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Abstract

Circular economy (CE) is gaining interest among industrial firms in light of sustainabil-

ity concerns, and several incumbent firms are integrating it into their strategy. In this

study, we scrutinize learnings from three large established industrial firms with a clear

CE agenda and that are front-runners in CE strategy deployment. We analyze

exploitation and exploration approaches to CE and problematize how these

approaches relate to radical innovation, which we argue is critical for achieving

CE. Semi-structured interviews (n = 30) were used to collect data. We found several

issues referring to (1) challenges and approaches to normative management, (2) how

the innovation ecosystem is engaged, (3) how goals and metrics relate to CE, and

(4) resources and coordination regarding the CE initiative. Overall, current exploit-

ative approaches are favored over explorative, mirroring an undesired imbalance

between the two. We suggest several ways to counteract this. For example,

(1) addressing existing norms so that they align with the ambitions in CE, (2) actively

managing collaboration in the innovation ecosystem, including radically new setups

of different actors, and (3) that managers need to carefully consider when and how

to use goals and measurements in a circular strategy deployment, to foster both

radical and incremental innovation.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Businesses have long been advised to find competitive advantages

while considering the lifespan of resources throughout the product

lifecycle using the innovation strategies of “Reuse, Repair, Recondi-
tion, and Recycle” (Stahel, 1982). While these so-called R strategies,

suggested over 40 years ago, have been redefined in numerous ways,

the number of associated business models has recently flourished and

sparked interest among the business community (Geissdoerfer

et al., 2020; Reike et al., 2018). This trend largely relates to the growth

of circular economy (CE), an economic system in which novel business

models re-envision the “end-of-life” concept by reducing, reusing,

recycling, and recovering the materials used in product production

and use (Kirchherr et al., 2017). While CE entails both incremental and

radical innovation, past research has argued that stopping the deple-

tion of natural resources and reducing current levels of CO2 emissions

cannot be achieved by incremental changes alone (Schaltegger

et al., 2016). This concern highlights the need for radical measures by

many actors in society.

Large established firms play a significant role in the move away

from linear production and consumption. They have a significant

impact on resource flows, and they occupy a dominant position in

supply chains. Furthermore, their long-term existence is critical due to

the size of their workforces and their outsized contribution to the
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welfare of regions and countries. Considering the organizational

resources they possess, large established firms also have an

opportunity to become leaders in sustainable innovation by taking an

active role in shaping how the transition from linear production takes

place (Brown et al., 2019). Furthermore, original equipment manufac-

turers control early product development choices which affect the

feasibility of several R-strategies, thus both an enabling factor and a

competitive advantage in a CE specifically (Lieder & Rashid, 2016).

However, acting on this opportunity is a significant endeavor. CE will

entail new regulations (Technopolis Group, 2016); require changes in

product-service systems, supply chains, and customer behavior

(Lieder, 2017); and need innovative business models (Bocken &

Ritala, 2021). These changes put business-as-usual for established

firms into question (Frishammar & Parida, 2019). Specifically, firms

with a value proposition coupled with physical goods may be

particularly challenged in this regard, as their linear production of

goods consumes a significant amount of materials and energy

(Rashid et al., 2013). In turn, this emphasizes the need for change

compared to firms with intangible value propositions (e.g., service

providers).

Despite this business potential and urgency of change, there are

persistent gaps to be filled. First, we still lack examples of incumbent

manufacturers fully transitioned to circular business models

(Kirchherr & Santen, 2019). This fact has also inspired several

researchers to study the barriers to a CE transition (Kirchherr

et al., 2018; Sopjani et al., 2020). Notably, the challenges they have

highlighted can primarily be categorized as technological, regulatory,

and social barriers; however, less attention has been paid to the inter-

nal challenges that firms face when adopting CE (Araujo Galvão

et al., 2018). This lack of attention is surprising, considering that

supporting a CE transition through innovation is a complex challenge

for organizations that involves many different actors, networks, and

organizational structures (Sehnem et al., 2021). Implementing a

concept that reconceptualizes current linear product development

processes, business models, supply chains, and manufacturing tech-

nologies requires radical changes for most manufacturing firms

(Rashid et al., 2013). Second, we still lack case studies and empirical

data on how incumbent manufacturing companies can achieve such

radical circular innovations. However, there are multiple known

approaches and strategies that companies can adopt in reaction to a

need for change or in actively leading development. How companies

manage innovation plays a significant role in how firms handle major

social and technological shifts and impacts whether they ultimately

benefit from these shifts, or get left behind (Christensen, 1997).

Concerning resource depletion and the unsustainability of current

manufacturing practices, the question of how manufacturing compa-

nies act is not just a matter of competitiveness, but societal welfare as

well. Therefore, it is crucial to understand how manufacturing compa-

nies can guide their innovation work to deliver radical CE innovations.

Researchers such as Ferasso et al. (2020) have called for more

empirical research on this topic, stressing that we have limited under-

standing of the conditions that facilitate or impede the implementa-

tion of circular strategies, and contribute to their success.

A particular challenge that many large and established firms face

is that the existing core capabilities that sustain the business can

entrench the status-quo, creating rigidities that impede the develop-

ment of novel products and services (Leonard-Barton, 2011). With

time, it is perfectly normal for firms to develop path-dependent

routines, strategies, and resources, which creates a bias against radical

innovation (Teece, 2007). To break free from such entrenchment

requires being open to new collaborations, drawing on more sources

of innovation, integrating across areas of competence, and

experimenting with technology and business models. It has been

suggested that firms need to develop dynamic capabilities, that is, the

ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external

competencies to address a rapidly changing environment (Teece

et al., 1997). Dynamic capabilities specifically for sensing and seizing

opportunities strongly relate to the theoretical perspectives of explo-

ration and exploitation, where some even argue that they can be

equated (e.g., Birkinshaw et al., 2016). Originally, however,

March (1991) related the concepts of exploitation and exploration to

the management of knowledge in firms, and later research has

described the challenges that firms face in balancing the two, since

their activities compete for the same limited set of resources and

attention (March, 1991; Tushman & O'Reilly, 1996).

Inspired by Ferasso et al. (2020) and highly motivated by the role

of large, established firms in society, this study focuses on the strate-

gic integration of CE. We studied three large, established firms in

Sweden that are of particular interest because they have defined

sustainability strategies that include clearly communicated and high

ambitions regarding CE. In other words, we perceive them to be

front-runners in adopting CE, even if they are not unique from a

global perspective. In line with the recent observation by Santa-Maria

et al. (2021), we also believe that the current development of theory

regarding CE and organizational change is still in a nascent stage.

Therefore, deeper insight is best gathered by studying practitioners in

greater detail. Furthermore, we believe that through the strategic

integration of CE, firms signal an ambition to assume a leadership role

rather than following others in reducing resource usage. This ambition

can be expected to have implications for their innovation manage-

ment. Consequently, this paper has two aims: first, to describe actions

the firms have taken following senior management decisions to adopt

circular strategies, and second, to analyze how the deployment of cir-

cular strategies relates to organizing for exploration and exploitation

as means to be competitive in the short term and deliver radical

innovation in the long term. As a result, this paper contributes to our

understanding of innovation work that incumbent firms are undertak-

ing in light of CE, and the means to accomplish circular strategies by

exploiting existing value deliverables and exploring radical innovation.

2 | ORGANIZING FOR CE AND RADICAL
INNOVATION

Innovation and technology development are thought to guide organi-

zations in a transition toward a more sustainable society. However,

few companies succeed in integrating and implementing sustainability,
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especially when moving from a strategic level to an operational level

(Hallstedt et al., 2010). While CE should not be viewed as a panacea

for sustainable development, it is often viewed as one of several other

solutions promoting a sustainable system (Corvellec et al., 2021;

Geissdoerfer et al., 2017). This view is especially true in the business

community, which has been active in driving and shaping the concept

of CE (Korhonen et al., 2018). Perhaps consequently, several research

papers on CE and management are practitioner-oriented and

pragmatic. Typically, these define processes and tools that enable

organizations to initiate and implement a transition to a CE

(e.g., Brown et al., 2021; Konietzko et al., 2020). For instance,

Konietzko et al. (2020) is a recent example of a recipe for circular

ecosystem innovation that adds the important insight that circular

innovations are not simply internal to organizations but are part of

ecosystems of actors in society. They propose a set of principles relat-

ing to collaboration, experimentation, and platformization to facilitate

circular innovations as systemic properties rather than individual prod-

ucts. Regarding collaboration, one factor they emphasize is that strat-

egies and goals need to be developed jointly with partners to create

alignment (Konietzko et al., 2020).

The number of studies linking the business model literature to CE

has also increased significantly (Diaz Lopez et al., 2019); this body of

work describes characteristics and frameworks for how circular busi-

ness models should be developed (e.g., Frishammar & Parida, 2019;

Geissdoerfer et al., 2020; Pieroni et al., 2019). Here, business model

innovation is viewed as a lever to implement CE at the organizational

level, effectively challenging core business logic and aligning incen-

tives among different stakeholder groups (Geissdoerfer et al., 2020).

While all changes toward resource efficiency are arguably relevant,

circular strategies are thought to push beyond incremental changes

and contribute to more systemic and radical changes (Nußholz, 2017).

As such, achieving circular strategies often requires considerable busi-

ness model innovation.

There are two noteworthy nuances in how business model inno-

vation is viewed: either as a source of competitive advantage in itself,

or, as an enabler of strategic changes in innovation processes (Pieroni

et al., 2019). However, while several papers emphasize the need for

firms to make strategic choices when transiting to CE on a general

level, many seem to view business model innovation as an isolated

process, separate from strategy implementation. Notably, the review

by Pieroni et al. (2019) describes how failure to integrate normative

management and change management into circular business model

innovation could hinder the impactful application of the many

methods and tools for business model innovation that are being

developed. Looking at the broader scope of corporate sustainability,

Baumgartner (2014) suggested a framework addressing normative

management, strategy management, and operations management for

developing an organization into a sustainability actor. Normative man-

agement includes corporate vision and policy, corporate governance,

and organizational culture. Similar to the note by Pieroni et al. (2019),

Santa-Maria et al. (2021) found that change management and organi-

zational inertia remain underexplored in addressing the complex chal-

lenge of innovation toward sustainable and circular business models.

This challenge should not be underestimated from a practitioner's

viewpoint. For example, in their multiple case study on barriers to and

drivers of CE, Tura et al. (2019) highlight changes in structure, strat-

egy, CE-supportive culture, and flexible decision-making as driving

forces while they identify incompatibility with linear goals, conflicts

with existing business culture, and the fear of risk as significant

obstacles.

Some recent research has specifically articulated the need to

actively lead organizational change to enable the transition to a CE,

including the need for fundamental change within the organization.

Hofmann and Jaeger-Erben (2020) argue that circular business model

innovation requires both organizational skills and technical compe-

tence, noting that the organizational skills required exceed those

needed for more traditional efforts to increase efficiency. They

believe this stems from the high degree of complexity in this particular

transition. Among other things, the authors suggest the need for inter-

nal experimentation linked to the company's “usual” way of testing,

negotiating, and reflecting, but which at the same time should be able

to take place independently of ordinary operations. Hopkinson

et al. (2018) stay on a more general level and notes that innovating

circular business models creates a special dynamic that requires the

management of tensions, challenges, and trade-offs in the organiza-

tion and its surroundings. Ultimately, this highlights the need for an

organization affected by technology shifts and societal changes to be

able to adapt and transform. Arguably, it is a challenge that will entail

exploiting known assets and exploration of new ones, requiring active

management of innovation.

An emerging stream of investigation that bridges CE and innova-

tion management uses the theory of dynamic capabilities (e.g., Khan

et al., 2020; Prieto-Sandoval et al., 2019; Sehnem et al., 2021).

Dynamic capabilities is an accepted concept in the innovation man-

agement literature, referring to an organization's ability to integrate,

build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address a

rapidly changing environment (Teece et al., 1997). Such resources

include infrastructure and the knowledge and abilities of the

employees. According to a resource-based view of firms, dynamic

capabilities are critical for maintaining competitiveness, with the

assumption that technology and product innovations are, in contrast,

easier to copy (Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997). For example, Prieto-

Sandoval et al. (2019) use Teece et al. (1997) definitions of the main

groups of dynamic capabilities to formulate capabilities that compa-

nies need when implementing CE: for example, in order to sense

opportunities, a firm needs to be able to make stakeholder information

available, in order to seize opportunities it needs to be able to establish

a “green” culture, and in order to maintain competitiveness, a firm

needs to be able to reshape business models in the direction of

sustainability. Another example is Aminoff and Pihlajamaa (2020),

highlighting the need for organizational learning, another critical inno-

vation management issue. They prescribe profound changes and

argue that single-loop learning is not enough; instead, the switch to

CE requires both double-loop and triple-loop learning. This argument

is interesting, considering that an organization's capability for innova-

tion depends on its ability to learn (Wheelwright & Clark, 1992).
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Fundamentally, organizational activities relating to learning and

knowledge management can, according to March (1991), be divided

into two distinct categories: exploitation and exploration. Exploration

involves refining and using existing knowledge and skills to make exis-

ting products and services more efficient and reliable, while explora-

tion involves discovering and acquiring new knowledge and skills to

achieve product novelty and diversity that satisfies emerging markets

(March, 1991). Rethinking development work and creating high nov-

elty (such as in product design and business models) requires being

attuned to new influences and setting up meetings across compe-

tence areas (Levinthal & March, 1993). Furthermore, it requires

encounters between people, an influx of new employees, experimen-

tation, and the search for new knowledge beyond the firm's current

environment and context (Jansen et al., 2006). Notably, early research

emphasizes the contradictions between exploration and exploitation.

However, Lavie et al. (2010) argue that while these two strategies

may differ in terms of the actual activities they entail (and thus in their

supporting structures), there is also a positive interdependence

between them. In other words, exploration may strengthen exploita-

tion and vice versa.

Several managerial issues need to be considered in relation to

achieving both exploitation and exploration, and one such issue is

resource allocation. In other words, organizations must allocate

resouces to incrementally innovate their value propositions and seize

present opportunities, and, to deliver value that meets new require-

ments and expectations to remain relevant and create new opportuni-

ties. A commitment to both may be challenging to achieve, as

dedicating resources to exploitation activities is associated with more

certain and short-term returns, while exploration is less stable and

geared toward longer-term future returns (He & Wong, 2004). As

such, pursuing exploratory innovation may be a financial drain during

short periods of competitive rivalry. However, it might also be the

only way to establish new markets over extended periods of competi-

tive rivalry (Levinthal & March, 1993).

A second managerial issue concerns whether an organization's

structure or individual capabilities should be the main mechanism for

achieving both exploration and exploitation. One common approach

for setting the focus on exploration is establishing a structurally

independent unit that focuses on new businesses (O'Reilly &

Tushman, 2004). In contrast, Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) intro-

duced the idea of contextual ambidexterity, discouraging structural

changes and suggesting that organizations enable individuals to

devote their attention as they see fit instead, focusing on either

exploitation or exploration. Lavie et al. (2010) points out the different

roles and challenges of each approach. For example, contextual ambi-

dexterity requires managing contradiction within organizational units,

while structural differentiation requires coordination across units and

handling tensions at the senior management level.

A third issue relates to managerial controls. Jansen et al. (2008)

suggest that shared vision, common values and aspirations, and collec-

tive goals are crucial for achieving both exploitation and exploration.

Their study also highlights the importance of reward systems that

favor overall firm performance (i.e., a shared fate) rather than creating

tensions between rewarding exploration or exploitation. Concerning

this, managers must also be conscious of how they control their orga-

nization through performance measurements. For example, situations

with high uncertainty (as in exploration) pose numerous possible out-

comes with unknown probabilities. Deploying highly specific measur-

able goals before sufficient knowledge has been built may damage the

processes of gathering that very knowledge (McGrath, 2001). Ethiraj

and Levinthal (2009) also underscore the problem of conflicting goals,

finding that asking managers to pursue conflicting goals caused a

lock-in effect that favored the status-quo. As such, a key challenge is

to design effective strategies to deal with multiple goals.

2.1 | Aim and research questions

An increasing number of industrial firms have adopted the concept of

CE, and the emergence of CE in practice is helping to drive the transi-

tion to societal sustainability. However, we still lack empirical knowl-

edge on how large and established firms, being key actors in this

transition, manage innovation work when deploying circular strate-

gies. Based on previous observations, we assume these firms need to

develop innovation management tactics that combine exploitation

and exploration when deploying circular strategies. Several sources in

the reviewed literature also underline this reasoning. First, it is clear

that a CE requires significant changes in product design, supply chains,

and business models. Second, path-dependent routines, strategies,

and resources can create biases against radical innovation in large,

established firms. Consequently, we argue that to understand the path

forward and the developments that firms need to make, we must ana-

lyze CE implementation in relation to the management of exploitation

and exploration. Therefore, this study is guided by the following

research questions:

• RQ1: How are circular strategies deployed within large, established

firms?

• RQ2: How does the deployment of a circular strategy relate to

exploitation and exploration in large, established firms, and what

are the implications for radical innovation?

These research questions are complementary, meaning that we

needed to investigate and describe what the firms are doing and why

(RQ1) in order to analyze the narrower perspective of managing

exploration and exploitation (RQ2). We expect the answers to these

questions to contribute to an increased understanding of the internal

work being done by incumbent firms as they integrate CE as a

strategic issue. We intend to give a rich and descriptive narrative

description of the selected cases. We argue that this will be valuable

for practitioners facing similar challenges in their transformational

efforts. Furthermore, we expect this study will offer greater insight

into how and why firms do or do not organize for radical innovation in

light of sustainability issues and will lead to the discovery of new

avenues for future development of the theoretical foundations

we employ.
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3 | METHOD

3.1 | Research design

This exploratory study is based on the multiple case study method

(Yin, 2002), using both within-case and cross-case analysis to find pat-

terns, similarities, and contradictions. We apply an inductive approach

to describe what actions large and established industrial firms take

when adopting CE as a strategic issue. The study is exploratory in the

sense that it studies a current phenomenon whose nature is not

entirely understood (Yin, 2002). Furthermore, it is inductive in the

sense that it aims to identify and build an understanding of an

observed phenomenon in practice rather than testing a developed

theoretical framework or theory (Eisenhardt, 1989). Considering the

exploratory nature of the research questions, together with a limited

amount of existing theory, we considered the qualitative case study

methodology to be the most applicable, using semi-structured inter-

views to gather our data (Creswell, 2014; Yin, 2002). Case studies are

also commonly applied in CE research on a micro-level (Sopjani

et al., 2020) and are conventionally used in organizational research in

general (Cassell & Symon, 2004). One characteristic of such studies is

that they yield contextual information and rich details, an outcome

that is well-suited to our study aims (Flyvbjerg, 2006). In comparison,

quantitative methods would not allow for the same level of descrip-

tive detail as interview data, nor would they have the same level of

flexibility that can be achieved when collecting and analyzing data

concurrently. Morse et al. (2002) suggest that the flexibility of

concurrent data collection and analysis increases reliability and

validity. Furthermore, the number of firms that have acknowledged

CE as a strategic issue limits the sample size that could be achieved in

a quantitative approach.

3.2 | Data sample

We selected the three cases included in this study using a purposive

sampling technique, identifying cases that would meet our research

objectives using our informed judgment (Saunders et al., 2009).

Purposive sampling is widely used in qualitative research to identify

and select information-rich cases and make efficient use of limited

resources (Palinkas et al., 2015). We believe this technique was most

suitable for the study at hand, given the research aim of gaining rich

information, that is, aiming to learn a great deal about how a small set

of firms have adopted CE as a strategic issue rather than aiming for

representativeness or randomization in the sample (Emmel, 2013). We

selected the three cases based on three inclusion criteria whose logic

follows the reasoning of theoretical sampling, as explained by

Eisenhardt (Eisenhardt, 1989). In other words, given the available

theory, we believe that these cases merit in-depth study, as they can

provide detailed insights, and we believe they can replicate or extend

emergent theory on organizational change in large firms in connection

to the deployment of CE strategies.

For inclusion, each organization must first have formally acknowl-

edged CE as a strategic issue. We confirmed this by discussing it with

company representatives and examining public information such as

sustainability reports, official websites, and press releases for men-

tions of CE ambitions. Second, each organization must be considered

large (i.e., over 500 employees) and well established in their respective

markets. This criterion reflects our research interest in the specific

challenges of managing organizational change, influenced by the size,

age, and success of a firm (Tsang & Zahra, 2008). This criterion was

confirmed using publicly available information. Third, the companies'

main value proposition had to be coupled to physical goods, that is,

the companies offer physical products whose design and production

they control. We believed this criterion would put a larger emphasis

on the need for change in comparison to companies with intangible

value propositions (e.g., service providers).

As this is an exploratory study, we strove to capture many differ-

ent nuances and therefore chose not to limit our sample to a specific

industry. While certain characteristics, such as customer segments

and product types, do shape the results of our study, the sample is

too small to be representative. Furthermore, all the chosen cases have

their headquarters in Sweden. The location was a convenience factor

(minimizing language barriers and facilitating physical meetings), and

we also believed it would lower the barrier for discussing sensitive

matters such as strategy and company culture openly with the

Swedish research team. Regarding the latter point, we also choose

not to disclose the company names in this paper. Instead, we

introduce the labels “Transportation”—a vehicle manufacturer,

“Forestry”—a forestry products company, and “Tools”—a tool

manufacturer.

3.3 | Data collection

The researchers conducted 30 semi-structured interviews at the three

companies, lasting approximately 55 min each. We put together an

interview guide containing 20 different questions, see Appendix A,

starting with questions about the company's and respondent's relation

to sustainability and CE in broad terms and then narrowing the focus

toward CE strategy formulation and implementation challenges. The

focus on how the company works with sustainability refers to both

the relationship between sustainability and CE, and the observation

that the “sustainability function” is often put in charge of organizing

CE activities in several companies. Consequently, we believe it is

important to scrutinize how sustainability work is organized in a

broader sense and how it integrates with business activities. To lend

further nuance, we also asked interviewees to reflect on how their CE

transition relates to managing radical and disruptive innovation, inno-

vation ecosystems, and business model innovation. As Adams (2015)

suggests, the interview guide was continuously revised as new

insights and ad hoc questions from each interview emerged.

We selected interviewees with the help of key personnel at each

organization. According to Morse et al. (2002), an appropriate sample

should consist of participants who best represent or have knowledge

of the research topic. Thus, our intention, which we shared with the

project partner representatives, was to capture insights both from
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individuals who worked directly with the question of CE in the organi-

zation and from individuals with considerable insight into functions

and activities that a CE transition might influence. Given that varying

numbers of people were directly involved with CE at the different

organizations, the number of identified interviewees varied between

the cases. At the Transportation company, 14 employees were inter-

viewed in 2020, reflecting a variety of roles at different divisions; they

were selected based on their involvement in the internal formulation

of CE strategy in 2019. At the Forestry company, we interviewed nine

employees in 2020 who similarly reflected a diverse range of

functions and were selected for their involvement in formulating the

company's CE strategy. Finally, at the Tools company, seven semi-

structured mid- and senior-level managers, both division-level and

group-level, were interviewed in 2019 and 2020. Table 1 presents a

summary description of the three cases.

Most of the interviews were conducted remotely using video

conferencing tools due to the Covid-19 pandemic and geographical

distance. All interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed

verbatim.

3.4 | Data analysis

The interview data were coded in multiple rounds using qualitative

data analysis software, following a thematic analysis approach

(Cassell & Symon, 2004). In the first round, we selected a small,

random subset of interview transcripts from all cases to be coded

inductively by all three researchers. After comparing coding and

discussing what themes were emerging, we agreed on a unified

codebook containing data-driven codes emerging from the data and

specific structural codes relating to our research goals (DeCuir-Gunby

et al., 2011). In the second round, two of the researchers indepen-

dently coded a new subset using the codebook. This second round

was done to ensure saturation with the codebook and to validate the

coding of the main coder. If agreement about the coding was low, we

revisited and discussed the data to arrive at a consensual interpreta-

tion, as Gioia et al. (2013) suggest. After discussion, no significant

issues remained, and we considered the coding was validated. See the

final codebook in Appendix B. In the third round, the main coder con-

tinued with the remaining interview data and then shared the coded

material with all three. After finalizing the coding, we then triangu-

lated the interview data with secondary data, such as company pre-

sentations and recordings shared with the researchers, as well as

information from public reporting and websites, in order to cross-

check details that the respondents mentioned, as Grbich et al. (2008)

recommends.

4 | RESULTS

In this section, we present the results from the interviews for each

case in turn, before the analysis and discussion where the findings

from each of the cases are compared.

4.1 | The Transportation Case

4.1.1 | Setting the circular strategy

The Transportation Case has defined a sustainability strategy for

2025, setting a high ambition of taking a leadership position in

sustainable transportation. CE is one of the strategic priorities in this

TABLE 1 General overview of the case companies and interviewees

Transportation Forestry Tools

Number of
employees

�50,000 �25,000 �15,000

Business type B2B B2B B2B and B2C

Industry Automotive, transportation, commercial

vehicles, and engines

Forestry, wood, pulp, packaging, and

paper

Commercial gardening and construction

products

CE strategy • Clear CE roadmap, not yet executed

• Most activity so far separate in each

division, cross-functional efforts

planned

• No natural place for CE in the

organization, no clear responsibility

• Clear CE roadmap and principles in

place

• Director of CE, coordinating on group

level

• Each division drives their own CE

roadmap

• Leveraging CE opportunities across

divisions

• Clear CE goal of 50 circular

innovations by 2025

• Each division contributes to the goal

separately

• New partnerships and business

model experimentation in relation to

CE

Primary data
source

14 semi-structured interviews 9 semi-structured interviews 7 semi-structured interviews

Participants Mid- and senior-level managers, strategy

advisors, business developers

VPs and SVPs of sustainability at the

divisional and group levels

Mid- and senior-level managers with

responsibilities for sustainability in all

divisions and at the group level
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2025 strategy, branded as “Circular Business” to highlight the busi-

ness potential of the concept. In a series of workshops with internal

and external experts, the company defined its desired future state and

identified its strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats, both

in the present state and desired future. A large part of the investiga-

tive work entailed taking inventory of existing projects and methods

at the company that were aligned with CE. In this process, they found

that the company had launched several pilot projects experimenting

with new business models and taken other measures as well; how-

ever, it did not conceptualize them under the label of CE or effectively

communicate them internally. Furthermore, interviewees felt the

company's strong history of Lean production and product mod-

ularization held promise to enable further work with CE, both in

regard to both organizational culture and practice. In other words, the

language of CE was new, but several scattered components were

already in place.

Several interviewees explained that their CE ambitions related

more to their company vision 10 years in the future rather than to

present-day operations. They described the transportation industry,

with its several major incumbent competitors, as traditional and as

having experienced few major disruptions. However, according to a

senior strategy advisor, the industry is currently shifting and is in a

disruptive period, requiring several actors in the industry to undertake

major changes. Specifically, participants identified connectivity,

autonomous driving, and electrified vehicles as trends shaping the

company's strategy formulation and business model. In this shift, they

saw CE as containing a relevant set of tools for ensuring business

viability and using products differently, and a way to strategically

differentiate the company in the future market. Consequently, CE will

require new core competencies and create major tensions with

current processes, methods, and principles. As one interviewee

explained, there is low-hanging fruit, such as increasing recycling in

current operations, but long-term ambitions will need to go far

beyond this. It will require radical technology innovation but also

innovated business service models such as Vehicle-as-a-Service or

Transportation-as-a-Service.

4.1.2 | Deploying the circular strategy

Several interviewees explained that CE has not yet been defined

properly, with clear goals, nor has it settled in a natural place or

secured dedicated resources within the organization. Here we can see

two perspectives among the interviewees: one stressing the danger of

setting the wrong goals in exploratory stages, and the other emphasiz-

ing the organization's need for clear goals to enable a shift, lest goals

associated with the traditional linear business model remain

entrenched. Both perspectives were summed up neatly in the quote

by the respondent below:

I believe in making things that are big and strategic by

putting clear goals. Goals which are a bit more chal-

lenging than what the engineers feel comfortable with.

Those parts are cornerstones in a good transforma-

tional journey. […] we realized after a while that we

would not be able to set proper goals on the circular

part because we have not gotten far enough. So if we

set goals, we will set sub-optimal goals. You could set

up goals for average recycle rate or something, but

then people would cheat. We need to find goals that

actually mean something and that are good enough to

move us forward in this journey. I have not found

those goals and I am not very impressed by what I see

other companies targeting in terms of circularity.

Interviewees frequently saw the company vision and clear dedica-

tion of senior management as playing a major role in the current lack

of clear goals at this stage. Some interviewees felt that putting a

strategic emphasis on CE enabled cross-functional attention on the

matter. However, others explained that most of the activity had been

done in separate divisions. Some explained this as a natural sense-

making stage, and felt the concept would need time to mature in each

function before achieving its true potential. To date, most of the

coordination has been organized by one key individual operating

outside of their normal scope of duties. While most of the respon-

dents were clear that this was a strategic question, some felt the lack

of dedicated resources indicated senior management's lower prioriti-

zation of CE. Furthermore, some believed that this lack of coordina-

tion was particularly harmful to CE strategies, explaining that since

the concept of CE is built on flows involving several areas, a lack of

alignment across those areas risks a sub-optimal implementation. In

particular, this relates to the transformational circular business

models, whereas smaller, incremental achievements could be achieved

with less coordination and built upon existing processes, structures,

and functions.

Since CE is about flows, perhaps there could be sub-

optimization if we here at [my function] look at some

solutions, and then other people are looking at other

solutions more connected to recycling. Then maybe …

If R&D is planning something different then … Then I

do not think that you can make a loop happen. So, I

definitely think there is need for coordination.

When comparing CE with previous strategic implementations,

one respondent said the new strategy was more transformative and

therefore also more challenging to disseminate in each area of the

company. They highlighted several dangers in this. For one thing,

moving too slow would mean investments in linearly designed

products that would be in the system for a long time, thereby

limiting the value that can be reused. Another danger is that a

transformative strategy might mean more centrally led activities,

harming local creativity and operations. In contrast, the company's

decentralized sustainability organization has historically been

preferred over centralization, and has proven effective according to

respondents.
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We are fairly rigid in our functions. We try to … It is

one of our major challenges in this new transformative

strategy […] We realize that we cannot break the strat-

egy down on each function and then just go with

it. And that is what we have always done! So, no, we

are not organized for working optimally with

transformation.

One respondent described challenges in identifying which of the

resources and capabilities that have given a competitive edge in the

current organization will be relevant during and after the transforma-

tion. Here they particularly highlighted executives and middle

management, who have built their careers in the linear system and

may be reluctant to change. One respondent said there was also a

sense of pride over the accomplishments concerning recyclability of

the vehicle. While achievements in recyclability should not be ignored,

interviewees also described them as creating a belief that the current

setup was already contributing to CE; this made it hard to introduce

newer and more ambitious targets.

When we discuss these things with different parts of

the system, they get so proud, maybe with some jus-

tice. I mean, a car or a truck is recycled to an extremely

large extent. […] Then people feel like “well, there is

nothing more to talk about?”. Then, you need to get

into these more complicated questions […] So that's a

bit of a challenge then, that people sometimes think

that we live in the circular economy.

Several respondents also brought up surrounding actors as

factors that had to be considered in transitioning toward CE. By this,

they referred to both which actor should start the shift, as well as

other actors being enablers in different parts of this transition,

emphasizing that not all the resources and capabilities needed to

achieve CE are found in-house. Interviewees described this as a

challenge, considering that the company traditionally has relied

heavily on in-house competence and now needs to open up to new

partnerships, especially in light of technological shifts and increasing

focus on services. In this vein, another respondent highlighted the

danger of promoting a transformational vision where existing

employees might not recognize their roles.

That is always a challenge when individuals … I mean,

you are an individual and you see that ‘where I work

and where I contribute, [compared with] what is being

communicated [by top management as the vision], I'm

not there’. Then of course that creates concerns and

such in the organization.

A number of respondents also brought up examples with product

design, stating that current designs often favored assembly processes

following Lean principles, as well as recycling. At times, these design

choices came at the cost of reduced reparability, as one respondent

stressed. This significantly reduces the value of take-back strategies

for vehicles currently being produced, since they are not designed for

high residual value and most likely will have to be recycled rather than

salvaged for parts or repaired. Consequently, some respondents

believed that the CE transition needs to start with the R&D depart-

ment, given that they control product design and material choices.

Furthermore, considering that used vehicles often are sold to low-cost

countries where they are hard to keep track of, some respondents

pointed out that take-back logistics were not always feasible with the

current lifecycle flows.

I mean, we optimize on cost of course, and on all the

properties we want the product to have, and for it to

be assembled. But I do not know to what extent we

design it to disassembled properly. I think that is a

major challenge, not only for us. I mean electronics, to

say the least, there everything is heading towards

smaller and smaller [designs] and harder and harder to

disassemble the components.

Several respondents also pointed to a need to change business

metrics. Existing, well-established calculations for developing

new vehicles take the current business model for granted, while

circular business models create new complexities, uncertainties,

and risks.

Currently we are trying to force that [new] business

model in a traditional vehicle production company, if

I'm being blatant. That is how it is. […]. Then you need

to come back to how KPI's, award-systems, [and]

evaluations support circular thinking. Because that

[way of] thinking is built on the traditional business

models.

One respondent explained that there is an immense need to

evaluate the business potential of CE using sufficient data and detail

to generate credibility, while at the same time, being sufficiently

concise and comprehensible to create a clear motivational business

case. Another respondent explained that it has historically been

challenging to justify more sustainable processes or machinery (for

example) versus cheaper alternatives. A third respondent explained

that performance is currently connected to vehicle registration data

and new vehicle deliveries, incentivizing putting more trucks on the

market rather than increasing their utilization. While there are metrics

for, for example, spare part sales and aftermarket services, these

figure less prominently in decision-making. Other respondents added

to this by pointing to “internal cannibalization,” where cosmetically

defective vehicle parts compete with the manufacturing of new spare

parts. Some participants brought up the issue of delivering premium

products in this regard, which means the company has less leeway

to offer refurbished “scratch and dent” parts or to use new

materials whose properties are not as well-known as those of existing

materials.
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4.2 | The Forestry Case

4.2.1 | Setting the circular strategy

Interviewees in the Forestry Case reported a shared view of their

company, describing how their work with renewable raw materials

has established sustainability as the center of their offering to the

market. They relate to a sustainability agenda with clear targets

and goals. In 2018 the company appointed a “Director of Circular

Economy,” responsible for coordinating CE across the entire Forestry

corporate group. The starting point for this director was to find

missed business potential and highlight cross-divisional opportunities

in CE. To structure the work and give strategic guidance toward

the circular bioeconomy, the company developed a CE roadmap

broken down into Circular Design, Circular Value, and Communicating

Circularity. These three areas are coordinated at the group level, and

divisions implement specific initiatives to (1) create value through new

circular pilot projects and partnerships, (2) integrate CE into design

and innovation, and (3) build internal and external awareness and

culture of circular thinking.

And we are looking at new areas where you could

actually … where traditional pulp has not been used as

a raw material. We are trying to tap into those as well,

to see that. If there are opportunities for more bio-

based material. And all of the emerging businesses that

we are working with in the innovation center, they are

all disruptive innovations. They are really going new

products into new markets, things that have never

been tried before.

Most respondents shared the view that CE is a key strategic issue

clearly supported by senior management and highlighted in company

strategy. However, they offered different perspectives on how the

company relates to CE. One group of respondents viewed CE as

nothing new, per se. Instead, they emphasized the idea of a circular

bioeconomy, referring to the role the company already plays in offering

renewable materials.

But basically, our strategy is to be more circular and

drive circular bioeconomy forward. And that's where

the big picture comes from, and then in action, we

have things like circular economy road map that

support getting there.

Another group recognized this material aspect but added the

consideration of new circular business models that include product

take-back and reuse and associated changes in product design needed

to allow this.

[…] together with our other divisions, we are trying to

penetrate how to work smarter with these concepts.

Recycling, reuse, and the others that are central in the

circular work. There, we work from the very top level

to try and find business opportunities in these areas.

[…] Circular design for example, how to work with

innovation and new products.

These two perspectives in the organization were clearly creating

alignment difficulties, as explained by one interviewee:

I think that so far, the major challenges [is] that [CE] is

kind of everywhere and nowhere. That circularity is so

relevant to our industry, and actually, one of the main

challenges is that we see that renewable material as

such is about circular procurement and circular opera-

tions. And that with that, we are always dealing with

circular products. […] it's internally a little bit difficult

to navigate the discussion of becoming better while

already being good.

Since the company's divisions offer diverse products, there are

differences in customer demand for circular offerings. Most evident is

the demand from customers who offer sustainable consumer products

or have compliance concerns. As such, Forestry's role is often to pro-

vide materials, products, and services that help its customers achieve

their sustainability goals. Therefore, the increased efforts in CE have

often entailed a close collaboration with business customers or end

consumers. One respondent also described this as a shift in mindset,

that the company has increasingly considered which customers they

want to work with as it searches for a shared agenda for innovation,

CE, and sustainable products that are considered important to achieve

its sustainability agenda.

Although environmental sustainability has arguably been at the

center of Forestry's value proposition for many years, some respon-

dents described a shift in the importance of and perspectives on sus-

tainability. From the traditional baseline of license-to-operate

(e.g., forestry is an industry under heavy public scrutiny), the company

has moved toward delivering a different value to customers that other

suppliers cannot—a strategic advantage. One particular division exem-

plified this shift, finding itself in a more disruptive period than others.

Specifically, respondents from the paper division explained that they

had a challenging period following declining demand (due to reduced

newspaper circulation and lower demand for printed paper). However,

they described CE and sustainability as giving their company's prod-

ucts a competitive edge, enabling value propositions other than simply

product performance or low price.

Of course, every division has their own kind of drivers.

But of course, we struggle quite hard in paper division

for our kind of survival. […] we have some mills closing,

some machines… Others are converting to something

else. So we need to struggle quite hard to be success-

ful for the future. And then I think everyone under-

stands that, as said, this sustainability is a competitive

edge and circular economy is a competitive edge.
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One respondent went even further, articulating a belief that

within 10 years, it was likely that the majority of revenue would come

from circular products. However, to reach that point, circular innova-

tion's current cannibalization of the main business would need to be

managed. The respondent described such issues as becoming increas-

ingly prevalent, and critical strategic decisions will be required. Other

respondents hinted at similar potential disruptions, emphasizing the

role of strategy in light of difficult choices to come.

4.2.2 | Deploying the circular strategy

Interviewees described differences in how far the different divisions

had come in their CE ambitions. For example, waste streams from

mills are well-managed, and processes such as product renewal

include consideration of CE principles. However, other areas, such as

forest management and reuse of consumer goods, had not been suffi-

ciently considered yet. One interviewee commented that most divi-

sions were in an early stage of CE implementation in general. The

differences in resources among the divisions was brought up in this

regard, where one of the smaller divisions found it difficult to dedicate

resources to CE projects. However, progress toward CE was enabled

in this division by leveraging CE initiatives undertaken at other divi-

sions with shared customers.

[…] we can leverage a little bit from the other divisions

that are partly doing some similar things that part of

our customers. That's why I think that we have a little

bit of an internal urgency that we want to look into

that [CE]. But on the other hand, then we are the

smallest of all the divisions, so we also have the

resource question that … how do we actually tackle

that, and how do we get going and where do we find

the resources to do this?

Currently, the company has no set of clear CE goals. Several inter-

viewees commented that the timing had not been right to set such

goals yet. Instead, they felt it was important to see how CE fit within

the overall business strategy and formulate goals once it matured.

I think we have an initial, working, continuous process,

to step-by-step get us there. Taking us in the direction

towards circularity. […] but this is iterative, and a pro-

cess that needs to continue for a long time. And this

could also be a threat to that, if we were to bring in

strict follow-up requirements and means. Because,

then, you get what you measure, but not necessarily

the drive for a better system.

Furthermore, a few respondents noted the risk of setting strict

targets when CE was not sufficiently defined yet, thereby risking set-

ting the wrong targets (i.e., sub-optimization). However, others also

mentioned the consequence of this lack of definition—that they

currently were not very incentivized by specific targets. One respon-

dent adds to this, explaining that sustainability work was less moti-

vated by numbers and more by vision and culture, and thus it is

always present but vulnerable to employee turnover.

[…] it's kind of inbuilt in the culture which means that it

is actually something that is rather sustainable. But at

the same time, culture is the sum of the people we

have at the moment, and things do change. So I think

that it's always … It's kind of a fragile set up if you do

not have a strong basis for really driving with the goals,

I think.

In addition, setting relevant goals is dependent on regulations.

For example, a requirement for a certain percentage of recycled mate-

rial in a product would depend on the sufficient availability of

uncontaminated material. This means that plastics derived from fossil-

fuel could unintentionally be favored over renewable materials.

Several respondents commented on the need to evaluate eco-

nomic performance, material properties, and the environmental

impact of circular business several respondents. For example, the

reverse logistics required could increase CO2 emissions, circulating

the wrong material could lead to poor product performance, and it is

currently difficult to show the economic incentive of circular business

strategies. In contrast, existing goals and metrics were described as

heavily focused on financial aspects and often neglectful of sustain-

ability goals.

Interviewees mentioned the company's scale as adding to the

complexity of coordination. For example, making sure that relevant

information reaches the right people in the organization, and evening

out knowledge levels in the company. Several respondents also noted

differences in the local infrastructure and regulations in the countries

where the company operates, making alignment challenging, since not

all questions are relevant for each market. Furthermore, several

respondents pointed to the complexity of the value chain and its

dependence on a large set of actors, requiring coordination beyond

the organization's borders. This coordination is especially challenging

concerning materials, which have a variety of end product usages and

complex return flows.

Because there's certain, of course, challenges when we

look at markets. So, the markets have good recycling

infrastructure and good collection of the packaging

from the household level, for example in EU. But that's

not the case for all countries.

With regard to driving transformation, one respondent com-

mented that it is human nature to focus on business-as-usual in chal-

lenging times rather than taking risks in something more radical.

Consequently, they found it challenging to align on transformational

circular innovation. Another participant noted a need for a mindset

shift that would open up and allow for new collaborations. While cus-

tomer collaboration is nothing new, the CE projects often involved
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collaborations from further along in the value chain or with other

actors who saw opportunities in waste created during the course of

the process. Some participants felt the scale of current operations in

value creation created a reluctance to change or experiment, particu-

larly given the large production volumes of the company's pulp indus-

try. Furthermore, that the current expertise and collaborations all

support the main production, making it challenging for value creation

in side-streams to get attention.

4.3 | The Tools Case

4.3.1 | Setting the circular strategy

Respondents described that when the company vision was revised in

2017, sustainability received a more significant role in a customer

solutions-oriented vision, including both products and service. Conse-

quently, a more offensive approach to working with sustainability was

set off, connecting sustainability closer to future business success.

Several trends are currently influencing the company's business: tech-

nology shifts (such as battery technology, the internet of things, and

artificial intelligence), market shifts (such as urbanization and

greenspace management in smart cities), and also resource scarcity

and climate change. The market shifts also include an identified

change in consumer values and purchasing behavior toward more sus-

tainable goods and product sharing, which brought Tools' business

model into question. These trends were identified at the group level,

influencing every division in different ways and to different extents.

One respondent described these trends as a realization that they can-

not expand everywhere and keep everyone satisfied, referring to the

need for a strategic focus in which CE acts as one of the new guiding

concepts.

The development and manufacturing of high-performance gaso-

line engines exemplifies what has long been a strategic advantage in

targeting the premium segment, especially regarding forestry and pro-

fessional products. According to one respondent, these high-

performing engines are difficult to reproduce through reverse engi-

neering. However, competitors are now emerging and offering

cheaper and mechanically simpler electrically powered tools, making it

more difficult to differentiate based on product performance alone.

Furthermore, the company has long relied on vertical integration of its

production and supply chain as a strategic advantage. The electrifica-

tion of their product portfolio creates new requirements for capabili-

ties that the company does not currently possess (e.g., manufacturing

electrical motors and batteries), and along with it, the need for new

business models.

In general we have quite a lot of competition, espe-

cially in consumer goods. […] And the battery-shift that

has occurred these last couple of years … Going from

gasoline to batteries, that makes things easier for com-

petitors to enter as well, because two-stroke gasoline

engines are not super easy to say the least. Of course,

many can copy them, but making these high-

performance products is pretty challenging, while mak-

ing a battery product is a lot … Easier, I would claim, to

make those work.

Formally, the work toward CE started in 2019 while preparing the

2025 sustainability strategy, with specific efforts to define what CE is

about and its meaning. This resulted in a set of “R strategies” and defi-

nitions of these that the organization could relate to, in order to drive

innovation work for CE solutions. The group representatives viewed

this first step as crucial, since different divisions had different under-

standings of what CE entailed. It is not a concept that people in the

organization had a particularly strong relation to, or understanding of

whether or not they already offered circular solutions in the past.

[…] everyone knows that it is something that needs to

be on the agenda. But, very few people understand

what it means. So I think it will, again, take us a few

years to realize what are the opportunities behind and

what are the consequences for us in terms of product

design, service design or business model design.

However, product repair and service were part of the company's

business model, and several local initiatives fitting the R strategies

were also identified while formulating the strategy. Thus, some circu-

lar innovations were already present, although they were not referred

to as such. For example, the company launched product-sharing pilots

in selected markets several years ago. These more radical innovations

have received continuous support from the management, even if they

are not yet established on the market. Furthermore, one respondent

described this initial experimentation as resulting in a willingness

within the organization to try new things and explore new business

models.

One interviewee commented that the new strategy required

broadening the horizon and considering the product, customers, and

supply chain in a more global way than had been done previously.

Furthermore, when formulating the strategy, it was considered key by

the group representatives to have a stronger connection between the

sustainability strategy and business potential than previously. The

group also had a clear ambition to allow the different divisions auton-

omy in navigating their strategic roadmaps. By including representa-

tives from all the divisions in formulating the shared goals and targets

for the group, the aim was to ensure that these would be sufficiently

rooted in all divisions from the outset. The company's stated ambition

was to frame the new focus on CE as a strategic business opportunity,

where integrating sustainability closely with business goals would

result in greater managerial attention and prevent it from being

treated as a separate issue.

4.3.2 | Deploying the circular strategy

The company's product development process normally takes up to

4 years, and therefore, several decisions for upcoming products were
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made before the new focus on CE. Interviewees described a clear

internal communication and rollout plan as key to further ensure the

integration of CE principles in the product development process in

different divisions. These divisions have diverse challenges and

prerequisites in their sustainability efforts and do not normally share

customers. In turn, this makes the coordination of efforts under a

shared set of goals challenging. Furthermore, diverse circular innova-

tion projects need to be evaluated uniformly in order to minimize

confusion in internal and external communications.

The interviews highlighted the issue of performance metrics in

particular. Several respondents mentioned short-term metrics like

profit and sales volumes as particularly harmful to ensuring that

attention and resources were dedicated to long-term ambitions. One

respondent added that sustainable alternatives are typically more

expensive, making it challenging to justify them if they are evaluated

purely on economic factors. Therefore, the interviewees emphasized

that it was crucial to evaluate circular business models both in terms

of business potential and contribution to sustainability goals. They

viewed this as a challenge for circular business models in particular,

with numerous factors that need to be accounted for (e.g., not only

looking at the percentage of recycled material in a product). As such,

this creates difficulties in setting relevant goals and KPIs for CE, and

the CE transition therefore depends on updates to financial systems

and internal project evaluation practices.

[…] we are really a product company. And, we are sell-

ing products. Our goal is to sell as much product as

possible with a better margin. In that sense, we are

really, I would say, in a classical business model

approach. […] we, last year, did a test on this [project

name] where we tried to share products and rent prod-

ucts instead of selling it. And this is things which we

are trying more and more now. Because, we know that

… The business model that we are running right now

will have limits, and we need to bring something new.

Every division described differences in CE opportunities, starting

points, and challenges. For example, the small consumer gardening

products division was described as having a clear opportunity to

replace virgin plastic with recycled since their products have lower

performance demands. Another interviewee observed that this

relatively small product change had been brought into question

previously. However, after initial experimentation, the division now

knew that it was possible to meet quality expectations using recycled

material, thereby improving their starting point to work on other

issues as well.

[Division name] is easier, since we have mainly plastic

products and we are working a lot on what type of

plastics and recycled plastics, […] And, it took us one

year to put that on the agenda, but now [division

name] have it in the strategy, to work on the type of

plastic they are using. […] And even people [who] were

not convinced, that ‘This plastic, we cannot use it on

our machines’ and so on. But it took us one year to

demonstrate that it works and, [laughter] Now they

say that ‘Ok, it works’.

In contrast, the construction tools division saw many challenges

in introducing changes to product design to meet CE goals. They

explained that this was because commercial users put great value on

uptime, and radical changes were viewed as risky. Furthermore, the

divisions experienced differences in segmented customer demand. In

consumer products, participants had observed a shift toward favoring

more sustainable products and associated purchasing behaviors. For

government buyers, the public procurement process acted as a driver

for setting sustainability requirements. Lastly, the construction

segment exerted little pressure toward environmental sustainability at

the time. Consequently, this division saw little connection between

business strategy and sustainability goals, which employees

highlighted as a challenge.

Several respondents described a product-centric mindset and cul-

ture since the aim has always been to sell more products. They

emphasized a need to consider services and alternative business

models, internal training on new methodologies, and new ways of

reaching customers. One respondent believed that the company's

current use of customer insights was not enough to develop new

business models fully. Working with customers to create something

radically new was seen as a challenge compared to collecting input for

making minor product design changes, for example. In terms of value

creation, one thing that the interviewees highlighted as a success

factor, as well as a challenge in recent years, was the need to work

actively and openly with suppliers. Respondents described the prod-

uct development process as historically very secretive and handled in-

house, but the capabilities required to meet new technology trends

had opened up the development process. This opening up was also

highlighted concerning how the company works with sustainability:

for example, in seeking and establishing partnerships for new circular

business models.

5 | ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

When CE was been introduced as a question of strategic importance,

the companies faced challenges in unlocking two different yet argu-

ably interrelated sets of circumstances. First, they all have had strate-

gies where both business and sustainability are related to a linear

logic. Naturally, this creates path dependencies and rigidities in

resources, capabilities, and routines that affect daily business. For

example, this relates to competencies in design-for-manufacturing

and the production of high-performance internal combustion engines,

capabilities that arguably would be less important under a circular

business logic. Second, as we have argued, CE will require radical

innovation and an increased focus on exploration. Facilitating explora-

tion is a well-researched challenge for many large, established firms,

where there is a tendency to focus on the exploitation of current
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F IGURE 1 Illustration of the findings
concerning the integration of a circular economy
(CE) strategy

TABLE 2 Analysis of exploration and exploitation at Transportation (A), Forestry (B), and Tools (C)

Exploitation
Existing assets, capabilities, and activities
foster improvements to existing products
and services

Exploration

Venturing into new territory and examining
new markets, products, and business
models in order to deliver novel products
and services

Normative management • Lean production system already

emphasizes waste reduction (A)

• Progress in recycling viewed as good

enough (A)

• Not everyone see their role following a

transformation (A)

• Current value proposition of renewable

materials viewed as sufficient (B)

• Challenging times means focusing on

what you know (B)

• Focus on premium product performance

hinders experimentation (A,C)

• Siloed, product-centric mindset (C)

• Clear senior management commitment

to sustainability and incentives for

experimentation (A,B,C)

• Transformative company vision

questions business-as-usual (A)

• Roadmap for building circular

thinking (B)

• Acknowledgement that current

differentiation strategy based on

(gasoline/diesel) product performance is

no longer viable (A,C)

Innovation ecosystem • Product takeback not feasible since

products are lost when shipped

overseas (A)

• Dependencies on local infrastructure,

actors, and regulations hamper

alignment (B)

• History of preferring in-house product

development (A,C)

• Need for new strategic partnerships

identified (A,B,C)

• Shared agenda sought with key

customers for innovation, CE, and

sustainability (B)

• Need for collaboration further along

value chain identified (B,C)

Goals and measurements • Goals not yet set, and thus, CE

innovation not incentivized (A,B)

• Existing metrics and project evaluations

take current linear business logic for

granted (A,C)

• Challenging to justify more sustainable

purchases over cheaper ones (A)

• Short-term financial targets overshadow

other long-term priorities (A,B,C)

• Difficult to justify radical CE innovation

financially (B)

• Goals not yet set, leaving room for

exploration (A,B)

• Goals and metrics set to foster ideation

on CE (C)

Resources and coordination • CE does not have dedicated resources in

the organization (A)

• Difficult to dedicate resources to CE

projects (B)

• Current expertise and collaborations

support the main business (B)

• Scale of operations creates reluctance to

experiment (B)

• It is clear that CE will entail new

competencies (A,C)

• Pilot testing of new business models

(A,C)

• Director of CE seeks cross-divisional

opportunities (B)
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business opportunities rather than exploration to ensure future

viability (Levinthal & March, 1993). When analyzing the case compa-

nies, we found examples of circumstances that favored either explora-

tion or exploitation, and that these examples relate to a large variety

of different issues. Using an abductive approach, iterating between

empirical data and theory, we also see that the exploitative and

explorative activities relating to deploying a circular strategy can be

structured in four major areas: in (1) challenges and approaches to

normative management, (2) how the innovation ecosystem is engaged,

(3) how goals and metrics relate to CE, and (4) resources and coordi-

nation regarding the CE initiative, see Figure 1 below.

We identify and discuss exploitation and exploration issues of

relevance to the deployment of a circular strategy (issues directly or

indirectly connected to the circular strategy) and problematize how

these affect radical innovation work. We specifically address what

implications these issues have to achieve necessary radical circular

innovations. Overall, we believe there is a lack of explorative activities

due to their criticality to radical innovation. However, it is not a linear

relation between exploration activities and radical results, but a

mutual interdependence between exploitation and exploration. This

interdependence is highlighted by Lavie et al. (2010), addressing that

exploitation can lead to necessary short-term incomes in order to

allow for identifying new opportunities that secure long-term income.

Still, a bold strategy that challenges both technology and business

models requires experimentation, piloting, and searching for new

knowledge that should characterize exploration activities. This analy-

sis is summarized in Table 2 below and further discussed in the fol-

lowing sections.

5.1 | Normative management

There are several examples of existing ways of working that seemingly

favor exploitation over exploration, several of which relate to

established norms in the companies. Baumgartner (2014) highlights

normative management as a specific issue for a corporate sustainabil-

ity transformation, in addition to strategy and operations manage-

ment. Indeed, we find that current norms regarding how sustainability

is aligned to business do not seem to be particularly challenged,

although CE in itself does challenge “business as usual.” Typically, we

see a sense of satisfaction for already achieved changes that favor CE,

such as reducing waste in manufacturing processes or working

actively with recycling. All the cases also offer examples where circu-

lar innovation can be achieved through incremental improvements to

existing products and processes by extending the organization's

existing resources and capabilities. While such achievements and

opportunities should not be ignored, it is important to question their

implications for pursuing more ambitious endeavors that require

exploration.

Other norms that favor exploitation include focusing on product

performance and products in isolation from the business model. Both

Transportation and Tools feared that their historical focus on offering

high-performance premium products would hamper their flexibility to

take risks involved in implementing something new. However, consid-

ering that both these cases already have undergone immense changes

in terms of digitalization and electrification of their products, they

have already demonstrated that they can take radical measures.

Consequently, this fear could be seen as a need for a new identity,

suggesting that radical circular innovation will require challenging or

recontextualizing existing company norms. For example, what does it

mean to deliver "premium" value in a new economic logic as CE would

entail, where value exchange is the focus rather than product

exchange?

In terms of norms that favor exploration, it is clear that both Tools

and Transportation have acknowledged that their current business

model needs considerable transformation to achieve the transition to

sustainability. Transportation emphasizes this need in particular,

admitting that their business-as-usual is part of the sustainability

problem and therefore requires a major rethinking. Consequently,

together with a large portion of the transportation industry, they are

envisioning a major disruption in which they can assume a leadership

position in sustainable transportation. This is a significant ambition in

terms of sustainability and innovation, and places many requirements

on the existing business. At the other end of the spectrum, Forestry

describes its industry as comparatively less turbulent. Naturally, there

are competitors and threats of substitutes, as well as a dependence

on shifting legislation, but the general view seems to be that the focus

on sustainable development only favors their current business and

therefore they feel less of a sense of urgency to change. From this

narrower perspective, it is clear that the firm's current capabilities

could be sufficient to achieve an incremental transition to

CE. Employees at Tools question the current business model, both in

terms of threats from emerging competitors and also from a sustain-

ability perspective. However, making significant changes does not

appear to be as urgent as it is for Transportation, and the implications

of CE on Tools' vision is not yet clear. Consequently, much of the

work at Tools involves sense-making, experimenting, and creating

alignment specifically on CE throughout the different divisions,

whereas Transportation has spent more time finding how CE either

fits or conflicts with other aspects of their transformational journey.

Interviewees from all the companies highlighted clear senior man-

agement commitment as one key in navigating a CE transformation.

At all companies, senior management was described as being generally

supportive of CE, having identified it as a strategic question that

should receive attention. In general, CE was framed as a component

of the companies' sustainability strategies but was not prioritized over

other issues, although it was given a different conceptual breadth than

other components of the sustainability strategy. On the one hand,

given the high levels of ambition and multifaceted challenges involved

in CE, we might question whether radical circular innovation can be

achieved without strong leadership and prioritization that facilitate

this. Contextual ambidexterity is one suggested approach that, in

contrast to structural change, acts at the individual level (Lavie

et al., 2010). In a system that works through contextual ambidexterity,

employees continuously divide their time balancing exploration and

exploitation. Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) argue that promoting this
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employee behavior requires leaders to establish organizational

contexts that empower employees to make such choices. As one

respondent in Forestry commented, in challenging times, it is human

nature to focus on what you know rather than to explore something

new, pointing to the need for guidance from senior management to

achieve innovation in such contexts. On the other hand, it is also

challenging for senior management to promote a transformation

where not every employee clearly sees their future role, as one

respondent at Transportation noted. Furthermore, managers are chal-

lenged to unlearn the behavior and routines that have previously led

to success both for the company and for themselves in their careers.

The context in which they learned these routines may shift, making it

risky to emphasize exploitation over exploration. Levinthal and

March (1993) refer to this as the role of internal selection, something

that one respondent at Transportation hit upon. Organizational

unlearning is an interesting avenue for further research mitigating this

kind of entrenchment and developing the capabilities and resources

that are crucial to a CE.

5.2 | Innovation ecosystem

When considering their relationship to a broader innovation ecosys-

tem, the case companies all appear to have realized that they will need

new strategic partnerships and closer collaborations with existing

partners and suppliers in order to achieve their ambitions in CE. In

addition, respondents from Forestry noted that they sought

customers who shared their sustainability agenda in order to foster

innovative collaborations to achieve circularity. However, there were

few examples of engagement with a broader innovation ecosystem.

This could indicate an early stage of a transition, where such an

engagement has not yet materialized, or it could be related to the

challenges that all the companies appeared to face in opening up for

collaboration and partnerships. For example, respondents from Tools

and Transportation described a particular tendency to favor closed,

in-house product development processes. At Forestry, dependencies

on local infrastructure, actors, and regulations had specifically been

found to create challenges in creating alignment, both internally and

externally. Consequently, the well-established routines of managing

supply chains need to be supplemented with more collaborations in

new constellations of actors, where there may even be competitors.

The latter is an important parameter to consider in establishing new

business ecosystems (Moore, 1993). In later research on innovation

ecosystems, Visscher et al. (2020) have found that exploration can

occur at one level in an innovation ecosystem where many actors are

involved, and where exploitation is ongoing on another level with

fewer actors involved. Perhaps an image of an ecosystem that also

contains collaborations of an exploitative nature can be less challeng-

ing than an image of an ecosystem that is entirely exploratory. Thus,

this finding can inspire companies to create the conditions for new

collaborations. Applied to radical circular innovations, it is likely that a

broad involvement of actors is needed considering that closed mate-

rial flows and new business models also affect customer behavior and

public actors.

5.3 | Goals and measurements

The findings on goals and measurements are particularly interesting,

as there are clear commonalities and challenges that favor exploita-

tion, and different perspectives on achieving exploration. Frequently

described challenges include a focus on short-term financial goals that

overshadow long-term priorities, as well as existing project evalua-

tions and metrics that take the linear business model for granted. In

terms of setting goals and metrics specifically for CE, we found oppos-

ing views within both Transportation and Forestry. It seems unclear

how goals and metrics can best be utilized to support a CE transfor-

mation. One perspective pointed to a lack of clear goals and measur-

able performance indicators leading to a lack of clear incentives for

CE in the organization. In contrast, others believed that this allowed

for the exploration that was required in the early stages of a transfor-

mation. The latter group also pointed to the risk of sub-optimization

and misguiding the organization if goals and metrics were decided on

prematurely. This seems related to McGrath's (2001) warning that

specific and measurable goals deployed prematurely may

unintentionally hamper the exploration processes crucial to building

required knowledge bases. Contrastingly, the various divisions at

Tools were expected to deliver on the group's defined goal of 50 circu-

lar innovations by 2025. As the initiative is relatively new, it is not yet

clear how the divisions will align on this target. However, one of the

group's clear ambitions is to foster ideation based on this goal, focus-

ing both on circularity aspects and business potential. In other words,

the goal setting acts as a trigger, in contrast to the case of Transporta-

tion, where many joint efforts in CE are still stuck in the planning

stages.

5.4 | Resources and coordination

While there appears to be a strong commitment from senior manage-

ment for the sustainability transformation at Transportation, there are

gaps in terms of dedicated resources and coordination of CE efforts.

Perhaps consequently, most current activities are taking place in

separate islands of the organization. In contrast, Forestry has focused

on the coordination of efforts through resources dedicated to CE

ambitions. As the respondents shared, this supplied additional

resources to CE innovation projects and leveraged opportunities

across divisions. At Tools, the different divisions are expected to

execute their CE roadmaps independently while targeting the group's

goal of 50 circular innovations by 2025. Because the initiative is

relatively new, it is not yet clear how the different divisions will align.

Our respondents also often highlighted cross-functional collabo-

ration as a requirement for achieving CE innovation, which Hopkinson

et al. (2018) also suggest. From a technology perspective in isolation,

it is possible that achieving radical circular innovation is not more

challenging than other technological innovations. Naturally, there are

specific challenges such as the performance of recycled material or

suitable design for R-strategies to be conquered. However, it is clear

that a systems perspective integrating business and technology is
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required for achieving such innovation in the different organizations.

While the need for coordination perhaps comes as no major surprise,

we found an interesting implication from this in the case of Transpor-

tation. There, respondents viewed the lack of coordination as

hampering the development of radical circular innovation, although

incremental circular innovation could be achieved without the need

for coordination or any major changes in structures or methods. Thus,

it appears that the issue of coordination favors incremental innovation

rather than radical innovation. Consequently, structurally separating

exploration and exploitation may not be a feasible approach for indus-

trial incumbents to achieve radical circular innovation. It is therefore

relevant to look for other means to achieve both exploration and

exploitation, relating to the earlier discussion on contextual

ambidexterity.

Furthermore, all the cases in our study are pursuing sustainability

initiatives in a decentralized manner, with each area or division pursu-

ing matters that are most relevant to them, with a group-level sustain-

ability area that coordinates goals and reporting. Interestingly, the

task of formulating and coordinating a CE strategy has been assigned

to the sustainability functions, even though several respondents

questioned whether a CE transformation could be pursued following

the same approach as previous efforts toward sustainability. This was

due to the synchronized, organization-wide deployment needed to

achieve circular flows and the multiple radical changes required to

optimize circular business models. While some studies have investi-

gated networks and the orchestration of CE innovation in inter-firm

networks (e.g., Hansen & Schmitt, 2021), we suggest further research

is needed on coordinating CE efforts at the intra-firm level to highlight

the role of key actors, structures, and the distribution and exercise of

power inside different organizations.

5.5 | Limitations of the study

Our study is not without limitations. The data were collected from

only three organizations. As this was an exploratory study with a case

study design, we did not seek statistical generalizability of our find-

ings. Instead, generalizability should be tested in future work using a

greater number of cases. Furthermore, we conducted a limited

number of interviews for each organization, which means our

interviewees' individual perceptions greatly influence the data we col-

lected. This was arguably partially mitigated by sharing our analysis

with the interviewees as we developed it, and sharing the study

results with the company representatives prior to this publication.

6 | CONCLUSIONS

Our study collects empirical data that we believe is important to

develop the research on CE in society further, and specifically,

research with an ambition to support the deployment of CE in indus-

trial firms. In our study, we observed three large mature companies

that are all strongly influenced by the demands of society and their

business environment. Furthermore, they have a relatively new insight

regarding how critical it is to integrate sustainability with business.

The cases have differences inherited from their core business, for

example, manufacturing complex products compared with

manufacturing advanced renewable materials, but all view CE as

highly strategically important. They have clear CE agendas, and senior

management has a strong commitment. However, as we have elabo-

rated on in the discussion, CE is still not fully integrated. Furthermore,

it is still unclear how CE is operationalized, relating to critical issues of

how innovation within the firm is exploited and how new opportuni-

ties are explored. We found issues referring to (1) challenges and

approaches to normative management, (2) how the innovation

ecosystem is engaged, (3) how goals and metrics relate to CE, and

(4) resources and coordination regarding the CE initiative. Our conclu-

sions about these categories and suggested avenues for further

research are presented below.

We find that deploying a circular strategy challenges several

established norms in the organizations. Seemingly, the normative

management issues that arise from the circular strategy deployment

also relate strongly to achieving radical innovation (e.g., fostering

experimentation, risk-taking, questioning business-as-usual). How-

ever, we do not see an active consideration of the latter in our cases.

In contrast, many of the achievements so far have been driven by

passionate individuals navigating outside of their usual roles and

responsibilities, managing colliding interests between the linear

business and their circular projects. Taking note of the experiences

that these individuals have of “skunk work,” innovation championing,

and managing exploration and exploitation is an exciting avenue for

further research.

Large incumbents need to take an active role in building innova-

tion ecosystems for closed resource loops, an ambition that should be

reflected in their circular strategy. However, in our cases, we found

generic support for the importance of close partnerships but missed a

broader consideration of engaging the innovation ecosystem. Further

research on this topic is suggested, specifically concerning how collab-

oration can be managed for both exploitation and exploration.

In order to give more specific direction from strategy, goals and

metrics need to be considered as they are fundamental control

mechanisms in organizations. Given the opposing views and different

approaches found in our cases, managers need to tread with caution

when using goals and metrics in relation to a circular strategy deploy-

ment to foster both radical and incremental innovation. Specifically,

we see a need for further research to understand how goals for circu-

lar innovation can be mechanisms for driving organizational change,

how they impact ideation, and their (in)compatibility with existing

governance systems and measurements.

Our study shows that coordination between different parts of the

organization enables circular innovation and the integration of a circu-

lar strategy. Specifically, we found that a lack of coordination could be

more harmful for exploration than exploitation, thereby negatively

impacting radical circular innovation. Therefore, coordination of

resources is a critical issue when moving from a defined circular strat-

egy to operation in the firm. Naturally, sufficient resources are always
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relevant for achieving the set goals, but in the context of CE, it is also

a matter of securing sufficient competencies. Relating to the coordi-

nation issues, we would also like to argue that individuals need to be

enabled to pursue both exploration and exploitation in pursuing

circular innovation, rather than structurally separating the different

activities.

Finally, our cases show that when pursuing CE, firms identified

the need for radical innovation not necessarily due to their CE strat-

egy, but clearly to meet sustainability challenges. However, several of

the efforts that we observed rely on exploitation. This observation

reveals a possible risk that practitioners may take a wrong path if they

attempt to transition to CE, by believing appropriate actions are being

taken through exploitation and solely building on the solutions they

have. At the same time, it is not feasible to focus on only radical

innovation and explorative approaches when taking on challenges

with the severity that CE entails, suggesting a balance that needs to

be actively managed.
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW GUIDELINE

[Project introduction and ask for permission to record.]

[Ask for general respondent information, position, years at company]

A. Circular economy

1. What is circular economy for you currently?

a. Is it long‐term or short‐term?

i. What time‐perspectives are you working with? Is

there an urgency to change? (regulation? market

demand?)

b. Is it strategic, in what way?

i. Do you think that CE is well integrated in your overall

strategy (or that it should be)? Or, is it treated as a

separate issue (and should it be)?

ii. What resources are (or were) deployed to strategize

and accelerate toward CE?

iii. Would you say that a shift toward CE has been a top‐

down initiative or bottom‐up, and how so?

2. How did your initial shift toward CE look like?

a. Have you experimented with your business model in relation

to CE?

b. What did you learn from that experience, as an organization?

3. What are the challenges/barriers to CE you have encountered

or foresee?

a. Of which nature are they? Severity? Technological/material,

product design, business model, incentives, supply chain,

internal culture, customer behavior, regulations, …

b. Which can be handled by your organization and which

require help from the outside?

c. What do you see as key changes that must occur within your

organization in order for you to become a more mature in

becoming circular?

4. What are the direct and indirect impacts or effects that you

have seen already within the organization from your work with

CE?

B. Radical and disruptive innovation

1. Do you believe transition to CE requires radical and disruptive

changes for your organization, or, is it less fundamental for you?

In what way?

2. How well organized would you say that your organization is

to manage radical and disruptive innovation? Examples of

why/why not?

3. How well accepted are new and risky projects that do not fit

the current business model? What criteria are they evaluated

on? How do you see CE initiatives fitting in?

C. Ecosystem and partnerships

1. What role does your company have in your value networks?

Recent changes or new roles in this in relation to your work

with CE?
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2. What does your business network/value chain look like? How

does the collaboration look like? Changes in relation to CE?

New partnerships?

3. Is co‐creation of value relevant? How are users addressed? Are

users involved?

D. Business model innovation

1. Do you work actively on innovating your business model?

On what grounds/why not? In what way?

2. Do you have a process or a model which you follow when you

are considering your business model? Do you consider

sustainability questions somehow?

3. Who is involved in innovating the business model?

E. Sustainability and strategy

1. In what way is sustainability critical to you, is it a strategic

issue?—In what way have you worked with it as a strategic

issue?

2. What would you say is the driver for sustainability as a strategic

issue? Brand image? Business value?

3. If you compare your sustainability goals with other goals of the

organization, are they similar in how they are governed?

4. What are the major events, projects or changes that you think

have been important to how you view or manage sustainability

within the company today?

F. General company information (Complementary questions 1–2

respondents/company)

1. What would you say is the company vision currently? How are

you planning to reach that vision? Are there any strategies/

means in place for reaching long term goals?

2. How are you organized today? How do you work with

governance: processes, control mechanisms?

3. How does your core business model look like? Is it affected by

any recent changes company vision or strategy?

4. Who is your largest competitor? Is there competition that is not

typical/traditional? Competition with a different business

model, offering or product?

Five to 10 years from now, what do you think will be the

major differences in terms of your offerings and ways of

working?

G. Closing

1. Is there anything you would like to add on this topic?

2. Other interviewees that might be of interest to us?

3. Can we contact you again if we have any follow‐up questions?

APPENDIX B: CODEBOOK

This contains the codebook that was being used for the initial coding of the transcribed data. The column “Files” refers to number of interviews,

whereas “Used” refers to the number of total usages of the code.

Code Description Files Used

BUSINESS MODEL When the business model is mentioned, affected,

changed, new requirements, and new setup

21 93

CE BARRIER What are the challenges, problems, hurdles to

overcome in CE? Future, past, and present

28 186

CE CHAR Characteristics. How do they describe what is

characteristic for their CE journey? What is

characteristic for their industry? Organization?

Maturity?

28 142

CE DRIVER What drives the CE initiative? Why are they doing it?

What is the rationale or motivation behind it?

27 117

CE ENABLER What is enabling CE? How are barriers being

overcome? Once there is a drive/initiative present,

what is making it possible?

25 110

CE EXAMPLE Used whenever a respondent gives an example of a

circular pilot, project, or business that they are

running or planned

17 40

CE IMPACT What impact has CE had on the company so far?

Current activities/efforts in CE? What has been

done?

22 72
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Code Description Files Used

COMPANY INFORMATION Describing the company and its setup, structure 17 33

DIVISION SPECIFIC Describing how their particular division works rather

than the entire company

9 23

GOALS & MEASUREMENTS Specific goals and measurements (or lack of/need for) 26 105

INDUSTRY SPECIFIC Describing something that is unique or special for the

specific industry of the business that the company

is in

18 45

INNOVATION MANAGEMENT Innovation management. Is innovation managed?

Strategic? Portfolio management …
20 60

INTEGRATION Integration of different function/roles/departments,

NOT specifically CE/sustainability

15 53

MARKET Customers, customer demand, and market specifics 24 75

MEASURES & ACTIONS When respondents describe actions or measures

required/taken (to move toward CE)

28 111

NETWORK Describing collaboration (or lack thereof), innovation

ecosystem, partnerships, stakeholders, and supply

chain

23 129

PEOPLE, RESPONDENT INFO Describing what the respondent does, history, general

information, and coworkers

26 49

PSS Changes to products and/or the product-service

systems.

19 59

RADICAL Relating to radical innovation (specific question asked) 20 50

ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES Describing roles and responsibilities, current or missing

(e.g., no CE director)

11 27

STARTING POINT How the CE journey started, setting and conditions. A

point in time which was crucial for how CE has

unfolded in the company.

25 82

STRATEGY Business strategy, sustainability strategy, CE and

strategy, and other strategic initiatives

28 188

STUDY REACTION Used to gather comments and reactions to CET study

focus

17 27

SUPPLY CHAIN Description of the supply chain and how it is managed,

actors within the supply chain, and relationships

with these

9 21

SUSTAINABILITY INTEGRATION How sustainability is (or is not) integrated and

considered in other company activities

24 92

VALUE PROPOSITION Describing what the main offering looks like 12 27
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