhdetta. Tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan mennyttä kirjallisuutta, mutta myös yhdistellään
olemassa olevaa teoriaa ilmiöiden tutkimisen tukemiseksi.

Liiketoimintamalleihin on olemassa erilaisia lähestymisiä, määritelmiä ja viitekehyksiä
tutkijoiden keskuudessa. Tämän vuoksi, muutokset liiketoimintamalleissa on nostanut
akateemisen kiinnostuksen viime vuosikymmeninä. Koska pk-yritykset kansainvälistyvät
nopeammin kuin perinteiset monikansalliset yhtiöt, kansainvälistyminen johtaa tiettyihin
muutostarpeisiin pk-yritysten liiketoimintamalleissa ja arvo ulottuvuuksissa.

Tutkimuksen

tulokset

kansainvälistymisessä

osoittavat,
voivat

johtua

että

liiketoimintamallimuutokset

reaktiivisesti

tehdyistä

pk-yritysten

muutoksista

arvo

ulottuvuuksissa ulkoisista muutosajureista johtuen tai proaktiivisesti tehdyistä muutoksista
sisäisistä muutosajureista johtuen. Liiketoimintamallimuutoksen ja kansainvälistymisen
suhteen ytimessä ovat yhteistyökumppanuudet, fokus sekä oppiminen.
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INTRODUCTION
In December of 2015, political history was made after nearly 200 countries signed a global
climate agreement for tackling the climate change and reducing emissions. This means
radical changes for developing countries, but also to developed countries to find ways to
move from fossil fuel solutions to renewable, thus voluntarily. (Briggs 2015) Over time, the
magnitude of such an agreement will open possibilities for different technological solution
providers, especially in the context of renewability and sustainability. Sommer (2011) even
claims that there is no doubt that the business world will be changed by the sustainability
megatrend.

Way before the climate change agreement, the market potential for cleantech solutions have
grown. Hamdouch & Depret (2013) state that there is clear evidence of various trends for
rapid growth and substantiality for green markets. Response of the market has generated
green marketing efforts, product portfolio changes, such as low carbon cars, and even
introduced renewable energy stocks (Sommer 2011). The same trend has been noted in
Finland, where many potential cleantech companies are trying to breakthrough to the
potential market to find growth, including several already successfully internationalized
cleantech companies. In the case of cleantech industry overall Johnson & Suskewicz (2009)
stated as the following: “So far, the bulk of investment has been in companies using
conventional business models in an effort to fit clean technologies in to existing systems.
Sadly, history shows that this rarely works.” Without business models that make newly
developed technologies acceptable to the customer, the benefits of the technology will be
restricted (Girotra & Netessine 2013). The same progress was needed when the internet era
disrupted many traditional industries, which emphasizes the need of solid business models
for cleantech companies.

Business models have existed in business literature for several decades, but due to the
emergence of e-business, they have taken the interest of academics in high fashion in recent
decades. Business models, and especially business model innovation and change has been a
controversial topic for many different research fields, where yet a consensus of the essence
and grounding has not been found. Business models’ most important driving force to
penetrate the business research landscape has been evolvement of communication

2

technologies and open global trade (Teece 2012). Therefore, business model itself is linked
to international trade and competition and especially in the case of start-ups and SMEs in
their expedition to exploit and disrupt traditional industries.

Internationalization and international entrepreneurship has existed in the business landscape
for centuries, but has rapidly grown as governments have taken down barriers of
international trade as transportation and communication applications have improved. For
long period of time, international business research was associated with multinational
enterprises (Oviatt & McDougall 1994), but today, even smaller, faster and dynamic
companies have the possibility to exploit international markets. The companies can be
international even from inception (Oviatt & McDougall 1994). New ventures’ pace, pattern
and motivation for internationalization has been in the center of focus for researchers since
the 90s (Zahra & George 2002). Overall, international entrepreneurship research has been
around over twenty years (Coviello 2011).

There can be seen a clear research gap. There is a lack of research on business models and
internationalization (Onetti et al. 2010; Sainio et al. 2011; Rask 2014). In addition, cleantech
is an emerging phenomenon which will require business model assessment with an
international business aspect, if companies want to utilize the technology’s economic value.
Therefore, there is clear grounding for a qualitative research on the relation between
internationalization and business model change, in the field of cleantech SMEs. There is not
only a possibility to follow the heterogeneous academic discussion regarding business model
and internationalization literature, but also to provide practical insight for cleantech SME
managers in their expedition to international markets.
This thesis will be conducted as a part of Lappeenranta University of Technology’s
“Boosting the internationalization of Cleantech SMEs” -project. LUT’s BICS-project is
targeted to help Finnish cleantech companies accelerate their internationalization processes
for finding growth. The thesis will be concentrating on the issues of business model change
and the relation to internationalization of Finnish SME cleantech companies.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Initially defining the research question, in broad terms a least, is important when theory is
built from case studies (Eisenhardt 1989). The research problems’ focus in this paper
concern the relationship of internationalization and business model change, additionally
what are the dependencies between the phenomena and what are in the core of the
relationship. To support the main research questions, sub-questions are formed to understand
the phenomena behind the research problem, and to support its focus. The research questions
are constructed as following:

Main research question:
What is the relation between internationalization and business model change of a cleantech
SME company?
_________________________________________________________________________
__
Sub-questions:
What is a business model?
What factors facilitate business model change in internationalizing SME?
How does internationalization impact the value dimensions of SME business models?

DEFINITIONS

Cleantech:
Sustainable products, technologies and innovations have many similar definitions, such as
eco-innovation (Panapanaan et al. 2013; Boons et al. 2012; Bocken et al. 2013).
Businessdictionary (2015, 1) provides a clear definition for cleantech as: “Economically
competitive and productive technology that uses less material and/or energy, generates less
waste, and causes less environmental damage than the alternatives.” Clean Technology
Trade Alliance (TechTarget 2016, 1) continue the definition as: “A broad base of processes,
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practices and tools, in any industry that supports a sustainable business approach, including
but not limited to: pollution control, resource reduction and management, end of life
strategy, waste reduction, energy efficiency, carbon mitigation and profitability.” Kachan
(2012) specifies the definition with categorization of cleantech as in Table 1.

Table 1. Cleantech industry categories (Kachan 2012)

Eight categories of cleantech

Clean Energy

Energy Storage

Efficiency

Transportation

Air & Environment

Clean Industry

Water

Agriculture

Kachan’s (2012) categorization is built from thousands of reports and articles written by
Kachan’s staff over several years. The categorization was first introduced in 2010 and then
updated 2012. The categorization build-up included reviewing several other taxonomies and
frameworks. The categorization’s target is to portray a place for a clean technology and to
help consistent reporting for research organizations. (Kachan 2012)

Business model:
Often business model, revenue model, business concept, strategy and economic model are
used interchangeably, which leads to terminological confusion. This describes the diversity
of definitions that business models pose and the challenges that occur for delimitations and
determination of a good business model. (Morris et al. 2005)
Business model definition as Wirtz et al. (2015, 6) states: “A business model is a simplified
and aggregated representation of the relevant activities of a company. It describes how
marketable information, products and/or services are generated by means of a company’s
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value-added component. In addition to the architecture of value creation, strategic as well
as customer and market components are taken into consideration, in order to achieve the
superordinate goal of generating, or rather, securing the competitive advantage.”

But as stated later in the literature review, business model will be understood in this study
as following: “The representation of the company’s chosen strategy from three main
dimensions; how value is created, what the value proposition is and how value is captured,
where the role of the business model is to create and deliver value for partners and
customers, and the goal is to secure the competitive advantage of the company.”

When discussing business models in the stage of internationalization, Wirtz et al. (2015, 6)
definition includes also the following: “To fulfill this latter purpose, a current business
model should always be critically regarded from a dynamic perspective, thus within the
consciousness that there may be the need for business model evolution or business model
innovation, due to internal or external changes over time.”

Business Model Innovation:

Spieth & Schneider (2014) define business model innovation from the fundamental change
that impacts the business logic, which requires innovation in at least one business model
dimension.

DELIMITATIONS

The thesis focuses on cleantech companies, particularly small and medium sized enterprises.
Cleantech as a concept will be interpret in this research as a single industry that has different
specific sub-categories. The companies will be determined on which category of the
cleantech industry they are performing in, but which will not affect on their generalizability
in the research context. Sustainability is defined to be in the core of the cleantech companies’
value proposition and activities which will be examined and adapted to the goal of the
business model, but in the purpose of economic sustainability, from which environmental
and social sustainability leads from. Internationalization and international entrepreneurship
is interpreted as sustainable and ongoing operations in foreign countries than domestic
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market where the company has been incorporated in, more specifically in Finland. The
delimitations to the industry, concepts, phenomena and concepts give more clarity to the
research’s target, provide more generalizability of the findings in the industry field of the
companies and provide more validity to the comparisons done between the companies and
the phenomena chosen to be examined in this research.

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, previous literature will be shortly introduced to familiarize the reader and the
researcher to the centric phenomena surrounding the research. Literature on business models,
business model change (i.e. innovation) and internationalization of SMEs are presented first.
Lastly, existing internationalization literature of business models is described to present the
need for further research.

According to Chesbrough (2010), it is probably correctly implied that a great technology
with a mediocre business model may be less valuable than a mediocre technology utilized
in a great business model. In recent two decades or so, business models have grown interest
amongst scholars (Zott et al. 2011; Sainio et al. 2011) from various fields, such as strategy,
organizational theory and entrepreneurship (Wirtz et al. 2015; Torkkeli et al. 2015). For over
50 years, the business model term has been present in scientific discussions (Wirtz et al.
2015), but business model literature found its burst highly due to the internet era and ebusiness (Zott & Amit 2007; Boons & Ludeke-Freund 2012). But the most impact of change
over all has been the development of computing and communications technologies, and open
global trade. These phenomena brought change to the traditional balance between suppliers
and customers and therefore required businesses to re-evaluate their value propositions.
(Teece 2010) To-date, one prominent megatrend affecting the business world and business
models, is sustainability (Sommer 2011).
Zott et al. (2011) state that there has been even an explosion of articles published about
business models, but there exists no specific consensus among scholars on what a business
model is or how it should be defined. A claim that is supported by numerous academics (f
ex. Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010a; Ojala & Tyrväinen, 2006; Onetti et. al 2010;
Bocken et. al 2013; Teece 2010; Sainio et al. 2011; Wirtz et al. 2015). Although,
development of the business model concept has had much progress recently (Achtenhagen
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et al. 2013), the research field is in its early stages (Wirtz et al. 2015). Figure 1 explains the
early nature of the research field and the growing trend, especially in the articles published
in academic journals (PAJ) versus the articles published in nonacademic journals (PnAJ).
Business model literature overall has been stated to be heterogeneous and fragmented (Wirtz
et al. 2015; Onetti et al. 2010).

Figure 1. Business model articles in the business/management field (Zott et al. 2011)

According to Morris et al. (2005) Business model research can be labeled to three general
categories; economic, operational and strategic, depending on their emphasis. Business
model theories can also be separated to three approaches or “silos” which Zott et al. (2011)
describe as e-commerce, strategy and technology, and innovation management, in which
academics have been trying to understand the definition and role of business models. In the
core of their literature review are four themes that are connecting the literature to-date where
business models are taken as a new unit of analysis, offering a systemic perspective on how
“business should be done,” including boundary-spanning activities and where value creation
and value capture are in the center of focus (Zott et al. 2011). According to George and Bock
(2011) the fragmentation is due to the fact that within a coherent framework, business model
research has not been built on earlier research. These approaches have crossed research fields
without definite links across topics, methodologies or previous findings, such as from
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entrepreneurship (George & Bock 2011) to marketing (Clauss 2016) and sustainability
(Bocken et al. 2014).
To understand the confusion, George & Bock (2011) identified three topics from established
organizational theory that business models are approached from: strategic choice, resource
accumulation and innovation. These topics were separated to six themes of organizational
design, resource-based view, narrative and sense making, nature of innovation, nature of
opportunity and transactive structures. Wirtz et al. (2015) continue the labeling with three
approaches, but separates them to technology oriented, which includes e-commerce,
organization theory oriented and strategy oriented, which identifies similarities to all of the
previous labeling.
Spieth et al. (2014) identified three major roles for business models that motivate researchers
to engage in business model discussion: Explaining the business is a summary of the
responses that a company does when profit generation capability needs to be explained. This
perspective is targeted for internal employees and external stakeholders. Running the
business refers to the operational role that business model has. Here the perspective is to
provide guidance and an abstraction of the principles for managing a firm’s operations. Third
role, developing the business, indicates to the business model’s strategic function where
strategic development of the firm and opportunity identification is supported (Spieth et al.
2014). The previous labeling of approaches and roles presents clearly the fragmentation of
the business model terminology, even in the case of literature reviews.
Even though there is a recently increased interest amongst academics for business model
change and innovation, there is a diverse amount of concepts proposed. This, yet fruitful,
diversity of different concepts creates difficulties to create theory for business model
innovation and change. Clarity of goals, focus or characteristics are absent and therefore
subsuming business model innovation to any changes in the business model occurs in
multiple studies. (Müller 2014) According to Aspara et al. (2011), there is a shortage of
studies that would concentrate on business model change and its origins.
Generally speaking, business model innovation literature frames it in the context of customer
targeted value proposition change (Bocken 2013). Value proposition is one of the elements
that is in the focus of change activities in business model innovation, According to Müller
(2014). In her literature review, Müller (2014) identified seven different business model
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change concepts and their characteristics from the earlier literature.

Business model

innovation is the most used concept. This concept focuses on changing the elements of the
business model, developing new business models or improving the existing business model.
The objectives of the change are to firstly identify and then meet and grasp the growth
opportunities, or secondly create sustainable competitive advantages. (Müller 2014)

Strategic innovations focus to the change the customer base and the value creation and
offering to them. The objective is to create a “game changer move” in the competitive
landscape. Value innovation is close to the strategic, but it focuses on creating new market
with new value proposition. The objective is to provide new value for the customer and
secure competitive advantage. Dynamic business models refer to continuously changing the
activities of the whole business model or a specific component of the business model. The
objective of this process perspective is to adapt to externally impacting changes and to
sustain competitiveness. Business model evolution refers to same kind of process perspective
for continuous change and focuses on adapting changes in single elements incrementally,
which can eventually lead to a whole business model change. The objective is also to keep
competitiveness. (Müller 2014)

The least spoken theories about business model change in the literature are business model
reinvention, business model reconfiguration and business model flexibility. In business
model reinvention the focus is to achieve higher performance of the firm from resource
reconfiguration, which means that the change can be in any degree. Business model
reinvention means finding continuously new ways to compete by looking beyond the
situation that is current. This means shifts in business model components as in shifts of the
environment of competition. Business model flexibility articulates the response to external
changes or internal decisions via incorporation of competence capabilities that concern the
business model. (Müller 2014).

In addition to these seven change concepts, Aspara et al. (2011) refer business model
transformation in the concept of business model evolution. Whereas, Cavalcante et al. (2011)
identify four types of business model change: creation, extension, revision and termination.
Doz & Kosonen (2010) speak about business model renewal from their strategic agility
framework point-of-view. The list of different conceptualizations for business model change
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goes on. As Spieth & Scheneider (2014) state, business model innovation definition remains
as vague as the definition of business model itself, even though the importance of business
model innovation is generally acknowledged.
As a phenomenon, internationalization has aroused researchers’ interest in various fields,
including: international business, entrepreneurship, strategic management, marketing and
organization theory (Ruzzier et al. 2006; Lu & Beamish 2001) Early internationalization
literature was inspired much from generally noted marketing theories (Hollensen 1998).
Later on the literature was generally focusing on few prominent avenues: exporting, foreign
direct investment (FDI) and internationalization in networks (Lu & Beamish 2006; 2001;
Hollensen 1998).

Early firm internationalization models describe the adoption through stages that the small
and medium sized firms involve in exporting. Some stage models are referred as innovation
models collectively (Anderson 1993) as the movement from stage to another reminds the
diffusion of innovation introduced by Rogers (1962). (In accordance to: Oviatt & McDougall
1997) One of the traditional internationalization theories is the Uppsala internationalization
model created by Johanson & Vahlne in the 1970s. The theory was realized by the Swedish
scholars from the nearby markets that their case companies penetrated first, and how
exporting was used more often than sales organizations or other to enter new markets. The
basic assumption of the theory is that the internationalization develops step by step.
(Hollensen 1998) The theory is also called as process theory of internationalization (PTI)
(Autio 2005), U-model (Razzier 2006), process model of international expansion (Pedersen
& Shaver 2000) and incremental stages theory (Bouncken et al. 2015). Later on, Johanson
& Vahlne extended their Uppsala model by applying a network perspective which then
became the network approach to internationalization (Razzier 2006).

In the late 1980s, Morrow (1988) introduced in his discussions a new prominent stream of
internationalization theory, international entrepreneurship, for which Oviatt and McDougall
(1989) later provided the first empirical efforts. This new stream of international
entrepreneurship literature was later defined by Oviatt & McDougall (1994) which was
followed by their study on born global new ventures. (Zahra & George 2002) According to
Oviatt & Mcdougall (1994), despite international new ventures’ centuries of existence and
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wide appearance in different industries, multinational enterprise studies had focused more
on large corporations, but what was noted in the 1980s was a new emergence of firms being
international from inception (Oviatt & McDougall 1994). Oviatt & Mcdougall (1997) also
found evidence that the incremental stages theory might be weak theoretically and
empirically. They claimed international new ventures (INV) theory as the most obvious
challenge against the dominant Uppsala model and other stage theories (Oviatt McDougall
1997). Though, Autio (2005) proposed criticism to timing of internationalization, for which
either Uppsala Model or INV perspective had not developed normative implications fully.
Over the 1990s, center of the research was on exploring the internationalization motivations,
patterns and pace by new venture firms of eight years or younger. Before the end of the
century, concentration in international new venture research was the dominant stream of
research in international entrepreneurship literature overall (Zahra & George 2002).

In the early 2000s, researchers started to seek how already established firms may achieve
exceptional financial performance, led by international entrepreneurship (Zahra & George
2002). Therefore, Lu & Beamish (2001) identified two streams of studies in international
entrepreneurship: First one that explores international new ventures which are international
start-ups from inception and the second one that explores internationalization of already
established small firms. But according to Zahra & George (2002), international
entrepreneurship research has several dimensions, such as degree of internationalization,
speed and scope that include countries and regions. The research was almost solely
concentrated on speed and scale indicators of internationalization (Zahra & George 2002).
An exceptionally profound review is from Jones et al. (2011), where they categorize
international entrepreneurship literature to date in three major types and each one’s thematic
areas. Shortly introduced, network processes and relationships seemed to grow in scale of
international entrepreneurship research before the end of 2000s. Though, the newest type of
literature examines comparatively or cross nationally entrepreneurial internationalization,
such as venture type or entrepreneurial elements included in traditional view of
internationalization (Jones et al. 2011).

Research on the connection of internationalization, international entrepreneurship and
business models has been near to none, despite the rapid growth of interest in business
models in recent years (Sainio et al. 2015; Ojala & Tyrväinen 2006; Onetti et al. 2010).
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There can be seen a lack of integration between the relation of internationalization of the
firm and business model literature (Rask 2014). Sainio et al. (2011) state that it is surprising
how the linkage between business model concept and creating value in international
entrepreneurial firms has not been done earlier, as especially in the international
entrepreneurship context value creation should be examined at the firm interfaces and not
only from the internal viewpoint. Thus, constructs of business model can work as a viable
tool to analyze different opportunities in international environment, as it helps to understand
cross-border value creation process though the whole value chain of the firm (Sainio et al.
2015). Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart (2010) points out that even if new opportunities are
available in our semi-globalized world, effectiveness is near to none if the business model is
not sustainable enough for the international context. To summarize, the relation between
business model and international entrepreneurship literature lacks grounding and the studies
to date are even more heterogeneous than business model and international entrepreneurship
literature itself. Also, the theories are mostly generated in their own silos without centric
consensus and a lack of cross referencing can be seen. This could possibly be related to the
fact that open global trade is universally known to be a factor for business model literature’s
growth and therefore appears as lack of cross references and consensus.
Shortly introduced, Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart (2010a) studied Catalan companies’
international competitiveness through business model reconfiguration. The study lacked the
internationalization process point-of-view and concentrated on the case companies’ survival
over environmental change and globalization pressure. Instead, Ojala & Tyrväinen (2006)
studied the relation of entry modes choices of small software companies and business
models. But even though the study found notable connections between SMEs business
models and internationalization, the research concentrated on one market and on small
software companies, which undermines the possibility for generalizability in other industries
and markets. Onetti et al. (2010) worked in their study to connect academic research and
entrepreneurial practice in new technology based firms. They created a framework for
international entrepreneurship and business models in strategic decision making, with an
emphasis on location decisions that strategy literature has been ignoring. The framework
consists of three dimensional decisions, focus, locus and modus. Focus concentrates on
resource allocation decisions in different activities in the business model, locus in where to
locate the firm’s different activities and modus as the design of ways to of operational
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selection of management methods for the activities. The study itself provides a viable
framework for managerial applications, but describes the process only from theoretical
point-of-view and not from research study examples, which they admit to be done in the
future. (Onetti et al. 2010) As the same as in Ojala & Tyrväinen’s (2006) work, Onetti et al.
opens the surface of the discussion over relation between business models and
internationalization.

Sainio et al. (2011) concentrated in their study to examine value creation via business model
in connection with cross-border activities. Their approach included inward and outward
internationalization processes in both upstream and downstream interfaces. Instead of
generic business model illustration in short examples, the paper describes detailed value
formation architecture and design of three international entrepreneurship companies in both
interfaces. (Sainio et al. 2011) The study is first to give clear understanding of the
internationalization and value creation in the business model context, but is not conclusive
as its findings are more centric on the partners’ importance and in the context of ICT
companies. Rask (2014) continued the upstream and downstream approach to
internationalization and business model context, and in this case from business model
innovation point-of-view. The study’s outcome provides four types of international business
models where geographical locations and entry modes are also dealt with. The conceptual
model includes upstream production internationalization and market internationalization in
the downstream level. The model itself illustrates paths for internationalization via business
model innovation, extends business model innovation literature to the international business
field and a possible inspiration for future researchers to examine international and innovation
performance in the context of international new ventures. The study also provides a more
holistic approach to the relation of business models and internationalization processes, which
Onetti et al. (2010) were hoping from future research.

In a short paper, Frick and Ali (2013) implemented the business model canvas to outline
future strategies, such as penetrating new markets, for two SME firms. Their findings
concluded that the business model canvas does fit to describe the current state of the
company’s business model, but was not appropriate for outlining future strategies and
exploiting new opportunities. Whereas Salwan (2009) examined how Indian companies’
business model reinvention relates to internationalization. Sainio et al. (2015) concentrate
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on value creation in both upstream and downstream interfaces, role of international
entrepreneurship and especially the partner networks importance in international value
creation. The study continues to provide important propositions for value co-creation, but
yet again concentrates on software companies. The latest found study for internationalization
and business models relation is from Landau et al. (2016) where they did a case study on
German automobile manufacturer’s internationalization to India, in which they developed a
phase model for business model adaptation and its process. They provided insights on
business model internationalization as well as helping to advance the business model
innovation process literature. The study proposes four phases for internationalization process
from the perspective of adapting the business model: In international extension phase the
focus is on adjusting value propositions and value capture components. In local emergence
phase the focus is on adjusting the value delivery in the downstream interface. Local
expansion phase focuses on adjusting the value creation in the upstream interface and lastly,
the local consolidation phase steers the focus to equal emphasis in all the three business
model components, which are value proposition, value creation and delivery, and value
capture. (Landau et al. 2016)

All of the papers and theories presented above reflect the complexity and early nature of the
three concepts, as the theories are more or less heterogeneous and as their emphasis vary. As
most of the academics declare in their papers, examining the relation between business
models and internationalization in academia has a shortage. This clearly presents a research
gap, especially in the case of understanding the relation between internationalization and
business model change. For this study, all of these papers provide much needed guidance
toward characterizing the problem of connecting the relation between business models and
internationalization, but especially outlines the need for future research on the issue.
In addition, as emphasis on business models and business model innovation has been mostly
on e-commerce, this opens up a possibility for applications of theories to other industries, as
some academics have already done. Following the megatrend of e-commerce, clean tech and
green tech can create the next global powers to change and evolve traditional industries,
which will require business model change and innovation. As it did in the case of ecommerce. Therefore, examining business models, business model change and
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internationalization in the clean tech industry can be stated to be currently underrated, which
provides support for this research.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The theoretical framework of this research is defined by using different theories related to
internationalization, international entrepreneurship, business models and business model
change. The base of the theoretical framework is that the business model is a tool to
implement strategy in practice. The internationalization part comes in when examining the
difference of companies’ internationalization process and how has their business models
changed, if any. These changes, if any, will be defined by the factors that have facilitated
them. The business model itself is separated to three dimensions of value; value proposition,
value creation and value capture, according to research by Clauss (2016). The dynamic
aspect of the business model in the framework comes from the fact that there cannot be found
at this stage a straight forward step-by-step order on which dimension should be started from
first when evaluating the business models and the changes in it. The framework is portrayed
in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Theoretical framework of the conducted research.
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The chosen methodology for this research is a qualitative multiple case study with a structure
including a theoretical part and an empirical part. As the topic includes three concepts that
are complex and early in nature in the field of academic research, it is difficult to choose one
theory as a base to follow when conducting the research. Therefore, systematic combining
of different theories is utilized in the process. The unique mean in a case study of developing
theory during the research is also called as an abductive research approach, introduced by
Dubois & Gadde (2002). Theoretical part of the research will cover the academic literature
seen to be most relevant to the phenomena examined in this research. After more insight and
understanding is built on the phenomena examined, carefully selected theories will be
introduced to support the explanation of empirical findings of the research.

Using a qualitative research method, the data gathering will be conducted by semi-structured
interviews with the key decision makers of four chosen case companies to this research. The
interviewer will guide the interviews to support that needed data and topics are covered
during the interviews. The interviewees know the history of the companies well and
especially in the go to market area, specifically with international sales or business
development.
STRUCTURE OF THESIS

This research has been structured to follow five sections in the content. The separation of
the structure has been created to help the reader understand better the phenomena and
theory behind the research and from there to understanding the case companies and the
findings from the research. Sections of this research are business model,
internationalization of SMEs, research methodology. research results and analysis, and
conclusions and discussion.
Business model section describes the literature related to business model, it’s history, it’s
link to other theories such as strategy, it’s theoretical development and how existing theory
will be utilized in this research. Internationalization of SMEs will introduce the reader to
internationalization theories, their history, how it is developed to be more specific to SME
context and finally how the theories of business model and internationalization has been
addresses together in the past.
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After theoretical introduction to the theories of business model and internationalization of
SMEs, the reader is introduced with the research methodology of this research, what are
the approaches and how the research will be conducted. Research results and analysis will
breakdown the findings of the research and in addition, compare how the chosen
companies have discovered their road to internationalization and if it has had an impact to
their business model. In the final section of conclusions and discussions the researcher will
summarize the findings, provide intersections between theory and practice and discuss how
the chosen phenomena could be researched further.
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BUSINESS MODEL
Business models have lacked an admissible place in strategic and organizational studies, as
well as in marketing science (Teece, 2010). The problem with business models have been
the distinction between business models and strategy, which Zott & Amit (2011) state to be
one of the three aspects revolving around business models in the strategy literature. Business
model concept includes several strategy elements, even though it is not a strategy (Morris et
al. 2005) and the terms have been used interchangeably (Magretta 2002). Therefore, Onetti
et al. (2010) recommend a clear separation to be done for strategy concepts and business
model.
Osterwalder (2004) defines business models as translations of companies’ strategy in an
architectural level. The conceptual model of this translation states explicitly how business
works and functions (Osterwalder 2005). Teece (2010) states that strategy analysis and
business model analysis should be interconnected, but business models are more generic
than business strategies. In other words, business strategy defines the output of business
models. Morris et al. (2005) states that business models establish the process of firm value
creation, and thus they are much broader than strategy. George & Bock (2010) also separate
strategy from business models by stating them to be more opportunity-centric and static
configurations of characteristics in activities and organizational elements, while strategy is
environment or competitor centric and dynamic set of processes, initiatives and activities.
Onetti et al. (2010) define the business model’s role as an operational level “enabler” for the
company to implement its chosen strategy and to represent these choices and core logic.
Therefore, Wirtz et al. (2015) describe strategy to be understood as a guide of some kind for
business models in the earlier literature, as strategy has an essential role in the development
of business models.
Osterwalder et al. (2005) rise the less discussed issue of business models being more about
how businesses work, while implementation and execution are included in strategy. Magretta
(2002) points out also the fact that reacting to competition is strategy’s task and not business
model’s. Thus, Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart (2010b) distinct business models from strategy
by defining strategy as a contingent plan on which business model to use, and in other words,
how realized strategy reflects from the chosen business model. Therefore, business models
can be distinct from strategy as the translation, definition and/or reflection of the company’s
strategy. Figure 3 visualize the difference between strategy, business models and tactics that
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is utilized in this study to understand the difference. The chosen separation presents the most
clarity to the issue. But even if literature has agreed that business models and corporate
strategy are not identical, questions arise for the distinction of business model literature to
other existing literature, such as organizational design and entrepreneurship (Wirtz et al.
2015).

Figure 3. Strategy, business model and tactics (Casadeus-Masanell 2010b)

Morris et al. (2006) present five strategic purposes for business models: It can help to ensure
that a decently logical and internal-consistent approach is brought by the entrepreneur to the
venture’s design and operations, which is communicated to stakeholders. Secondly, a
business model, as an architectural platform for innovation, can help to identify key variables
and their unique combination possibilities. Thirdly, the venture’s economic attractiveness
can be demonstrated by the model. Fourthly, it can provide parameters for strategic and tactic
decisions, as an ongoing operations guide. Lastly, business model can be mapped for
defining necessary modifications over time, especially in case of conditional change. (Morris
et al. 2006)
The focus of the recent conceptualization of the business model was first on the value
capture, in other words how to make money with different revenue models from the value
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produced (Tongur & Engwall 2014). Recent literature later refers the concept of business
models as architecture or design and underlines value creation in its core (Sainio et al. 2011).
Succinctly put, business model is recently defined as the firm’s logic into the way it operates
and how value is created for the firm’s stakeholders (Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart 2010b;
Aspara et al. 2011). Osterwalder et al.’s (2005) literature review confirms the logic approach
to business model definition, but Teece (2010) adds that it provides evidence that illustrates
how value is created and delivered to customers by the business. Chesbrough’s (2007) states
that a business model is a definition of various activities to create value, and capture a portion
of it from those activities. The definition continues to underline the importance of the value
function in business models.
It appears that value capture and value creation are the approaches that link business model
literature together. Indeed, Chesbrough (2010) states that a technology does not have an
objective economic value until it is commercialized through a business model, which
concurs the business model’s task of creating and delivering value. After analyzing business
model literature and business models in SME practice, George & Bock (2010) present three
dimensional perspectives for business model structures. Resource structure addresses the
firm’s organizational architecture, technology in production and leveraging core resources
to serve customers. Transactive structure addresses the key transactions with partners and
stakeholders that are determined by organizational configuration. Lastly, value structure
addresses value creation and capture activities that are determined by systems of
mechanisms, expectations and rules. Furthermore, Kesting & Günzel-Jensen (2015) state
that in the conceptualization of business models, value capture is in a prominent position
which typically entails revenue and costs as two basic dimensions. They point out also the
utmost importance of network architecture toward value creation and capture, which is
another prominent business model characteristic.
Activities, design and value creation are in the core of Zott & Amits work (Amit & Zott
2015; Zott et al. 2011; Zott & Amit 2010; Zott & Amit 2007) and they define the business
model as a description of a system of independent activities that a focal firm and its partners
are performing and the mechanisms linking these activities together, enabling to create value
and ability to appropriate a portion of it (Amit & Zott 2015; Zott & Amit 2010; 2007). Morris
et al. (2005) state that firm offering and the activities for producing it is included in most
perspectives of business models, with the linkage to the value creation network. Amit & Zott
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(2015) argue that business model literature’s earlier contributions have focused to broad
enablement of new business models’ development rather than on the design drivers
specifically. Their design of the business model can be characterized by specific
configurations of the governance, content and structure of activities that create the four
design themes for the business model. Novelty-centered business model refers to new ways
for governing, linking or adopting new activities. Lock-in refers to the business model
elements that help keep and attract suppliers, or vendors and customers as the stakeholders
in the business model. Business models centered to complementarities promote synergies in
bundling among activities and exchanges. The fourth theme refers to efficiency-centered
design of a business model that aims to link activities to reduce costs. (Zott & Amit 2010)
Their theory explicitly explains how value creation is conducted in the business model
analysis level and how value capturing is conducted in the focal firm analysis level (Zott &
Amit 2007).

Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart (2010b) acknowledge the work of Zott & Amit as more precise
than others, even though it is less broad due to the fact it emerged from an e-business focus.
Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart (2010b) approach business model from two different sets of
elements: concrete choices on how the organization operates made by the management and
the consequences these choices create. They distinguish the choices to policies, assets and
governance structures. Policy choices address to adopting actions to all aspects of operations
in the company, such as encouraging employees to cut costs in what airline or class they are
using during business flights. Asset choices address to tangible resource allocations, for
instance facilities for manufacturing. Governance choices address to the structure of
contracts that allow the decisions to be made over policies and assets, such as owning or
leasing different assets in the business model. (Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart 2010b) Their
definition of a business model can be finalized as: “The particular set of choices an
organization makes about policies, assets and governance and their associated
consequences (Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart 2010b), which must be connected with how
value is created and captured (Casadeus-Masanell 2010a).”
Even though the work of Casadeus-Masanell & Ricart give more depth to business model
theory for adaptation to other industries than e-business or software, the work of Zott & Amit
provides more clarity and to the concept of business model theory. It can be stated that these
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two theories overlap in many levels and therefore both of them do not have to be used in this
study. But as the work of Zott & Amit does not provide enough generalizability, grounding
for a framework will be used with a study on business model innovation from Clauss (2016)
which uses both of these theories to conceptualize business models and business model
innovation. After analyzing the literature of business models from 2002 to 2014, Clauss
(2016) was able to define three main dimensions that explain business models: Value
creation, value proposition and value capture. By using the resources and capabilities of the
firm, value creation describes how and by what ways the firm creates value in its value chain.
Value proposition is the portfolio of different offerings and solutions for customers. Value
capture defines the conversion from value propositions into revenues to cover costs, gain
profit and ensure performance for the future. (Clauss 2016) Many other researchers (Bocken
et al. 2013; Landau et al. 2016; Bouncken et al. 2015; Johnson et al. 2008; Chesbrough &
Rosenbloom 2002; Tongur & Engwall 2014) use these three main dimensions for their
business model conceptualization.

BUSINESS MODEL COMPONENTS

As the analysis above presents, these three chosen dimensions verify well the
conceptualization of business model. To understand the concept of business model further,
and to summarize the literature analyzed so far, business models will be understood as a
representation of the company’s chosen strategy from three main dimensions; what the value
proposition is, how value is created and how value is captured.

VALUE CREATION

Firms exist to create value (Sainio et al. 2011). In any business model, value creation is at
the heart of it (Bocken et al. 2013). According to Chesbrough (2007), value creation is one
of the important functions that business model performs. The importance occurs from the
fact that if the business model does not create value to be shared through its activities, other
stakeholders involved won’t participate (Chesbrough 2007). Sainio et al. (2011) place value
creation in the core of recent business model literature. Teece (2010) refer value creation
with value delivery as an interlinked business model component, named as value chain
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architecture. Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) place channels of the business model as the
delivery component of value proposition, whereas value proposition itself creates value for
the customer.

Value creation has long roots in strategic management literature. It has been examined in
several theoretical views, such as value chain analysis (Porter 1985), the resource-basedview (Barney 1991) and transaction costs economics (Williamson 1975). (Accordance with
Amit & Zott 2001). One of the key issues in creating value is the production and service
delivery role the firm has (Morris 2005). Brandenburger & Stuart (1996) approach the value
creation from a cost structure point-of-view. They separate value creation to a vertical chain
of actors; the supplier, the company and the buyer. The whole cost of a service or a product
is the total value created. Now, there are three different levels in the structure, which different
actors share. Basic separation is that from point zero to the supply cost is shared by the
supplier and the company. From the supply cost to the set price is captured by the firm. The
rest is up to the buyer’s willingness-to-pay. The size between these levels and the shares
between the actors are up to the bargaining power of the actors. (Brandenburg & Stuart 1996)
By lowering the buyers’ costs or raising buyers’ performance with products and services
resulted from differentiation, value can be created in every level of the value chain (Amit &
Zott 2001). In addition, Mizik and Jacobson (2003) add societal surplus as the difference
between the utility that derives from the product to the consumer and the production costs.
In the value creation process itself, customer has been excluded more or less traditionally in
the literature (Osterwalder 2004), but as networking has increased, customers and other
stakeholders are included to-date (Voelpel 2003). Creating total value for all stakeholders is
where the business model is geared to (Amit & Zott 2010).

Central to the value creation process is technology capabilities, driven by the R&D
expenditure of the firm. A company may choose to compete primarily based on creating
value by constantly moving ahead of competition through innovating. (Mizik & Jacobson
2003) According to Voelpel (2003), important attributes to create value are knowledge and
innovation, which must be found frequently by the companies. Therefore, in theory, patents
have been important for sustaining economic success from innovations. However, it has been
noted in practice that patents provide only limited effectiveness as competitors are able to
“invent around” them. Particularly in high-technology industries, firms think that superior
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products and R&D are central for the success of the firm. But even investors do not favor
these attributes if the value creation capabilities are not seen high enough. Thus, companies
have tried to find new ways to secure their created value and rise their level of captured
value, such as branding. (Mizik & Jacobson 2003) To achieve sustained value creation,
Achtenhagen et al. (2013) provide their framework: first are strategizing actions to take for
achieving sustained value creation, such as acquisitions and cost-efficiency combined with
focus on high-quality. Then, utilizing new business opportunities, balancing the usage of
resources, active leadership and strong organizational culture are examples of critical
capabilities that are formed with different activities. These components combined lead to
sustained value creation through business model change. (Achtenhagen et al. 2013)
One of the critical factors in value creation can be positioning within more extended value
network. Relationships with customers, partners and suppliers must be established. (Morris
2005) Cooperating with partners in both upstream and downstream in the value chain of the
company emerge value (Sainio et al. 2011). The importance of collaboration for new
ventures has been long recognized by management and entrepreneurship scholars (Amit &
Zott 2015). How strategic networks are formed, how the network affects firm performance
as positions and relationships differ and how creation of value happens in networks are
examples of main questions that strategic network theorists have been seeking answers for
(Amit & Zott 2001). According to Reypens et al. (2016), organizations need to move beyond
single firm boundaries and engage in networks, where innovative value is co-created. In their
study, they were able to demonstrate a virtuous cycle of leveraging value in a network, which
is presented in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Cyclical process framework for value leveraging (Reypens et al. 2016)

Firstly, all participants contribute resources of infrastructure, knowledge and relations to the
collaboration. Through the value co-creation, these resources were recombined in a process
of coordination, consultation and compromise to co-create the outcomes of innovation,
knowledge and relations. Therefore, all stakeholders were able to capture these outcomes
and enhance their current resources of infrastructure, knowledge and relations to keep on
developing the collaboration. This cycle of co-creation created opportunities of growth for
the overall partnership and the organizations individually. In addition, it helped the partners
to overcome problems they could not individually solve and allowed them to leverage what
was invested. As it sounds effective and near perfect, collaboration is not always that. In the
study itself, the participants reported difficulties of communications and achieving
compromise involving all of the partners. Also as the objectives were diverse, there were
uncertainty amongst the participants on what should be achieved. (Reypens et al. 2016)

But due to the differences and challenges, Reypens et al. (2016) state that not all partners
seek the same outcomes, thus interdependencies between partners are vital for creating
value. Diversity is also needed for creating innovative value, if there are not too many
divergent partners. Therefore, managers must evaluate the effectiveness of these value
processes and asses their and others’ position in every stage of the collaboration process
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(Reypens 2016). Bouncken & Fredrich (2016) raise the importance of increasing experience
of working in alliances, especially for small firms. With the increase, firms are able to
accumulate knowledge on how to operate with partners in the alliance and how to capture
value from it. Experience helps managers to choose the right partners and improve their
firm’s internal routines to leverage from new settings in the value chain (Bouncken &
Fredrich 2016). What makes experience so important in network operations is the aspect of
organizational learning; managers are expected to know the needed adjustments in value
exchange with partners due to the learned capability of anticipating the future more precisely
(Sainio et al. 2015).
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VALUE PROPOSITION

Business does not exist if there is not a defined value proposition (Morris 2005). According
to several literature reviews, value proposition is the most frequently used component in
business model literature (Wirtz et al. 2015; Clauss 2016; Morris 2005). Value proposition
or Customer Value Proposition (Johnson et al. 2008) can be defined as a key element for a
business model (Voelpel et al. 2003) which Engelken et al. (2016) even found perceived to
be the business model’s core aspect, when examining renewable energy business model
literature. Osterwalder et al. (2005) describe value proposition as an overall view to the
company’s product and service bundle. It can be defined as the amount of value the offering
creates for the users (Chesbrough 2007). According to Bocken et al. (2013), fundamental to
the value proposition and offering is the customer experience. The values for the customer
in the proposition can be quantitative, such as price or qualitative, such as design. Others can
be newness, performance, customization, cost reduction etc. The value proposition should
be the reason why a customer chooses the selling company. Value propositions can represent
a new offer, or even innovatively a disrupt offer. Others may mimic existing propositions,
though added attributes and features are included. (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010).

In their definition of business model, Johnson et al. (2008) describe the value proposition to
be one of the four interlocking elements of the business model to create and deliver value.
Successful companies are able to figure out how they can satisfy customers by helping them
to solve a problem in a specific situation. That is the value the customer receives and is the
offering of the company. Value proposition, or more specifically customer value proposition,
is the combination of target customer’s problem to help it to solve and the company’s
offering. Precision is the most important attribute for value proposition and therefore it is
important to articulate the value proposition to the customer and to the business first when
inventing or reinventing a business model. (Johnson et al. 2008). According to Teece (2010),
yielding a compelling value proposition or propositions to the customer is one criteria for a
good business model. In addition, Zott & Amit (2007) found out that correct value
proposition also for partners and suppliers can help businesses perform better. Therefore,
Osterwalder (2004) states that the value proposition describes the value that the business
creates for its stakeholders. When examining sources of innovation, changes in the value
proposition represents one, such as new offerings. (Müller 2014)
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According to Sommer (2011), such as e-business had effect on the whole business model
literature, green business models can have the same effect. Through green business models,
new, innovative and green value propositions may allow expansion or even creation of new
markets. Green value proposition can be valued by the customer as a substitute in product
characteristics or even innovative to the whole logic of certain function. (Sommer 2011) In
their study, Bocken et al (2013) categorized eight archetypes for sustainable business
models, such as maximizing material and energy efficiency, in which focus of the change
was to enhance or change the value proposition of the business model.

But it is not easy to add green characteristics to the value proposition. Finding customers
who appreciate green characteristics can ram into difficulties if environmental sustainability
is latent or just emerging in the industry. Also, if green value propositions are compelling in
one country, the difference of culture must be noted in international business, even if there
are geographical and demographical similarities between countries. But as an opportunity,
green value propositions appeal for other groups than customers as well can influence the
success of the whole business model, such as lower taxes or subsidies to competitors from
regulators. What is notable for green value propositions, customer should be ensured notable
benefit from the advantages, such as in performance contracting. (Sommer 2011) In concert
with economic value, sustainable value proposition should provide measurable ecological
value, with or without social value (Boons 2012).

According to Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010), there are numerous ways that value can be
proposed to the customer. Newness represents the satisfaction of needs that the customer did
not perceive due to the lack of such offering. Product or service performance can be offered
to be improved. Customizing the offering to a customer’s specific need can be highly valued.
Value proposed can also be as simple as helping the customer to get the job done, whereas
design can be appealing and therefore valued. Where brand or status can communicate value
to the customer, pricing the offering lower than competitors or similar offerings is
traditionally valued. Also reducing costs or risks can be useful for the customer, but most of
all when raising the availability to those who previously lacked access to these products or
services can be significantly valued. (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010)
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VALUE CAPTURE

With a business model, value can be captured from a technology (Chesbrough 2001).
Chesbrough (2007) defines value capture one of the two important functions that business
model performs. Without capturing a portion of the value that the business model has
created, the company can’t make profit and can’t sustain its activities (Chesbrough 2007).
Value capture refers to a more traditional emphasis of strategy. Even though value capture
is present in mainstream literature of business models, the recent literature has been shifting
the emphasis more from value capture to value creation. It can be defined as dual focus for
both value creation and value capture. (Zott & Amit 2011) Value capture dimension is also
referred as revenue streams (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010) and value appropriation (Mizik
& Jacobson 2003).

According to Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) there are two types how company to capture
value (i.e. revenue streams): Revenues resulted from one-time payment from the customer
as a transaction or repetitive revenues from after-sales support or ongoing payments to
deliver the value proposition. More closely, these fees can be separated to the ways of the
transaction, such as usage fees, subscription fees, licensing and leasing. Close to the value
capture is also pricing, which can be predefined according to variables that are static, or
changing prices according to market conditions. (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010). According
to Teece (2010), companies can also adopt other revenue stream models from other spaces
than only those pioneered in theirs. In their study, Mizik & Jacobson (2003) found evidence
that in some cases investors even appreciate value capturing capabilities (i.e. appropriation)
more than value creation capabilities. In addition, economic viability of the focal firm is at
stake if value creation goes over value capture significantly. Though, especially in highly
networked business environments, where focal firms are depended on partners, exaggerated
emphasis on value capture could reduce the amount of total value created and increase
unattractiveness for some participants in the business model (Amit & Zott 2015).
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COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE

The goal of the business model concept according to Wirtz et al. (2015) is to create, or more
specifically secure competitive advantage, and their definition is not exclusive. Zott et al.
(2011) identified one of the main interests of business model literature as strategic issues,
such as competitive advantage. Voelpel et al. (2003) even name business model as a possible
source for competitive advantage, which Magretta (2002) defines to be possible when a
company innovates a hard-to-replicate business model which changes an industry’s
economics. But instead, Osterwalder (2004) places innovation in the business model as a
temporary source for competitive advantage, but defines core capability reflection for
streamlining organizations and building competitive advantage. Tikkanen et al. (2005) refer
to their business model framework to demonstrate the emergence of business processes,
which are key to maintain competitive advantage when coordinated. Teece (2010) states that
imitation is usually easy for the competitors as business models tend to be transparent, and
therefore successful business model does not assure competitive advantage itself. Instead,
business model is important to be architecturally differentiated, efficient and effective for
the establishment of competitive advantage (Teece 2010). To appropriate the value created,
firms must have capabilities to restrict competitive forces (Mizik & Jacobson 2003). For an
example, barriers for imitation can be achieved from exclusive partnerships, branding or
smartly utilizing first mover advantage (Sommer 2011).
Therefore, competitive advantage cannot be achieved solely from the business model itself,
but can be build or maintained via the business model. Wirtz et al. (2015) define business
models’ superordinate goal as generating or specifically securing the competitive advantage,
but according to Amit & Zott (2015) several scholars agree that an important goal for
business model is creating value for customers, partners and suppliers. According to Morris
et al. (2005), exceptional execution, coordination or management of specific activities within
a company’s internal value chain can derive emergence of competitive advantage. Closely
related, Mizik & Jacobson (2003) derive sustained competitive advantage from the firm’s
capabilities of creating superior customer-value and appropriating value. Magnitude of
competitive advantage is influenced by value creation, whereas the amount and persistence
of competitive advantage is influenced by value appropriation. (Mizik & Jacobson 2003) To
synthesize the goal and role of the business model according to the literature, business
model’s role is understood as value creation for customers, suppliers and partners according
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to the chosen strategy of the firm. Thus, the goal of the business model is understood as
securing competitive advantage.
BUSINESS MODEL CHANGE

Today, as the conceptual development has followed practical insight, recent progress
addresses the fact that if companies want to achieve sustained value creation, their business
models need to change over time (Achtenhagen 2013). Cavalcante et al. (2011) concur this
statement by stating, that even though business models must serve some stability for activity
development, they should also include enough flexibility to allow change. If business models
are too static, managerial failure in recognizing, exploring or seizing different opportunities,
such as market opportunities, might appear (Cavalcante et al. 2011; Mezger 2014). In fact,
a business model should always be considered dynamic as internal or external input can
trigger or even demand changes in the model over time (Wirtz et al. 2015; Torkkeli et al.
2015). Business models that make sense at the moment can be quickly outdated in near
future, or even tomorrow (Osterwalder 2010). Businesses are required to re-evaluate their
value propositions constantly, for ensuring their offering to match customer demand (Trimi
& Berbegal-Mirabent 2012). In addition, configuration of business model components can
be used to strive for competitive edge through unique value propositions in strategy
execution (Boons 2012). Voelpel et al. (2003) even argue, that to achieve new sources for
sustainable competitive advantage, continuous improvement is not enough and business
model reinvention is often needed. But changing a business model is never easy (Chesbrough
2010: Doz & Kosonen 2010). Osterwalder & Pigneur (2013) address business model change,
or rather evolution, problematic for organizations as there is a lack of processes to come up
with options to choose from. Even so, business models can be a powerful tool for
entrepreneurs in their venture change stages (Trimi & Berbegal-Mirabent 2012).

Business model innovation differs from technological or product innovation due to its deep
roots in the laws of economics and therefore universal applicability over industry boundaries,
whereas the latter usually relies on industry specific market or technical knowledge (Girotra
& Netessine 2013). Mezger (2014) conceptualize business model innovation as a separate
dynamic capability that is separated in to components of firm’s capacity to sense different
business model opportunities, develop valuable and unique business models to seize those
opportunities, and reconfigure resources and competences of the firm for the opportunity.
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Zott & Amit (2007) present business model design as a source of innovation, as it enables
firms to innovate by recombining and harnessing the resources of suppliers, partners and
customers who are interlinked to their business model with the resources the firm controls.

Mitchell & Coles (2003) refer business model innovation as replacements that a company
makes in its business model by providing new product or service offerings to customers and
end users. In the core of the definition is the differentiation from the competitors’ business
models, but if it’s merely adopted replacement, the business model replacement should be
referred as business model catch-up. Shortly, Demil & Lecocq (2010) define structural
changes in the business model dimensions to be the first symptoms of business model
change. Therefore, according to several studies, the emphasis is in the role of learning in
business model innovation, as it is characterized as a continuous and evolutionary process
(Landau et al. 2016). Continuing business model innovation refers to the pursued process of
development and installment of improvement, replacement and innovation in the business
model. Very few companies understand how to succeed in continuing business model
innovation. (Mitchell & Coles 2003)

Tongur & Engwall (2014) approaches technology shift from a business model innovation
point-of-view, where new technologies disrupt the value creation, value proposition and
value capture dimensions of the company. Their findings include that business model, as an
analytical concept, provides fruitful information on the challenges about a company facing
technology shift. They also point out that if a company does not change their outdated value
propositions and value capturing techniques according to the new technology, revenues can
be lost. Therefore, business models should be brought early on to the analysis on the face of
the change. (Tongur & Engwall 2014) Cavalcante et al. (2011) approach business model
innovation and change from four types of change: Creation in the early phase of the
company’s establishment. Extension, as in expanding core processes that exist or adding
new activities. Revision by modifying or replacing processes, in an example modifying new
ways to the core processes for exploitation of occurred opportunities. And lastly, termination
of the business model or the whole company. Their study of business model dynamics
centralized to the role of the founder individuals in new ventures, their decisions and the key
importance of innovating activities in business models. They outline the importance of both
capability of the business model to exercise static properties, but also flexibility enough to
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accept environmental change and therefore enable needed change in the business model.
More important, flexibility should only include removal of existing processes or adaptation
of new processes without jeopardizing core processes. Or else, the business model should be
terminated in its current form and a new one should be formed. (Cavalcante et al. 2011)

There have been many attempts in different scholar disciplines to explain why and how
organizations change and innovate. Organizational change can be defined as a different
form, quality or state in the entity of an organization over time, where innovation plays as
an important partner. (Poole & Van De Ven 2004) By this short definition, one could argue
that business model innovation could be the same as organizational change. Wirtz et al.
(2015) addresses the conversation for classical business management’s change concepts
possible applicability to business model change theories. Mezger (2014) also mentions that
business model innovation requires significant reconfiguration in organizational structures,
besides value chain and resource base. Therefore, Cavalcante et al. (2011) separate these two
concepts by stating that only those repeated core processes of business model that change,
can be defined as business model change. Other than that, business model would lose its
properties of a model. Although, they also admit that these repeated core processes are not
very well outspoken in business model literature and thus, business model boundaries should
be identified before determining the impact of change. (Cavalcante et al. 2011) According
to Muller (2014), Business model innovation has also been compared to new product or
service introduction and improvement, but as discussed earlier it is far more reaching
concept.
When examining the longevity of a business model, it could be tied to the entrepreneur’s
growth goals. Usually a short-cycled venture settle on a business model for some time,
after an experimentation phase. Thus, through trial and error process, a business model
emerges after a period of fairly implicit or informal existence of the model. (Morris et al.
2006) Also a major question has been how extensive the developments or improvements
have to be in the business model. Figure 5 describes the intensity and scope of business
model change, according to Muller (2014).
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Figure 5. Classification according to the intensity and scope of business model change (Muller 2014)

As described in the literature review earlier, Muller (2014) found seven change concepts for
business models in her literature review. These concepts are examined in Figure 5 from the
point of view of intensity of change activities, radical change vs. minor improvements, and
scope of change, from single elements up to development of a new business model. As we
can see, strategic innovation and value innovation describe the most intense and highest
scope of change, whereas business model evolution describe the lowest. Compared to all
other concepts, business model innovation is the most extensive concept that almost reaches
both extremity at the same time.
In her paper, Muller (2014) also examined a further distinction of the change concepts in
frequency of change activities and result received. Frequency describes the difference
between discontinuity and the latter the intensity of change, as in Figure 5. According to
Muller (2014), business model change can be seen as a discontinuous process where a
company is provided radical outcomes or small improvements. Strategic innovation, value
innovation and business model innovation describe radical shifts in the company and often
in the industry. Value proposition is in the focus of value innovation which business model
innovation incorporates. When including strategic innovation, these are radical means to
shift the company and its competition. But what separates business model innovation from
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others, is that its results received does not mean change in specific element as the change
can affect several elements. (Muller 2014)
When discussing the change concepts in the case of continuity, almost all concepts are
spoken as continuous. Such as dynamic business models, business model evolution,
innovation and reconfiguration, all concepts focus on adapting the business model constantly
to changes externally, to internal decisions and in exploiting opportunities. To summarize
the differences, discontinuous change activities in the business model target to change
competition and secure competitive advantage, whereas continuous activities target to
increase the performance of the firm. Strategic innovation is concretized by business model
innovation, whereas value innovation is included in business model innovation. As business
model innovation intersects with all concepts due to its incremental change attributes, it
differs from its objective to secure competitive advantage, whereas business model
flexibility and business model reconfiguration target to increase firm performance due to
variation in the environment. Muller (2014)

After demonstration of several upsides of changing business models and emphasis on
keeping business models open for change, there is also the downside to consider. Business
model change, or specifically innovation, does not always create positive outcome as there
are certain risks. Some companies may benefit from business model innovation, but some
cannot achieve benefits that are expected which can lead to weakened performance. But even
if the firm itself benefits from the change, it can generate unintentional consequences to a
wide range of the firm’s stakeholders. Employees’ difficulties to adapt to change, suppliers
that are no longer needed or changes in the supply chain that negatively impact local
economies. This can be derived from the fact that new value proposition is requiring
reconfigured value chains and therefore escalates conflicts between the stakeholders and the
firm. (Sabaruddin et al. 2015) Classification of the negative outcomes can be classified into
two, according to Sabaruddin et al. (2015): unanticipated consequences, such as profit
cannibalization and consequences dependent to context, such as partner reliance growth or
operations in an intellectual property protection environment. It has been argued that typical
change affecting the business model are managers’ deliberate decisions (Demil &Lecocq
2010). Therefore, Cavalcante et al. (2011) emphasize individual’s ability to recognize the
need and the will to implement business model change.
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According to Doz & Kosonen (2010), inertia is defending the status quo from multiple
sources, and therefore making business model transformation difficult. Inertia is a link
between business model change and organizational change. According to Cavalcante et al.
(2011), business models usually consist a variety of organizational core processes that may
be impacted in change initiatives. Such as externalization, which can lead to reducing
employees (Demil & Lecocq 2010). That is why managers must identify and understand the
scale of the impact, and address possible inertia (Cavalcante et al. 2011). Chesbrough (2010)
also addresses the managers’ importance in experimenting business model innovation, as it
is linked to the need for internal organizational processes. To overcome the barriers of
business model innovation, organizational change needs successful leadership (Chersbrough
2010). More specifically, to keep pace with the dynamics of continuously changing business
environments, continual reassessment of organizational routines and decision-making in the
organization is required (Malhotra 2000).
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INTERNATIONALIZATION OF SMES
As both the competitive environment and the global economy’s interdependence has
changed, combined with technological innovation and increased international business
experience, low-cost utilization of communications and transportation across borders is not
only preserved for large corporations. Thus, the change has increased the attractiveness and
potential of internationalization for entrepreneurial firms. (Zahra & George 2002; Oviatt &
McDougall 1994) SMEs have therefore become the economic growth’s pillars as the global
integration of economic environment continues (Ruzzier et al. 2006).

INTERNATIONALIZATION THEORY

International business involvement can arise when a company trades or cooperates with a
foreign firm (Ruzzier et al. 2006) and internationalization will occur when a firm expands
its business activities to international markets (Hollensen 1998). Entering new markets can
produce broadened customer base which enables firms to achieve growth. Expansion into
new markets geographically can be an important opportunity for value creation and growth
of SME’s, but implementing particular strategies include several challenges compared to
domestic operations. These challenges can be linked to foreignness and newness of the
market conditions. Foreignness represents the differences in knowledge and capabilities that
an SME has developed in original market operations, which may not often suit well in the
new market. Newness represents the same difficulties as for establishment of a new
company, many start-up operations of the same kind must be done, especially in the case of
subsidiaries. (Lu & Beamish 2001)

There can be different motives and triggers for an SME to start international trade. Proactive
motives, such as profit and growth goals, product uniqueness and managerial urge can be
associated to the fact that the domestic market is not enough for the company or for the
managers. Internal triggers can be received from personal networks of the managers,
reduction in domestic market or from inward internationalization, where the process starts
first from importing and changes to exporting eventually. Reactive motive relates to threat
or pressure in domestic market, but also to situations where a company starts to receive
orders from abroad and needs to set up cross-border operations. This can be due to external
triggers such as market demand or via its network of partners. (Hollensen 1998) These
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motives and triggers are the basis of traditional international business theory, but as
examined later, these can be out of date.

According to Oviatt & Mcdougall (1997), popular internationalization theory is the Uppsala
model. Uppsala model presents the internationalization process as incremental stages that is
depended on the firm’s own experiential knowledge of foreign markets. The theory
implicates that internationalization starts from physically near countries with only small
proportions of resources committed, due to high uncertainty. After increased experience and
understanding of foreign trade, firms are ready to move more physical distant countries and
raise the level of investment. (Oviatt & McDougall 1997) These two dimensions of the
internationalization are identified as establishment chain and psychic distance (Pedersen &
Shaver 2000). According to Johanson & Wiedersheim-Paul (1977) Basic stages for the firms
to move forward from are sporadic exporting (irregular activities), export modes
(independent foreign representatives), foreign sales subsidiary establishment and lastly,
units of foreign production. (In Accordance to: Hollensen 1998). According to the theory,
learning by experience and developing knowledge are the fundamentals that make foreign
operations possible (Johanson & Vahlne 2009). Welch & Luostarinen (1988; Adapted from
Hollensen 1998) extended the original stage model to six dimensions:


What? Sales objects: goods, services, know-how and systems



How? operations method: licensing, agents, subsidiaries



Where? cultural/political/physical/psychic distance differences of markets



Organizational structure



Finance



Personnel

According to Lu & Beamish (2006), Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) and exporting are the
two most prominent avenues for internationalization. Exporting is an extensively employed
strategy to internationalize for firms. Exporting fascinates companies for its low levels of
risk and commitment, and its straightforwardness. It is an easier strategy to implement as
complexities of establishing a foreign subsidiary do not have to be dealt with. Exporting can
also be faster as existing production facilities can be utilized to serve foreign business, rather
than building to new locations. When added the ease of withdrawal from foreign markets,
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exporting is also a flexible option. Exporting includes direct sales or sales through export
agents, which generates sales growth, broadened customer base and possibilities, such as
capability development for internationalization expansions. Foreign direct investment means
establishment of foreign subsidiaries and internalizing markets. It is related to lowering risks
of entry barriers, transportation costs, distributor opportunism and expose to intangible asset
appropriation. (Lu & Beamish 2006) FDI is closely related to the eclectic paradigm (i.e. OLI
Paradigm), which ties to explain the diverse forms of production internationally and
countries to select for the investment (Ruzzier et al. 2006).
Compared to exporting, the benefits for FDI are first order growth in sales and market
expansion, with greater potential for learning and opportunities in developing knowledge
and capabilities. Both avenues are important for SMEs, even though exporting has been more
traditional due to resource constrains. Both avenues require different organizational
structures, as exporting requires balancing between needs of different markets and operating
efficiency, thus decision-making should be centralized. Whereas foreign subsidiaries are
variedly located geographically and require adaption to local peculiarities and therefore may
require decentralization of decision-making. Exporting and foreign subsidiaries also require
different management skills, such as sales amongst the most important in exporting, but more
diverse skills in foreign subsidiaries. Due to the concerns in costs of coordinating both at the
same time, they could reduce each other’s benefits as cannibalization and conflicts may
appear. (Lu & Beamish 2006) Closely related to the avenues of internationalization and
psychic distance is the decision of standardization vs. adaptation of the international
marketing strategy. According to Kraus et al. (2015), psychic, cultural and geographical
distance have a compelling effect on adaptation: managers are willing for larger adaptation
when distance grows between themselves and the target market. More specifically in the
marketing mix, increased psychic distance tend to lead to price and distribution adaptation,
whereas increased cultural distance tend to lead to product and promotion adaptation (Kraus
et al. 2015). Traditionally, standardization and adaptation has been seen as two distinct
options, but according to Hollensen (1998) there are only few totally adapted or standardized
marketing efforts, and therefore more relevant would be to examine the degrees of
standardization.
Even though internationalization theory presents some exceptions, the criticism that the
stage model has achieved is very well noted, as there has been given evidence of companies
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“leapfrogging” over near markets and the stage model’s steps with more speed, such as in
service industries (Hollensen 1998). In their study of Danish companies, grounded in foreign
direct investment and behavioral theories, Pedersen & Shaver (2000) were able to portray
the “big step” hypothesis, an opposite to the stage model. The hypothesis argued that
characterized by a big step initially, internationalization is a continuous process rather than
an incremental process. The important criticism for the Uppsala model was opportunity
costs, which could appear when profitable expansion is delayed due to the belief of more
distant countries being riskier than those with longer psychic distance. (Pedersen & Shaver
2000) For an example, Lu & Beamish (2006) found out in their study that greater levels of
FDIs associated to higher performance of the SME, but low level FDIs were associated to
negative performance. Associated to the FDI of SMEs and its location, Fernhaber et al.
(2009) were able to present the importance of choosing the location in international
operations. They portrayed the possibility for ventures to gain international knowledge
spillovers form competition between other firms in international markets.

INTERNATIONAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP

In

accordance

with

the

criticism

to

traditional

internationalization

theory,

internationalization literature of SMEs has long been interested in the pace and time of
internationalization (Kuivalainen et al. 2012). Especially in the case of inward/outward
international expansion, element of time varies considerably between firms which
diminishes the importance of development stages (Hollensen 1998). Oviatt & McDougall
(1994) introduced their definition of international new ventures (INV) in key dimensions of
scale, scope and time of internationalization. According to Coviello et al. (2011) it was
specifically McDougall who introduced international entrepreneurship with early definition
through research on international new ventures, which was followed by several publications
that reflected the extending awareness in entrepreneurial activities’ diversity in integrated
global economy. According to Manolova et al. (2002), before and after the beginning of the
century, small firm internationalization was generally approached by process of
internationalization, development of exports and international entrepreneurship.

Even though traditionally internationalization of small firms was focused in the age and size
of new ventures, these firms face unique challenges in their internationalization process due

41

to resource constraints (Manolova et al. 2002). Therefore, international new ventures’
founders are more alert to utilize the possibilities of combining resources from markets in
different nations due to their competences they have developed in their activities before
(Hollensen 1998). International entrepreneurship has continuously emphasized the
importance of international knowledge as in a critical role when a firm enters a foreign
market. This is due to the fact that international knowledge can decrease the costs associated
to foreign entry and help the firm and its managers to sense opportunities in foreign markets.
(Fernhaber et al. 2009)
International entrepreneurship literature argues that personal factors strongly affect small
firm’s internationalization choices and degree. These personal factors include several
dimensions, such as business skills, achieved attributes and environmental perceptions,
which are usually combined with other factors of internationalization. (Manolova et al. 2002)
According to Fernhaber et al. (2009), international entrepreneurship scholars have been
focusing in the top management team’s prior international experience that leads primarily
the international knowledge, which can lead to identifying international opportunities better
and to pursue a higher internationalization level. All though, external sources of international
knowledge can play a significant role for international expansion. (Fernhaber et al. 2009)

There have been two dominant research fields on small firm internationalization;
international new ventures and born globals (Hewerdine & Welch 2013). Born globals,
usually high technology firms, have an accelerated pathway in internationalization, in which
they internationalize rapidly and simultaneously to several markets abroad. The approach
suggests that these born global firms do not wait to achieve market knowledge for increasing
the amount of target markets. Thus, born globals begin international operations two to seven
years after inception in several countries or international markets. (Fernandez Olmos &
Diezz-Vial 2015) The born global has also received criticism, when examining specific
timeline for rapid internationalization since inception. In their study, Hewerdine & Welch
(2013) were able to portray that some companies have international operations before
incorporation of the company, which creates a platform for quick internationalization and
thus challenges the after-inception of internationalization.

In addition, with these rapidly internationalizing firms after inception, there are also those
firms that internationalize rapidly long after inception. These firms suddenly take over
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international operations after they have become well-established in their home market.
(Fernandez Olmos & Diezz-Vial 2015)

Since new ventures lack the same operating history as existing multinational companies,
there is not much to learn from. In addition, as new ventures typically lack the resources
needed or time devotion for international market research, it is believed that these challenges
are partly solved through formal partner relationships or informal social contacts with other
organizations. Therefore, strategic alliances serve as an important source of knowledge for
new ventures. (Fernhaber et al. 2009)

INTERNATIONALIZATION IN NETWORKS

Later on, Johanson & Valhne (2009) responded to the criticism of their model by admitting
some of their theory to be outdated. Their response was a revised model, which included
more deeply the aspect of networks and relationships. The revised model emphasizes
existing business relationships impact on entering a specific geographical market and the
mode used. A focal firm can follow their partner abroad in case of interesting business
opportunities or when it wants to demonstrate relationship commitment, which presents the
possible entry mode. The location to internationalize is based on the opportunities that the
focal firm and its partners see. (Johanson & Vahlne 2009) Internationalization through
networking has traditionally been important for SMEs, whose significant proportion of
turnover has been from subcontracting to another. Traditionally, exchange network’s basis
is on cooperation, coordination and control, from the SMEs point-of-view. First level
cooperates in the value chain with less power, second level “orchestrate” the value-adding
position of the chain by specialization, and one controls the whole value chain. But as market
changes require adjustments from all participants quicker than ever, the basic dominating
and following firm relationship changes and the nature of the relationship becomes more
equal between partners. When the pressure of ever-changing circumstances is added, the
need for network and dependence to its links has therefore increased. (Hollensen 1998)

Internationalization for SMEs can be assumed to be a process of growth and development.
It can evolve from different value chain activities with derived frequency of
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internationalization, and is likely to occur through transactions and links external
environments organizations and individuals. These value chain activities can be a
combination of inward or outward business activities in international business that involve
the firm to initial international expansion. (Hollensen 1998) For an example, sales may take
place internationally far later than a firms operations of procurement and manufacturing
(Oviatt & McDougall 1997). According to Oviatt & McDougall (1994), SME
internationalization can take place without own foreign assets, as foreign resources for
manufacturing or marketing can be arranged through strategic alliances. Overall, Johanson
& Vahlne (2009) state that international business’s problems and opportunities are becoming
more relationship-specific and network-specific, rather than country-specific.

Entrepreneurship presents a process in which global opportunities are explored and
exploited, where inward and outward activities are impacted by utilizing local and
international relationships (Onetti et al. 2010). Through alliances, SMEs can overcome
shortage of different tangible assets when resources are shared between the firms that
participate in the alliance. Alliances also provide an important source of knowledge about
the host country. The internationalizing SME can expedite its alliance partners’ learning
process by accessing their knowledge base, which in turn can minimize mistakes. Thus,
entering into an alliance is an efficient way to overcome lack of resources and capabilities.
(Lu & Beamish 2001) The goal for the entrepreneurs is to gain access to new opportunities,
markets and resources from these networks (Fletcher 2004). To exploit international
opportunities, the focal firm is required to collaborate with reliable partners who expect the
focal firm to offer them actual incentives back. (Sainio et al. 2011).

Geographically, SME has three choices of partners: Primary source for local knowledge is a
local partner, which can alleviate the lack of local knowledge. These partners usually have
more various aspects and detailed knowledge about the environment of the host country.
Local partners are also familiar with the preferences of the local consumers, have
information about the local competition and possess contacts with timely information that
the focal firm can use. Alliance with the other two choices, home country and third country
partners, hold less benefits for local knowledge if these partners have not yet made target
market investments. Due to the lack of continuous information flow and access to local
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resources, home country or third country alliances can raise costs and potential risks and
therefore might form a negative impact on the performance of the SME. (Lu & Beamish
2001)

It is important for an internationalizing new venture to have international knowledge as
international entrepreneurship literature has frequently highlighted. To develop this
knowledge, the most evident source would be the top management and their prior
experiences. (Fernhaber et al. 2009) But as Fernhaber et al. (2009) have shown in their study,
this knowledge can be absorbed from external sources, such as from partnerships. They
emphasize this source for knowledge especially in the case where the top management itself
lacks international knowledge.

INTERNATIONALIZATION AND BUSINESS MODEL

Internationalization, innovation and entrepreneurship are deeply connected, which forms
peculiar challenges for the survival and success of a firm. The survival and success of a new
venture depends on core activity decisions, where to focus investments and inward and
outward relationships, which are interconnected to location decisions that overall require
effective design of the business model. (Onetti et al. 2010) Thus, according to Sainio et al.
(2011), Business model concept serves a viable framework to understand how value is
created between companies and how international opportunity exploitation can be organized
in practice. It also offers a new perspective for managers to run an internationalizing venture,
as business model construct can offer concentration on value creation and its key processes,
rather than trying to manage international activities and functions separately (Sainio et al.
2011).
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Figure 6. Internationalization process: business model adaptation perspective (Landau et al. 2016)

In their study, mentioned in the literature review, Landau et al. (2016) portrayed 4 phases of
business model adaption in internationalization to emerging markets. In the first phase, the
case company was concentrating on external value creation and delivery operations, which
meant domestic operations. Nevertheless, they did not have a local business model, the
adaptation started from adjusting value proposition and value capture mechanisms in specific
target segment, different to domestic. They named this first phase as extending the business
model to fit into international operations. The next step was to further develop value
proposition to broader segments, set up local dealerships to extend value capture
mechanisms and establish local subsidiaries which was the adaptation stage for value
creation and delivery locally, and therefore named as local emergence. What was significant
at this stage, was the extension and utilization of local external partners, mostly in the
downstream interface. The third stage, local expansion, includes the same emphasis on
adaptation of the value dimensions, but extensions to other cities and setting up financial
services company were examples of further expansion locally. At this stage, the emphasis is
on local upstream activities expansions in the value chain. In the fourth phase, no such
radical adaptation or change occurred, which names the stage as local consolidation. But as
the German automotive manufacturer was first focusing on a step-wise adaptation in the
value dimensions, the last part includes continuous optimization of the value dimensions in
a joint manner for business model optimization. An interesting observation is made by the
study that if a company wants to internationalize successfully to new markets, in this case to
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emerging market, it is possible if the value proposition can still generate competitive
advantage, even if it is slightly adapted. Yet, to internationalize a business model, the
strongest and radical change is posed to the value creation and delivery dimension, according
to the study. The learning perspective is also pointed to exist, but in their study as a singleloop learning. The company does not try to design a totally new business model and then
learn from implementing it as a double-loop learning process, but as rather keeping the
design and adapting it incrementally and locally to the target market. (Landau et al. 2016)

Rask (2014) was able to demonstrate the difference between standardization and adaptation
in different international business models. The four types included research allocation
elements and differences between entry mode and location decisions. The domestic-based
business model takes a standardized approach to domestic supply and demand via domestic
production, domestic sales and indirect export. The export-based business model
concentrates on domestic production, but adapts a globalized market approach with foreign
sales subsidiaries, direct export agents and direct international sales. The import-based
business model in the other hand concentrates on foreign production subsidiaries and imports
in its domestic market, additionally with manufacturing contracts. The semi-global business
model utilizes joint ventures, licensing, franchising and abroad sales and production
subsidiaries. This model specializes on coordination to globalize markets and production as
its strategic approach. Rask (2014)

In their study, Ojala & tyrväinen presented results of small software companies’ business
model connections to entry mode. In the case of product strategy, they found that case
companies who used close cooperation with customers were using market representatives,
case companies that used semi-standardized solutions turned to using own subsidiaries and
those companies whose offering was tailored to mass-market products to consumers were
using cooperative modes to market entry. (Ojala & Tyrväinen 2006)

According to Onetti et al. (2010), partner network and the location network of activities are
the boundary spanning design for international new ventures, yet traditional strategy
research has neglected the role of relationships and decisions on locations.
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND CASE COMPANIES
This chapter discusses how the research is approached and designed, how data is collected
and how case companies are selected. The methodology of the research will be discussed
and the process described.

RESEARCH APPROACH

When choosing the research phenomena to be studied and the approach it, it was known
from personal experience of the researcher from own previous studies that a deductive or
inductive approach would not be suitable for the research. This was due to the uncertainty
which theory to be used to understand the phenomena examined and therefore no explicit
hypothesis was set to be tested. The purpose was rather to understand the phenomena by
combining existing theory with additional findings and observations. As Saunders et al.
(2009, 108) state, practical considerations will influence the adopted research philosophy
and it is important how well is the researcher able to defend its philosophical choices.

As this research targets to combine existing theory with additional empirical findings to
develop theory, abductive approach is chosen as the research approach, introduced by
Dubois & Gadde (2002). In addition, as the topic lack the amount of studies, regardless of
industry, new theory to be developed is not ruled out.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION

The study will be performed as an abductive study, where four case companies will be
interviewed. Interviews will take place between April 2016 and September 2016, as
documented in Table 2.
Table 2. Interviews conducted

Company
Alpha
Beta
Gamma
Delta

Interviewee
Head of business development
Head of marketing and sales, OEM
CEO, Founder
Business Director
Business Director
Business Director

Date
30.05.2016
26.05.2016
19.09.2016
03.05.2016
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Key executives or managers of the companies are interviewed with a semi-constructed
method. Before the interviews, the research shall do preparative work before every
interview, as according to Saunders et al. (2009, 328) preparation is key to overcoming data
quality issues. Therefore, there shall be a list of questions and themes to be covered where
order of questions may vary from interview to interview, as described by Saunders et al.
(2009. 320). The questions for the interviews can be found from appendix 1.

The questions will be constructed according to the research questions and with the help of
the business model canvas from Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010). Business model canvas is
used for its simplicity and its capability to help the interviewee see their company’s business
model in separate pieces. The business model canvas is a tool that resembles a painter’s
canvas. It includes nine building blocks: Customer segments block defines the enterprises
target organizations and group of people it wants to serve. Value proposition block describes
the product and service bundles that creates value for the company’s customer segment.
Channels block describes how the company reaches and communicates with the customer
segment to deliver the company’s value proposition. Customer relationship block relates to
the different relationships a company has with its customer segments. Revenue streams block
represents the earnings, after costs are subtracted, the company generates from its customer
segments. Key resources block represents the most important resources that the company
needs to make its business model operate. Key activities represent the most important actions
a company does to make its business model operate. Key partnership block represents the
supplier and partner network that makes the business model operate. And lastly, cost
structure block represents all the costs that the business model incurs. (Osterwalder &
Pigneur 2010)
Business model canvas has had its share of criticism. Frick & Ali (2013) used business model
canvas in their study of two SMEs in the process of commercialization to foreign market.
Therefore, this tool was used for internationalization and business model analysis purposes,
which is close to this study. Their conclusion for the usage of business model canvas was
that the canvas is suitable for mapping the current activities of the company, but lacks the
possibility for companies to outline future strategies with it (Frick & Ali 2013). This
criticism for the canvas provides grounding for this study. As the target is to examine the
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relation between business model dynamics, as in the level of change, and
internationalization, the canvas can provide a suitable framework. Osterwalder’s and
Pigneur’s canvas will help to sort different dimensions’ “building blocks” of the business
model, define in a past reference how business models have changed, or haven’t, in the
middle of internationalization process. Through comparison of different companies, with
different sizes and in different levels of internationalization, the study can provide a
description on how business model, and its dimensions is affected by internationalization
and vice versa in the concept of cleantech SMEs. Also, it provides a clear agenda and
structure for the interviews, which is important and helps the interviewee to understand the
topic and provide specific business insights rather than discussing about a generic concept
as business models.
Figure 7 describes how the set-up of conducting the interviews in the structure of business
model canvas relates to the separation of three main dimensions of the business model. The
separation of the canvas’ blocks to the value dimensions may not be totally similar how
Osterwalder & Pigneur would see it fit, but it is at least very close to it. As Osterwalder’s
and Pigneur’s business model canvas is a working template or platform for companies in
which they can start to define their business model components from value proposition, to
value capture and from there to value creation (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010), it would be
important to keep the business model dynamic as stated in several times in the literature part.
In other words, if the business model is defined by inputs, comparison and output by the
companies’ management, the exercise should not be a one-off, but rather an ongoing process
as stated in the literature part. Therefore, in this research’s the theoretical framework is
described as a loop, rather than a single process.
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Figure 7. How Business Model Canvas is supporting the theoretical framework?

The importance for the interviewer is to emphasis the change, if any, of the building blocks
in the interviews. This will help the researcher to identify and analyze the importance, or the
interpretation, of changes in specific building blocks of the business model. The specific
data of the interview, such as key quotes and themes, will be shared in tables to compare and
help the researcher to examine the findings. In addition to the interviews, multiple sources
of data will be used. Company websites will be used to understand the products or to specify
markets the companies operate in. Other interviews will be also used. As this thesis is part
of a larger research project, there has been preliminary meetings with project team members
to understand the company and its operations more in depth. These preliminary interviews
will be therefore used to complement the data collected specifically for this study.

CASE COMPANIES

There are four companies chosen to this research. The companies all represent the cleantech
trend by their product portfolio’s technology attributes and/or existing membership of the
Finnish Cleantech society.

Company Alpha:
Company Alpha is a company that developes technology for utilizing wave energy from
oceans. The company’s founder started the innovation process and continued to develop the
product since mid-1990s. The company itself was founded in 2003, and it has taken 14 years
to get the product from development phase to commercialization. The company is
headquartered in Helsinki. The company’s first pilot customer is located in South Europe.
Currently the company has project ongoing in Southeast Asia, South Europe and South
America. (Company Alpha website 2018) The company’s turnover in 2016 was less than
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80 000 euros (Fonecta 2018), but the company has received EU funding (Company Alpha
website 2018). The representative person who is interviewed from Company Alpha is the
head of business development and has also finance roles in the company. More specifically,
the interviewee is responsible for potential customer relationships, potential partners and few
key stakeholders. The interviewee has been working for the company for five years.
(Company Alpha 2016)

Company Beta:
Company Beta is developing electric drivetrains and original equipment manufacturer of
systems and products for commercial vehicles and marine industry. The company was
founded in 2009 and it has subsidiaries in Asia and in Central Europe. The Company is
headquartered in Lappeenranta. The company has approximately 40 employees. (Company
Beta website 2018) The company’s turnover in 2016 was over 5,5 MEUR (Fonecta 2018).
The representative who is interviewed from Company Beta is the responsible person of
marketing and sales, especially in the original equipment manufacturing sales. The
interviewee joined the company in 2011 first as a sales person in Germany and then relocated
to Finland. (Company Beta 2016)

Company Gamma:
Company Gamma is a biogas plant constructor and waste-to-energy consulting company.
The Company was founded in 2003 and has offices only in Finland. The company has
international projects e.g. in South Europe, in the Nordics, in the United Arabic Emirates
and in Asia. The company’s turnover in 2016 was 9,5 MEUR (Fonecta 2018). The
representative who is interviewed from Company Gamma is the Managing Director and
founder of the company. The interviewee has PhD and a long history with waste
management in Finland from different projects and companies. (Company Gamma 2016)

Company Delta:
Company Delta is an industrial and marine burner, and heat pump manufacturing company.
The company was found in 1961 and has production facilities in Finland, Russia, USA and
China. Moreover, the company has sales offices in Russia, Brazil, and United States as well
as resellers in more than 30 countries. The company’s turnover in 2016 was over 29 MEUR
(Foneta 2018). The representatives who are interviewed from Company Delta are business
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directors from different streams and product lines of Company Delta. First interviewee is a
Business Director who has three years of experience in the company, first as a product
manager and six months ago promoted to business director. Second interviewee has over 11
years of experience in the company, first as a sales director when joining the company and
then shortly after promoted to business director. The third interviewee has over 29 years of
experience in the company. He has former experience in the company in research &
development and domestic sales, before promoted to business director.

After introducing the companies and to examine the domestic and international operations
of the companies from each other, we can distinguish the companies regarding the subcategory the company works in the cleantech industry and especially how has their

International operations

internationalization path developed to-date.

Clean energy*
COMPANY ALPHA

Transportation /
Energy Storage*
COMPANY BETA

Air & Environment /
Clean energy*
COMPANY DELTA

Efficiency/Air & Environment /
Clean energy*
COMPANY GAMMA

Turnover / Initial domestic operations

*Cleantech categories

Figure 8. Comparison of the level of international and initial domestic operations of the research companies

In Figure 8 above, we can see the proportion of international operations compared to initial
domestic operations. We can see that company Beta has approximately the same level of
international operations compared to Company Alpha. Whereas, Company Delta has had
more initial domestic operations compared to Company Beta. The most exceeded company
in its operations and business is Company Delta. and the earliest stage in its operations is
Company Alpha. This comparison is done to ensure there are different companies with
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different operational status and level. Although, we can see the in the picture how all four
companies represent different sub-industry, which were determined in Table 1 in the
beginning of this research. The companies are also in very different stages, and therefore by
comparing the international and initial domestic operations differences and differences in
sub-industries, which can have significant differences in achieving revenue and sales in the
market, we can steer aside a focus on economic differences in figures of the companies.
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RESEARCH RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
This chapter describes how and what changes, if any, the companies have encountered in
their business models and how. As the interview was conducted as semi-structured
interview, to some questions the interviewer has conducted correctional questions and for
some parts of the questions, the interviewees had very short answers on their opinion.

INTERNATIONALIZATION

Company Alpha has international operations in wide range of countries, but as they are only
in their commercialization phase, there is not much revenues created. The company has and
will have almost none of their business in Finland, only offices and R&D facilities.
According to the company representative, they are in the verge of initiating
commercialization phase and internationalization phase (Company Alpha). The company is
clearly most close to a “big step” hypothesis approach in their internationalization plans. The
company established their first project in Portugal after establishment (Company Alpha
Website 2018).
Company Beta started their international operations right away after establishment. Their
first change has been in scope, soon after recognizing how the market behaved. Company
Beta started their internationalization from the Netherlands. This was established by
acquiring a company which owner both interviewee and the CEO of Company Beta knew.
The company was able to develop large sales in their first foreign market. They continued
their internationalization operations in Germany, for which they had knowledge and
experience in the company. After Germany the company continued to test such markets as
in Africa and Asia in single countries, mainly providing delivery equipment and not whole
systems and in cooperation with a another Finnish company. There they realized the market
was not ready for individual parts of a system. The scope of the service and product needed
to be changed. The company representative sees that the most significant change comes from
external forces, such as emission standards and political directions, which they have also
been proactively able to anticipate. Today, the interviewee estimates that 89 % of sales come
from exports and 11 % of domestic sales are 99 % of indirect exports. (Company Beta)
Company Gamma’s internationalization process is very similar to Company Delta, which
first gained organic growth in the domestic market before it started its international
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operations. Company Gamma used many instances to help their internationalization process,
such as Finpro to learn more of the targeted markets. The company saw several changes to
their operations when compared international and domestic. Firstly, the company steered
from a main contractor role to more of a technology-focused role, where they deliver also
hardware from Finland or from abroad, but does not take the overall risk and responsibility
as a contractor for the foreign projects. This was due to the fact that projects are larger than
they were in domestic market in Finland and there were not enough resources abroad to take
over such large projects. (Company Gamma 2016).
Company Delta has their international operations underway, after having organic growth in
Finland first. The company started their rapid internationalization in 1992 from eastern
Europe and continued all the way to southeast Asia and to China. From 1995 the company
started their Russian operations. First, the company started with St. Petersburg, where they
opened offices and slowly grew the office when sales grew. The company was able to
achieve a firm grip of the market and therefore had a business case to expand to Moscow.
After Moscow they continued to expand to other parts of Russia. In addition to Russia, the
company was able to expand to Western Europe, North America, Africa and further to Asia.
The interviewee sees that indirect exports have given the possibility to provide a solid growth
platform for the company to expand. The company has an ability to react to market changes
and to see what is the best solution that time. The interviewee feels that the company has
found their “common thread” to expand and to react to the market. To achieve continuance
for reacting and expanding, the interviewee feels there is a need to have a person physically
in the location to handle day-to-day operations and successful market penetration. In
addition, the interviewee admits that the framework always come from the market as an
external force. (Company Delta)
What can be seen similar to all companies, is that internationalization is a strategic goal that
the companies have targeted since establishment or later as a strategic decision internally
that the internationalization process should be started. The decision to internationalize for
all companies has been determined and in some cases, such as Company Alpha, the only
option to commercialize their product.
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VALUE PROPOSITION

When examining the value proposition of the case companies, we can see changes done by
all the earlier stage companies. Company Alpha did a focus clarification and made strategic
move from whole power plant provider to component provider. According to Company
Alpha, without the focus you are not able to progress. (Company Alpha 2016) The
interesting part is that Company Beta in fact did a similar focus change in the beginning, but
today has realized that they need to provide solutions in the future. Company Beta still sells
separate systems and sub-systems, also even design. (Company Beta 2016) According to
Company Gamma representative, there has not been so much change (Company Gamma
2016). But evidently, they have faced changes since internationalization, as they have been
the main contractor in Finnish projects, but abroad they do not want to position as such. This
effects their position on the supply chain, but also effects the whole business model.
Company Delta sees that they have steered their value proposition more toward
sustainability and “green” aspects. Company Delta has been around to longest and works the
most internationally, so therefore they have been developing their value proposition more in
the characteristics of technical and quality. For new products, value proposition aspects, or
for so called “side streams”, the company always look at the trends and then evaluate their
possibility to produce and provide and what is the risk and cost, according to the interviewee.
(Company Delta 2016)

The common variable here is the need to refigure the value proposition again, before starting
international operations. According to Company Beta (2016), this focus decision was
influenced by trends of cleantech and what market trends presented. What Company Alpha
decided, was due to their need of resource focus. In addition, Company Gamma did their
decisions based on lowering and controlling risks. These portray us three variables of
resources, risk and external trends that impact the value proposition and decisions to make
changes in the value proposition. This can be confirmed by the fact that Company Delta
introduced their intention and need to look at the possible arising external trends, but needs
to evaluate them case-by-case. (Company Delta 2016) This also outlines the need for a
process of evaluating if changes are needed in the value proposition.
Notable in Company Alpha’s case is that sustainability comes almost as “self-evident” in the
interview as the renewability of the source of the product clearly communicates sustainable
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characteristics. (Company Alpha 2016) On the other hand, Company Beta representative
picks this topic up by stating that this is an external trend that they have been following, and
taken more sidesteps to renewables, but they do still see different customer segments not
interested in sustainable values, compared to efficiency and performance of their products.
(Company Beta 2016) Company Gamma sees their operation being close to sustainability
due to political forces and market trends (Company Gamma 2016). What is a remarkable
difference to other companies is the attitude Company Delta representatives have on
sustainability; the interviewees emphasize sustainability being in the core of their company’s
values and operations, with some slight exceptions due to client perceptions. Company Delta
representatives feel the “green” business has expanded more and more in time. Although,
they admit that the transition to more sustainable solutions comes also from legislation, and
if the clients want to do even better than legislations demand. (Company Delta 2016)

CUSTOMER SEGMENTS

Company Alpha and Beta both saw their customer segments clarifying through time.
Company Alpha started with none specific segmentation, whereas very early Company Beta
saw a need for expanding their target customers to midsized companies as well as large
companies. Company Alpha sees that they could still target smaller projects in the future, in
remote locations and Company Beta sees their segmentation as mid-sized in short-term and
large companies in long term. Company Delta sees their target customers as large
manufacturers, but facility builders they see as more of an indirect customer. Company
Gamma sees that the segmentation is very similar to them as in domestic market and has not
changed. (Company Alpha; Company Beta 2016, Company Delta 2016, Company Gamma
2016)

CUSTOMER RELATIONSHIPS

Significant change in the customer relationships -block of Company Alpha has been the
focused value proposition the company has developed. The company today is in direct
communications with the customer, but also through their partner. (Company Alpha 2016)
This can be described as downside of partnerships, as the coordination and communication
will be heavier. Notably, the interviewee admits that the company has advanced in
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communications towards more structured PR and more professionalized communications
(Company Alpha 2016). Communication development can be associated to the fact that the
amount of different relationships has increased. In addition, the interviewee sees that the
company does not have to use as much time on educating the customers, as they used to and
in the relationship itself, the dialogue is more on technical details (Company Alpha 2016).
Company Beta representative sees cooperation as an important part of their business right
from the beginning. One significant point is that if the company has its solution deeply
integrated to the customer’s system, it is then hard to replace. (Company Beta 2016) That
clearly signals the motivation for cooperation of Company Beta. The interviewee also sees
the downside of cooperation, as when you lose a smaller customer, you will never get it back
as in their industry these sales defines the design, which is too expensive for smaller
customers to re-design. (Company Beta 2016)
Company Gamma (2016) interviewee also sees their customer relationship building from
not only cooperating with partners, but also with customers. For an example, the company
cooperates with customers to find main contractors in international projects. The interviewee
sees that it is important to build the trust by going to the customer directly. When compared
the domestic customer relationships and international, the international projects are larger
which also effects customer relationships. (Company Gamma 2016)
Company Delta interviewee sees even more specific changes in handling customer
relationships through time and internationalization. The company representative sees that
even simple phone calls have decreased, which use to be an effective way to communicate
with clients. The company has also developed a centralized archive for all customer feedback
they have been given not only to sales, but also to research, development, manufacturing or
to planning operations. This due to the process that the company wants to understand more
of the market demands and develop their operations to the way that the market externally
demands. The interviewee also sees the importance of being close to the customer and how
important it is to discuss what frontline sales people hear so that all of the aspects in the
value creation and value delivery process can be developed more according to market
demands. (Company Delta 2016)
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CHANNELS

Company Alpha has chosen two options to their channels, in addition to basic direct
contacting of clients. Firstly, they use so called “integrators” that can license or sell the
company’s technology and link them to a larger product and secondly, industrial partners
who can grant them more access and contacts to customers, when providing a whole power
plant facility. Company Alpha interviewee does not see a significant change in their
channels, even though they feel inbound approach from governmental organizations has
increased. The most significant change has been a display facility to bring different
stakeholders to showcase the process and performance of the technology. (Company Alpha
2016) Company Beta interviewee sees their channels more traditional as trade fairs and
direct contacting, although there are not enough resources to contact clients directly
anymore. The company sees two approaches that have changed since expanding to different
markets. Firstly, the sales partnerships which have great contacts. This has been seen as
successful. On the other hand, sending own representatives to different parts of continents
has been a great marketing effort, but not as much of a sales effort with results. (Company
Beta 2016)
What concludes the importance of partnerships in all companies’ views, is Company
Gamma’s perception. Company Gamma interviewee sees it is as important to have partners
as it was in domestic market. The most evident change has been in the distribution channel,
as they would not be working as the main contractor in international projects. Company
Gamma sees utmost importance to go physically to the location to create relationships and
trust. (Company Gamma 2016).
When comparing the three companies’ decisions and changes of emphasis to Company
Delta, there are some similarities. Company Delta interviewee sees that there is a change in
less of a need of traditional trade fairs, even though it is still an effective stepping stone to a
new market area. Traditional sales representatives are being set-up abroad, but especially in
Europe the company want to do sales themselves. The company uses retailers and
wholesalers still and continue testing representatives in different locations. The company
identifies the increased possibilities of e-sales and digital marketing, which has increased
and been increased. Inbound sales have grown which accumulates the need to invest in
digital marketing. In addition, Company Delta emphasis more than once the importance of
partnerships, such as local consultants. That has created results in sales. In even more
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extreme circumstances and depending how competition is defined, Company Delta not only
has expanded to new markets with co-operating with partners, but partnered even with
competitors. (Company Delta 2016)
The most in common in Company Alpha, Beta and Gamma is the need of utilizing strong
partners. It is felt and seen to be successful and efficient way for a small company to expand
into new markets, to new customers and new possibilities. As Company Delta has had a
longer and larger footprint internationally, it is evident that the company is now reallocating
the need of external support in some near markets, whereas in other locations they are still
trying out sales representatives and partnerships. The level of maturity and experience in the
near-by market could be followed with more courage and will to take more risk and
responsibility to gain more margin in sales. This is evident in the courage of even coopeting
with competitors, even if depending on the point of view of the market and competition the
partner is looked at. Whereas, the three more unmatured companies still concentrate in
balancing cost and risk. Partnerships will be also discussed more on the Value creation part.

REVENUE STREAMS

The revenue streams provide maybe the most evident difference to the companies’ product
and solutions sizes, not only in core revenue streams, but also in additional revenue streams
and scale of different revenue solutions. There have been even many innovative experiments
in the companies to gain revenues during internationalization planning and operations.
Company Alpha has chosen to enhance revenues by trying out to sell a part of their
technology to the so-called “integrators”, which would be as revenue solution licensed to the
integrator to manufacture the whole product. For recurring revenue, rather than license fee
or one-off fee, the company is now thinking about maintenance services. Nevertheless, the
interviewee still sees the most recurring revenue to be generated from selling products itself.
(Company Alpha 2016)
Company Beta, according to the interviewee, tries to reach two different revenue models.
First one is simple project sales, and second is a standard price that would only change due
to volumes. The company also has a third option of original equipment manufacturers, which
is a longer process as it could generate profits in approximately five-year cycle. (Company
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Beta 2016) Company Gamma interviewee sees that the company uses seemingly same model
as in domestic operations. They generate a project margin, but due to the larger risks related
to international projects, the company keeps a higher reserve for over-costs. (Company
Gamma 2016) Even though the company’s revenue model has not changed, the change still
comes from the role change of not being the main contractor as in domestic projects.
Company Delta has established revenue streams through partnerships and cooperation,
where the partner sells energy to the customer instead of products. When it comes to
international leasing, the company has not wanted to utilize such model. They prefer direct
sales instead of leasing. The company has also divided deployment from sales and
installation. Deployment is seen as the company’s best possibility to create a direct client
relationship, especially in the situation the sales and installment has been done by a partner
such as retailer, and there for serving the client is easier and recurring revenues develop from
maintenance and spare part sales. The company also commits to their products’ performance
capabilities in contracts. (Company Delta 2016)

KEY PARTNERS

Company Alpha interviewee sees that integrators, these industrial partners who use their
technology to deliver a whole power plant, are key partners for the company to access
projects and deliver them. As the company’s sales volumes have grown, the interviewee sees
that the company rely on more of these externals partners due to the lack of resources they
have themselves. Due to the internationalization process, the interviewee sees that they have
now opened up more to international partners. In addition, the company uses subcontracting
to fill their lack of resources. Interesting fact is that the interviewee sees also certification
authorities as their partners as well. It is clear that the company relys heavily on external
partners in sales, manufacturing, but also to reach credibility in the market. (Company Alpha
2016)

Company Beta utilizes partnerships in a wide range. The company has domestic partnerships
which has opened up new markets for them, such as Africa, but the role for Company Beta
has only been in delivering equipment. The company started to partner with domestic
equipment and machinery manufacturers in the very beginning, from which large sales are
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building up today. The company also used different partnerships for marketing. Sales
partnerships were built to generate sales, but if not succeeded to generate, the upside was
that it made them known in a specific country, such as in Italy. Practically the company has
had sales agents in every market they have wanted to penetrate. Another way of marketing
has been trade fair partnerships where the company has partnered with another company
connected to their business. The company has also utilized cooperation in single market
projects to showcase the company’s capabilities and technology. Regarding the size of
Company Beta, the interviewee emphasizes that large Finnish companies do not partner with
smaller ones, if there is not enough the large company can benefit from. (Company Beta
2016)

Company Gamma interviewee also sees the importance and essence of partnerships. The
interviewee even declares that it is useless to push things forward alone. The company has
had a change of role in international projects. The key partner for the company is the main
contractor, a role which they use to have in domestic operations. It is also the approach and
meaning of the partnership that can differ, as it can be partnering with a contractor to find
customers or even partner with customers to find contractors. Both in partnership or in
cooperation. (Company Gamma 2016) When the company started international operations,
they used Finpro, to establish themselves in foreign markets. The company also has long
relationships in Finland which they utilize in international projects. The company also has a
diversity of partnerships they use in different countries, such as in sales agents, main
contractors or in local suppliers for manufacturing. (Company Gamma 2016)

The most interesting approach into partnerships is what Company Delta has. Company Delta
has partnered with a South American energy consultancy to help them reach customers,
which Company Delta sees as a successful arrangement. The company established this
partnership accidentally in a Brazilian trade fair. The company also invests in different
consultancy offices in the Nordics. The interviewee sees a straight benefit of saving
resources due to these arrangements.

When expanding to markets internationally, Company Delta used and still uses sales people
to find retailers or partnerships locally. Their target has been to find a partner who truly
prefers their solutions over their own. In the Nordics, the interviewee sees their service
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network gives added-value to the retailer or seller. Today the company concentrates to try
more of their own sales representatives, especially in close markets of Europe. The approach
to further or more difficult markets, such as North America or Russia, has been to have an
office there to support a sales partner, but according to the interviewees the company feels
they still rely on the sales partners to widen their network in local markets. In the supplier
side, the company has tried many different approaches which still differ from market to
market, such as partly domestic direct purchases domestically and partly directly from
abroad. The interviewee sees that especially during the course of time and stronger
establishment in the market, they are provided better service and the suppliers take the
company more seriously than before. (Company Delta 2016)

KEY ACTIVITIES

Company Alpha interviewee sees their technology development as their key activity, as well
as their demonstrations of their technology in their demonstration facilities. What it used to
be was their in-house development, that was changed by time by using subcontracting and
adding more resources to their engineering. (Company Alpha 2016)
Company Beta took large leaps in their know-how activities to understand their needed
structure of the systems. Today, they have a larger department for technical development
due to the shift of concentrating on delivering system entities. The company has also targeted
to achieve mass customization and standardizing their products to win in the market against
competitors. The interviewee sees that it is not a totally different situation, but as the
company has gone further in their expansion and gained growth, the need for expertise is
wider and therefor the company has introduced a new specific industry knowledge in both
sales and technical know-how. (Company Beta 2016)
Company Gamma interviewee in the other hand does not see much change compared to
domestic operations, but they as well have changed. The company has limited their control
in international projects for only appliances, their procurement operations has more
workload for international operations than in domestic and even the whole model of the
organizations has developed to fit to international projects. (Company Gamma 2016)
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Company Delta sees their most important activity as their research and development
operations. The interviewee emphasize that the R&D department need to be steered to the
way that the markets are going to. (Company Delta 2016)

KEY RESOURCES

As in close relation to key activities, Company Alpha interviewee declare the company’s
key resource as their technology development, in other words their people. The importance
comes from the know-how many of the employees has gained from working in such an
environment which the technology utilizes. The technical department do not only have indepth skills in computing and advanced analytics, but also in ship building and mechanics.
But as mentioned in the key activities, the company has had to rely more on external
resources in technology development as the company has made progress operationally and
internationally. In addition to the people, the interviewee emphasis the importance of their
demonstration facility as an essential resource for their business development and
technology development. (Company Alpha 2016)
Company Beta interviewee in the other hand also refers to the resource capacity, which does
not only impact their technical development, but also gaining foothold in international
markets. The company has lost in time couple of large clients due to the lack of trust on such
a small capacity company. Therefore, the company has invested in recruiting in more
technical knowledge, such as in system planning and system expertise. Next phase the
company sees their recruiting to be in financial administration. The interviewee also
mentions how a non-successful recruiting could go wrong, as was their CEO intern
recruitment. The CEO came from a significantly larger company, but shortly the
entrepreneurial environment did not seem to fit the CEO intern and the contract was ended.
(Company Beta)
In accordance to Company Alpha and Beta, so does state the interviewees of Company Delta
and Company Gamma; both straight away and very shortly name their most key resource as
their people and personnel. (Company Gamma 2016; Company Delta 2016) Company
Gamma also specifies that the difference of domestic operations to international operations
is the workload the personnel have to put in (Company Gamma). Company Delta
interviewee defines their most important resources not only their people and personnel, but
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especially research and development team. According to the interviewee, it is a chain of
impact straight to the market value and competition if the company is not able to develop
products that the market wants. During time and international expansion, Company Delta
has been able to develop their capabilities and the structure on the timely development of
their product development and are today more able to answer more precise and more faster
to the market needs (Company Delta 2016). People and technical personnel seemingly is the
common variable in all companies’ key resources for a cleantech company to thrive in
international markets.

COST STRUCTURE

Company Alpha’s representative shortly declares costs to be dominating their operations.
The company is still in international commercialization phase and there for large investments
are needed, especially in technology development. (Company Alpha 2016) Company Beta
has also similar strugglers in their finances. The company has quickly understood that in first
international sales, especially in original equipment manufacturing, the profits do not come
in the first rounds of deliveries. In addition, as cash flow deficits are continually on hand,
the struggles with international customers’ payment terms do not help financial balance.
(Company Beta 2016) The need for more own resources is what also Company Gamma sees
in their cost structure change in internationalization. Nevertheless, the interviewee does not
see a remarkable change to domestic operations. (Company Gamma 2016)
To summarize the findings of cost structure changes in internationalization can be generated
from Company Delta’s experience and realization of cost consciousness. Compared to 11
years ago and according to the interviewees, Company Delta has seen their manufacturing
costs decrease and the speed of manufacturing to increase, as the company sees the structure
of the process has been planned carefully and rationally. (Company Delta 2016) It seems
that after significant internationalization, the company realized their processes needed to be
enhanced.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

To understand what factors facilitate change in the business models of cleantech companies
and how does internationalization impact the value dimensions of the business model, there
can be found some relatively similar findings between the companies, but also differences,
even though e.g. the internationalization has been started from founding or after organic
growth in the domestic market. Table 3 below summarizes the findings of the interviews.

Table 3. Summary of research results
Company Alpha

Company Beta

Company Gamma

Company Delta

Internationalization

Fast since
establishment,
variable and far target
markets

Fast, near domestic
market and
incremental since
establishment

Organic growth in
domestic market and
variable target
markets to
internationalize to

Fast and incremental
internationalization
after organic growth
in domestic market

1. Value
Proposition

Focus clarification,
change in the position
in the value chain.
Internal forces, go-tomarket resource
focus.

Focus clarification of
smaller role, but
back to targeting
solutions. External
forces, market
trends.

Focus change, away
from main contractor
to solution provider.
Internal forces, risk
averse.

Focus more on
technical and quality,
developing new
propositions from
“side-streams”,
internal and external.

1.1 Sustainability

“self-evident”, from
product
characteristics

Not all customer
segments interested,
taken more side
steps to renewables.

Sustainability due to
political forces and
market trends.

Emphasis in external
and internal
operations, core in
the operations and
values.

3 Customer
Segments

Looking to target
smaller projects.

Focus clarification of
mid-sized clients in
short-term, large in
long-term

One segment, but
looking for indirect
segments.

No changes
compared to
domestic market.

4. Customer
relationships

From direct to
indirect through
partners.

Co-operate with
partners and network
to get in in the
design stage of
customer
relationship.

Additional
cooperation with
customers. from
indirect to direct.

Share customer
feedback throughout
the internal
operations to better
react to customer
needs. Target direct
relationship.

5. Channels

Built display facility,
expand channels via
partners, increased
inbound from target
segment.

Sales partnerships,
own sales
representatives do
not sell, but market

Local partners
essential.

Trade fairs for
market penetration,
own sales near
domestic market,
increased inbound.
Local consultants
and other partners
important channel.

6. Revenue Streams

Change to license.
Planning for
maintenance.

Use two options, but
target a third in longterm.

Larger reserve for
over-costs in pricing.

Deployment to
create long-term
revenues. Commit to

VALUE CAPTURE
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product
performance.
VALUE CREATION
7. Key Partners

More relying on
partners in sales,
manufacturing and
credibility.

go-to-market
partners, trade fair
cooperation, single
market showcase
projects.

Associations.
Contractor to find
customer or
customer to find
contractor

Local consultants.
Local sales partners.

8. Key Activities

Sub-contract in-house
development to
concentrate on
engineering.

Addition industry
knowledge in sales
and technical knowhow

Whole organization
model changed to fit
international
projects.

External forces
pushing R&D

9. Key Resources

Display facility and
people in technology
department

People. Invested in
technical knowledge
to gain foothold in
international
markets.

People. Workload
increases
significantly.

External forces
pushing R&D

10. Cost Structure

High investments
needed for
commercialization,
especially due to
early penetration of
international markets.

Costs dominate as
first international
sales will not cover
all the costs. Also,
international
customers more
demanding in
payment terms.

Need of extra
resources internally

More resources can
be allocated to e.g.
international efforts
when manufacturing
processes are
enhanced.

When examining the entry modes to international markets, there can be seen examples from
recent and older literature. Company Beta has taken an international entrepreneurship
approach to their internationalization and utilized their international knowledge and
networks. As Fernhaber et. al (2009) state, international knowledge has a critical role in
entering foreign market. According to the definition of Fernandez Olmos & Diezz-Vial
(2015), Company Beta can be named as a born global due to starting international operations
two to seven years after inception. When examining specifically the entry-mode of the
company, it can be stated that some of the characteristics of Company Beta can be seen close
to what Johanson & Valhne (2009) proposed, which included more deeply the aspect of
networks and relationships.
Company Alpha, in the other hand can be named as a “big stepper” in their
internationalization entry mode, the theory developed by Pedersen & Shaver (2000). The
company started their first project operations from South Europe which clearly indicates the
most extreme modes on SME internationalization. The question only is that would they ever
had any domestic market to penetrate and to grow in due to their product? Company Delta
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can also be named as “big stepper”. Even though the company grew several decades in the
domestic market, their strategic choice of going international was straightforward and
continuous, although incremental. In addition, as their internationalization was a strategic
decision, it relates to the proactive motive of growth goals and managerial urge that
Hollensen (1998) introduced. Company Gamma’s internationalization on the other hand lays
further questions on what is the scope and scale of their internationalization process and in
time, variables which Oviatt & Mcdougall (1994) introduced in their theory of International
New Ventures, but there can be concluded that the company grew first in their domestic
market and is still trying to find a sustainable opening to continue their internationalization
process. In addition, Company Gamma also had a proactive motive of growth goals and
managerial urge.
One of the most significant findings is the fact how the companies have or will be balancing
on what to focus on in their value proposition in international markets. Bocken (2013) and
Muller (2014) spoke about how important value proposition is in the business model
innovation literature, and now in practice it can be seen that the companies are or have
concentrated on finding the correct focus and balance in their value proposition to targeted
customers. Whereas Sainio et al. (2011) were correct that companies should seek to manage
international activities as an entity and not separately. The findings from the research
companies back up this statement. Landau et at. (2016) name this phase of finding the focus
on operations as extending the business model to fit into international operations by starting
adaption in adjusting the value proposition. Muller (2014) names this as business model
reconfiguration whew resources are reconfigured, even though the change factor here can be
stated as avoidance of unwanted risk.
It is interesting how Companies Alpha and Beta have similar rapid internationalization
processes since beginning, but the companies see things differently why they have changed
their focus in their value propositions. It has to be also stated that Company Alpha develop
much more sizeable products than Company Beta, and therefore Company Alpha had to
refine their approach to reach the market and start to reach first customers and projects faster.
Company Beta in the other hand has recognized what has happened in the market, but main
factor to change their focus has been external forces. When comparing Company Gamma
and Delta, it seems Company Gamma has struggled to adapt their position in the value chain
as non-contractor, even if some market openings have been identified. This can be related to
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the difficulty of internally adapting the already well-known processes of the company’s
business model to fit as-is into international markets. Company Delta has also seen need to
find and keep focus during their internationalization process. The company is also now
looking into finding new streams for innovative business model opportunities. Depending
on the level of impact and opportunities these “side streams” can develop, this kind of
approach can develop possibilities for business model dynamics or business model
evolution, as introduced in Muller’s (2014) paper on change concepts of business models.
From the sustainability perspective, it is fair to say that it is mostly concentrated on the value
proposition part in the case companies’ point of view. Many of the companies seem to
neglect to emphasize how important sustainability is in their value proposition. Company
Alpha seem to take is as “self-evident” in their business model due to their product, whereas
Company Beta sees that some customers do not appreciate it at all. As Sommer (2011) states,
it can be sometimes hard to find customers who appreciate green characteristics and
especially depending on different markets.
The relation here is yet again the need of focus. If Company Beta or any of the case
companies see difficulties to attract some customers with sustainable characteristics of the
product, the focus should also be in which customers to target to capture the whole value of
their value proposition. But the key in sustainable business models or business model
innovation does not lean only on the value proposition. As Company Delta representative
states, the sustainability is integrated into their whole business model and throughout the
company and not only to their value proposition. In addition, even if Company Gamma has
their internal forces facilitating the change in their international business model and value
proposition, the need to emphasize sustainability in their value proposition comes from
external factors.
To summarize the value proposition findings, it seems depending on the company and its
situation, there seems to be internal forces to focus resources and investments in international
operations and external forces of how the market is developing and how customers interpret
their needs e.g. in sustainability. Significant is to find how important finding focus in the
value proposition is and therefore creating continuous need of changing the business model.
As Muller (2014) state, business model change can be related to continuous change activities
that target to improve the performance of a company, which the changes of focus can be
stated to represent in Company Beta and Company Delta, but discontinuous change activities
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target to change competition and secure competitive advantage, which Company Alpha and
Company Gamma has done in their value proposition and therefore in their business models.
In the value capture dimension, all companies are seeking adjustments to their customer
segments. It is evident and as Company Beta interviewee stated, the focus of the targeted
segments has been affected by internationalization. Every company except Company
Gamma see that there has been changes in the customer segments and there will be more to
come. Nevertheless, and as stated earlier, Company Gamma needed to change some of the
customer segments due to change in the position in the value chain. In customer relationships
all companies have seen changes and are trying to find the right focus of direct or indirect
relationship with clients. Company Alpha is changing to indirect relationship through
partners and whereas Company Beta is relying on partners, they are still targeting to reach
clients directly and in the early phase with partners. Company Delta is even co-operating
with clients to shift from indirect relationship to direct.
Company Gamma in the other hand is targeting to have a direct relationship. In value capture
channels, all the companies emphasize how important it is to have efficient partners to sell
their products and reach customers, but it is also important to have own resources and
capabilities to do it as well. Many of the companies are also emphasizing how important
local partners are, but in the case of Company Beta, showcase projects in co-operation with
partners can open up a lot of opportunities in different markets. In revenue streams, all
companies have their own approaches and changes have incurred. All companies see that
they need to have different ways to develop revenue streams and enhance the value capture
methods. As Amit & Zott (2015) state in their research, in a highly networked business
environment where focal firms are depended on partners, too much emphasis on value
capture can reduce total value created and increase unattractiveness. In this case, most of the
companies are in right track of trying to find new ways and alternative options to create longterm revenue solutions.
To summarize the findings from value capture, all case companies have encountered defaults
or more or less a need for improvements in their value capturing dimension in their
international business model through time. It seems the changes are facilitated with lack of
knowledge and resources due to the fact that the companies are relying so heavily on
partnerships. According to Landau et al. (2016), in the first phase named as international
expansion, they found out how important it is to adjust and to expand the value capture
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mechanisms of the business model to fit international operations as it is for value proposition
in the international expansion phase.
In the value capture dimension, the importance of partners is also emphasized in value
creation dimension. All the companies are relying on partners to access and penetrate new
markets, whether it is because of credibility or because of finding most potential customers
more efficiently. Some of the companies are heavily depended on partners in manufacturing
as well. It is no coincidence that Johanson & Valhne (2009) revised their model related to
networks and relationships. Lu & Beamish (2001) therefore state that entering an alliance is
an efficient way to receive additional resources and capabilities. When it comes to key
activities of the companies, it seems engineering knowledge and R&D has been seen the
most important for the business model to succeed in international markets. Therefore, as
Company Delta states it, the external forces are pushing the R&D to be better. It is no
surprise that in the key resources the companies see the most change effecting their people
and the challenge to push their capabilities forward, especially in the R&D. In the cost
structure phase, all of the companies admit that international efforts need more resources
and costs dominate compared to domestic operations. What Company Delta has encountered
is that when manufacturing and own internal processes are enhanced, more resources can be
allocated to internationalization efforts.
To summarize the findings of value creation, it seems that in cleantech industry it is very
important to have the resources and capabilities to reach the need of R&D that the market
demands. As Mizik & Jacobson (2003) state, companies can primarily compete by moving
ahead of competition through innovating. Therefore, the people and know-how is essential
to be successful in internationalization which the case companies all concur. But to reach
those markets that the companies are targeting, it is very important to have correct partners
to develop the end-products with and to reach the targeted customers. Accordingly, Mizik &
Jacobson (2003) state that it has been noted in practice that only R&D capabilities and
patents do not secure success for the firm. In addition, Morris (2005) state that a critical
factor in value creation can be achieved by positioning within an extended value network.
The concept of networking to co-create value and additional value has long been recognized
by scholars (Amit & Zott 2015; Amit & Zott 2011; Reypens et al. 2016).

73

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
This chapter will present the final results of the research and conclude answers to the set
research questions of this research. The final results are compared to the earlier literature
and research introduced earlier of this research paper. The discussion part of this chapter will
provide theoretical implications to utilize in further research and practical implications that
business representatives can mirror into their own operations and strategic planning for
business model design, development and for possible evaluation of business model impact
in internationalization processes. After discussions and implications have been provided in
this chapter, the research, its approach, methodology and its findings will be critically
examined and further research opportunities will be introduced. In the last part of this
chapter, the reader will be introduced with the limitations of this research.

The research was introduced by setting the scene of a need for further research on business
models and internationalization of cleantech SMEs. Especially in the case of cleantech SME
companies the research gap was defined early in the introduction part and later concluded in
the literature review. After research questions were set and earlier literature was introduced,
most relevant theories of business models, internationalization, and internationalization and
business models were introduced and examined. When theories were introduced, research
methodology was introduced to the reader and finally, research results of the empirical study
were described and analyzed.

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

In the beginning of this research, the purpose of the research was to understand the relation
between business model changes and internationalization. To serve that purpose of the
research, single main research question was defined with three sub-questions. The main
research question was defined as: “What is the relation between internationalization and
business model change of a cleantech SME company?” The three sub-questions that were
set to support the main research questions were: 1. “What is a business model?”, 2. “What
factors facilitate business model change in internationalizing SME?”, and 3. “How does
internationalization impact the value dimensions of SME business models?”
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These questions and phenomena were explored in this empirical study where semi-structured
methodology was used to conduct the interviews with four case companies. To approach the
main research question, business model was divided to three value dimensions of value
proposition, value creation and value capture. To examine the factors that could impact
business

model

changes

in

internationalization,

relevant

business

model

and

internationalization literature were introduced, including international entrepreneurship
theories and internationalization in networks. Through interviews, all changes during the
internationalization process of the case companies could not be found, but the most critical
ones were identified, even if the company itself did not recognize it as relevant or critical.
As stated earlier in literature review, there has not been consistent theories developed or
consensus found related to business models, which made it difficult to develop a grounding
of theory for the phenomena studied in this research. Although, the chosen theory of value
dimensions and separation it to building blocks was a successful decision as they able the
researcher to explain a structure a basis for the phenomena.
The first sub-question of the research was set as: “What is a business model?”. Earlier, in
this research papers introduction, Business model was defined in accordance with Wirtz et.
al (2015, 6) as “A business model is a simplified and aggregated representation of the
relevant activities of a company. It describes how marketable information, products and/or
services are generated by means of a company’s value-added component. In addition to the
architecture of value creation, strategic as well as customer and market components are
taken into consideration, in order to achieve the superordinate goal of generating, or rather,
securing the competitive advantage.” After review of relevant literature, the definition was
continued with the following addition: “The representation of the company’s chosen
strategy from three main dimensions; how value is created, what the value proposition is
and how value is captured, where the role of the business model is to create and deliver
value for partners and customers, and the goal as to secure the competitive advantage of the
company.” Accordingly as Wirtz et al. (2015, 6) states it to represent the dynamics needed
for a business model, the definition can be added with: “To fulfill this latter purpose, a
current business model should always be critically regarded from a dynamic perspective,
thus within the consciousness that there may be the need for business model evolution or
business model innovation, due to internal or external changes over time.” Therefore, to
answer the question of what is a business model, this research defines it as: “The
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representation of the company’s chosen strategy from three main dimensions; how value is
created, what the value proposition is and how value is captured, where the role of the
business model is to create and deliver value for partners and customers, and the goal as to
secure the competitive advantage of the company. To fulfill this latter purpose, a current
business model should always be critically regarded from a dynamic perspective, thus within
the consciousness that there may be the need for business model evolution or business model
innovation, due to internal or external changes over time.” The addition to the definition
can find support from both theory introduced by several scholars (i.e. Achtenhagen 2013;
Cavalcante et al. 2011; Torkkeli et al. 2015; Osterwalder 2010) and from the empirical study
conducted.

Business model changes in this empirical study has proven how the changes can be very
minor, but extremely parallel for different companies. To control and identify the changes
accumulating through time and document them in the big picture, business model should be
separated to thee value dimensions which interact together. As presented in this empirical
study, value dimensions are repeatedly encountering factors and forces that effect on the
operational configurations of the companies. Yet, several internal forces or factors are driven
by strategic choices, such as internationalization or focus determination on the value
proposition. Therefore, business model can be defined as the representation of the chosen
strategy, whether it is due to identification of market behavior or understanding that
resources are minimum and therefore strategic changes need to be made. These strategic
changes may include partnering with different stakeholders, different companies and
specifically or parallel in different value dimensions. As for business model’s goal of
securing the competitive advantage, it can be stated that the study has provided support for
the importance to have a tool for implementing strategic choices, and therefore even if
changes are minor, the goal of the business model should be at least to secure competitive
advantage. Perhaps even enhancing it when governed and understood properly and
effectively.
The second sub-question of the research was set as: “What factors facilitate business model
change in internationalizing SME?” The company representatives that were interviewed
were asked how has the building blocks of their business model changed and why. The
interviewees in some cases identified the changes on their opinion and were able to describe
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what has facilitated this change, but in some cases also the changes and effect was not
identified or stated as minor. The factors facilitating the changes were identified as internal
and external. Internal factors were found to be as risk avoidance, international knowledge,
market interpretation and resource awareness. Risk avoidance relates to the companies own
ambition and vision how can they achieve successful internationalization and international
expansion without destroying the already achieved status and structure of the company. Risk
avoidance relates especially to the part of positioning the company in the value chain,
whether it is after domestic operations or in time when targeted internationalization level has
not been reached. Even though risk avoidance may sound negative, it also relates governing
the possible investments the company is ready to make to survive their internationalization
process. Risk avoidance may not be named as-is by the company representatives, and even
though sounding negative, reasonable awareness of risks and avoiding unnecessary risks at
least could be read between the lines of several of interviewees answers. Another internal
factor related to awareness is international knowledge. When the company has international
knowledge in the company itself, it is easier to know what steps to take first and what next.
International knowledge may not be only own resources and specific market knowledge, it
can also be understanding how much and what kind of partnerships there should be
accomplished in the market.

Closely related to the market and international knowledge is market interpretation.
International knowledge is more related to historic data or experiences, but market
interpretation is related to future opportunities and challenges. Several companies have
learned or/and have been ready from the beginning to make changes in their business model
according to what they see and hear in the market. Whether it is in single value dimension,
or multiple or a strategic decision affecting the whole business model, market interpretation
is a key element to be able to see what changes, if any, the company’s business model needs
for success. Last factor internally is resource awareness. All the companies’ representatives
name their key resource as their people and R&D capabilities. But people resources are not
only resources to be aware. Being aware of resources also can be linked to the fact how much
the companies rely on partnerships in their value dimensions. Understanding what resources
can they have in-house and what resources they need to achieve from such as partnerships,
alliances or from co-operation even with the clients in international operations. As Oviatt &
McDougall (1994) state, SME internationalization can happen without own foreign assets.
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According to findings of this empirical study, main external factors facilitating change in
business model of internationalizing cleantech SMEs can be defined as market trends,
political forces and customer interpretation of sustainability. Market trend and acceptance
could be named as the most common factor for an internationalizing SME and especially for
the cleantech industry. When the product is new, or its attributes are new compared to
another similar product, market trends may dominate how you succeed in the market.
International cleantech market can variate and trends with it, and therefore it is highly linked
to political forces and customer interpretation of sustainability. In the cleantech industry,
political forces are essential in both good and bad. If a government decides to support green
characteristics of products or solutions, these can have positive impact on the chosen value
propositions of the company. If a government decides not to participate in looking for more
sustainable solutions and set legislation to support it, it may be that the company in the
market or entering the market need to adjust the emphasis of sustainability in their value
proposition. The latter is very much linked to customer interpretation of sustainability. As
mentioned by Company Beta, some customers and customer segments do not still value
sustainability enough over other attributes. Last factor that is separately mentioned is the
failure and learning factor.
Third sub-question of the research was set as: “How does internationalization impact the
value dimensions of SME business models?” In Figure 9 below, both sub-question two and
sub-question three have been combined and illustrated in one figure.
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Figure 9. Adjusted theoretical framework according to findings.

In short, it could be stated that the internationalization impacts the value dimensions most
by failure and learning. Internationalizations impact on value proposition is the need of
finding focus and determining what to focus in short-term and long-term. This has been the
case for every case company that internationalization requires focus on what is proposed and
what needs to be changed when the proposition does not work. Failure is a strong word, but
at some level when companies feel they need to shift their focus to somewhere else, it
resonates that they have learned. Other impact that internationalization can have is a shift in
the position in the value chain. A company may have a specific position in domestic market,
but due to internal or external factors, the company may need to position itself again to fit
the international market. The decision can be a strategic one, but it effects the value
proposition and therefore the whole business model. Third impact on the value proposition
is the change of emphasis in green characteristics. As mentioned in the external factors, some
markets and some customer may not value green characteristics. Therefore, emphasizing
other attributes of the value proposition may need to be done. On the other hand, when
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sustainability is integrated throughout the whole company and its operations, this may not
be needed to do.

Internationalization impacts value creation dimension on how important R&D capabilities
and technical know-how are to compete in the market. This was mentioned by all of the case
companies. It may not be a large change in the company culture, but the realization of the
need to invest in it and help and push it to be up-to-date is the impact it is providing. It is
then very much related to the fact on what level of resources does the company have and
what capabilities to invest in to create value, or is there a possibility to utilize other sources
such as partnerships. Need for correct and more in-depth partnerships is a large change that
the case companies encounter in their internationalization process. Building partnerships to
support the efforts of internationalizing is something all companies have utilized.
Nevertheless, all companies also have changed some of their partners and are still finding
new ones.

Partnerships are especially related to the impact that internationalization has on value capture
dimension. All case companies have utilized different partners in different level through
internationalization and with variable success. This why the factor of failure and learning is
very much important. The case companies list all of the different partner set-ups they have
had during time and in different market entry efforts, and they now can list what they see the
best options to be. Internationalization is therefore impacting on what the company thinks is
a correct partnership today, could not be tomorrow. In addition, companies have tested
different levels of partnerships in the case of how close do they co-operate. Second impact
is the targeted relationship with customers. There have been several shifts how the
companies want to encounter their customers and sustain the relationships. Mostly the
impact has been on will the company target direct relationships or indirect, especially in the
sales process. Last impact is the optional solutions for revenue streams. All the case
companies are trying to find different solutions to capture value and generate revenue over
time. In addition, even innovatively trying to find new point of views to approach and
commercialize.

To answer the main research question according to the findings, internationalization
provides several challenges and pressure for the company to change its value dimensions
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and therefore change its business model. The change of business model can be due to reactive
changes in value dimensions due to external factors, or due to proactive changes made to
value dimensions due to internal factors e.g. excepted impact that internationalization and
new markets could have to the current business model of the company. Therefore, it can be
stated that the business model of a cleantech SME is dependent to change in the process of
internationalization and not only in the beginning, but also during the process. In the core of
business model change and internationalization lays a target of finding focus and testing
different options, which therefore accumulates success or failure, but most of all learning.
The unique challenge of finding focus due to resource constrains is in line what Manolova
et al. (2002) have presented.

Testing, failing and learning is also highly related to partnerships. No matter which value
dimension is observed, it seems companies are highly dependent on finding new kinds of
and correct partnerships when it comes to internationalization. As Onetti et al. (2010) state,
inward and outward actives are impacted when exploiting global opportunities. As illustrated
in Figure 9, companies are seeking very different characteristics from partnerships to support
the effort of entering new markets or creating a network that supports their value creation
efforts in international business. Whether it is related to positioning themselves differently
by utilizing partnerships to reach customers, or partnering with another company to
showcase the capabilities the company has or even co-operating with clients to find correct
partners in the market.

The most significant finding of this research is to determine the relation between business
model change and internationalization, by determining the dependency the phenomena have
to each other and how partnerships, focus and learning are in the core of the relationship
between the concepts. It is the first time when business models, business model change and
Internationalization of cleantech SMEs are brought together to be examined. The research
does no only answer the relation between internationalization and business model change,
but also provides the factors facilitating business model change and how the value dimension
are impacted during internationalization.
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MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

Finding focus and learning from failure are in the core of successful changes done to the
business model when a company is in the middle of an internationalization process. It is vital
for the companies to reactively examine the markets and react to it by adjusting the business
model, be resource aware and find correct resources, even if externally, to support the
business model change and its sustainability from different and correct characteristics of
partnerships. Several of the case companies seem to be finding focus to steer their activities
and invest into resources. Also, what seemed to be very in a low emphasis was the fact of
how sustainability is seen in the whole business model, rather than only in the value
proposition of the business model or specific product. This can also steer company’s focus
away on how the market sees the company’s products, whether green characteristics are
wanted or unwanted. The companies should try more new things and learn themselves. Many
of the case companies already portray new findings of success and plans of new
opportunities to be pursued, but the pursue should be systematic and a process or a
framework should be constructed.

The framework illustrated in Figure 9 could be used as a tool for the companies to utilize in
their managerial decisions. In the strategy block, clear definition of what is the current
strategy in internationalization could be stated and in the below internationalization line
could be documented the steps of a plan or a path for new markets or local expansions that
are targeted. Then, all the value dimensions could be described with current information by
utilizing the business model canvas introduced by Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010). Finally,
the most important factor would be to use the framework by listing all current and anticipated
external and internal factors and mirror them to the need and level of change that it affects
to the business model. In the core of the exercise would be to document also the solutions
that failed or are known to fail and those solutions that are known and learned to be
successful. To support the conclusions of the examinations, final finding could be to list the
characteristics and level of partnerships that exist or are needed to support those anticipated
changes in the business model.
The above is only a proposition for the entrepreneurs to structure a systematic process to
understand what is needed from the changes of their business model to keep focus and learn
during their internationalization process. Having a mindset and a mission to not only
document and plan unwanted risks that can pressure the business model to change, but
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instead have a purpose to learn to fail to enable failure to learn and succeed is the most
important framework and mindset that a cleantech SME can have in its journey to
internationalization.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This research of SME internationalization and business model changes was focused on
cleantech companies from different situation and from different sub-categories of the
industry. Therefore, as companies were identified to be different, the product sizes and
market maturity can be very different. But most of all, as the companies were so different, it
gave the most fruitful comparison opportunities for the research. It would be interesting to
see how the dependency of internationalization and business model change occurs in other
industries as well.

The findings of this research should be utilizable not only by further research or scholar
literature, but also generalizable for managers and entrepreneurs of cleantech SMEs. More
specifically as business models are lacking consensus on the approach what is the correct
academic structure and components, it limited this research to include all the aspects of
different business model theories and generalize that the chosen business model approach is
the most concurred by scholars. Business model innovation is even more contradictory
concept among scholars. It seems that no single approach has the consensus to the concept.
Therefore, for future research, other approach of business model components and business
model change could be continued from this research.

The most interesting research topic for the future would be to approach single value
dimension of an SME and examine more closely the changes during internationalization
process. By utilizing this research, the researcher could mirror the dependencies of internal
and external factors to single value dimension and further introduce how innovation and
change can be found and anticipated in it to match the pressure of internationalization. In
addition, intriguing would be to see how competitive advantage can be found specifically
from a single value dimension.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1. Interview questions of the research


How would you describe your company and business at its launch stage?
o What was the main market and who were the main competitors and
collaborators?



How has your business changed since the company was launched?
o What have been the main moments of change? (e.g. internationalization?)
o Why have those changes happened? (external vs. internal driving forces)
o How has the business changed in
Value Proposition and Value Capture


Customer Segments?



Value propositions?



Channels?



Customer Relationships

o Value Creation


Key Activities?



Key Resources?



Partner Network?

o Finance





Cost Structure?



Revenue Streams?

How do the environmental, economic and social aspects of sustainability show in
your company and way of doing business (processes, activities etc..)?



How would you characterize your sales partner network and management of sales
partner relationships? (If none exists, no more further questions)
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Internationalization


Can you describe the internationalization process history of the company
o International markets today and before?
o Operating years before internationalization?
o International experience in years?
o Share of international sales?



Why these markets?



Foreign operations methods?

