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Abstract 

 

As researchers found that throughout the history a common challenge for companies across 
different industries, when it comes to leveraging and capturing value from a technology 
innovation is strongly influenced by the company’s dominant business model, an established 
framework through which assessment takes place. 

The overall purpose of this study is to provide a deeper understanding of the role that 
company's dominant business model has on the assessment of the impact that new technology 
innovation, in this case, AI, will have on the company and the market on which company 
operates. 

This thesis is partially exploratory and partially descriptive with a qualitative and deductive 
nature. In order to answer the purpose, a research strategy of case studies was used where 
empirical data was collected from interviews held with 47 company’s top executives from 
different hierarchical levels and business units, from Sweden, Switzerland, the USA, Germany, 
and Finland.  

The theoretical framework that describes the how AI as a new technology tool is perceived 
from the Company X perspective, either as a radical, game changer,  or an incremental 
innovation technology tool and examines the role that dominant business model has on this 
perception was created. The developed implementation framework had its foundation in 
previous research concerning innovation business model theories. The data that was collected 
from the company’s executives were then analysed and compared to the model. 

The most significant findings suggest that AI as a new technology tool is perceived as a game 
changer, radical innovation tool for some areas within the Company X and that the company 
dominant business model profoundly influences this perception.    
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Sammanfattning 

 

Som forskare fann att genom hela historien är en gemensam utmaning för företag inom olika 
branscher när det gäller att utnyttja och fånga värde från en teknologisk innovation starkt 
påverkad av företagets dominerande affärsmodell, en etablerad ram genom vilken bedömning 
sker. 

Det övergripande syftet med denna studie är att ge en djupare förståelse för den roll som 
företagets dominerande affärsmodell har vid bedömningen av den inverkan som ny teknik 
innovation, i detta fall AI, kommer att ha på företaget och marknaden där företaget driver . 

Denna avhandling är delvis undersökande och delvis beskrivande med kvalitativ och deduktiv 
natur. För att svara på målet användes en forskningsstrategi av fallstudier där empiriska data 
samlades in från intervjuer med 47 bolagets ledande befattningshavare från olika hierarkiska 
nivåer och affärsenheter, från Sverige, Schweiz, USA, Tyskland och Finland. 

Den teoretiska ram som beskriver hur AI som ett nytt teknikverktyg uppfattas ur företagets X-
perspektiv, antingen som en radikal, spelväxlare eller ett inkrementellt 
innovationsteknologiprogram och undersöker den roll som dominerande affärsmodell har på 
denna uppfattning skapades. Den utvecklade implementeringsramen har grundat sig i tidigare 
forskning rörande innovationsmodellteorier. Data som samlades in från företagets chefer 
analyserades sedan och jämfördes med modellen. 

De viktigaste resultaten tyder på att AI som ett nytt teknikverktyg uppfattas som en spelväxlare, 
radikalt innovationsverktyg för vissa områden inom företaget X och att företagets dominerande 
affärsmodell påverkar denna uppfattning väsentligt. 
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1. Introduction 
 
This chapter presents the background of the chosen research area as an introduction 
to the thesis. After that, a problem discussion concerning the role that the dominant business 
model has for assessing the impact that AI as a radical or incremental technology tool has on the 
company and the market in which company operates is provided to familiarize the readers with the 
problem area.  Furthermore, the overall purpose of the thesis and the associated research questions 
are presented.  
 

 
1.1. Background 
 
 " Artificial Intelligence is the science and engineering 

of making intelligent machines, especially intelligent 
computer programs"        

 (McCarthy, J., 1989). 

 
The impact of technological innovations on the fates of companies and the dynamics of 
industries is widely spoken throughout the literature. A company’s ability to capture the value 
from new emerging technologies, emerging markets and business models is one of the main 
factors in deciding which company will stay at the top of their industries  and which one will 
be disrupted ( Christensen, 2013; Christensen and Raynor 2013; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; 
Utterback, 1994; Rogers1995).  
 
John McCarthy first coined the term artificial intelligence in 1956 as an " Artificial Intelligence 
is the science and engineering of making intelligent machines, especially intelligent computer 
programs" (McCarthy, J., 1989). According to the Marvin Minsky (1961), who is also often 
called the father of artificial intelligence, AI is defined as: " The science of making machines do 
those things that would be considered intelligent if they were done by people"  (Minsky, M., 
1961). However the precise, universally accepted definition of AI is still missing, and it is a belief 
that the lack of the same has helped the field to grow and blossom ( Stone at al., 2016). The 
research area of AI is broad, with topics ranging from cognitive psychology to statistical and 
theoretical mathematics. Although the AI as a technology tool exists for more than sixty years, 
it was not until recently, that AI technology has started to develop at an ever-accelerating 
phase and has reached the top of its hype curve (Panetta, 2017).  
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Figure 1 Gartner Hype Cycle for Emerging Technologies, Source: Gartner, 2017 

 
The main force behind this accelerating development is the recent improvement of computer 
power, mainly development of GPU and CPU,  and access to data (Panetta, 2017). 
Today, there are high estimation and expectation on how AI as a new technology tool will 
rewrite the ‘rule of the games’ for almost every industry, from both academic and business 
perspective.  
 
Chief scientist at Baidu Research and professor at Stanford University, Andrew Ng, claims that 
AI with Deep Learning is new electricity and just as 100 years ago electricity transformed 
industry after industry, AI will now do the same (Lynch, 2017).  PwC introduced the study in 
2017 where they looked into the value creation opportunity thanks to AI-based solutions. Their 
studies revealed that AI could add as much as  $15.7 trillion, around same as the combined 
output of China and India, to the global economy by 2030 (S. Rao and Verweij, 2017). 
 
However, despite the high estimation, expectation, and proliferation of the AI technology, 
managers, and business developers still understand little about the practical issues associated 
with the interaction of AI and its successful deployment as a part of the business strategy 
(Kirvela, Heikkila and Lind, 2017). The global research conducted by MIT Sloan and BCG, 2017 
of over more than 3,000 executives, managers and AI experts across the industries has reviled 
the gap between ambitious and real deployment of AI technology as a part of business 
development strategy. The three-quarters of executives believe that AI will allow their 
organization to obtain or sustain competitive advantage, but only less than quarter has 
incorporated AI in some part of their process and offerings (Ransbotham et al., 2017). 
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Throughout the history, development of new technology is often accompanied by different 
cycles of technology development, the rate of adaptation and finally commercialization. The 
rate of adaption can be viewed as how fast innovation is adopted by individuals or markets ( 
Rogers, 1995). These cycles are usually followed by different types of hype, a phase 
characterized by an upsurge of public attention and high rising expectations about the 
potential of the innovation ( Ruef and Markard, 2010), and the case of AI is the same. The ups 
and downs of hype expectations could have a substantial impact on innovation process, where 
a hype phase with enthusiastic expectations could add considerable momentum to the 
innovation and vice versa (Fenn and Raskino, 2008; Ruef and Markard, 2010).  
 
However, despite the high hype around AI as a new disruptive technology, researchers 
throughout the history of technology development showed that technological innovation does 
not create value directly on its own. It creates changes in processes, functionality or utility, 
where the extent to which internal operations or external customers value the change will 
determine whether the new technology is disruptive or incremental innovation (Paap & Katz 
2004).  
 
Christensen, author of The Innovator’s Dilemma, goes even one step further by saying  that a 
new technology is inherently disruptive where the “disruptiveness” is a function of the 
perspective of the companies subject to it ( Christensen at al., 2000; Christensen and Raynor, 
2013, Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005).  This means that assessment of the impact that new 
technology could have on the particular industry or business, is strongly connected to the 
company’s dominant architecture, or subjective perceptions of the value that the new 
technology could bring to the company and company’s customers ( Henderson and Clark, 
1990; Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005; Christensen at al., 2000; Christensen and Raynor, 2013; 
Mayers and Marquis, 1969).  
 
As an example, Christensen stated that the Internet was disruptive to some companies, such 
as department stores and full-service broker, while for others such as, catalogue retailers and 
discount brokers, was only natural incremental extension of their already existing business 
model ( Christensen at al., 2000; Christensen and Raynor, 2013). 
 
The reason why it is so important for company to identify is the new technology tool 
incremental or radical innovation for their dominant business model is due to the fact that 
these two types of innovation require different organizational capabilities, different 
approaches and different business models for their successful deployment. For example, 
incremental innovation reinforce the organizational capabilities, while the radical innovation 
forces organizations to take a new approaches for problem-solving, assessing and capturing 
the emerging opportunities but also requires new technical and commercial skills in 
comparison to the existing one Tushman and Anderson, 1986, (Christensen at al., 2004) ; 
Baker, 2012; Utterback, 1994). In other words, incremental innovation is competence-
enhancing innovation, that enables companies to gradually build upon their expertise, while 
radical  innovation is competence-destroying innovation that will cause significant shifts within 
industry and as such requires aggressive acquisition of radically different kind of knowledge 
and new skills (Tushman and Anderson, 1986; Christensen at al., 2004; Baker, 2012). 
 



 11 

1.2. Problem Statement 
 
Previous research has illustrated that while investment in the further development of new 
technology innovation is very important, development of corresponding innovation strategy 
and corresponding business models for leveraging and capturing the value that new 
technology could bring to an organization are equally important ( Christensen, 2013; 
Christensen and Raynor, 2013; Chesbrough, 2010; Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002; Bower 
and Christensen, 1995; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005, Rogers, 1995).  
 
For example, Xerox was the dominated player in photocopiers, however despite its enormous 
experience in the industry and a deep understanding of the core technology they completely 
missed the need and market for small copiers, IBM dominated the mainframe market but 
missed by years emergence of minicomputers (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Chesbrough, 
2010; Christensen, 2013; Christensen & Raynor,2013). Digital Equipment dominated the 
minicomputer market but missed the personal-computer market almost completely (Bower & 
Christensen, 1995; Christensen, 1993; Christensen & Raynor,2013 ). Then Apple Computer led 
the world of personal computing but lagged five years behind the leaders in bringing its 
portable computers to market (Bower & Christensen, 1995).  
 
The common fact for all these technology-driven market leaders companies was that they all 
had invested aggressively and successfully in the development of emerging technologies to 
retain their current customers. However, then all of them failed in leveraging those 
technologies for capturing and making technological investments for the customers of the 
future (Bower & Christensen, 1995; Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Chesbrough, 2010; 
Christensen, 2013; Christensen & Raynor,2013). 
 
Identifying how new technology, in this case, AI, is perceived within the organization, either as 
a radical or incremental innovation, is a critical starting point for an organization to leverage 
and monetize the changes in the market. As previously mentioned, radical and incremental 
innovation have different competitive consequences, and as such, they require different 
organizational capabilities ( Christensen 2013; Henderson and Clark, 1990; Tidd, Bessant and 
Pavitt, 2005 ). Organizational capabilities are difficult to create and costly to adjust, but they 
do play a key role in sustaining and creating a competitive advantage ( Nelson and Winter, 
1982; Hannan and Freeman, 1984). The way how company assesses the value that new 
technology could have is highly influenced by the company dominant architecture or the 
dominant business model. The  dominant business model is a framework that each 
organization develops and use for assessing the environment and taking out the relevant 
signals such as threats to watch out for and opportunities to take advantage of (Baker, 2012; 
Bessant, Nicholas and Ledwith, 2013; Christensen 2013; Henderson and Clark, 1990).  
 
The construction of this kind of frameworks provide organization stability and defines the way 
how an organization sees the world, or in other words defines their business model (Bessant, 
Nicholas and Ledwith, 2013; Christensen 2013; Christensen, Anthony and Roth, 2004).  
Organizations within the same field will adopt similar ways of framing or assuming specific 
‘rules of the game’ and it will follow the common market and technological trajectories, which 
over time will become the dominant architecture for that industry, or established ‘box’ within 
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which further innovation takes place ( Henderson and Clark, 1990; Bessant, Nicholas and 
Ledwith, 2013).  
 
Dominant business model is reinforced by the core routines which the organizations and its 
key customers, competitors and suppliers have learned and embedded. However, the 
challenge with the dominant business model is that this model will work only under steady and 
known conditions, but it will not work when the conditions and the rule of the game are 
changed ( Henderson and Clark, 1990; Bessant, Nicholas and Ledwith, 2013). In theory this 
phenomena is labelled as a "tyranny of success" where the very same key factors that lead to 
a firm’s success , such as a leadership, vision, strategic focus, valued competencies during one 
period of time, might become Achilles heel during the other, when the technological and 
market conditions change (Utterback, 1995; Tushman,1997; Myers and Marquis, 1969).   
 
Therefore, the common challenge for all organizations across different industries is the 
challenge of ‘thinking outside the box’ looking beyond the current needs and their dominant 
business models. This requires not only adding new information, but also changing the 
structure of the frame through which new information is assessed and interpret, reframing 
their business model ( Christensen, 2013; Hodgkinson and Sparrow, 2002; Henderson and 
Clark, 1990; Myers and Marquis, 1969). 
 

1.3. Research Purpose and Questions 
 
Based on the problem discussion, the overall purpose of this study is to provide a deeper 
understanding of the role that company's dominant business model has on the assessment of 
the impact that new technology innovation, in this case, AI, will have on the company and the 
market on which company operates. Thus, with the explained challenge concerning an 
assessment of  technology “disruptiveness” on the fates of companies and the dynamics of 
industries, the following research questions have been developed: 
 
RQ1: Is AI as a new technology tool perceived within Company X as a game changer or it will 
only add new incremental features on the already existing business strategies? 
 
RQ2: The role that company’s dominant business model has on the assessment of the impact 
that AI as a new technology tool could have on the Company X. 
 
RQ3: Is there a need for a new business model for successful implementation and use of AI-
based solutions or the company can use an existing one? 
 
As researchers found throughout the history a common challenge for companies across 
different industries, when it comes to leveraging and capturing value from a technology 
innovation is strongly influenced by the company’s dominant business model, an established 
framework through which assessment takes place. Thus, the focus of the proposed questions 
will be on identifying how these challenges are managed in the case of AI as new technology 
innovation.   
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2. Previous Studies 
 
This chapter provides an overview of the  relevant theories and models to give an enhanced 
understanding and knowledge of the problem area. 
 

 

2.1.  Innovation and types of Innovation  
 

“Innovation is more than just an invention. It is a process of 
bringing the new invention to the market and making them 
work technically and commercially!”- Thomas Edison 

 
 
Innovation is defined as a process of turning opportunities into ideas and putting them into 
practice (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005).  According to the Michael Porter ( 1985) , “ 
Companies achieve competitive advantage through an act of innovation. They approach 
innovation in its broadest sense, including both new technologies and new ways of doing 
things” (Porter, 1985). The definition for innovation could wary in their wording, but what is 
common for all of them is the underlying theme that emphasizes the need for development 
but also the need for exploitation of the new knowledge.  
 
The notion of different types of innovation, with different competitive effects, was an 
important topic in the literature of innovation due to the impacts that each type of innovation 
could have on the established organizations ( Schumpeter, 1942; Utterback 1994; Rogers, 
1995; Teece, 2010; Thusman at al., 1986; Christensen, 2013; Tidd , Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; 
Myers and Marquis, 1969). 
 

2.2. Incremental vs. Radical Innovation 
 
Most of the time, innovation takes place within a set of rules which are clearly understood and 
involves players trying to innovate by doing what they have been doing, but better. The “rules 
of the game” in this case are accepted and do not change ( Christensen at al., 2004 ). In 
academic world this is labelled as an incremental innovation or competence-enhancing 
innovation that produces incremental changes  by introducing new features or new versions 
of already existing technologies, and as such enables companies to gradually change as they 
build upon their expertise ( Thusman and Anderson, 1986; Christensen at al., 2004) ; Baker, 
2012; Utterback, 1994). This type of innovation brings the lowest level of risk. An example will 
be an upgrade version of enterprise resource planning (ERP) system to a newer version of the 
same system, or a new version of iPhone (Baker, 2012; Tidd, Bessant and Pavit, 2005).  
 
However, occasionally something happens that dislocates the already established framework 
and change the “rule of the games”, opens up new opportunities, but also challenge existing 
players to reframe what they are doing due to the light of new conditions ( Philips et al., 2005; 
Leifer, 2000; O’Connor, 2008). By the definitions, these are not everyday events, but they do 
have the capacity to redefine the space and the boundary conditions (Christensen at al., 2004) 
. In academic world, this is labelled as radical innovation ( Utterback, 1994), disruptive 
innovation, game changer innovation ( Christensen, 2003) or competence-destroying 
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innovation ( Tushman and Anderson, 1986) that will cause major shifts in industries and will 
require new skills, new abilities and new knowledge relative to the already existing.  
 
The change of this kind can come through the emergence of new technology such as the role 
played by steam power in industrial revolution, or it can come through the emergence of an 
entirely new market with new characteristics and expectations, as in the case of the disk drive 
industry (Thusman and Nadler, 1986; Christensen at al., 2004; Baker, 2012; Utterback, 1994). 
Also, it can come from the way of changing the dominant business model within an industry 
and hence changing the “rule of the game”. For example, a revolution in the flying industry 
with the low-cost carriers came from the new business model, that opened up a new market, 
by serving unmet needs and customers. Along the way, as the model began to work, it 
attracted not only new customers but also established flyers who saw the advantage of lower 
prices ( Chesbrough, 2010; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Christensen 2013; Myers and 
Marquis, 1969).   
 
Industries that are characterized by incremental innovation, are allowed to have a moderate 
pace of adoption, in contrast to radical innovation where companies need to make a quick and 
decisive adoption decisions to maintain and preserve its competitive standing (Baker, 2012; 
Tushman and Anderson, 1986; Christensen, Anthony, & Roth).   
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2.3. Architectural innovation vs Component innovation 
 
Henderson and Clark, (1990) came up with complementary categorization to the incremental 
and radical types of innovation, by saying that traditional categorization of innovation is 
incomplete, since it is not just a question of searching near or far from a core knowledge, it is 
also about searching across configurations. They labelled this as a “component vs. architecture 
innovation challenge” (Henderson and Clark, 1990). They argue that innovation rarely involves 
dealing only with one single technology or market,  but rather a bundle of knowledge brought 
together into a configuration. Also, they explained that traditional categorization of innovation 
into radical and incremental has failed in explaining why sometimes, apparently modes 
changes in the existing technology had a dramatic competitive consequence ( Clark, 1987; 
Henderson and Clark, 1990). Thus they argue that companies can innovate in both incremental 
and radical fashion, at component level but also at the architectural level (Henderson and 
Clark, 1990; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005). 
 
Component innovation refers to minor or radical changes regarding the parts which go into the 
system, such as changing the storage capacity of the product, or switching to the new types of 
metallurgy or composite materials from which the product is built, or even changing the way 
how the product or service is controlled. The improvement occurs in individual components of 
the system, and final output could be incremental or radical, but the underlying concepts, links 
between components in the system are unchanged (Henderson and Clark, 1990; Tidd, Bessant 
and Pavitt, 2005). Innovation at component level requires experts with relevant knowledge 
and skills around these components to work together, exchange their knowledge and enable 
the change (Henderson and Clark, 1990; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005).  
 
On the other hand, if the changes take place at the higher system level, such as changes in the 
way how different components are put together into a whole system, then architectural 
innovation happened. In this case, the existing knowledge, skills, channels, and flows may not 
be appropriate or sufficient to support the innovation and organizations need to develop and 
acquire new ones (Henderson and Clark, 1990; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005). The 
architectural innovation doesn’t need necessarily to include radical changes in technology or 
market, it could also come from simple rearrangements of already existing elements in new 
configuration that therefore will have a more significant impact on the relationships between 
components than on the technologies of the components themselves (Henderson and Clark, 
1990; Birkinshaw at al., 2007). For example, low-cost airlines did not involve radical changes in 
aircraft of airport technology, it used already existing elements and recombined them in a new 
way that serves underserved market segment ( Birkinshaw at al., 2007; Ulwick, 2005).  
 
The challenge with this type of innovation is in recognizing which part of already existing 
configuration, knowledge and networks is useful and needs to be applied to the new product 
or service, and which one handicap the organization and must be replaced ( Birkinshaw at al., 
2007; Henderson and Clark, 1990; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005). 
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2.4. Dynamics of Innovation 
 
The recent studies have discovered a consistent and rather pathological trend where in almost 
every industry studied, a set of leading firms faced with a period of discontinuous change failed 
to maintained its industry’s market leadership in the new technological era (Tushman,1997, 
Christensen, 2013; Birkinshaw and Christensen, 1995). In theory this phenomena is labelled as 
a “tyranny of success” where the very same key factors that lead to a organizational success , 
such as the leadership, vision, strategic focus, valued competencies during one period of time, 
might become Achilles heel during the other, when the technological and market conditions 
change (Utterback, 1995; Tushman,1997; Myers and Marquis, 1969). 
 
To avoid the “tyranny of success’, and maintain their competitive position in the face of 
innovation companies leaders across different industries were focusing on anticipating 
“disruptive technologies” and aggressively investing in the development of the same. However, 
a direction of their research resulted in many cases in the “technology overshoot” and 
reinforcement of boundaries between them and emergence of new innovation space (Baker, 
2012; Bessant, Nicholas and Ledwith, 2013; Christensen 2013; Paap, and Katz,2004). 
 
On the other hands, Meyers and Marquis argue in their theory, dynamics of innovation, that 
the search for the “next” disruptive technology is important and should be part of an overall 
technology positioning strategy, but the key to avoiding the negative effects of disruptive 
technologies is to look into the disruption that new technology-based innovation will bring to 
the market (Myers and Marquis, 1969). Based on the dynamics model of innovation theory, 
one of the key reasons behind the technology-based disruptions is that companies and their 
customers fail to recognize that the new needs are driving the business and that the old 
business model needs to be changed (Myers and Marquis, 1969).    
 
However, there are also numerous examples of dominant companies, such as Whirlpool and 
their wash and wear cycle, Hewlett Packard and their HP-35, first full-function, shirt pocket 
sized scientific calculator or Sony and their Walkman, the first personal stereo tape deck, that 
managed to successfully identify and exploit a potentially disruptive technology before the 
technology could be used by other to disrupt their competitive position (Bower and 
Christensen, 1995; Myers and Marquis, 1969).   
 
Although, the circumstances in each case were slightly different, and they belong to different 
industries, but the central common theme for all the examples is the underlying dynamics of 
innovation. The link between the market’s needs and technologies, which drove the company 
to adopt the new technology despite internal and external challenges to the new product 
concept (Bower and Christensen, 1995; Myers and Marquis, 1969).  The initial idea of 
underlying dynamic of innovation is coined in the literature as a “dynamics of innovation”   
based on the research of several hundred industrial innovations over the several decades, 
made by Myers and Marquis (1969).  Based on their findings, they argue that the innovation 
begins with the connection between a market’s need and a technical ability to address that 
need, while the interplay between new and old needs and new and old technologies is what 
they refer to as a “dynamics of innovation” (Myers and Marquis, 1969). 
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2.5. Map of Innovation Search Space Model 
 

The innovation search space map is a tool that enables companies to use different 
“frameworks” in their search for different sources of innovation within the innovation and 
market space (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005).  
 
Figure 2 Innovation Search Space Map, Source: Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005 

 

 
 
The vertical axis refers to a spectrum of the innovation from incremental to the radical while 
the horizontal axis refers to the environmental complexity (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005). The 
model, also captures the Henderson and Clark’s (1990) complementary categorization for 
innovation, the right side of the innovation space is the area of architectural innovation, while 
the left side is the component innovation ( Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005).   
 
In both areas companies can innovate, in both incremental and radical fashion, but the changes 
within the left area of the map, are the changes within the established dominant business 
model, the rules of the games are same and well known, and the level of risk is lower (Tidd, 
Bessant, and Pavitt, 2009; Bessant at al.,2013; Christensen, at al., 2004). For example in this 
area company can innovate on the incremental or radical level by changing the storage 
capacity of the product, or switching to the new types of the material from which product is 
made which could have incremental or radical impact on the final output, but still the 
underlying concepts and links between component in the system are unchanged.  It is an area 
dedicated to “ doing what we have done but better” (Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt, 2009; Bessant 
at al.,2013; Christensen, at al., 2004).  
 
But going further to the right part of innovation search space, in the area of architectural 
innovation, the rising complexity is higher, due to the rising number of elements, different 
actors and their potential interactions. In this is the area, the rule of games are unknown and 
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changed, level of risk is way higher, and the business model is emerging along the way it is a 
new business model. In this area changes are made not only in the components itself, but also 
how different components are put together into a whole system (Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt, 
2009; Bessant at al.,2013; Christensen, at al., 2004). It is a new to the world innovation. For 
example the low-cost airlines, same components, old planes, old technology but the way how 
these components are connected in the system has opened up the whole new market that has 
disrupted the whole airlines industry at the end. 
 
The zone 1 corresponds to the exploit field which refers to a stable and shared frame within 
which adaptive and incremental development take place. Search behaviour is a clearly defined 
and advocating with relevant actors across the organizations, while the search routines are 
associated with refining tools and methods for technological and market research and 
deepening relationships with already established key players. For example, working with key 
suppliers, getting closer to already established customers market, and building a key strategic 
alliance to help deliver the established innovation more efficiently ( Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt, 
2005; Bessant at al., 2013). The work of core groups like R&D is augmented by high levels of 
participation across the organization since the search questions are clearly defined and widely 
understood ( Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at al., 2013). Furthermore, the high 
involvement of non-specialists is also possible ( Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at al., 
2013).  An example of innovation within this zone will be the annual release of upgraded 
iPhones models (Bessant at al., 2013). 
 
The zone 2 corresponds to the bounded exploration field which involves search into new 
territory, pushing the frontiers of what is known and deploying deeper search techniques 
within the same framework, or the “business model as usual” ( Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; 
Bessant at al., 2013). The innovation risk in this space may have a higher risk in comparison to 
the zone 1, but still, decision making is made within the already existing strategic model by 
reinforcing the core competence (Bessant at al., 2013). 
 
Search behaviour is highly specialized where R&D investments are on big bets with high 
strategic potential and with a focus on the key technological trajectories. There is a need in the 
mobilization of a network of external but similarly specialized researchers from universities, 
public and commercial laboratories ( Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at al., 2013). It 
includes the formation of specific strategic alliances and joint ventures around a particular area 
of deep technology exploration. However, the highly specialized nature of the work makes it 
difficult for others in organizations to participate (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at 
al., 2013). An example of innovation within this zone will be the application of 3D technology 
in home entertainment systems which is substantial regarding the impact, but still, it is not 
expected to be a game-changer innovation (Bessant at al. al., 2013). 
 
These two zones represent the familiar territory of exploit/explore in innovation search but 
both zones still take place within in an accepted and familiar frame, company’s dominant 
business model or the “box” within which innovative activities take place (  Tidd, Bessant and 
Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at al., 2013).  
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The zone 3 corresponds to the reframing field which involves searching a space where 
alternative architectures and business models are generated, exploring different permutations 
and combinations of elements in the environment Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at 
al., 2013). In this zone, reframing takes place on an incremental level and usually by working 
with elements in the environment which are not embraced by already established companies’ 
dominant business model ( Bessant at al., 2013). An example of innovation within this zone will 
be the low-cost airline industry case,  where the key innovation was not in the aircraft or the 
flying experience but rather in recombination of established elements in order to address an 
unserved market (Christensen at al., 2004), or Rolls Royce example of moving from engine 
manufacturing to service provision, energy per hour provider ( Baines et al., 2009).  
 
The zone 4 corresponds to the co-evolve field, or the “edge of chaos” which refers to the 
complex environment where innovation emerges as a product of a process of co-evolution, it 
is the zone where new-to-the-world innovation takes place (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; 
Bessant at al., 2013). However, the innovation is not a product of a predefined trajectory rather 
it is the result of complex interactions between many independent elements ( Tidd, Bessant, 
and Pavitt, 2009; McKelvey, 2004; Allen, 2001).  In this zone, the process of amplification and 
feedback reinforcement is a key. It begins as a small shift in direction and then gradually defines 
a trajectory (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at al., 2013). It is a ‘fluid state’ where 
different patterns are emerging, before a dominant design is created (Utterback, 1994, ). As a 
result, it is characterized by very high levels of experimentation ( Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 
2005; Bessant at al., 2013).   
 
However, the search strategies here are difficult, since it is impossible to predict what is going 
to be important but, according to the examples throughout the history the best strategy that 
an organization could have is to be early and be active in this filed by positioning the 
organization in the centre of the debate. This strategy aims to enable an organization to pick 
up early signals and trends, and then start to influence the emergence of new trajectory 
through intensive “probing and learning” strategies (Bessant & Maher, 2009; Tidd, Bessant and 
Pavitt, 2009; Bessant at al., 2013). 
 
The challenge with this strategy is “ How can you research a market which doesn’t exist?” 
(Bessant & Maher, 2009; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2009; Bessant at al., 2013). The solution 
proposed by researchers is a complementary toolkit which purpose is to give a voice to actors 
who may previously not have been involved in the innovation equation and to prototype in 
order to facilitate “probe and learn”, highly entrepreneurial approach ( Tidd, Bessant and 
Pavitt, 2005; Bessant & Maher, 2009; Christensen at al., 2004; Baines et al., 2009; Prahalad, 
2006; Hippel, 2005). One of the examples of this solution will be work with users from hitherto 
unserved market and bringing their needs into the innovation process ( Hippel, 1986; Hippel 
2005; Baldwin & Hippel, 2011; Hippel, 2011; Bessant & Tid, 2005), or working with extreme 
user or user on the edge ( Lettl at al., 2005; Christensen and Raynor, 2013).  
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2.6. 4Ps Framework 
 
The 4Ps framework is developed by Tidd and Bessant in 1997  and is usually used as a 
structured approach for companies to examine and identified where the organization currently 
has innovation projects and where it is likely to move in the future (Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt, 
2005; Francis and Bessant, 2005). The area indicated by the circle of 4Ps of innovation refers 
to the potential innovation space within which an organization can operate, while the extent 
to which the innovation space is explored or exploit is defined by the organization innovation 
strategy (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005).  
 
This framework is usually used in the context of mapping innovation within the company’s 
dominant business model or “steady state” conditions, within which firms are focused on 
“doing what we have done, but better.” However, it can also be used for mapping out the area 
of innovation within a new framework and new business model (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; 
Francis and Bessant, 2005). In this study, it will be used as a tool for mapping out the area and 
the extent of organizational innovation within the company’s dominant business model. It 
consist of four main categories with a fuzzy boundaries, products/service innovation, process 
innovation, position innovation and paradigm innovation (Tidd at al., 2005): 
 
Figure 3 The 4Ps of Innovation Space, Source: (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005) 
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The Product or Service Innovation refers to the changes in the organizational product or service 
offerings. Tidd and Bessant argue that in one way the product or service innovation is simple 
since a company only needs to find ways of providing superior functionality and or price 
advantage and signal this to the market. However, throughout the history, there are examples 
of companies where this level of innovation included a lot of trials and errors before 
organizations managed to get it right  (Tidd at al., 2005; Francis, & Bessant, 2005). A new design 
of a car, or new insurance package would be the examples of the product innovation (Tidd, 
Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005).   
 
The Process Innovation refers to the changes in the ways in which product or service is created 
or deliver to the customers (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005). As an example, the changes in the 
manufacturing methods used to produce a new car, or the changes in the office procedures 
and sequencing in the insurance case, would be examples of process innovation (Tidd, Bessant, 
& Pavitt, 2005). However, as previously mentioned, the dividing lines between process and 
product innovation sometimes could be blurred. As an example, a new jet-powered sea ferry 
is both a product and process innovation (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005).  
 
The Position Innovation refers to the changes in the context in which the products or services 
are introduced to the market (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005).  It does not significantly affect the 
composition of the functionality of the product or service, but the meaning of the product in 
the eyes of the potential customer and or the market segments selected as targets will be 
changed (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005; Kim & Mauborgne, 2014). For example, an old-
established product in the UK, Lucozade, was initially developed in 1927 as a glucose-based 
drink to help children and invalids in convalescence. However, later on, they relaunched their 
product, by abandoning the associations related to sickness and re-positioning their product 
as a health drink aimed for the growing fitness market where it was presented as a 
performance-enhancing aid to healthy exercise (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005;  Saunders and 
Jobber, 1994). 
 
The Paradigm Innovation refers to the changes in underlying mental models or dominant 
architecture which frame what the organization does (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005). 
Researchers also define the paradigm as the way how we look at something (Tidd, Bessant, & 
Pavitt, 2005; Rickards & VanGundy, 1999). For example, Henry Ford fundamentally changed 
the face of transportation not because he invented the motor car, nor because he developed 
the manufacturing process to put one together. He changed the underlying model from a 
model made for offering a handmade specialist product to a few wealthy customers, to one 
which offered a car for everyman at a price they can afford  (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005).  As 
such, paradigm innovation includes a high requirement for learning, including self-reflection 
where actors in organizations need to “look into the mirror” and see themselves as having 
adopted just one of several options in the way they have framed reality and opportunity ( Kolb, 
1983;  Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005, Cooperrider and Srivastva, 1987).  
 
The degree of novelty of the change is the second dimension of the 4Ps innovation framework, 
running from minor incremental improvements, “doing what we have done before but a 
better”, through to radical changes, “doing something completely new “(Tidd, Bessant, & 
Pavitt, 2005).  The degree of novelty is important since the way how the day-to-day 
incremental innovation is managed and approached will differ from the way used to handle 
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the occasional radical changes (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005 ). As mentioned before, Tidd, 
Bessant and Pavitt also argue that the perceived level of novelty is highly connected to the 
company’s subjective perception of the novelty. For example for technologically advanced 
organization such as IBM the advanced networked information systems are commonplace, 
however for small company such as a car dealership even the use of a simple computers could 
represent a significant challenge ( Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005; Christensen at al., 2000; 
Christensen and Raynor, 2013). 
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2.7. Business Model  
 
The business model is often defined as an overarching concept that include the different 
components a business is constituted of and puts them to work together as a whole, in order 
to capture and deliver the value to the customers ( Amit and Zott, 201; Chesbrough and 
Rosenbloom, 2002; Morris et al., 2005, Johnson et al., 2008; McGrath, 2010; Osterwalder and 
Pigneur, 2010).  Business model literature has not yet converged to a common opinion on 
which components make up a business model.  In this study, the definition of a business model 
that consists of four central components; the customer value proposition, resources, processes 
and profit formula, defined by  Hwang and Christensen (2008), will be used. 
 
The customer value proposition, is a product or service that helps or solve the customers 
particular need or problem, also enable them to work more effectively, conveniently and at 
the lowest costs  ( Hwang and Christensen, 2008; Johnson et al., 2008; Chesbrough and 
Rosenbloom, 2002; Morris et al., 2005; Chesbrough 2010; Teece, 2010). 
 
The profit formula Blueprint that defines how the company creates value for itself and for the 
customers. It may consist of revenue model, multiple price volumes, a cost structure, margin 
model and resource velocity (Johnson, Christensen, & Kagermann, 2008). 
 
The key resources refers to a set of resources, such as people, technology products, 
equipment, channels and brands that managers will need in order to deliver the  value 
proposition to the targeted customers ( Hwang and Christensen, 2008; Chesbrough and 
Rosenbloom, 2002; Hedman and Kalling, 2003; Johnson et al., 2008; Osterwalder, 2004). 
 
The key processes are operational and managerial processes that allow companies to deliver 
the customer value proposition in a way that they can successfully repeat an increase in scale. 
These may include repetitive tasks as training, development, manufacturing, building, 
planning, sales, and service, but they also may include the rules metrics and norms (Johnson, 
Christensen, & Kagermann, 2008). 
 
Furthermore, they argue that these four elements are building blocks of any business where 
significant changes in any of these four elements affect the others and the whole (Hwang and 
Christensen, 2008; Johnson, Christensen, & Kagermann, 2008; Chesbrough 2010;).  
 
The creation of the new business model within a company has four main stages. The first stage 
includes the creation of a customer value proposition followed by the profit formula, where in 
these two steps the value for the customer and the company will be defined, respectively. The 
last two steps include identification of the key resources and the key processes that will 
describe how the value will be delivered to both, the customer and company (Hwang and 
Christensen, 2008; Johnson, Christensen, & Kagermann, 2008). 
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Figure 4  Dynamics of New Business Model, Source: Hwang and Christensen, 2008 

 
 
Once when the pieces of a company’s business model have coalesced to deliver the specific 
value proposition, then these four pieces of business model will start to work in reverse order. 
Only the customer value proposition that fits the existing resources, processes and profit 
formula of the organization can be successfully taken to the market ( Hwang and Christensen, 
2008).   
 
Figure 5 Dynamics of established BM, Source: Hwang and Christensen, 2008 

 
 

Customer Target Market is additional element that will be taken into the consideration and 
it is define as the company’s primary customers target market for which company creates value 
(Hagel and Armstrong, 1997). 
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2.8. Business Model Innovation 
 
The radical innovation can also come from the way how we think about and industry, changing 
the dominant business model and therefore, “changing the rule of the game” ( Johnson, 
Christensen, et al., 2008;  Myers and Marquis, 1969 ). As mentioned earlier, the low-cost 
carriers reinvented the whole airplane industry by changing the underlying business model and 
opening up a new market, by serving unmet needs and customers ( Chesbrough, 2010; Tidd, 
Bessant and Pavitt, 2005). 
 
The ultimate role of the business model for innovation is to ensure that the technological core 
of the innovation delivers the value to the customers (Chessbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002). 
The inherent value of technology remains latent until it is commercialized in some way. In some 
cases, innovation can be successfully utilized and deployed by the company’s already existing 
business models, while in other cases company’s need to change its dominant business model 
to capture new technological or market opportunities (Chesbrough 2010; Chesbrough and 
Rosenbloom, 2002; Amit at al., 2001). In theory, this is labelled as a business model innovation, 
company’s ability to adapt, change and innovate their dominant business model (Chesbrough, 
2010). 
 
Chesbrough conducted a research on more than 35 technology projects throughout Xerox’s 
five research laboratories around the world. In his research he identified that projects that 
remained within Xerox’s R&D system, have been estimated as economically valuable since they 
fitted well with Xerox’s business model, while those that “went outside” did not ( Chesbrough 
2010; Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002). Furthermore, Chesbrough and Rosenbloom (2002) 
made retrospective research on Xerox’s missed business opportunities, and they found that 
underlying, company’s dominant business model had an lock-in effect against new 
technologies which could not be exploited with the existing business model ( Chesbrough and 
Rosenbloom, 2002). One of the examples was the successful Ethernet protocol developed by 
3Com, a company that commercialized technology that did not match the Xerox business 
model ( Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002; Chesbrough, 2010; Christensen, 2013; Christensen 
& Raynor,2013). 
 
The researchers refer to this phenomena as a challenge of dualism, which is functioning 
effectively today to sustain the success of the dominant business model, dominant 
architecture, while also incorporating the disruptive innovations that will disrupt current 
dominant business model and create the future one (Christensen, 2013). The case of disk drive 
industry is another example of the challenge of dualism, which if it is not managed 
appropriately will lead to failure even the most successful and technologically advanced 
companies. Also, it is one of the rare industry examples where the disruption of a dominant 
design, happened several times within a relatively short history (Christensen, 1993; 
Christensen, 2013). It was a booming industry worth $18bn by 1995, populated with the 
technology most advanced companies, however from 129 companies that had entered the 
industry 109 was completely out of a job by 1995 (Christensen, 1993; Christensen, 2013; Audia 
at al., 2007).  The common patterns during this period were that with each generation almost 
all of the previously successful players, failed to make the transition effectively and were often 
squeezed out of the market or into the bankruptcy  (Christensen, 1993; Christensen, 2013; 
Audia at al., 2007).  
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Although, all of those companies were highly technology driven and innovation-oriented 
companies, the book examples of good practice, working very closely to their existing 
customers and focusing on developing and creating a new dominant design, a technological 
breakthrough. Even more, many of the new dominant designing had originated in the 
laboratories of the existing, and later disrupted, incumbents (Christensen, 1993; Christensen, 
2013; Audia at al., 2007). However, what was changing was the emergence of a new market, 
the market of personal computers, with a completely different set of users, needs and value 
(Chesbrough, 2010; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Christensen, 1993; Christensen, 2013).  The 
personal computers market was capturing and solving different sets of market needs, with way 
lower technological capabilities and inferior performance, but also with a lower price that very 
different set of people could afford. In the end, the leadership in the new industry shifted to 
new entrant firms who were working with a very different business model, which industry 
leaders completely missed  (Christensen, 1993; Christensen, 2013). 
 
Within the innovation field, a consensus is emerging that the role of business model innovation 
in fostering innovation is twofold (Massa at al., 2013; Comes at al., 2008; Chesbrough, 2010; 
Amit at al., 2012). Companies commercialize new ideas and technologies through their 
business model (Chesbrough, 2010). Furthermore, researchers found that companies of all 
size, in all countries and all industries are facing accelerated changes and equal opportunities 
and challenges related to the business model innovation (Massa at al., 2013; Comes at al., 
2008; Chesbrough, 2010; Amit at al., 2012, Sosna at al., 2010).  
 
Furthermore, companies may have extensive investment and processes for exploring new 
ideas and technologies, but they often have little if any ability to innovate their business 
models, through which new technology, product or service should be taken to the market 
(Chesbrough, 2010; Christensen, 1993; Christensen, 2013). Throughout history, it was evident 
that two business models of the same idea, technology, product or service, will yield two 
different economic outcomes ( Chesbrough, 2010; Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002; 
Johnson et al., 2008; Osterwalder, 2004).   
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3. Conceptual Framework 
 
This chapter presents the conceptualisation of  the most relevant theories and the emerged 
theoretical framework which serves as the foundation for the rest of the research study. 
  

 
With previous research in the relevant research area reviewed it is now essential to establish 
a connection between existing research and how it is going to be utilized in this study. Several 
aspects of technology innovation and their corresponding business model have many different 
views among the academics. Therefore it is important to make a well-consider choice regarding 
what theoretical views are appropriate for this study. The purpose of the conceptualization 
and the emerged theoretical framework is to work as the theoretical foundation for the 
following data collection and analysis. Furthermore, the conceptualization and the theoretical 
framework will be used as the basis for answering the overall research purpose:” to provide a 
deeper understanding of the role that company's dominant business model has on the 
assessment of the impact that new technology innovation, in this case, AI, will have on the 
company and the market on which company operates” , and the three stated research 
questions. The conceptualization of the theoretical framework has four different research 
phases, where each research phase has a different research aim. 
 
 
Table 1 The conceptualization of the theoretical framework research phases, Source: 
Authors own construct 
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The research phase #1  
 
The starting point in the research was to identify how AI as a new technology tool is perceived 
from the Company X perspective, either as a radical, game changer,  or an incremental 
innovation technology tool, that will add only incremental changes on company’s already 
existing business strategies. The three main concepts related to radical and incremental 
innovation have been examined, the rules of the games organizational capabilities and 
adoption pace (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Christensen 2013; Utterback, 1994; Baker 2012; 
Thusman and Anderson, 1986; Christensen at al., 2014). 
 
Table 2 The three main concepts related to radical and incremental innovation, 
Source: Authors own construct 

 

 
 
Research phase #2 
 
The aim of the research phase #2 is to identify how based on the company’s perception  
obtained in the research phase #1 how Company X is positioning itself within the innovation 
and market space related to AI innovations. The four main concepts, the networks, the 
technological and market trajectory, the customers and users groups and the strategic model, 
related to the Innovation Search Space Map model by Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt (2005) have 
been examined in each of the four innovation clusters.   
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Figure 6 Innovation Search Space Map, Source: Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005 

 
 
 
Table 3 The four key concepts related to the Innovation Search Space Map,  Source: 
Authors own construct 
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Table 4 The four key concepts related to the Innovation Search Space Map,  Source: 
Authors own construct 

 
 
The model was chosen due to its clearly stated distinctions between different types of 
innovation, process, characteristics, and challenges related to each of them. Their model 
included not the only traditional categorization of innovation types, radical vs. incremental, 
they also included the environmental complexity aspects, component vs. architectural 
innovation.  
 
Bessant and Tidd have incorporated components from several different other researchers 
within the innovation management field, as a Henderson and Clark (1990) complementary 
categorization to the incremental and radical types of innovation. Alternatively, elements of 
Prahalad (2004) theory of dominant logic or Christensen’s (2007) work on fringe markets. Or 
any of the other authors found in the literature review that applied their research in any of the 
dimension in regard to different types of innovation and underlying processes, characteristics 
and challenges related to each of them.  Therefore, the motivation to use the Innovation 
Search Space Map model felt like a viable choice as the basis of the thesis.  
 
It is also important to note the weaknesses of the model. Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt’s (2005) 
innovation search space model does not clearly state the where are the boundaries between 
different types of innovation and how companies can identify exact moment when they have 
moved from one innovation cluster to another. This can indicate a weakness in the supporting 
dimensions, suggesting further research is needed and should be taken into consideration. 
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Research phase #3 
 
The aim of the research phase #3 is to identify the AI-based initiatives and projects within 
company’s innovation space and where it is likely to move in the future. The four main 
concepts, the product/service innovation related to 4P’s of Innovation Space model by Tidd, 
Bessant, and Pavitt (2005)  have been examined. 
 
Figure 7 The 4Ps of Innovation Space, Source: Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt (2005) 

 
 
 
Table 5 The four main concepts  the 4Ps of Innovation Space model, Source: Authors 
own construct 
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The main weaknesses of  this model are, the model is not an explicit process and it does not 
explicitly state the exact steps and in which order one should take in order to map out and 
identify different categories in which a company does have an innovation project. 
Furthermore, exact boundaries between different categories and levels of innovation, 
incremental vs. radical, are blurred. Thus, it is more of an illustration of different categories 
and areas where innovation within a company’s dominant business model could occur, and 
which categories are unexplored or unexploited with current company’s dominant business 
model. 
 
Research phase #4 
 
The aim of the research phase #4 is to examine the role that Company X’s dominant business 
model has on the assessment of the impact that AI as a new technology tool could have on the 
company and the market. The seven main concepts, customer value proposition, profit 
formula, key resources, key processes and customer target market, the need for a new 
business model, current company’s business model have been examined, related to the 
business model theory, dynamics of innovation and business model innovation theory  (Hwang 
and Christensen, 2008; Mayers and Marquis, 1969; Chessbrough, 2010).  
 
Table 6 The seven main concepts related to the Business Model, Dynamics of 
Innovation and Business Model Innovation, Source: Authors own construct 
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The main weaknesses of this model it does not explain how companies can identify in which 
area of their business a dominant business model is suitable, and when and where they need 
to create a new one in order to capture and monetize new technological or market 
opportunities.  
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Theoretical Framework  
 
Drawing from the previous research, as well as the conceptualization the theoretical 
framework has emerged and is depicted in figure 8 below. 
 
Figure 8 The Theoretical Framework,  Source: Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt (2005) 
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4. Methodology  
 
 
This chapter explains the research methodology used for this paper, including the research 
purpose, research approach and the means of collecting data for purpose of adequately 
answering the research questions. Furthermore, the measures used to ensure the validity and 
reliability of the study will be addressed. 
 

 

4.1.   Research purpose  
 
A research purpose can be divided into three different categories; exploratory, descriptive and 
an explanatory research purpose (McGivern, 2013).  
 
An exploratory purpose implies that the research seeks to explore an issue or specific problem. 
This type of research often has a qualitative approach, and it uses tools such as interview and 
focus groups (Saunders, 2011). 
 
 A descriptive purpose aims to identify, describe and answer defined research questions. It is 
often described as a statistical, used to identify the patterns or trends but not causal 
relationships between the elements that research intends to study (Saunders, 2011).  
 
The research conducted in this thesis is descriptive with the purpose providing a more in-depth 
understanding on how a company’s assessment of the impact that new technology innovation, 
in this case, AI, will have on the industry and the market is influenced by the company’s 
dominant business model. However, it also contains elements of exploration to clarify how the 
perceptions of the same have affected the needs for the business model innovation.  
 

4.2. Research approach and design 
 
There are two types of research approach, quantitative and qualitative research (McGivern, 
2013). A quantitative research approach involves gathering large data samples which can be 
collected through sample surveys or questionnaires, without any need for the researcher to 
be involved in the answering process. The quantitative study aims to examine conclusive 
research enquires which is descriptive or explanatory (McGivern, 2013).  
 
The qualitative research approach is defined as a strategy which focuses more on words and 
not a quantification of data. Often, the data is collected through the use of in-depth interviews, 
focus groups and workshops. It uses a mainly inductive approach, where the generation of 
theories is essential and focuses on how individuals experience and interpret their reality 
(McGivern, 2013).  
 
Furthermore, a researcher needs to decide whether to use an inductive or a deductive 
approach to the study. Inductive research originates from empirical data, while not intending 
to test hypotheses or existing theories. On the other hand, a deductive approach is grounded 
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in the use of existing theories as a foundation to answer a stated research problem (McGivern, 
2013).  
 
The research in this thesis will be of qualitative nature, by using in-depth interviews as the 
primary means of the data collection. Furthermore, it will have a deductive approach where 
the theoretical framework is made from the previously known models and theories, which are 
further use as a foundation for the creation of an interview guide.   
 
The research questions are due to their intricate nature, more suitable to understand and 
being answered by collecting qualitative data, which is then analyzed using interpretive 
methods (Collis and Hussey, 2013).  

 

4.3. Research Strategy 
 
Yin (1994) states that there are five primary research strategies for collecting data within the 
social sciences; experiment, survey, archival analysis, history and case study.  
The choice between these strategies depends on three conditions. The type of research 
questions, the control level of the investigator on actual behavior and whether the 
phenomenon is contemporary or historical, affect the choice or relevant research strategy (Yin, 
2003).  The table below displays these conditions and their relations to the research strategy 
intended to be used. 
 
Table 7 The relevant situation for different research strategies, Source: (Yin, 2003). 

 
 
The research strategy for this master thesis is a case study since the aim of this study was to 
provide a more in-depth understanding how the AI as a new technology tool is perceived within 
the global organization, Company X as radical or incremental innovation. Also, how the 
perception of the same has affected the need for the corresponding business model for 
successful deployment of the possibilities that the new AI technology tool might bring. 
Moreover, the project researcher is focusing on the examining the contemporary events with 
the research questions, and it will be difficult for the research to have control over behavioral 
events, are additional reasons why the case study seems to be the most suitable research 
strategy.  
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The time aspect is an additional aspect that should be taken into consideration, and depending 
on what research is being conducted it can be cross-sectional study and longitudinal study. The 
cross-sectional study is presented as a “snapshot” of data taken at a particular time, while the 
longitudinal study refers to representations of the events over a given period of time 
(Saunders, 2011). In this case, the researcher will focus on investigating how things are at the 
moment and not over time. Therefore a cross-sectional study is the most appropriate. 
 

4.4. Sampling 
 

A sampling unit holds the elements to the sample, which are the people that are intended to 
be studied in research (McGivern, 2013). Since in this study the research was done within one 
global organization, the sample selection is based on different managing position in the 
hierarchy level of the company with an aim to provide a full top-down perspective on how the 
AI as a new technology tool is perceived within the company. The sample will include 
company’s employees from Sweden, Switzerland, Germany and the USA. 
 

4.5. Data Collection 
 
For this study, data will be gathered using semi-structured interviews, where the interview 
guide in this paper has predetermined questions which are covered during every interview 
with an aim to enhance the comparability.  Furthermore, some of the questions during the 
interview are proposed twice in the different context with an aim to confirm the interviewees' 
opinion and choice of the answer, and hence increase the reliability and validity of the data 
obtained.  
 
However, the order in which they are asked varies depending on the flow of the conversation. 
All interviews were conducted either face-to-face or via Skype, where each took approximately 
30 minutes. All interviews have been recorded with the permission of the interviewers and 
then transcribed where the valuable data for this research is presented in chapter 5. The face-
to-face interviews took place in the offices of the firm, that provider researcher a greater 
insight to sense the firm’s culture, and also observe some of the AI application and 
development on sight. The data collection for the observations have not been through or done 
methodologically, so they will only serve to increase validity by cross-checking the results from 
the interviews.  
 
In total 47 interviews were conducted, with company’s top executives from different 
hierarchical levels, from Sweden, Switzerland, the USA,  Germany, and Finland. The full list of 
interviewees is presented in the appendix, at the end of the report. The interviews had an aim 
to capture the company’s perspective on AI as a new technology tool , from the different 
hierarchical levels and business areas. Ranging from the people working with the overall 
company’s corporate strategy, to people working with business strategies for different units, 
to people working on building technological solutions behind AI based offerings, and lastly to 
the sales and marketing people who are communicating the value that the new AI-based 
offerings could have for the company’s customers.  
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The instrument for data-collection, the interview guide, is created based on the theory and 
models used for a proposed a research model. The questions are short, open-ended allowing 
the respondents to answer with their own words. Furthermore, all questions are non-leading, 
and only one question is asked at a time. The questions at the beginning of the guide are more 
general, asking about the interviewer's background, his overall perspective about the AI as a 
new technology tool and then gradually becoming more specific, known as a funneling (Collis 
and Hussey, 2013).   
 

4.6. Data analysis 
 
The case studies should start with a general analytical strategy which either rely on theoretical 
propositions, where collection of data from previous studies will be collected and compared 
to the researcher’s findings ,or developing a case description, which is mostly used when there 
is little previous research available (Yin, 1994). In this case the researcher chose the strategy 
of relying on theoretical propositions, where the literature review enabled the researcher to 
suggest a theoretical proposed model that allowed research questions and data collection 
process to follow a clear structure. Furthermore it empowered the researcher to focus on 
relevant data. 
 
After settling on a qualitative data analysis approach, the specific data analysis technique, the 
pattern matching,  was chosen. This enabled the researcher to match and compare the data 
with a proposed  the research model (Yin, 1994). The analysis of the data was made through 
three stages, (Miles and Huberman, 1994): 
 

1. Data reduction: comparing the theories and models the collected data to determine 
the most relevant information to the study. The researcher applied this approach by 
firstly transcribing the interviews and then taking out the most valuable data for 
answering the research questions. 
 

2. Data display: taking the reduced data and displaying it in an organized and compressed 
way with an aim to make the understanding of the same, easier and to avoid the 
“information overload”. The researcher in this case, took the reduced data and coded 
it into categories, based on the proposed research model, with an aim to present a data 
in the most manageable and logical way. 

 
3. Conclusion drawing and verification: in this stage the researcher starts to decide and 

understand the meaning of the collected data. In this case this will be displayed in the 
chapter 6 and 7 in this document.  
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4.7. Quality of research 
 
The quality research has a number of different issues concerning the data quality that need to 
be identified and taken into consideration when conducting semi-structured interviews. In this 
section the author will examine these issues in the form of reliability, forms of bias and validity 
(Saunders, 2011).  
 
Reliability 
 
For results to be considered reliable, a repeat study should obtain the same results as the 
original study (Collis and Hussey, 2013).  In this research,  the empirical data is gathered 
through a series of interviews, representing a qualitative mean of collecting data. Although, 
the researcher has formulated all the questions in advance, based on the rigid framework, with 
an aim to ensure reliability, still there might be lack of standardization, due to the follow-up 
questions, to further explore the answers of the interviewees. Furthermore, since the personal 
opinion of the people might vary over time and the results obtain in this research reflect the 
reality at the time they were collected. Therefore, the research done at a later time might give 
different results and it might be hard to find this repeatable. However, the nature of qualitative 
research like this is flexible and complex, and it is not necessarily intended to be repeatable. 
However, all interviews were taped and transcribed staying true to the spirit of established 
protocols which make this study highly reliability, but not repeatable.   
 
Forms of bias 
 
Bias can be caused by perceptions about the interviewer, or in relation to the interviewer bias. 
Especially in the case of the open-ended questions respondents could feel additional level of 
pressure regarding its answer. To avoid bias when conducting interviews of different kinds, 
Saunders (2011) suggested several key measures that need to be taken into consideration for 
the interviewer in qualitative interviews, such as interviewer’s preparation and readiness, 
appearance, behavior, approach to questioning and recording the information, ability to 
demonstrate attentive listening skills (Saunders, 2011). This is something that the researcher 
has to keep in mind when conducting interviews.   
 
Validity 
 
Qualitative research using semi-structured interviews cannot be used to make generalization 
about the entire population if it is based on a small and unrepresentative number of cases, like 
the case of one global corporation that the researcher used in this thesis. However, this does 
not mean that these findings are not valid, high validity is possible when it comes to this type 
of research if the interviews are carefully and well conducted (Saunders, 2011).  The researcher 
in this project has made some of the questions in the interview as a slight variations of the 
previous with an aim to increase the validity of the respond, beside the strict protocol of 
conducting the interviews, recording and analyzing the data. Therefore, judging on the high 
quality of the received answers in the study and their resemblance to ideas in other reports, 
high validity is likely.  
  



 40 

5. Data presentations – Empirical results  
 
 
In this chapter the empirical data that was collected in order to answer the research 
questions is presented. The data that is presented is a summarization of all the responses 
from the interviewees.  
 

 

5.1.  Respondents  
 
In order to answer the overall thesis purpose and research questions thirty-nine top-level 
managers, from different hierarchical level have been interviewed. The managers and 
executive leaders have chosen to participate in the in the interviews all had several years of 
experience, within a different field, technology innovations and hierarchy positions within and 
outside the company. Thus they have the expertise and valuable insights on the strategic 
decisions related to the technology innovation and shifts in the market and the industry. 
 
In order to present the data, the responses will be divided into different sections where each 
section represents a dimension or model according to the emerged framework. The empirical 
data is also presented in a summarized form, according to the Miles and Huberman (1994), a 
process of data reduction. 
 
The respondents in the data presented below will be handled anonymously. However, the 
table7  below illustrates the number of interviewed respondents, corporate level of hierarchy 
they belong to and their main area of work. 
 
Table 8 Respondents and their the main area of the work and hierarchy level,  Source: 
Authors own construct 
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Company X  
 
Company X is a global technology leader company within the power, heavy electrical 
equipment’s, robotics and automation technology areas. It is one of the largest engineering 
companies and also one of the largest conglomerates in the world, that operates in more than 
100 countries with more than 135,000 employees.  
 

5.2. Data presentations  
 
Results of the research phase #1  
 
The aim of this phase was to identify how AI as a new technology tool is perceived from the 
Company X perspective, either as a radical, game changer,  or an incremental innovation 
technology tool, that will add only incremental changes on company’s already existing business 
strategies. The three main concepts related to radical and incremental innovation have been 
examined, the organizational capabilities, the rules of the games and the adoption pace (Tidd, 
Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Christensen 2013; Utterback, 1994; Baker 2012; Thusman and 
Anderson, 1986; Christensen at al., 2014). 
 
Table 9 The results of the research phase #1, Source: Authors own construct 

 
  
Organizational capabilities  
 
The data obtained in this study indicates highly unified opinions amongst the respondents 
where the majority of them believe that AI as a new technology tool requires new 
complementary sets of knowledge and skillsets in comparison to the company’s existing one, 
which is characteristic for radical innovation.   
 
A common motivation for this opinion was that the rise of new AI tools and the ways how the 
current data have been utilized had created an urgent need for a complementary set of 
knowledge and skillsets. Company X has strong domain knowledge and expertise, but there 
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the majority of respondents believe that there is a need for data scientist and people who will 
know how to get through the data and extract the valuable information from it. Also, machine 
learning ( ML)  and artificial intelligence (AI) tools experts who will understand the AI tools, 
such as open sources libraries coming from FB, Google, Alibaba, and being able to differentiate 
which tools it the best for which problem and how it can be used to address and solve the 
market need and customers problems.  
 
The rules of the game  
 
The majority of respondents believe that AI eventually will change the “rule of the game,” in 
some areas of the market and industry in which Company X operates today, especially in the 
long term a three to five plus years from now, which is characteristic for radical innovation. 
 
The common motivation for this opinion was that AI has perceived as an enabler tool for the 
creation of the more flexible and more autonomous decision-maker systems that will be able 
to react in the presence of unknown or incomplete information. In comparison to the current 
rule-based automation system. There is also a belief that in the last eight to ten years the 
productivity of a global automation industry is not growing as it was, which indicates that the 
maximum level of automation with current technology is reached or it will be soon reached.  
For the automation industry there is a need for bringing the automation industry to the next 
step, which is more autonomous systems,  able to deal with unfamiliar situations or situations 
which they have not been explicitly thought about. Today, when something abnormal 
happened the situation is still handled by the human interaction. However, in the future, the 
systems should be able to adjust themselves and handle the situation on their own. Therefore, 
this is one of the areas where AI has perceived as one of the key tools for creation and 
interaction of autonomous systems, which will change the industry from automation-based to 
autonomous based systems, and as such it is perceived as a highly disruptive technology tool 
that could open up and create an entirely new market for industrial automation industry.  
 
On the other hand, respondents, that answered that AI is not a game changer, usually 
motivated their opinion by saying that the AI is perceived rather as a natural and gradual 
improvement of their already existing automation systems, which will allow the company to 
do things that were difficult or time-consuming in the past, than disruptive innovation tool. It 
is perceived as an enabler tool for generating the insights regarding how the system operates 
and how it creates the value for the customers, but in essence, it will not change the way how 
the systems operate itself. It has a potential to provide additional features, insights, and 
opportunities, which could enable the already existing business models to become more agile 
and flexible one, but in essence, the business model will stay the same. Therefore, it is more a 
technology tool that will bring the incremental changes, to the already existing business model 
than bringing the radical or disruptive changes.  
 
Additional common explanation why AI is not perceived as a game changer was that the AI is 
not a new technology tool and that company has been using the optimization algorithms for 
years before they have been labelled as an AI technology tool. The access to data and the 
computer power have improved the use of ML and other AI algorithms but, the effect that 
these improvements have on the overall performance and application in the markets are still 
too low, to be called a game changer or radical innovation. It is more of an extension of already 



 43 

existing technologies and markets and not a new technological innovation for itself that will 
open up or create an entirely new market.  
 
Results also indicate that opinion amongst respondents who believe that AI will change the 
rule of the games are highly unified from different organizational perspectives. However, 
answers amongst respondents who do not think that AI will change the “rules of the game” 
are slightly different. Technology and corporate perspectives are more unified, while from the 
business perspective there is a slight indication that more people believe that AI has potential 
to bring disruptive business opportunities for company. 
 
Adoption pace 
 
Adoption pace was the only concept where opinions were almost equally divided, and as such 
somebody could argue the adoption pace is highly subjective in nature. It is highly dependent 
on the personal perspective of the respondents, what is moderate and what is the quick 
adoption pace. Still a little bit higher number of respondents believe that in the case of the 
Company X, AI will allow company to have a moderate adoption pace, which is characteristic 
for incremental innovation.  
 
For some respondents disruptions and changes that AI could have on the market are the 
matter of months not even years, while for others it is more long-term changes 5+/10+ years 
from now since this is the very early phase of AI development.  
 
However, a majority of respondents emphasized the need for more agile innovation 
environment that will accelerate the adoption pace. As one respondent explained the market 
and technology changes are happening very quickly today, and with AI many things that today 
requires many years of experiences and training, could be done way faster and easier. 
Therefore, AI has possibility to change not just the knowledge that company has today, it could 
also change the pace on how quickly the new knowledge will be acquired. 
 
Table 10 The results of the research phase #1, Source: Authors own construct 
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Results of the research phase #2 
 
The aim of the research phase #2 is to identify how based on the company’s perception  
obtained in the research phase #1 how Company X is positioning itself within the innovation 
and market space related to AI innovations. The four main concepts, the networks, the 
technological and market trajectory, the customers and users groups and the strategic model, 
related to the Innovation Search Space Map model by Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt (2005) have 
been examined in each of the four innovation clusters.   
 
Table 11 The results of the research phase #2, Source: Authors own construct 

 
 
Table 12 The results of the research phase #2, Source: Authors own construct 
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Networks 
 
When it comes to the building a network for AI-based solutions, the majority of respondents 
believe that Company X will focus on creating and delivering AI-based solutions together with 
their already existing key partners and key suppliers, exploit area, incremental innovation 
within dominant business model. However, there is strong belief that company will also reach 
to the new partners and suppliers that company may not even known of before, reframing 
area, incremental innovation within new business model. The common motivation was that 
Company X is already working on creating and delivering AI-based solutions together with key 
partners and that for Company X partnerships are and will continue to be one of the most 
critical strategic initiatives. The future is highly dependent on company’s ability to provide the 
better AI algorithm or, the better tool for products and service. With strong partnership 
network, there is a higher chance for company to be able to provide and create the best 
products and services by using not only its own but also tools, data, and solutions of Company 
X’s partners.  
 
Technological and Market Trajectory  
 
The majority of respondents believe that Company X will create and deliver new AI-based 
products and services beyond the current markets’ and customers’ demands, bounded 
exploration area, radical innovation. The common motivation was that the Company X is highly 
technology driven company, which aim is always to fulfil current but also the future customers’ 
needs, by introducing products and services beyond current customers demands.  
 
Customers and users groups 
 
The majority respondents  believe that Company X will work majority of the time with 
company’s main customers and users groups, exploit area, incremental innovation within 
dominant business model. The common motivation was that the Company X is highly customer 
driven company and as such the creation of AI-based solutions will be highly influenced by 
company’s main customers group needs and problems that AI-based solution could satisfy and 
solve for them.  
 
However, there are some differentiations amongst the company’s main customers itself. 
Company X opportunities to offer AI-based solutions to the customers are highly dependent 
on the customers' digital maturity level. As one of the respondents explained, some customers 
are at the beginning of digitalization of their processes, and for them, any type of AI-based 
offerings is completely unsustainable and impossible. 
 
Additional perspective on differentiation amongst Company X main customers' groups is 
looking into different Company X customers' tiers, as one respondent explained, on the 
automotive industry example. In the automotive industries, the biggest automakers are 
Toyota, BMW, and Volkswagen, but if you approach them and ask them to experiment with AI 
solutions, they will not be the first one to embrace it. However, the second tiers companies 
such as Volvo, Jaguar, etc., the smaller automakers are way more likely to embrace the 
experimentation with AI-based solutions, since they are looking for any source that they can 
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get to outperform the tier one companies. Therefore their appetite for the risk is higher. If you 
are in the tier one companies, you have way more to lose than to gain, while the tier two or 
the tier three companies they are willing to gamble and take higher risks, in the beginning, to 
get to the tier one. The same logic applies to the Company X customers as respondent 
explained.  
 
Therefore, the primary differentiation amongst Company X’s main customers'  and users 
groups for AI-based solutions will be based on customers digital maturity and customers 
appetite for the risks. 
 
Strategic Model 
 
The majority of respondents believe that Company X will create and deliver new AI-based 
products and services by using company’s an existing strategic model,  but it will also look for 
new strategic initiatives, bounded exploration area, radical innovation within dominant 
business model.  
 
Some of the respondents raise the challenge of balancing between using an existing strategic 
model to reinforce core competencies and creating a new one for the future customers’ needs. 
One of the reasons for this challenge is that for some of the company’s customers the 
digitalization maturity is still a challenge, and for them, AI-based offerings are not feasible. 
Therefore, a company needs to find the right balance between satisfying the needs of highly 
digitalized fast pacing customers and a bit slower customers from conservative industries. 
 
Table 13 The results of the research phase #2, Source: Authors own construct 

 
 
  



 47 

Results of the Research phase #3 
 
 
The aim of the research phase #3 is to identify the AI-based initiatives and projects within 
company’s innovation space and where it is likely to move in the future. The four main 
concepts, the product/service innovation related to 4P’s of Innovation Space model by Tidd, 
Bessant, and Pavitt (2005)  have been examined. 
 
Table 14 The results of the research phase #3, Source: Authors own construct 

 
 
 
Product/Service Innovation  
 
The results indicate that majority of respondent believe that Company X will not use AI to 
change the products and services themselves. Products and services will stay same, or it will 
be incrementally different in the most cases, typical for incremental innovation. The common 
motivation for this opinion was that AI is rather an additional feature embedded within the 
already existing products and or services than product or service for itself. One of the 
respondents stated, that if the company will use AI as a part of their maintenance services, 
they will still do the maintenance, only it will be more efficient.  
 
Process Innovation 
 
The results indicate that within Company X opinions for using AI as a tool for changing the way 
how products and services are created, are highly divided, incremental and radical innovation. 
One half believe that in the case of AI the process are radically different by saying that in the 
past company had an inside-out approach, where they were building products to match the 
customers’ orders, but with AI approach will be reversed external-inside approach. Starting 
with the business case first, and the customers business value and then map out from an 
external value the internal value for the company, which is a completely different model.  
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Position Innovation 
 
The results indicate that majority of respondents believe that  company will use AI-based 
solutions to change the context in which current products and services are introduced, radical 
innovation. The common opinion was, that AI is one of the technology tool enablers that will 
enable company to offer even more service-software based solutions in comparison to the 
traditional hardware-based. 
 
Paradigm Innovation 
 
The results indicate that within Company X opinions for using AI as a tool for changing the way 
how company frames what it does are highly divided. Slightly higher number of respondents 
believe that AI will be the key enabler for the company to reframe their current business 
models and create a new value for their customers and industry as a whole, radical innovation. 
For them, AI is perceived as a technology tool it will enable company to offers the higher level 
of system optimization for their current and future customers. 
 
Table 15 The results of the research phase #3, Source: Authors own construct 
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Research phase #4 
 
The aim of the research phase #4 is to examine the role that Company X’s dominant business 
model has on the assessment of the impact that AI as a new technology tool could have on the 
company and the market. The seven main concepts, customer value proposition, profit 
formula, key resources, key processes and customer target market, the need for a new 
business model, current company’s business model have been examined (Hwang and 
Christensen, 2008; Mayers and Marquis, 1969; Chessbrough, 2010).  
 
Table 16 The results of the research phase #4, Source: Authors own construct 

 
 
Customer Value Proposition 
 
The results indicate that majority of respondent believe that Company X will use the same 
customers value proposition, since as long as the value of new service is successfully 
communicated to the customers, there is no need for a new customer value proposition, 
regardless is it AI or non-AI based offerings. 
 
However, the AI will enable Company X to create and offer the more sophisticated type of 
services, where the focus will be more on the service as a product, instead of the hardware as 
it is today, in some areas. For those areas, company will need to adjust the company’s current 
business model in the rise of the new opportunities. Today company is still selling mainly 
hardware-based solutions, and maintenance for the corresponding equipment but company is 
also making a transition from hardware to more software base offerings, and AI is one of the 
enablers of this transition. Therefore in those cases, Company X needs to change and adopt 
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the current business model to more service-based business model regardless does it include 
AI-based solutions or not. 
 
Profit Formula 
 
The results indicate that currently, in the majority of the cases Company X is using the same 
profit formula and revenue model for AI and non-AI based solutions. However,  some of the 
respondents also stated that for some areas within Company X there is a need for creation of 
an entirely new revenue model, while for others areas the adaptation of already existing one 
is good enough.  
 
Key Resources 
 
The results indicate that the majority of respondents believe that Company X  needs more key 
resources concerning people, skill sets, and funding needed for creating and delivering AI-
based solutions to the customers. The common motivation was that company has strong core 
competence knowledge but it needs more people with complementary AI-related skills.  
 
Key Processes 
 
The results indicate that the opinions regarding the key process for creating and delivering AI-
based solutions are almost equally divided. Where one-half of respondents believe that the 
processes for AI-based solutions are radically different while others half think that they are 
either same or incrementally different. 
 
Customer Target Market 
 
The Results indicate that today, Company X does not differentiate AI and non-AI customers 
target market it is the same customer target market. However, as previously mentioned there 
is differentiation between different  Company X’s customers tiers and customers’ digital 
maturity levels. 
 
The Need for a New Business Model 
 
The results indicate that the majority of respondents believe that Company X  needs a new 
business model for AI-based solutions, but in some areas while in others the use of an existing 
or adapted is good enough. The motivation for this opinion was the same as previously 
mentioned that company’s customers differ regarding their digital maturity levels,  from those 
who are highly digitalized to those who are on the beginning of their digitalization journey. 
Therefore company will need to find the right balance for satisfying the customers from both 
group.  
 
 
 



 51 

Business Model Innovation 
 
The results indicate that the majority of respondents believe that Company X  in the majority 
of the time is using an existing dominant business model, and that there is no differentiation 
between company’s business model for AI and non-AI-based solutions. 
 
Table 17 The results of the research phase #4, Source: Authors own construct 
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6. Data analysis 
 
In this chapter the empirical data from the previous chapter will be presented in comparison 
to the conceptual framework presented in chapter three.  
 

 
This thesis sets out to examine how a company’s assessment of the impact that a new 
technology innovation, in this case AI, will have on the industry and market is influenced by the 
company’s dominant business model. This is done by analyzing the assessment of new 
technology innovation, AI in the case of Company X, as shown in the emerged framework.  
 
Analysis of the results of the research phase #1  

 
In the aspect of radical vs. incremental innovation, three main concepts such as organizational 
capabilities, the “rules of the game,” and adoption pace were presented in the emerged 
framework and were argued and supported by the empirical data.  
 
Organizational capabilities  
 
Based on the theory, organizational capabilities are defined as, capabilities that one 
organization has concerning knowledge and skillsets ( Thusman and Anderson, 1986). The 
theory states that the incremental innovation is competence enhancing innovation since 
enables companies’ to gradually build upon their expertise, in contrast to the radical innovation 
that requires new skills, new abilities and new knowledge ( Thusman and Anderson, 1986).  
Comparing theory and the results obtained from the interviews, there is strong indication that 
for some areas within Company X AI requires new skill sets, new abilities and new knowledge 
in comparison to the already existing one, while in other areas it is a more gradual extension 
of the already existing. Therefore, there is a strong indication that in some areas within 
Company X, AI is perceived as a competence-destroying innovation which is one of the 
indicators for radical innovation. Furthermore, since opinions regarding the need for new 
complementary competences were highly unified, then Company X should consider that 
further research for identifying the exact competence and skill sets needed and also the 
precise identification of the area within company where these new competencies could have 
the highest impact, could be the worth wide investment. 
 
The rules of the game  
 
In theory, the concept “rules of the game” was defined as market condition and laws between 
different players on the market on which company operates ( Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt, 2005; 
Christensen, 2013; Utterback, 1994 and Baker, 2012). Furthermore, the theory implies that 
most of the time innovation takes place within a set of rules which are clearly understood, 
accepted and do not change, labeled as an incremental innovation ( Christensen at al., 2004).  
However, the theory also stated that occasionally something happens, such as the emergence 
of new technology, that dislocates already established a framework and change the “rule of 
the game,” opens up new opportunities, labeled as a radical innovation (Christensen at al., 
2004).   
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The data obtained implies that majority of respondents  believe that AI as a new technology 
tool will change the “rule of the game” in some area on the market and industry, by bringing 
the opportunity for creating a more flexible and autonomous decision-maker system in 
comparison to the already existing one. The new system will be able to work in the presence 
of unknown or incomplete information which does not case today. Leveraging the new 
opportunities with more flexible and autonomous systems will require the new sets of rules 
and laws on the market and amongst players in the industry.  
 
Comparing theory and the results obtained from the interviews, there is strong indication that 
for some areas within Company X AI is perceived as a tool that will change the “rules of the 
game”, which is one of the indicators for radical innovation.  
 
Adoption pace 
 
In the theory, the adoption pace was defined as a pace of the adoption of the changes in the 
market on which company operates, in the face of a new market condition ( Thusman and 
Anderson, 1986; Christensen at al., 2014 and Baker, 2012). The radical innovation is 
characterized with the need for quick and decisive adoption decision, while the incremental 
innovation allows the moderate pace of adoption (Thusman and Anderson, 1986; Christensen 
at al., 2014 and Baker, 2012).  
 
The data obtained indicate that the majority of respondents believe that the changes that AI-
based solutions could bring to the market will allow a company to gradually build upon their 
expertise and acquire the moderate pace of adoption, which is one of the indicators for 
incremental innovation. However, since the opinions regarding the adoption pace are highly 
divided, without a unified perspective, one could argue that the adoption pace is highly 
subjective in nature. As such it is highly dependent on the personal perspective of the 
respondents, what is moderate and what is the quick adoption pace. For some respondents 
disruptions and changes that AI could have on the market are the matter of months not even 
years, while for others it is more long-term changes 5+/10+ years from now since this is the 
very early phase of AI development. 
 
The results of the Research phase #1 indicate that AI as a new technology tool is perceived 
as a game changer, radical innovation tool for Company X. However, the opinions regarding 
when the change will arrive, timewise, are still unclear and differ from in the next 1 to 3 years 
to 5+ and 10+ years from now. 
 
Analysis of the results of the research phase #2 
 
Based on the theory innovation search space map is a tool that enables companies to use 
different “frameworks” in their search for different sources of innovation within the innovation 
and market space (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005).  In the research phase #2 was used for 
identifying how Company X is positioning itself within the innovation and market space related 
to AI innovations. The four main concepts, the networks, the technological and market 
trajectory, the customers and users groups and the strategic model, related to the Innovation 
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Search Space Map model by Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt (2005) have been examined in each of 
the four innovation clusters. 
 
The zone 1 corresponds to the exploit field which refers to a stable and shared frame within 
which adaptive and incremental development takes place, characteristic for incremental 
innovation within dominant business model ( Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at al., 
2013). While the zone 2 corresponds to the bounded exploration field which involves search 
into new territory, pushing the frontiers of what is known and deploying deeper search 
techniques, moving towards radical innovation but still within dominant business model ( Tidd, 
Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at al., 2013). The zone 3 corresponds to the reframing field 
which takes place on an incremental level and usually by working with elements in the 
environment which are not embraced by already established companies’ business model, 
incremental innovation but within new business model ( Bessant at al., 2013). While the zone 
4 corresponds to the co-evolve field, or the “edge of chaos” which refers to the complex 
environment where innovation emerges as a product of a process of co-evolution, the zone 
where new-to-the-world innovation takes place, radical innovation within new business model 
(Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2005; Bessant at al., 2013).  
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Networks 
 
The data obtained indicate that the majority of respondents believe that Company X will focus 
on creating and delivering AI-based solutions together with their already existing key partners 
and key suppliers, exploit area, incremental innovation within dominant business model,  
which is one of the indicators for exploit area, where incremental innovation within dominant 
business model takes place. However, since the opinion were almost equally divided to four 
areas of innovation space and equally divided between areas related to company’s dominant 
and new business model there is a strong indication that for Company X AI is perceived as a 
technology tool that requires high utilization and connection amongst different players in all 
four areas of innovation and market space. It is more an ecosystem-based technology tool, 
where none of the players can be a lonely island, and as such, it is highly dependent on the 
company’s ability to create a strong AI-Ecosystem. 
 
Technological and Market Trajectory  
 
The data obtained indicate that the majority of respondents believe that Company X will create 
and deliver new AI-based products and services beyond the current markets’ and customers’ 
demands, bounded exploration area, radical innovation but within dominant business model. 
Therefore, there is a strong indication that Company X is a highly risk-averse company, for 
which AI is perceived as a still highly unstable technology tool and as such it brings a high level 
of risk which company is not ready to take at this moment. 
 
Customers and users groups 
 
The data obtained indicate that the majority of respondents believe that Company X will work 
majority of the time with company’s main customers and users groups, exploit area, 
incremental innovation within dominant business model. However, based on the Christensen’s 
(2013), research one of the most common reason why, technology leader such as Xerox, IBM, 
Apple, etc., failed to capture the new disruptive innovation was that they were too focused on 
listening to their current customers and satisfying those needs. Working to closely with their 
primary customers' groups led them to completely missed the rise of the new markets, with 
new types of customers with completely different kinds of needs. This phenomenon is labelled 
as a “tyranny of success,” where the very same key factors that lead to firm’s success such as 
leadership, vision, strategic focus, customers focus, etc., during one period might become 
Achilles heel, during the other when the conditions and laws on the market change.  
 
Based on the history, the disruptive innovation usually comes from working with extreme 
users, and users on edge, which needs are highly specialized and characterize either by 
extreme constraints or extreme demands. Therefore, based on the theoretical implications 
and results obtained, current company’s AI strategy to work with main customers groups for 
bringing disruptive AI-based innovation to the market might not be the best decision.  
 
In the case of Company X, results obtained in the research phase #1 indicates that company 
identified AI as a new potentially highly disruptive technology tool, especially for some areas.  
But the results obtained in the research phase #2, also indicate that currently, the company 
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spends a minimal amount of its time and resources on working with company’s extreme users 
or users on edge for monetizing and capturing the possible disruptive opportunities from the 
AI technology tool. 
 
Strategic Model 
 
The data obtained indicate that the majority of respondents believe that Company X will create 
and deliver new AI-based products and services by using company’s an existing strategic 
model,  but it will also look for new strategic initiatives, bounded exploration area, radical 
innovation within dominant business model. Therefore, there is strong indication that main 
focus for Company X is on leveraging AI-based solutions for reinforcing the already existing 
market position, instead of expanding to the new markets.  
 
The results of the Research phase #2 indicate that the majority of the time , company is 
positioning itself within the market and innovation space for using AI as a technology tool for 
improving existing company’s products and services within company’s dominant business 
model. And that the overall company AI strategic initiatives are more related to the 
incremental innovation.   
 
Analysis of the results of the research phase #3 
 
The 4Ps framework is developed by Tidd and Bessant in 1997  and is usually used as a 
structured approach for companies to examine and identified where the organization currently 
has innovation projects and where it is likely to move in the future (Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt, 
2005; Francis and Bessant, 2005). In the research phase #3 was used to identify the AI-based 
initiatives and projects within company’s innovation space and where it is likely to move in the 
future. The four main concepts, the product/service innovation, process innovation, position 
innovation and paradigm innovation, related to 4P’s of Innovation Space model by Tidd, 
Bessant, and Pavitt (2005)  have been examined. 
 
Product/Service Innovation  
 
Product/service innovation refers to the changes in the organizational product and or service 
which an organization offers (Tidd, Bessant, and Pavitt, 2005; Francis and Bessant, 2005). The 
data obtained indicate that the majority of respondents believe that Company X will not use AI 
to change the products and services themselves. Products and services will stay same, or it will 
be incrementally different in the most cases, typical for incremental innovation. 
 
Process Innovation 
 
The process innovation refers to the changes in the ways in which product or service is created 
or deliver (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005). The data obtained indicate within Company X 
opinions for using AI as a tool for changing the way how products and services are created, are 
highly divided, incremental and radical innovation. 
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Position Innovation 
 
The position innovation refers to the changes in the context in which the products or services 
are introduced to the market (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005). It does not significantly affect the 
composition of the functionality of the product or service, but the meaning of the product in 
the eyes of the potential customer and or the market segments selected as targets will be 
changed (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005; Kim & Mauborgne, 2014). The data obtained indicate 
that majority of respondents believe that  company will use AI-based solutions to change the 
context in which current products and services are introduced, radical innovation. 
 
Paradigm Innovation 
 
The paradigm innovation refers to the changes in underlying mental models or dominant 
architecture which frame what the organization does (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005). 
Researchers also define the paradigm as the way how we look at something (Tidd, Bessant, & 
Pavitt, 2005; Rickards & VanGundy, 1999). The data obtained indicate that within Company X 
opinions for using AI as a tool for changing the way how company frames what it does are 
highly divided. Slightly higher number of respondents believe that AI will be the key enabler 
for the company to reframe their current business models and create a new value for their 
customers and industry as a whole, radical innovation. 
 
The results of the Research phase #3 indicate that Company X is mainly using AI as a 
technology tool to reposition itself on the market. However, there are still areas within 
company’s dominant business model, the process, the paradigm and the product/service 
innovation, where the use of AI-based solutions is still unexplored and far away from being 
exploited. In each of these three areas opinions are highly divided, which indicates that in none 
of those areas the conclusion on the way how AI-based solutions could be used is not reached 
yet.      
 
 
Analysis of the results of the research phase #4 
 
Based on the theory, in some cases the technological innovation could be successfully utilized 
and deployed by the companies already existing business model, while in other cases company 
needs to change its dominant business model to capture the value from the new technological 
innovation ( Chesbrough, 2010, Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002). The aim of the research 
phase #4 was to examine the role that Company X’s dominant business model has on the 
assessment of the impact that AI as a new technology tool could have on the company and the 
market. The seven main concepts, customer value proposition, profit formula, key resources, 
key processes and customer target market, the need for a new business model, current 
company’s business model have been examined, related to the business model theory, 
dynamics of innovation and business model innovation theory  (Hwang and Christensen, 2008; 
Mayers and Marquis, 1969; Chessbrough, 2010) 
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Customer Value Proposition 
 
The product or service that helps or solve the customers particular need or problem (Hwang 
and Christensen, 2008). The data obtained indicate that majority of respondent believe that 
Company X will use the same customers value proposition, since as long as the value of new 
service is successfully communicated to the customers, there is no need for a new customer 
value proposition, regardless is it AI or non-AI based offerings. Therefore, currently there is no 
need for a new customer proposition for AI-based offerings, characteristic for dominant 
business model. 
 
Profit Formula  
 
Blueprint that defines how the company creates value for itself and for the customers 
(Johnson, Christensen, & Kagermann, 2008). The data obtained indicate that currently, in the 
majority of the cases Company X is using the same profit formula and revenue model for AI 
and non-AI based solutions, characteristic for dominant business model. 
 
Key Resources 
 
A set of resources, such as people, technology products, equipment, channels and brands that 
managers will need in order to deliver the  value proposition to the targeted customers ( 
Hwang and Christensen, 2008; Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002; Hedman and Kalling, 2003; 
Johnson et al., 2008; Osterwalder, 2004). The data obtained indicate the majority of 
respondents believe that Company X  needs more key resources concerning people, skill sets, 
and funding needed for creating and delivering AI-based solutions to the customers, 
characteristic for dominant business model. 
 
Key Processes 
 
Operational and managerial processes that allow companies to deliver the customer value 
proposition in a way that they can successfully repeat an increase in scale ( Hwang and 
Christensen, 2008; Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002; Hedman and Kalling, 2003; Johnson et 
al., 2008; Osterwalder, 2004). The data obtained indicate that the opinions regarding the key 
process for creating and delivering AI-based solutions are almost equally divided. Where one-
half of respondents believe that the processes for AI-based solutions are radically different 
while others half think that they are either same or incrementally different, characteristic for 
new business model. 
 
Customer Target Market 
 
The company’s primary customers target market for which company creates value (Hagel and 
Armstrong, 1997). The data obtained indicate that today, Company X does not differentiate AI 
and non-AI customers target market it is the same customer target market, characteristic for 
dominant business model. 
 
 



 59 

The Need for a New Business Model 
 
Based on the theory the innovation begins with the connection between a market’s need and 
a technical ability to address that need, while the interplay between new and old needs and 
new and old technologies is what they refer to as a “dynamics of innovation” (Myers and 
Marquis, 1969). The data obtained indicate that today the majority of respondents believe that 
Company X  needs a new business model for AI-based solutions, but in some areas while in 
others the use of an existing or adapted is good enough, characteristic for new business model. 
 
Business Model Innovation 
 
Company’s ability to adapt, change and innovate their dominant business model (Chesbrough, 
2010). The data obtained indicate that the majority of respondents believe that Company X  in 
the majority of the time is using an existing dominant business model, and that there is no 
differentiation between company’s business model for AI and non-AI-based solutions, 
characteristic for low level of business model innovation. 
 
The results of the Research phase #4 indicate that the value that AI as a new technology 
tool could bring to the company, customers and market is strongly connected and assessed 
through company’s dominant business model. The results also indicate that there is a need for 
a New Business Model for AI-based solutions, for some areas within Company X, while in others 
the existing or adapted version of the dominant business model is good enough. 
 
Based on the theory and history of technology leader companies who failed to leverage the 
emergence of new technology, one of the most common reasons for the failure, regardless 
the company's industry was the use of company’s dominant business model for assessment of 
the impact that a new disruptive technological innovation could have on a company. The 
dominant business model will not work when the conditions and the rule of the games in the 
market are changed since the dominant business model is built based on the different sets of 
the market rules and laws which are now changed. Therefore, this should be taken into 
consideration from the Company X, since there is a strong indication that for some areas within 
Company X AI is perceived as a disruptive innovation, but even in those areas company is using 
the dominant business model for assessing  the impact of the AI and also monetizing 
opportunities that AI could bring to the company. 
  



 60 

7. Findings and Conclusions  
 
This chapter represents the findings and conclusion of the thesis. The purpose of the chapter 
is to summaries the most important results that have emerged from the data analysis and 
thusly answer the overall purpose and research questions. Furthermore, this chapter 
discusses theoretical implications, possibilities for future research and implications for 
practitioners.  
 

 

7.1.  Answer to research question 1 
 
Is AI as a new technology tool perceived within Company X as a game changer or it will only 
add new incremental features on the already existing business strategies? 
 
Derived from the analysis chapter based on the theory and data obtained throughout the 
interviews, there is an indication that AI as a new technology tool is perceived as a game 
changer, radical innovation tool for some areas within the Company X. However, the opinions 
regarding when the change will arrive, timewise, are still unclear and differ from in the next 1 
to 3 years to 5+ and 10+ years from now. 
 
Results also indicate that the majority of the time , company is positioning itself within the 
market and innovation space for using AI as a technology tool for improving existing company’s 
products and services within company’s dominant business model. And that the overall 
company AI strategic initiatives are more related to the incremental innovation.  
 
Lastly, results also indicate that Company X is mainly using AI as a technology tool to reposition 
itself on the market. However, there are still areas within company’s dominant business model, 
the process, the paradigm and the product/service innovation, where the use of AI-based 
solutions is still unexplored and far away from being exploited. In each of these three areas 
opinions are highly divided, which indicates that in none of those areas the conclusion on the 
way how AI-based solutions could be used is not reached yet.      
 
  

7.2. Answer to research question 2 
 
The role that company’s dominant business model has on the assessment of the impact that AI 
as a new technology tool could have on the Company X. 
 
Derived from the analysis chapter based on the theory and data obtained throughout the 
interviews, there is an indication that the value that AI as a new technology tool could bring to 
the company, customers and market is strongly connected and assessed through company’s 
dominant business model. 
 
Based on the theory and history of technology leader companies who failed to leverage the 
emergence of new technology, one of the most common reasons for the failure, regardless 
the company's industry was the use of company’s dominant business model for assessment of 
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the impact that a new disruptive technological innovation could have on a company. The 
dominant business model will not work when the conditions and the rule of the games in the 
market are changed since the dominant business model is built based on the different sets of 
the market rules and laws which are now changed. Therefore, this should be taken into 
consideration from the Company X, since there is a strong indication that for some areas within 
Company X AI is perceived as a disruptive innovation, but even in those areas company is using 
the dominant business model for assessing  the impact of the AI and also monetizing 
opportunities that AI could bring to the company. 
 

7.3. Answer to research question 3 
 
Is there a need for a new business model for successful implementation and use of AI-based 
solutions or the company can use an existing one? 
 
Derived from the analysis chapter based on the theory and data obtained throughout the 
interviews, there is an indication that there is a need for a New Business Model for AI-based 
solutions, for some areas within Company X, while in others the existing or adapted version of 
the dominant business model is good enough. 
 

7.4. Limitations 
 
Due to a limited time frame and resources, this study has had access to, the scope of the study 
has been influenced. This thesis is delimited by choosing the specific angle, business 
perspective for assessing the rate of AI technology innovation, without going deeper on 
analysing different technology behind AI solutions. Furthermore, the research is limited by 
choosing one global technology industry leader, as a case study to test the validation of the 
hypothesis. 
 

7.5. Theoretical implications 
 
The study has made empirical contributions to the research about the dominant business 
models for assessing the level of novelty that technology innovation brings to the industry and 
market, in the field of industrial management. The assessment of the impact that company’s 
dominant business model of industry leader company has on assessing the level of technology 
innovation has generated empirical material that has not yet extensively been researched from 
the business perspective in the area of AI technology innovation in the field of industrial 
management. The results of this study can in the future be used by other researchers for other 
in-depth studies related to the companies’  successful assessments of the level of innovation 
that emerging technology innovations have on the market and industry and the role of the 
company’s dominant business model. 
 

7.6. Managerial implications 
 
For CEO’s and top-level executives, this research could help in identifying how the 
organizations perceive the new technology innovation, and how deeply the company’s 
dominant business model influences it. Also, it could be used as a tool for mapping out the AI 
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innovation search space and identifying where within this space company has positioned itself 
and where it is likely to move in the future. 
 

7.7. Future research 
 
Generalization 
 
The first implications for the further research will concern the sample size of this study. It would 
be interesting to see if more respondents and respondents from several other industries were 
able to take part in a study and see if this impact the findings. This, in turn, allows one to see 
how general the impact of the company’s dominant business model is on the assessments of 
the new technology innovation. 
 
 
Dominant Business Model and Technology Innovation  
 
Since this study found out that the company’s dominant business model has incredible 
importance for successful assessments of the new technology innovation and companies’ 
ability to leverage those changes, thus it might be interesting to look further into the relations 
and concepts related to the technology innovation and dominant business model. 
Furthermore, it could be interesting if someone would try to define the precise borders 
between dominant and emerging business model. Also, the criteria that will define the 
moment when a company has moved from one area of innovation space to another. 
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Appendix 
 
Interview guide 
 

1.  Do you believe that AI as a new technology tool will cause major shifts in industries within 
which company operates today? 

2. Do you believe that AI based solution will create a completely new market on which company 
does not operate in this moment? 

3. Do you believe that AI  based solutions will require New knowledge and skillsets? 
4. In your opinion do you believe that AI will allow company to build upon complementary AI 

knowledge and skillsets gradually, or it will require more aggressive and fast acquisition of the 
new knowledge and skillsets? 

5. In your opinion do you believe that AI will change the rules of the game of the market on which 
company operates or not? 

6. In your opinion when it comes to creating and delivering AI-based solutions do you believe that 
company will work only with key suppliers, key partners, etc., or it will also reach to new 
partners, new suppliers, etc., that company may not have considered or even known of before? 
 

7. Concerning reaching to the new partners do you believe that company will look for the new 
partners from the field related to the company domain expertise or it will also look for 
uncorrelated actors and players from industries and markets on which company does not 
operate? 

8. In your opinion when it comes to creating and delivering AI-based solutions do you believe that 
company will follow pre-established and pre-defined market and technological trajectory or it 
will create a new one?  

9. In your opinion when it comes to creating and delivering AI-based solutions do you believe that 
company will work only with main customers and users groups, or it will also work with few 
unordinary customers or even extreme customers and users?   

10. In your opinion do you believe that in the case of AI company will use an existing business 
model with an aim to reinforce its core competence and reinforce current market position?  

11. Or it will use an existing strategic model to reinforce its core competence and reinforce current 
market position, but it will also look for new strategic initiatives? 

12. Or company will use new strategic model for AI, where alternative architecture is generated? 
13. In your opinion do you believe that company will use or is using AI-based solutions to change 

the context in which the products and or services will be or are introduced to the customers? 
14. In your opinion do you believe that company will use or is using AI-based solutions for 

expanding to new markets and or to reinforce its position in the already existing market? 
15. In your opinion how AI-based products and services differ from other companies non-AI-based 

products and services coming from your department?  Incrementally different, or completely 
new kind of products and services? 

16. In your opinion how the processes for creating and delivering AI-based products and services 
to the customers differ from the processes for creating and delivering non-AI-based products 
and services coming from your department? Incrementally different, or completely different 
way of creating and delivering the AI-based offerings? 

17. In your opinion  do you believe that company will use or is using AI-based solutions to change 
and or reframe the conceptual architecture and create a new type of value that had not 
previously existed in the industry?  

18. Is there any differentiation between the customers' value proposition for AI and non-AI-based 
offerings coming from your department or units? 

19. Is there any differentiation between the customers target market for AI and non-AI-based 
offerings coming from your department or units? 
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20. Do you have a profit formula or revenue model for AI-based solutions and is there any 
differentiation between profit formula for AI and non-AI-based offerings coming from your 
department or units? 

21. In your opinion do you believe that AI-based offerings require or will require a new revenue 
model or profit formula in comparison to the current one? 

22. Do you have key resources when it comes to the people, skillsets and funding that you need in 
order to create and deliver AI based solution to your customer?  

23. Do you have key partnerships and with whom you are working together on creating and 
delivering AI-based solutions for your customers?   
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List of Interviewees  
 

# Position Country 
1. Country Manager Sweden 
2. Chief Technology Officer Switzerland 
3. Chief Digital Officer The USA 
4. President Robotics & Motion Switzerland 
5. Group Service R&D Manager Switzerland 
6. BU Managing Director Process Automation The USA 
7.. Group Vice President, BFDI Switzerland 
8. Global Technology Manager Process Industries Switzerland 
9. Head of Corporate Research Sweden Sweden 
10. Global Product Management The USA 
11. Global Research Area Manager Sweden 
12. AI Lead for Sweden Sweden 
13. Head of Process Automation Division Sweden Sweden 
14 Group Research Portfolio Manager Germany 
15. Technology Manager Process Automation Sweden 
16. Head of IS Data Science Lab Switzerland 
17. Group Vice President, BFDI The USA 
18. Head of Business Development Robotics Motion Switzerland 

19. Head of Strategic Development  Sweden Sweden 
 

20. Global Head of Digital Transformation The USA 
21. Head of Product Management Sweden 

22. Head of Sales at Industrial Automation Division 
Sweden 

Sweden 

23. 
Team Manager PS Department Corporate 
Research Sweden 

24. Manager PG Globalization Division Sweden 
25. Digital Leads for Sweden Sweden 

26. 
Head of Software Products Development and 
Release Sweden 

27. Venture Capital Senior Vice Manager Sweden 

28. Manager for Software Department Motion 
Control 

Sweden 

29. Industry Sector Digital Lead Chemicals & 
Refining 

Germany 

30. Digital Lead IoT -Senior Executive Finland 
31. Group Research Portfolio Manager Switzerland 
32. R&D Manager Switzerland 
33. Manager for Product Architecture Sweden 
34. Global Business Engagement Manager Sweden 
35. Business Development Manager Sweden 
36. Digital Leads Sweden 
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37. 
Local Product Manager -Technical & Sales 
Support Sweden 

38. R&D Principal Engineer Sweden 
39. Corporate Research Sweden 
40. Digital Leader Sweden 
41. Marketing Manager Sweden 
42. Corporate Research Sweden 

43. 
Technology Manager Applied Visual Technology 
PGGD 

Sweden 

44. Product Manager Control Products and Solar 
Projects, UPS 

Sweden 

45. Principle Senior Research Engineer Sweden 
46. Digital Leads Sweden 
47. Digital Leads Sweden 

 
 
 


