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Sammanfattning 

 
Den här studien behandlar de faktorer som indikerar en marknads känslighet för disruptiva 
innovationer. Dessa disruptiva innovationer kan delas upp i tre olika former; produktdisruption, 
teknologidisruption och affärsmodellsdisruption. Det finns idag en brist på litteratur som behandlar 
disruption ur ett affärsmodellsperspektiv. Befintlig litteratur för disruptiva innovationer är baserade 
på fall kring teknologi- och produktdisruptioner. Denna studie presenterar ett ramverk för att 
utvärdera känsligheten för affärsmodellsdisruption i en viss marknad. 

 
I den här artikeln görs en fallstudie kring två historiska händelser då nya affärsmodeller lanserats på 
den svenska telekommarknaden. En utav dessa var en väldigt framgångsrik affärsmodellsdisruption, 
medan den andra inte nått samma framgång. Händelserna är undersökta genom intervjuer av 
personer som hade strategiska positioner inom telekomindustrin under dessa två händelser. 
Slutsatser som dras är sedan styrkta av enkätresultat och statistik från marknadsundersökningar 
gjorda av den svenska post- och telestyrelsen. 

 
Marknadsfaktorer som är tillämpade på teknologi- och produktdisruptioner från tidigare teori 
appliceras på dessa affärsmodellshändelser. Faktorerna testas för att se i vilken utsträckning de kan 
föras över till teori för disruptiv innovation av affärsmodeller. Studien strävar också efter att hitta 
nya marknadsfaktorer som inte tidigare inkluderats i teorin. Denna artikel avslutas genom att 
presentera 10 omkringliggande faktorer som är viktiga för att utvärdera känsligheten för disruptiv 
affärsmodellsinnovation i en marknad. 

 
Artikeln utgår från 11 marknadsfaktorer, främst baserade på tidigare teorier om produkt- eller 
teknologidisruption. 7 av dessa faktorer kan överföras till affärsmodellsdisruption, vilket innebär att 
4 faktorer avfärdas i sin helhet. Dessutom visade empirin att ytterligare 3 faktorer var viktiga för 
affärsmodellsdisruption. Studien fann att ”ändring av aktörer i värdekedjan” samt ”höga 
inträdesbarriärer” inte verkade vara så viktiga faktorer för affärmodellsdisruption. De 
marknadsfaktorer som var viktigast för marknadens känslighet för affärsmodellsdisruption var 



kopplade till kostnads- och slutkundsberoende, höga marginaler och skalbarhet. Det fanns dock flera 
faktorer som var viktiga för både affärsmodells- och teknologi/produktdisruption. Dessa 
marknadsfaktorer berörde marknadsfördelningen, den aktuella produkten, lönsamheten, och den 
aktuella värdekedjan. 

 
Skillnader mellan affärsmodellsdisruption och produkt- eller teknologidisruption utreds i denna 
studie. Skillnaderna visar sig vara viktiga när man undersöker marknadens känslighet för disruptiva 
innovationer. De stora skillnaderna som upptäcktes var att affärsmodeller är mer agila, är inte sedda 
som ett lika stort hot, och är mer ”pull”- än ”push”-baserade. 

 

 
 
Nyckelord: Disruption, affärsmodell, marknadskänslighet, telekom, Skype, Wifog. 
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Abstract 

 
This paper discusses the conditional factors indicating market susceptibility toward disruptive 
innovation. There is a need to separate the different forms of disruptive innovation into segments 
targeting; technology, product or business model disruption. The concepts are fundamentally 
different and the literature to date is very one sided toward disruptive technology/product 
innovation. A shortage of studies on disruptive business model innovation has been discovered. 
This study therefore presents a framework for evaluating the market susceptibility toward disruptive 
business model innovation. 

 
This paper is a case study looking at two historical cases in the Swedish telecom industry. One case 
was a highly successful disruptive business model whilst the other has not reached the potential 
success it could have. The cases are investigated through interviews from persons with strategic 
positions in the telecom industry during the launch of the business models presented in the cases. 
This is backed with survey results and statistics from market research conducted by the Swedish post 
and telecom authority. 

 
Conditional factors applied to disruptive technology/product innovations, found in previous studies 
and theory, are applied to the business model disruption cases. The conditional factors are tested in 
order to establish to what extent they can be applied on business model disruption. This study also 
aims to find new conditional factors not covered in previous theory. This study is concluded by 
presenting 10 conditional factors important for evaluating susceptibility toward disruptive business 
model innovation. 

 
This paper analyses 11 conditional factors from previous theory applied on disruptive 
technology/product innovation. Out of these, 7 conditional factors can be transferred from 
disruptive technology/product innovation to disruptive business model innovation theory, whilst 4 
conditional factors are dismissed entirely. In addition, 3 conditional factors are added from the 



empirical findings. The study found that the “change of actors in the value chain” and “high 
entrance barriers” did not seem to be as important for business model disruption. Market 
susceptibility in these cases seemed to be more dependent on cost, end customer focus, high 
margins and scalability. There were however also many conditional factors which have importance 
both for disruptive business model innovation and disruptive technology/product innovation. These 
conditional factors concerned the market distribution, the current product, the profitability of the 
market and the current value chain. 

 
Differences between disruptive business model innovation and disruptive technology/product 
innovation are discovered. The differences are proven crucial when evaluating the market 
susceptibility toward disruptive innovation. Mainly differences being that business models; are more 
agile, are not seen as big threats, and seem to be more pull than push oriented. 

 
 
 
Key-words: Disruption, business model, market susceptibility, telecom, Skype, Wifog. 
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1. Introduction 
 
This section will introduce the area of disruption, explain the focused problem and state the main 
research questions of the study. Finally, the focal company will be presented and investigated 
cases will be described. 
 

1.1 Background 
 
The average lifespan of a major company has decreased from 61 years in the 50’s to only 18 years 
in 2012 (Knight, 2014). Disruptive innovations are perceived to be a main contributor to this 
development. Hence, the need for disruption analysis becomes more relevant (Sandström, 2013). 
Through globalization, the spreading of ideas has becomes easier and the risk of substantial 
disruption towards leading companies has increased.   

 
A disruptive innovation is defined as an innovation meeting undiscovered user wants and is 
initially directed towards a small market (Kohlbacher & Hang, 2007; Christensen et al., 2002). A 
company constantly needs to react to potential disruptions, and several case studies prove the 
severe effects of reacting improperly. Recent examples are the photo film manufacturer Kodak 
who reacted too late on the digitalization and Siemens who reacted too early in the development 
of 3D-printing hearing aid, resulting in sunk costs and a smaller market share than prior to this 
new printing technology (Sandström, 2014; Lucas & Goh, 2009; Sandström, 2013). 

 
Most companies are aware of disruptive innovations and their potential competitive power, but 
have a tendency to initially ignore them (Klenner et al., 2013). However, the earlier the potential 
effects of a disruption are discovered and assessed, the greater is the company’s advantage to act 
appropriately. At the same time, it is not lucrative to act upon all potential disruptive innovations, 
as it costs a lot of money and the success rate of potential disruptive innovations is generally low. 
There is a discrepancy between gaining the advantage of being an early adopter and the 
reluctance to invest in risk-filled and expensive innovations (Klenner et al., 2013; Sandström, 
2014; Markides, 2006). 

 
The concept of disruptive innovation does not solely encompass the arrival of disruptive 
technology/product innovation but also the arrival of disruptive business model innovation, 
which is a business model innovation that is not the result of a disruptive technology innovation 
or a disruptive product innovation (Markides, 2006). A disruptive business model innovation is a 
great threat to incumbents who generally are reluctant to change from a lucrative and proven 
business model (Sandström, 2013; Magretta, 2002). Disruptive business model innovation can be 
seen across many industries and an example is the entrance of low budget airlines at the end of 
the 20th century, changing the way air travel was distributed (Copeland, 2009). 
 

1.2 Problem formulation 
 
There is today an abundance of theory on disruptive technology/product innovations, but there 
has been little investigation into which extent this can be applied on disruptive business model 
innovation (Markides, 2006). There is usually no distinction made for disruptive business model 
innovation and the theory becomes heavily one sided (Markides, 2006; Magretta, 2002).  
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During only 2014, at least three new telecom operators successfully emerged in the Swedish 
market. By using different business models to be competitive they have taken customers from 
the large established companies who have had a hard time keeping up. Incumbents are constantly 
faced with potential disruptive threats and times of stability are getting shorter. 
 
There are several new business model threats that telecom operators need to sift through on a 
monthly basis and there is no clear process for a systematic initial assessment. How to evaluate 
disruptive elements at an early stage is difficult and disruption is in its definition difficult to 
foresee and plan for (Sandström 2013; Christensen, 2012).  
 

1.3 Objective 
 
To investigate how incumbents systematically can assess potentially disruptive business model 
innovations. 
 

1.4 Research questions 
 
How to evaluate market susceptibility to disruptive business model innovations by 
assessing conditional factors? 
 

 What are the conditional factors enabling the success of a potentially disruptive business 
model innovation? 

 

 How can these conditional factors be structured? 
 

How can market susceptibility evaluation be used for defending against business model 
disruption?  
 

1.5 Investigated cases  
 
This study investigates two cases in the telecom industry. The first is the launch of Skype in 2003, 
which introduced a global online telephony freemium model - a business model where the main 
service was free, while additional services were charged for. It especially changed how customers 
made their long distance voice calls. Skype is unanimously considered a disruptive business 
model innovation (Kaulio, 2014) and a large part of international calls are today made through 
Skype or services with similar business models.  
 
The second case is the launch of Wifog in 2013, which introduced an ad-based business model 
for mobile telephone subscription. Wifog’s business model has of yet not attracted a substantial 
part of the Swedish market (PTS, 2014) and hence, not reached a disruptive success. These two 
cases are further presented in chapter 1.5.1 and 1.5.2.  
 

1.5.1 Skype 
 
Skype was launched in 2003. It was a software, which enabled its users to contact and call each 
other globally, with no added costs, routing the call through Internet rather than the traditional 



Oliver Dover and Erik Nord    
  

 

3 
 

telecommunication networks (Angelov, 2004). It was an easy-to-use software more reliable than 
its earlier competitors and it had a new approach of how to generate revenue, which was 
attractive to a large portion of the consumers. Skype’s business model quickly became highly 
disruptive and undermined the traditional telecom operator dominated business of international 
voice calls (Tapio, 2005). 
 
The traditional way of charging for voice calls pre Skype was by minute, and distance carried, 
where long distance/international calls were generally more expensive than short 
distance/national calls. Skype gave all basic communication between users free of charge, 
regardless of time or distance. Skype quickly became the largest player in Peer to Peer (P2P) 
calling with very small marginal costs and negligible customer acquisition costs due to its 
freemium model, creating a buzz and word of mouth spreading of their product. (Tapio, 2005; 
Angelov, 2004; Goldstein, 2013) 
 
The first customers to use Skype were the technically interested followed by the long distance 
voice callers who felt a large price drop when moving to Skype’s freemium model. Skype quickly 
increased its amount of users and moved into homes and the business world as a recognised way 
of voice communication (Goldstein, 2013). 
 
Skype grew very quickly and today stands for one third of all the international voice traffic in the 
world. After two takeovers, Skype is now part of the Microsoft Corporation. It has become an 
integrated part of the Microsoft interface and it is available to most devices with Internet access 
capabilities. Today, Skype still employs a freemium strategy and gains revenue from its premium 
accounts, licensing agreements, advertising schemes etc. (Goldstein, 2013). 
 

1.5.2 Wifog 
 
Wifog was a mobile virtual network operator (MVNO), launched into the Swedish market in 
2013. Being a MVNO implied that they did not own any telecom networks like the traditional 
mobile network operators did. Instead, Wifog rented capacity in existing telecom networks 
through Swedish regulations. 
 
Existing mobile network operators charged the consumers for the service of making calls and 
sending SMS’. Wifog’s business model differed from this in the way that they gave away mobile 
subscriptions for free to its customers. The subscriptions enabled the customers to make 120 
minutes voice calls, to send 200 SMS’ and to consume unlimited amount of data. In return, the 
customers needed to watch commercials. 
 
Wifog created their revenues through advertising (Wifog, 2013). The advertising companies paid 
Wifog for showing their commercials to Wifog’s customers. By using free over the top (OTT) 
services (e.g. Skype, Viber and WhatsApp) the customers made voice calls and sent text messages 
over the data network, rather than over the traditional telecom network (Wifog, 2013). It 
generated data usage, which was directly profitable for Wifog’s business model, as the amount of 
commercials shown to the consumers was directly dependent on the amount of data consumed. 
Wifog are today still employing the same business model but have not reached any substantial 
success. 
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1.6 Delimitations 
 
This study looks from a defending incumbent’s perspective with focus on the business to 
consumer (B2C) market in Sweden. The study does not take into consideration non market 
conditions, such as company specific factors and network capabilities. Also, this study 
encompasses only commodity services, which are further explained in chapter 2.1. 
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2. Theoretical framework 
 
In this section, the concepts used in this study are introduced. First, the concepts of commodities, 
disruptive innovation and business models are discussed. The chapter is concluded by presenting a 
framework on market susceptibility toward disruptive innovation. 
 

2.1 Commodity services  
 
Commodity services are stable, sufficiently established services for which there is demand, but 
since the actual service fills a simple customer need, it is difficult to differentiate. Hence, 
commodity services are pull rather than push oriented, meaning the services are driven by actual 
customer demand (Faraquin & Eakin, 2000; Börner, 2009).   
 
Competition within commodities have resulted in low margins for the actors involved rather than 
a range of value added services, which the customers would be willing to pay a premium for. 
Hence, it is most likely that the competitive force within a commodity service is price, and 
therefore innovation might be stifled (Faraquin & Eakin, 2000; Börner, 2009; Epstein et al., 
2012). An example of a typical commodity service is electricity, where there is no disruptive 
business model innovation and differentiation is mainly done by price. 
 
Operating the traditional commodity arena usually creates unrelenting pressure on profit margins 
and results in a continual churn of new products. This keeps the company always looking for the 
next incremental change. Unfortunately, the advantage from the incremental innovations is often 
easily mimicked. In order to stay competitive there is a constant churn of new offers and 
products but no radical changes are usually made (Epstein et al., 2012; Faraquin & Eakin, 2000). 
An example of this can be seen in the business model generation of telecom operators who 
always release new offers, usually based on new pricing models, in order to attract customers. 
These new offers are almost exclusively based on the current business models and competing 
companies soon follow. 
 

2.2 Disruptive innovation 
 
A disruptive innovation is defined as an innovation taking into account undiscovered user wants 
rather than looking at current consumer behaviour (Kohlbacher, 2007). It starts in a small market 
with seemingly limited purchasing power (Christensen, 2014). The performance is often initially 
weaker than the existing solutions, but over time, the disruptive innovation grows and takes over 
more of the larger “mainstream” market (Tidd & Bessant, 2009, p.237). In this sense, a disruptive 
innovation could be described as a process rather than a single event (Christensen & Raynor, 
2003, p. 69). 
  

2.2.1 Defending against disruption 
 
There are many different ways to meet disruptive innovation and the proper way to respond will 
depend on the company and threat in question (Sandström et el., 2009). Gilbert et al. (2012) 
argue that when a market shift disruptively threatens a company, the company needs to divide its 
efforts into two separate business models, operating independently of each other. One part 
should reinvent the current core business to the new disrupted market place and the other part 
should create a new and independent business model that will work in parallel, and over time 
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become the next big source of growth for the company. These businesses will share resources, 
but only in a way where they do not interfere with each other. A fast, and often used, way to 
create this new business model is to acquire existing companies that hold the necessary resources 
(Sandström et al., 2009). 

 
For a company evaluate a potential disruptive innovation, Wessel & Christensen (2012) suggest 
the following three steps:  

 
1. Identify the strengths and weaknesses of the potential disruptive business model 
2. Identify your own advantages in relation to the potential disruptor 
3. Evaluate conditions that may help or hinder the disruptor to take over your advantages 

   

2.2.2 Reacting in a timely manner 
 
Kostoff et al. (2003) claim there are low incentives for companies to invest in a potentially 
disruptive innovation in a small market contra investing in a sustaining innovation they know will 
pay off more or less immediately. The foremost driver behind this prioritization is the company 
shareholders’ claim for short-term results (Christensen, 2014; Sandström, 2013). Companies 
often react too late to disruptive threats. This force them to try and grab market shares from an 
outsider position at a later stage, which in a long term perspective creates loss. 

 
Chasing all potential disruptive innovations take a lot of time and effort for the companies 
(Sandström, 2013). A reason for untimely reaction may be the small portion of potential 
disruptive innovations actually being successful. There is also a risk of being a too early adopter, 
having to carry large R&D costs in developing disruption. Companies want to adapt the 
disruption at the exact right time as early adopters seldom are the most profitable and the late 
adopters often have a hard time keeping up with the disruptors (Sandström, 2014). 
 

2.3 Business models 
 
Business models are stories of how companies work. They tell what is being supplied, the logic 
behind it and how the company can be profitable doing it (Magretta, 2002). The idea of business 
models can be summarized in how companies commercialize products and technologies. Similar 
products and services may also be differentiated by various business models (Chesbrough, 2009).  

 
The business model is defined by what the product is and how it is provided to the customer 
(Markides, 2006). Companies make three decisions when creating business models: Policy choices 
(e.g. location of plants), Asset choices (e.g. manufacturing facilities) and Governance choices (e.g. how a 
company arranges decision-making rights over the other two) (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 
2007). These descriptions are very general and a reason for this, is that within business model 
theory there is a lack of coherence of how to define business models. 
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Chesbrough (2009) defines business models as how the product or service is distributed, 
financed, how the value is created, and the how profit is made. He claims that the following five 
functions need to be fulfilled in order to be considered a business model: 

 

 Articulating the value proposition 

 Identifying a market segment and specifying the revenue generation mechanism 

 Defining the value chain and what is needed to support it 

 Articulating the firms position in the value chain 

 Formulating the competitive strategy 

 
Chesbrough’s (2009) description is generally accepted of what the definition of business models 
should encompass. Therefore, his definition will be used throughout this research. 
 

2.3.1 Disruptive business model innovation 
 
An existing business model can be disrupted and a distinction needs to be made for what a 
disruptive business model innovation is. A disruptive business model innovation does not 
discover new products or services but redefine them and how they are provided to customers 
(Markides, 2006). Spotify is an example of this. Having music in digital format was already a 
technology that existed and iTunes amongst others was already a successful distributor of online 
music. What Spotify did was to change how the product was distributed to the customer, how 
the revenue mechanisms could be changed and how to charge for music. This was a great 
business model disruption in the music industry (Tapio, 2005). 
 
A key difference between disruptive business model innovation and disruptive 
technology/product innovation is that disruptive business model innovation does not usually 
grow to dominate the entire market but usually matures at a substantial market share. Taking the 
airline case into account again, it can be seen that low cost, no frills flights have taken over a large 
part of the market (~20 %) but show no tendency of becoming the dominant business model in 
the industry. In this sense, there is a difference in how the disrupted company should react when 
compared to disruptive technology/product innovation (Markides, 2006). 
 

2.4 Market susceptibility toward disruptive innovation  
 
The role of a framework looking at the market susceptibility towards disruption is to identify, ex 
ante, which conditions indicate that the market is mature for a disruptive innovation. If the 
market is mature to disruption the threat is greater. It is therefore a useful tool when analysing 
potential disruptions. This section is built on the article by Klenner et al. (2013): “Ex-ante 
evaluation of disruptive susceptibility in established value networks”. The studied framework 
assesses the disruptive susceptibility as the innovations enter the market. 
 

2.4.1 Conditional factors 
 
Klenner et al. (2013) look at two main dimensions to construct the framework: The market 
susceptibility for a potential disruptive innovation and the time frame in which the potential 
disruptive innovation will enter the market. Klenner et al. (2013) then gather a comprehensive set 
of conditional factors produced by earlier theorists and through case study implementation group 
these conditions into two headings: Conditional propositions and Accelerating propositions.   
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Klenner et al. (2013) use the similar terms “conditional factor” and “conditional proposition”, 
which are two terms potentially confusing for the reader. Therefore, “conditional proposition” 
will in this study be referred to as “static factor”, “accelerating proposition” will be referred to as 
“accelerating factor” and “conditional factor” will be kept as a term encompassing both 
“accelerating factors” and “static factors”. This is shown in Table 1. 
 

Table 1. Translation of common terms used in this study. 

Klenner et al. (2013)’s terms Corresponding terms used in this report 

Conditional factor Conditional factor 

Conditional proposition Static factor 

Accelerating proposition Accelerating factor 

 
Static factors are factors which prove to be important for the disruption to be successful, but 
there is no immediate relationship of change seen before the disruption becomes imminent. 
These are underlying factors which may be consistent for a long time period before the 
disruption occurs. Klenner et al. (2013) believe that these factors can not alone enable disruptive 
innovation change. The static factors are shown below and are explained in detail in chapter 
2.4.2: 
 

 High market entry barriers 

 Low customer loyalty 

 Low number of firm entries and exits 

 High market share shifts 

 Less disposition to buy 

 Change in value chain 

 Existing low end offers 
 

Accelerating factors are factors which change closely before the disruption occurs. Klenner et al. 
(2013) see that the value of these factors change when comparing a prior time of stability with 
the time when disruption occurs. These factors therefore indicate market factors which can 
enable disruptive innovations. If these factors exist together with the static factors, the disruptive 
susceptibility is higher and the time to market is shorter. The accelerating factors are presented 
below and explained in detail in chapter 2.4.2: 
 

 Constant competitors 

 High market concentration 

 Increasing market prices 

 Introduction of radical sustaining innovation  

 
The framework by Klenner et al. (2013) is fully presented in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Framework on market susceptibility toward disruptive innovation. 

 
Not all static and accelerating factors need to be in place in order for a disruptive innovation to 
be able to occur. However, the framework by Klenner et al. (2013) state that the more of these 
propositions being present, the more susceptible is the market to a disruptive innovation and the 
more likely it is to occur. They also present a correlation between disruptive susceptibility and the 
time to market. It implies that the higher disruptive susceptibility is, the shorter the time to 
market is.  

 

2.4.2 Detailed description of the static and accelerating factors 
 
In order to understand the conditional factors, this section will try to describe them all more in 
depth. Each of the 11 conditional factors is presented and more precise explanations are stated.  
 

Static factors 
 
Low number of firm entries and exits 

 
“The lower the number of firm entries and exits in a value network, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” 

(Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 
 
This factor builds on an assumption from industry life cycle theory, which claims a stage with 
high number of new companies is preceded by a stage of low number of new companies. As 
disruptive innovations often come from new companies, an upcoming stage of many new 
entrants indicates high disruptive susceptibility (Gort & Klepper, 1982; Agarwal & Gort, 1996). 
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High market share shifts 
 

“The higher the shift of market shares in existing markets toward existing low-end offerings, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 

 
This factor builds on the assumption that a market shift toward low-end offers signals that the 
quality of the existing product is too high and a quality increase is not wanted by the customer. 
The current product overshoots its end users. Disruptive products offer higher differentiation 
rather than refinements of current products and are therefore likely to be more successful 
(Schmidt, 2008). 
 
Less disposition to buy 

 

“The less the willingness to pay for quality increases in the main product features, the higher the disruptive 

susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 
 
This factor builds on the assumption that the industry is overshooting its customers while 
differentiation, rather than refinement of the current products, is something valued by customers 
(Christensen, 1997). 
 

Change in value chain 

 
“Changes of products or technologies at a different stage of the value chain can increase the disruptive susceptibility 

of the value network” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 
 
This factor builds on the assumption that changes at different stages of the value chain give 
potential for new business model option, which can be the base of disruptive innovation 
(Tripsas, 2008). 
 
High market entry barriers 

 
“The higher the market entry barriers, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 

 
This factor builds on an assumption that high market entry barriers create difficulty for similar 
products to enter the market. This in turn creates incentives for disruptive innovation as a 
different approach is needed for successful market entry (Geroski, 1999; Rafii & Kampas, 2002; 
Tripsas, 2008). 
 
Low customer loyalty 

 
“The lower the customer loyalty in value networks, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, 

p.918). 
 
This factor builds on the assumption that if customers are loyal to their company, they are less 
likely to utilize alternative offers. If there is a high user turnover, the customers are used to 
change offers, and thus a change to a disruptive alternative is not too unlikely (Adner & 
Levinthal, 2002; Rafii & Kampas, 2002). 
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Existing low-end offers 

 
“Extensive, established low-end offers in value networks increase disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 

2013, p.919). 
 

This factor builds on the assumption that disruption usually starts in low-end markets but does 
not have the strength to open up these markets by itself (Klenner et al., 2013). 
 

Accelerating factors 
 
Constant competitors 

 
“The longer the same established companies dominate existing markets, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” 

(Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 
 
This factor builds on the assumption that established companies only focus on sustaining 
innovations. If only established companies have dominated the market for a long time, all actors 
get used to innovations being sustaining and not disruptive. In turn, this creates an inactive and 
arrogant view of new potential disruptive threats (Strebel, 1987; Klepper, 1997). 
 
High market concentration 

 
“The higher the market concentration and market shares of established firms, the more static the market is and the 

higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 
 

This factor builds on the assumption that when companies have high market power, they tend to 
get inactive and ignore potential competition. This opportunity can be leveraged by the 
disruptors (Strebel, 1987; Klepper, 1997). 
 
Increasing market prices  

 
“Increasing market prices and simultaneously declining sales volume increase the disruptive susceptibility” 

(Klenner et al., 2013, p.919). 
 
This factor builds on the assumption that increasing prices and declining sales show a demand 
for more low-end offers which is a very opportunistic environment for disruptors (Klenner et al., 
2013). 
 
Introduction of radical sustaining innovation 

 
“The introduction of a radically sustaining innovation in established markets by existing firms intensify the 

resource allocation and increases the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.919). 
 
This factor builds on the assumption that by intensifying allocations and focus toward a new 
radical sustaining product, the companies run the risk of becoming blind toward new disruptive 
innovations threatening them (Klenner et al., 2013). 
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3. Methods 
 
This section will introduce the methodological approach and the working process used in this 
study. This will be followed by a more detailed description of the literature review, choice of 
cases and choice of focal company. The chapter will then move on to a detailed account of how 
data collection and analysis was conducted and be finalized by an analysis of the studies validity 
and reliability. 

 

3.1 Methodological approach 
 
A case study methodology was used to get a deeper understanding of a single phenomenon 
(Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.82; Meredith, 1998). This methodology is suitable when investigating 
phenomenon that is not understood and where variables are unknown (Meredith, 1998). With an 
inductive approach, the intention was to create a theory by conducting empirical observations 
(Collis & Hussey, 2009, p. 8). The aim was to gather various subjective perceptions and, by 
combining them with prior research, create a holistic view (Willis, 2014). 
 
When studying a retrospective case, it is possible to choose a successful case or a failure case 
(Voss et al., 2002). Single case studies are suitable with retrospective cases (Voss et al., 2002), but 
in this study two cases have been investigated; the Skype case and the Wifog case. However, only 
the Skype case was used to extend existing theories into a new framework, while the Wifog case 
was only used as a proof of validity for the new framework. Therefore, the authors of this study 
argue that this study still holds the characteristics of being a single case study.  
 

3.2 The working process 
 
The method process is divided into three main phases: “Contextualization”, “Data collection” 
and “Data analysis”. In the contextualization phase, a literature review was initially made and a 
gap in the literature was found. In order to study this gap in a context, a focal company was 
chosen and a first round of interviews were made with employees at the focal company. It was 
discovered that the company was frequently threatened by new competing potential disruptive 
business models, but lacked knowledge in how to systematically evaluate them. The next step was 
to find a successful disruptive business model case to study and Skype’s launch in 2003 was 
chosen. 
 
In the data collection phase, a second round of interviews were held regarding the chosen case of 
Skype’s launch in 2003. Based on the answers from the second round interviews, a survey was 
created and distributed. Following that, a third round of interviews were held regarding the case 
of Wifog’s launch in 2013. 
 
In the data analysis phase, the second round interviews were analysed and compared to the 
responses made in the survey. This analysis made it possible to state which conditional factors 
were present during Skype’s launch in 2003 and these factors were then further grouped. Lastly, 
the third round interviews, regarding Wifog’s launch in 2013, were compared to the findings 
made from the second round interview and the survey. However, data collection and data 
analysis are continuously being overlapped in a case study (Voss et al., 2002) and hence these two 
phases were not strictly linear. 
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Figure 2 shows an overview of the working process. The process is further described in the 
following parts of this chapter. 
 

 
Figure 2. Overview of the working process. 

 

3.3 Literature review 
 

Initially, a funnel model was used to evaluate appropriate literature, starting wide and narrowing 
down to the specific topic (Voss et al., 2002) that became the scope of this research. The funnel 
model process started with the wide concept of “Disruptive innovation” and ended up with 
“Market susceptibility toward disruptive business model innovation”. This entire funnel model 
process is shown in Figure 3.  

 

Figure 3. The steps in the funnel model process for the literature review. 
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As disruptive business model innovation share many similarities with disruptive 
technology/product innovation (Markides, 2006) there were a substantial amount of theory that 
could be transferred. However, since this study, to a large extent, is based on a recently published 
article (Klenner et al., 2013), it was of greatest value to include and verify it with more tested and 
widely accepted theories. To obtain the most up-to-date research within this area, the literature 
review also included an extensive search for newly published material that would conclude 
additional factors that could affect the market susceptibility toward disruptive business model 
innovations (Voss et al., 2002). However, no literature describing additional conditional factors 
was found. 
 
The literature was collected through KTH’s main library, databases provided by KTH’s library 
Primo as well as Google Scholar. The main search terms used, with variations and different 
compositions, were “disruption”, “business model”, “innovation”, “market susceptibility” and 
“conditional factor”. All literature review material was summarized immediately after it was read, 
to extract the most relevant content. 
 

3.4 Choice of the focal company 
 
As this study looks at how to evaluate market susceptibility toward disruptive business model 
innovations, it was deemed important to choose an industry where disruptive business model 
innovation has occurred fairly recently, as this would increase the chance of finding relevant data 
to collect. Based on this, the telecom industry was chosen, and for geographical convenience the 
Swedish market was targeted. 
 
A company is usually more inclined to let researchers into the organization and share in-depth 
information if they know the study will be exclusively tailored for them (Collis & Hussey, 2009, 
p. 10) and hence, only one company was chosen for this study. When researching a certain 
company, a senior prime contact is also valuable to open doors, help in selecting interviewees and 
know how to best collect data (Voss et al., 2002). Since the focus of this study was determined to 
be from an incumbent perspective, one employee with 10 years of industry experience was 
approached and he agreed upon being a contact person. To get this opportunity was regarded 
very valuable Collis & Hussey (2009, p.82) and hence, this company was chosen to be the focal 
company of this study. 
 

3.5 Choice of investigated cases 
 
As mentioned before, with retrospective cases, it is easier to determine success or failure (Voss et 
al., 2002). When choosing cases to study, a delimitation of this report was to only look at 
disruptive business model innovation. The choice of the first case, Skype’s business model launch 
in 2003, was chosen as it was a successful disruption and a pure disruptive business model 
innovation (Kaulio, 2014). 
 
Voss et al. (2002) state that the less amount of cases in a study, the higher is the opportunity to 
get in-depth knowledge. Yin (1994) states that cases in a study are chosen either because the same 
or the contrary results are expected. Wifog launching its business model in 2013 was chosen as a 
second case in this study. This case had several similarities to the Skype case, mainly being that 
they both were business model innovations, moving the payment point away from the end 
customer. At the same time, Wifog had not yet had a disruptive success in contrast to the first 
case. 
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3.6 Data collection 
 
When collecting historical data to prove a causal relation, it is important to use several sources 
and carefully cross-check the data (Voss et al., 2002). In this study, data were collected through 
interviews regarding the conditional factors present when Skype and Wifog were launched. Also, 
a survey, validating and extending the preliminary findings, was made (Voss et al., 2002). 
 
Anonymity was secured to all participants being interviewed and all participants responding to 
the survey (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.45). The time needed for participation and the reasons 
behind the interviews and the survey were also explained to all participants in advance (Collis & 
Hussey, 2009, p.45). 
 

3.6.1 Interviews 
 
An interview is a data collecting method, where questions are asked in order to find out what 
people think, feel or do (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.144). In this study, the interviews were made 
only with single interviewees (Voss et al., 2002). Another option would have been to make the 
interviews with a group, which would have created a debate (Voss et al., 2002). This would 
however imply a risk for a single, or few people, to dominate (Voss et al., 2002). Since the 
interviewees had various positions in the hierarchy, the risk for some people in the top hierarchy 
to dominate over the rest, made group interviews to be considered an inappropriate choice. 
 
There is a risk that the interviewers see and hear only what is considered suitable to support a 
hypothesis (Voss et al., 2002). Since both researchers of this study were present during all the 
interviews, the risk for bias and misunderstandings decrease (Voss et al., 2002). Ambiguities were 
carefully discussed between the researchers. However, it is hard to measure or predict bias (Collis 
& Hussey, 2009, p.145) and it is therefore hard to fully overcome.  
 
The interviewees were current employees at the focal company, current employees at Wifog or 
people with expertise in a specific area strongly related to the scope of this study. An extensive 
attempt was also made to get interviews with people employed by Skype at its launch in 2003, but 
unfortunately it was not possible to find any willing person matching these criteria. 
 

Interview set-up 
 
All interview questions were open, which enabled the interviewee to answer in their own words 
(Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.200). Further, all interviews made in this study were semi-structured. 
This means some questions were prepared for each interview, but there was also an opportunity 
to ask follow-up questions to get more detailed information and discover new issues (Collis & 
Hussey, 2009, p.195; Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.145). This makes the interview more flexible than 
a structured interview and hence, semi-structured interviews could provide a deeper 
understanding of the problem (Yin, 1994, p.74).  
 
A disadvantage over structured interviews is that the answers made in semi-structured interviews 
are more difficult to compare (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.195). However, as all prepared questions 
within each interview round were the same and the amount of follow-up questions were limited, 
it was still possible to validate the answers made in the same interview round to a high extent. 
Also, the second and the third round interview questions were very similar in order to facilitate a 
comparison in the answers made (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p. 195). 
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Voss et al. (2002) suggest that in order for the interviewees to be properly prepared, it is useful to 
send the interview questions in advance. Therefore, the interview questionnaires were sent out to 
all interviewees at least one day before the interview was held. As a result, the chance of the 
interviewee being able to recall, and present relevant examples when asked, was deemed higher 
than if these questions would have only been asked during the interview. 
 
All interviews were audio recorded, which reduce bias (Voss et al., 2002). Meanwhile, the most 
relevant parts of the answers were written down by one interviewer, while the interaction with 
the interviewee was led by the other interviewer, which is suggested by Voss et al. (2002). 
Recording the interviews may also have negative aspects, for example inhibiting the interviewee 
when giving answers (Voss et al., 2002). Since the recording can be listened to at a later stage, it 
may also decrease the interviewers attention to ask follow-up questions (Voss et al., 2002). To 
prevent those negative aspects of recording the interviews, every interview was initiated by 
informing the interviewee about its freedom to stop the recording at any time and that all 
answers will be kept anonymous and confidential. When the interview was made, all interviewees 
received a summary of the answers given during the interview, in order to validate and secure a 
correct interpretation (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.146; Voss et al., 2002). 
 

First round interviews 
 
Interviews were held in three rounds. The aim of the first round was to contextualize the 
research. Four employees with various backgrounds and areas of responsibility were interviewed 
during 40 – 60 minutes each. This round also involved obtaining diverse views on how the 
industry works, future predictions on disruption and the role of the focal company in the value 
network. Table 2 shows the interviews being conducted in the first round. 
  

Table 2. First round interviews. 

Date Area of responsibility Subject 

2014-09-26 International relations (Senior) Contextualization 

2014-10-03 Consumer, Product (Senior) Contextualization 

2014-10-14 Global business (Senior) Contextualization 

2014-10-22 Pricing (Senior) Contextualization 

 

Second and third round interviews 
 
The interview form and questions where very similar between the second and third round 
interviews, with small adjustments dependent on the case focus. Most of the questions were 
formulated with the 11 conditional factors, from the framework by Klenner et al. (2013), in mind. 
The interviewees were perceived to have the chance to mention if the conditional factors were 
present and thereby approve or deny it. Every conditional factor had at least one question 
dedicated to it. The remaining questions, not based on existing conditional factors from Klenner 
et al. (2003)’s framework, were designed to capture potentially additional conditional factors 
affecting the outcome of the business model. 
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The second round of interviews was made to understand the conditional factors present when 
Skype was launched in 2003. The questions were separated into two chronologically parts, 
whereas the first part regarded what happened prior to when Skype launched its business model. 
The second part regarded what happened at the time it was launched. 
 
The second round interviews were made with 8 people and the interviews lasted for 45 - 60 
minutes each. Table 3 shows the interviews being conducted for the second round. 
 

Table 3. Second round interviews. 

Date Title when Skype was launched Subject 

2014-10-27 Offering Manager (Senior)  Skype’s launch in 2003 

2014-10-30 Manager of a mobile application company within the 
telecom industry (Senior)  

Skype’s launch in 2003 

2014-10-31 Business developer (Senior)  Skype’s launch in 2003 

2014-11-03 Pricing strategist (Senior)  Skype’s launch in 2003 

2014-11-04 Competitive analyst, PTS (Senior)  Skype’s launch in 2003 

2014-11-04 External consultant within the telecom industry 
(Senior)  

Skype’s launch in 2003 

2014-11-10 External consultant within the telecom industry 
(Senior)  

Skype’s launch in 2003 

2014-11-12 Planning manager (Senior)  Skype’s launch in 2003 

 
Finally, the third round of interviews regarded Wifog and its potentially disruptive business 
model launched in 2013. These interviews were made with 7 people and the interviews lasted for 
45 - 60 minutes each. Table 4 presents the interviews made for the third round. 
 

Table 4. Third round interviews. 

Date Title when Wifog was launched Subject 

2014-11-10 Mobility Manager (Senior) Wifog’s launch in 2013 

2014-11-12 Production manager (Senior) Wifog’s launch in 2013 

2014-11-13 Brand manager (Senior) Wifog’s launch in 2013 

2014-11-13 Promotion (Senior)  Wifog’s launch in 2013 

2014-11-18 CEO, Wifog  Wifog’s launch in 2013 

2014-11-18 Mobile Advertising Expert Wifog’s launch in 2013 

2014-11-25 Offerings (Senior)  Wifog’s launch in 2013 
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3.6.2 Survey 
 
To further validate and triangulate (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.85) the answers made in the second 
round interviews, a survey was created (Voss et al., 2002). The reasons to choose a survey over 
additional interviews are the benefit of time saving and ease of distribution to larger samples 
(Sapsford, 2007, p. 109, Voss et al., 2002). Sapsford (2007, p. 111) claims that the questions 
stated in the survey need to be clear and unambiguous, identical to all respondents, and cost-
effective when analyzing the data. 
 
With surveys there is a risk for a higher number of non-responses than traditional interviews 
(Sapsford, 2007, p. 110), but due to the short time frame of this thesis work, a survey was still 
considered the most appropriate choice. As this survey was created with the purpose of 
determining whether there are relationships among variables, i.e. conditional factors and the 
success of a disruptive business model innovation, it was considered an analytical survey (Collis 
& Hussey, 2009, p.77). 
 
The survey consisted of closed questions, which means that the respondents only could choose 
between predetermined options when giving answer to the questions (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p. 
200). Closed questions also increase the response rate (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.193). The 
questions made in the survey were formulated as statements, and the respondents were asked to 
what extent they agree or disagree to them. Rating alternatives were:  
 

 Disagree 

 Disagree to some extent 

 Neither agree, nor disagree 

 Agree to some extent 

 Agree 

 
If the respondent did not have enough knowledge to rate the statement, the alternative “Do not 
know” was also available.  
 
Each one of the conditional factors found in Klenner et al. (2013)'s framework and each one of 
the additional conditional factors found during the second round interviews had of three types of 
statements regarding Skype’s launch in 2003: One statement which would prove the presence of 
the conditional factor, one statement which would show if there was a recent change to the 
conditional factor and one statement about the conditional factor’s perceived causal relation to 
the success of Skype’s disruptive business model innovation. When creating questions to prove 
causal relation, the purpose was concealed to get a more honest answer from the respondent 
(Sapsford, 2007, p. 106). 
 
The less time the respondent perceived it would take to fill in a survey, the more likely it is 
he/she would respond (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.193). Therefore, the aim was to have as few 
statements as possible and selected statements were therefor disregarded for some conditional 
factors where there were enough evidence from the second round interviews. Statistical evidence 
from PTS (2014) was also used to prove the presence of certain conditional factors. In total, 32 
statements were put in the survey and the survey was perceived to take 10 minutes to fill in. The 
full survey can be found in Appendix I. 
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Before distributing the survey to the respondents, piloting is necessary (Voss et al., 2002). 
Therefore, the survey was tested on the contact person of the focal company and two people 
from the academia with very limited knowledge about the Skype case. After corrections had been 
made, the survey was sent out. 
 
In total, the survey was distributed to 41 people by a link via email and a time frame of five days 
was set in order to assure that the answers would be returned in a timely manner. The people 
who had not responded to the survey after three days, four days and five days were continuously 
emailed with a reminder to fill in the survey. Finally, 29 people responded to the survey. 
 
The respondents were divided into two subgroups, whose responses were handled separately: 
 

 Subgroup 1: Consisted of the 8 interviewees from the second round interviews who were 
deemed to have deep insight in the Skype case. 7 of these interviewees responded to the 
survey. 

 Subgroup 2: Consisted of 33 people who have insight into the Skype case but not to the 
same degree as the people in Subgroup 1. 22 of the people in Subgroup 2 responded to 
this survey. 
 

The respondents in Subgroup 2 were chosen to get a broader understanding of the Skype case. 
Subgroup 2 partly consisted of all interviewees of the third round interviews. This selection was 
made since these people had already been deemed appropriate when collecting data about the 
scope of this study. Subgroup 2 also consisted of 26 people who had good insight into the 
telecom industry but who had neither specifically been involved in the Skype case nor the Wifog 
case. These respondents were chosen in collaboration with the contact person at the focal 
company. As the survey concerned market characteristics rather than Skype specific 
characteristics, these respondents were deemed relevant. 
 

3.7 Data analysis 
 
The data analysis can be seen as consisting of two steps. The first step regards only the case 
under study, while the second step tries to extend and generalize the case under study to other 
cases (Eisenhardt, 1989). This was done in this study as the first step only regarded the Skype 
case, and in the second step, the Wifog case was compared with the Skype case and cross-case 
patterns were looked for. 
 
The intention was to develop a modified set of conditional factors, by comparing the conditional 
factors presented in the framework by Klenner et al. (2013) with the answers from the second 
round interviews and the survey responses. 
 

3.7.1 Analysis of first round interviews 
 
The answers made in the first round interviews were compared and problems mentioned about 
the focal company were analysed. The interviews were mainly used for contextualization. After 
the first round interviews, the scope and main research questions were finalized. The contact 
person at the focal company helped in determining the final scope of this study. 
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3.7.2 Analysis of second round interviews 
 
An often effective way of structuring the data analysis is to create an array (Voss et al., 2002). In 
this study, an array was created where all conditional factors from Klenner et al. (2013)’s 
framework were listed on the y-axis and all the interviewees were presented on the x-axis. 
Depending on to what extent the interviewee confirmed the presence of the conditional factor, 
when Skype was launched in 2003, the corresponding cell in the array was given a certain 
background color. A green background color indicated that the interviewee confirmed the 
presence of the conditional factor, a yellow background color indicated that the interviewee did 
not confirm nor denied the presence of the conditional factor and a red background color 
indicated that the interviewee denied the presence of the conditional factor. To further extract 
data from the second round interviews into the array, a quote made from the interviewee, 
regarding the specific conditional factor, was put into the corresponding cell in the array. Some 
interviewees provided potential additional conditional factors and these factors were noted in the 
same array. Figure 4 shows an example of what this coding of the second round interviews could 
look like. 
 

Figure 4. An example of how the second round interviews were coded. 

Conditional factor Interviewee 1 Interviewee 2 Interviewee 3 

The lower the number 
of firm entries and exits 
in a value network, the 
higher the disruptive 
susceptibility 

“It had been the 
same firms in the 
value network for 
many years” 

“The amount of firm 
entries and firm exists 
were not more or less 
than normal” 

“There were a lot 
of new players in 
the value network” 

 
When all second round interviews had been coded according to the example in Figure 4, it was 
possible to summarize the amount of confirming, inconclusive, and denying answers made.  
 
Supported by statistical evidences from PTS (2014) it was possible to analyze which conditional 
factors that were present during the launch of Skype in 2003 and which were not. 
 

3.7.3 Analysis of survey  
 
The survey was conducted in order to confirm findings from the second round interviews and 
also place the conditional factors as either static or accelerating. In the analysis of this report, the 
response options for each statement were translated according to Table 5.  
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Table 5. Response options in the survey and the corresponding values used in the analysis. 

Response options for each statement Corresponding value 

Disagree 1 

Disagree to some extent 2 

Neither agree, nor disagree 3 

Agree to some extent 4 

Agree 5 

Do not know - 

 
The conditional factors in the survey were analysed one at a time. For some of the factors there 
were statistical data (PTS, 2014) to back up results. Each conditional factor was then given three 
mean values of:  
 

 Their presence at the time  

 If it had a causal relation to the success of a disruptive business model innovation  

 If there had been a recent change 

 
A high mean value for presence would indicate that the conditional factor was present and a low 
mean value for presence would indicate that the conditional factor was not present. A high mean 
value for causality would indicate that the conditional factor had a causal relation to the market 
susceptibility toward the disruptive business model innovation, while a low mean value for 
causality would mean, either that the opposite causal relationship was true, or that there was no 
causal relationship. A high mean value for staticity would indicate a static factor and a low mean 
value for staticity would indicate an accelerating factor. In order to prove that the mean values 
showed a representative view from the respondents, and not a result of highly differing views, a 
standard deviation was calculated (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.245). A low standard deviation would 
indicate more united answers made by the respondents, whilst a high standard deviation would 
indicate more differing answers. All values were calculated separately for Subgroup 1 and 
Subgroup 2. Finally, all values were put in a table, as the example in Table 6 shows. 
 
Table 6. Example of one conditional factor being analysed based on the respondents answers made in the survey. 

 

 Presence Causality Staticity 

Subgroup Mean 
average 

Standard 
Deviation 

Mean 
average 

Standard 
deviation 

Mean 
average 

Standard 
deviation 

1 3.33 0.74 3.50 1.12 4.33 0.94 

2 3.90 0.86 3.62 0.90 3.89 1.25 

 
The analysis from the second round interviews was then compared to the analysis from the 
survey and differences were discussed.  
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3.7.4 Analysis of third round interviews 
 
The coding process of the third round interviews was identical to how the second round 
interviews were coded, as illustrated in Figure 4. The findings made in the third round interviews 
were then compared to the findings made in the second round interviews and the survey.  
 

3.8 Validity and reliability 
 
This chapter has divided the validity aspect into three sub grouping; construct validity, internal 
validity and external validity. After these aspects of validity have been discussed, the reliability of 
the study is presented. 
 

3.8.1 Construct validity 
 
The extent to which the chosen measures actually describe the phenomena under study is 
referred to as the construct validity (Voss et al., 2002). Since this study is mainly based on one single 
case, it has been possible to get depth in the study, which increases the construct validity (Voss et 
al., 2002). Additionally, the use of triangulation between a literature review, interviews and a 
survey, contributed in increasing the construct validity even further (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.85; 
Barratt et al., 2011; Voss et al., 2002).  
 
The findings made in this study are mainly based on what happened when Skype was launched in 
2003. It is a long time ago and the results may be biased or the memories of the interviewees may 
have become weak (Leonard-Barton, 1990). By succeeding in finding and interviewing a Skype 
employee from 2003, the construct validity would have increased further.  
 

3.8.2 Internal validity 
 
The extent to which a causal relationship can be stated is referred to as the internal validity (Voss et 
al., 2002). By the use of a survey, it was possible to let the respondents rate a statement and 
thereby prove the extent of a causal relationship between the conditional factors and the market 
susceptibility toward disruptive business model innovation. However, the amount of questions 
being asked regarding the causal relation for each conditional factor may be too few to show a 
statistically secure result. 
 

3.8.3 External validity 
 
The extent to which a study can be generalized beyond the case studied is defined as the external 
validity (Voss et al., 2002). As this study looks from the perspective of one specific company, it 
has allowed a deeper understanding of the case studied (Collis & Hussey, 2009, p.82). However, 
since realistic results were indicated when testing the newly developed framework on the Wifog 
case, the external validity increases. 
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3.8.4 Reliability 
 
Reliability is described as the extent to which a study can be repeated and generating the same 
results (Voss et al., 2002). In this study, all stages in the method process have been documented 
and coded in order to ensure that the reliability remained high, which is suggested by Voss et al. 
(2002). Since two researchers have been present during all interviews and read through the same 
literature, the risk for misunderstandings and bias decrease (Voss et al., 2002). The standardized 
survey has also contributed to a higher reliability (Sapsford, 2007, p.107). 
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4. Findings  
 
In this section, the findings made in the study are presented. First, the second round interviews 
are summarized and the survey is compiled. Finally, the third round interviews are summarized. 

 

4.1 Summary of second round interviews 
 
The second round interviews encompassed 8 interviewees who answered questions about 
conditional factors around the time of the launch of Skype. In Table 7, potential conditional 
factors from previous theory are first presented. Later, Table 8 presents new potential conditional 
factors that also were found in the answers from the second round interviews. 
 

4.1.1 Potential conditional factors from previous theory 
 
By extracting the essence of the answers made in the second round interviews, it was possible to 
determine if the interviewees confirmed, denied or neither confirmed or denied the presence of 
the various potential conditional factors. If the interviewee gave both confirming and denying 
answers toward a potential conditional factor, the answer was grouped as "neither confirming nor 
denying". Table 7 summarizes this in a brief way. A more comprehensive summary can be found 
in Appendix II. 
 

Table 7. Summary of potential conditional factors from second round. 

Potential conditional factor Deny Inconclusive Confirm Summary of comments 

The lower the number of firm 
entries and exits in a value 
network, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility.  

3 3 2 Confirm: The barriers of 
entry were high. 

 
Deny: There were a lot of 
new players in the telecom 
market during 2003. It was 
easy for them to get in. 

The longer the same 
established companies 
dominate existing markets, 
the higher the disruptive 
susceptibility.  

1 1 6 Confirm: The same 
companies had been on the 
market for a long time. 

 
Deny: It was not a 
consolidated market and 
several new actors entered 
the market. 

The higher the market 
concentration and market 
shares of established firms, 
the more static the market is 
and the higher the disruptive 
susceptibility.  

0 3 5 Confirm: It was almost an 
oligopoly situation, only a 
small share of customers 
changed telecom operator. 
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The higher the shift of market 
shares in existing markets 
toward existing low-end 
offerings, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility. 

0 0 8 Confirm: You could see 
that the consumers were 
interested in cheaper prices 
and the main rival attracted 
a large amount of 
customers in the 
international call market. 

The less the willingness to 
pay for quality increases in 
the main product features, the 
higher the disruptive 
susceptibility. 

0 1 7 Confirm: A lower price was 
the only reason for 
customers to change 
telecom operator at this 
time. Increase in quality was 
not seen as an argument for 
the customers. 

Changes of products or 
technologies at a different 
stage of the value chain can 
increase the disruptive 
susceptibility of the value 
network. 

3 0 5 Confirm: There were a lot 
of new collaborations at 
this time. 

 
Deny: The delivery of calls 
had been made in the same 
way for a long time and 
90% of the process was 
automated. The focal 
company covered almost 
the whole value chain. 

The higher the market entry 
barriers, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility.  

4 1 3 Confirm: The market entry 
barriers were high and it 
was almost impossible for 
new actors to get in. 

 
Deny: The new PTS 
regulation made it possible 
for several new actors to 
enter the market. 

The lower the customer 
loyalty in value networks, the 
higher the disruptive 
susceptibility.  

0 4 4 Confirm: It was highly 
usual that customers 
changed telecom operator 
at this time. Around 0.5 
million customers did this 
every year in the Swedish 
market. 

Increasing market prices and 
simultaneously declining sales 
volume increase the 
disruptive susceptibility.  

6 2 0 Deny: The market prices 
had continuously declined 
during the last 15 years. 
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Extensive, established low-
end offers in value networks 
increase disruptive 
susceptibility.  

0 2 6 Confirm: Several actors 
entered the international 
call market by offering low-
end alternatives. 

The introduction of a 
radically sustaining innovation 
in established markets by 
existing firms intensify the 
resource allocation and 
increases the disruptive 
susceptibility.  

1 0 7 

 

Confirm: The established 
telecom operators were 
introducing IP-telephony 
and different pricing 
models based on consumer 
behaviour. 

 
Deny: The business models 
were almost static at this 
time. 

 

4.1.2 New potential conditional factors 

 
In addition to the already proposed conditional factors from Klenner et al. (2013)’s framework, 
the interviewees mentioned several conditional factors they claimed to be important for the 
success of Skype. Three main factors mentioned by several interviewees were considered 
potential conditional factors. Based on this, the authors of this study formulated three potential 
conditional factors, which are presented in Table 8. 
 

Table 8. Summary of new potential conditional factors from second round interviews. 

Potential conditional factor Summary of comments 

The higher the profit margins in a market, 
the higher the disruptive susceptibility. 

Confirm: The companies in this business made a 
lot of money. Skype entered a market where voice 
calls were extremely expensive. 

The greater the possibility to bypass 
traditional players in the value chain, the 
higher the disruptive susceptibility.  

Confirm: Skype separated the service and the 
infrastructure. 

The larger the potential market, the larger 
the disruptive susceptibility. 

Confirm: Skype had a global model, which made it 
easy for them to scale the business quickly. 

 

4.2 Summary of survey 
 
All respondents had identical predetermined alternatives to choose between when rating to what 
extent they agreed with the statements made in the survey. Hence, it was possible to count the 
amount of respondents given a certain answer for each question. The rating alternatives were 
translated according to Table 5 and the “Do not know” responses were excluded, since they were 
perceived to not add any value to this study. Table 9 contains an example of how the answers 
were summarized for the conditional factor “The lower the number of firm entries and exits in a 
value network, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 
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Table 9. An example of how Subgroup 1 responded to statements regarding a potential conditional factor. 

 Presence Causal 
relation 

Staticity 

Potential conditional factor 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

The lower the number of firm entries 
and exits in a value network, the higher 
the disruptive susceptibility. 

0 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 1 3 2 

 
A complete table over answers from the respondents in Subgroup 1 can be found in Appendix 
III and a complete table over answers from the respondents in Subgroup 2 can be found in 
Appendix IV. 

 

4.3 Summary of third round interviews 
 
Throughout the third round interviews concerning the Wifog’s case, questions regarding the 
presence of the 11 potential conditional factors, previously mentioned by Klenner et al. (2013), 
were asked. By extracting the essence of the answers, it was possible to determine if the 
interviewee confirmed, denied or was inconclusive about the presence of the various potential 
conditional factors. Table 10 summarizes this in a brief way. A more comprehensive summary 
can be found in Appendix V. 
 

Table 10. Summary of the third round interviews. 

Conditional factors Deny Inconclusive Confirm Summary of comments 

The lower the number of firm 
entries and exits in a value 
network, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility.  

0 1 5 Confirm: It was difficult for 
new actors to enter the 
market. The four established 
telecom operators had 
dominated for a long time. 

The longer the same 
established companies 
dominate existing markets, 
the higher the disruptive 
susceptibility. 

1 0 5 Confirm: There were four 
big telecom operators on the 
market and they had 
dominated it for a long time. 
 
Deny: It had not been the 
same actors on the market 
for a long time. 

The higher the market 
concentration and market 
shares of established firms, 
the more static the market is 
and the higher the disruptive 
susceptibility. 

0 3 3 Confirm: In general, there 
were four telecom operators 
on the market competing 
against each other. 
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The higher the shift of market 
shares in existing markets 
toward existing low-end 
offerings, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility. 

1 4 1 Confirm: All established 
telecom operators had 
recently launched low-end 
offerings. 
 
Deny: Only price sensitive 
consumers changed between 
various low-end offerings. It 
does not affect the broad 
masses. 

The less the willingness to pay 
for quality increases in the 
main product features, the 
higher the disruptive 
susceptibility. 

0 4 2 Confirm: Actors were 
competing by price at this 
time. It was hard to make 
the consumers pay more for 
increased quality.  

Changes of products or 
technologies at a different 
stage of the value chain can 
increase the disruptive 
susceptibility of the value 
network. 

2 3 1 Confirm: Streaming services 
demand increased by the 
consumers. 
 
Deny: The value chains did 
not change at all during this 
time. 

The higher the market entry 
barriers, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility. 

0 1 5 Confirm: It was expensive 
and difficult for new players 
to enter the market since the 
established telecom 
operators had very strong 
positions. 

The lower the customer 
loyalty in value networks, the 
higher the disruptive 
susceptibility. 

1 5 0 Deny: The customer loyalty 
was pretty high. Only about 
10-15% of the customers 
changed telecom operator 
during this year. 

Increasing market prices and 
simultaneously declining sales 
volume increase the disruptive 
susceptibility. 

3 3 0 Deny: It was a price war and 
therefore the prices went 
down. 

Extensive, established low-
end offers in value networks 
increase disruptive 
susceptibility. 

2 1 3 Confirm: All established 
telecom operators had 
established their own low-
end brands. 
 
Deny: There had not been 
many low-end offerings 
during the last years. 
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The introduction of a radically 
sustaining innovation in 
established markets by 
existing firms intensify the 
resource allocation and 
increases the disruptive 
susceptibility. 

4 1 1 
 

Confirm: There was a big 
focus on transforming from 
traditional voice and SMS to 
data communication. 
 
Deny: Business model 
innovations was not 
common. 
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5. Analysis and discussion 
 
The section is introduced by presenting the additional conditional factors found in this study. 
Then, the conditional factors important for market susceptibility toward disruptive business 
model innovation are divided into 5 groupings and analysed in detail. The 5 groupings are: 
 

 Market distribution factors 

 Customer behaviour factors 

 Current product factors 

 Profitability factors 

 Value chain factors 
 
The dismissed factors are then discussed and the section is concluded by a comparison between 
disruptive technology/product innovation and disruptive business model innovation as well as a 
discussion of why Wifog’s business model was not disruptive. 
 

5.1 Additional conditional factors 
 
When conducting the second round interviews, new conditional factors were discovered through 
organic discussion as well as probing interview questions. Through the survey, it was possible to 
further validate these additional factors. This study presents three additional conditional factors, 
which are of importance for disruptive business model innovation:  

  

 High profit margins  

 Bypassing links in the value chain  

 Large potential market 

 
The additional conditional factors “High profit margins” and “Large potential market” are 
discussed in chapter 5.5, while “Bypassing the links in the value chain” is further discussed in 
chapter 5.6. 
 

5.2 Market distribution factors 
 
In this part, the three factors, which can be separated and labelled as conditional factors 
concerning the market distribution, will be discussed. These conditional factors were all proven 
to be of relevance and they were all static factors:  

 Constant competitors 

 High market concentration 

 High market share shifts 

 

5.2.1 Constant competitors 
 
The conditional factor states that “The longer the same established player dominates the market, 
the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p. 917). The reasoning being that 
the longer time the same established companies are in play, the less agile and more “comfortable” 
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they become (Klepper, 1997; Strebel, 1987). Incumbents only concentrate on the sustaining 
innovations and disregard the disruptive ones (Strebel, 1987). Mature companies in declining 
industries have the greatest difficulty organizing for creating and defending against innovation. 
Either the competitive pressure for cost reduction has reduced R&D resources to a minimum, or 
the company's age has resulted in bureaucratic tendencies, both of which are inimical to 
innovation (Strebel, 1987; Klenner et al., 2013).  

  

 The analysis of survey results for this conditional factor is stated in Table 11.  

 
Table 11. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “The longer the same established players dominate the market, 

the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 

 Presence Causality Staticity 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 4.14 0.99 3.17 1.57 4.57 0.49 

2 4.35 0.96 3.95 0.69 4.4 0.97 

 
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that there were 
only a few actors dominating the market of international calls in Sweden. The respondents agreed 
strongly with this statement and the relatively high standard deviation was driven up by one 
answer far from the norm. Similar results were found in the second round interviews, where only 
two relevant competing actors were mentioned.  
  

The survey statement determining causality of the conditional factor states that the telecom 
operators did not offer new business model solutions for their customers during this time. There 
was an indication for confirming the causality statement, especially amongst Subgroup 2. From 
second round interviews, it was found that no radical changes were made, but there were 
continuous pricing changes in order to attract customers. As this study looks at bigger changes 
and the statement does not rule out incremental change, it is likely to believe that Subgroup 1 
focused more on smaller changes and the agreement to the causality statement therefore is lower. 

  

In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “Constant 
competitors”, is an important conditional factor for disruptive business model innovation. 
The staticity statement in the survey shows that the current condition was relatively stable during 
the time of Skype's launch and the years preceding it. It is therefore included in the 
framework, presented in the concluding chapter of this report, as a static factor.  

 

5.2.2 High market concentration 
 
This conditional factor states that “The higher the market concentration and market shares of 
established firms, the more static the market is and the higher the disruptive 
susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). The reasoning for this conditional factor is that the 
company becomes less agile and stuck in old ways when they cater to a large portion of the 
market (Strebel, 1987) and incumbents do not have incentives to concentrate on smaller markets 
where disruption usually starts (Sandström, 2013). 
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Figure 5. Market shares of landlines in Sweden (PTS, 2014). 

  
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor is the same as 
for the conditional factor in chapter 5.2.1 as they both are closely related to market shares at the 
time of Skype's launch. From the second round interviews, a clear presence of this conditional 
factor was found. The presence was also strengthened by statistics from PTS (2014). PTS (2014) 
provides no statistic of which solution customers used for their international calls, but by looking 
at the market concentration for landlines, from which the majority of the people made their 
international calls, it can be seen that before the launch of Skype, the landline market was 
dominated by one company, shown in Figure 5.  

  

The survey statement determining causality of the conditional factor is the same as for the 
conditional factor in chapter 5.2.1 and the result of the analysis is the same: This conditional 
factor had a causal relation to the success of Skype. 

  

In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “High market 
concentration” is an important conditional factor for disruptive business model innovation. 
The staticity statement shows that the current condition was relatively stable during the time 
of Skype's launch and the years preceding it. It is therefore included in the framework, presented 
in the concluding chapter of this report, as a static factor. 
 

5.2.3 High market share shifts 
 
This conditional factor states that “The higher the shift of market shares in existing markets 
toward existing low-end offerings, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, 
p. 917). This factor is based on the assumption that the incumbent will overshoot customers in 
the lower market segments and mainly concentrating on customers in the higher end segments of 
the market. This is because a disruptive innovation’s type of diffusion is often low-end 
encroachment (Sandström, 2013; Christensen, 2002). The new product first encroaches on the 
low-end of the existing market and then diffuses upward. As the innovation initially disrupts 
markets further away from the incumbent’s focus, a disruptive innovation is less aggressive 
initially to an incumbent than that of a sustaining innovation (Schmidt, 2008).  

  

The analysis of the survey results for this conditional factor is stated in Table 12. 
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Table 12. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “The higher the shift of market shares in existing markets 
toward existing low-end offerings, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 

 Presence Causality Staticity 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 3.86 0.99 3.50 0.76 4.00 0.58 

2 4.04 0.78 3.78 0.97 3.59 1.29 

 
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that the 
customers were inclined to choose a cheaper alternative over an alternative with higher quality or 
added value. The respondents agreed strongly with this statement and 
similar findings were made in the second round interviews. 

  

The survey statement determining causality of the conditional factor states that the telecom 
operators tried to keep the prices high by differentiating in quality and value added services. 
There was an indication for confirming the causality statement especially amongst Subgroup 2. 
From second round interviews, it was found that there were high profit margins in this market 
and that there was a high reluctance to change a revenue focus to a more volume focused 
approach. 
 
In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “High market 
share shifts” is an important conditional factor for disruptive business model innovation. 
The staticity statement shows that the current condition was relatively stable during the time 
of Skype's launch and the years preceding it. It is therefore included in the framework, presented 
in the concluding chapter of this report, as a static factor. 
 

5.2.4 Discussion of market distribution factors 
 
Market distribution factors seem to be important indicators of market susceptibility to disruptive 
business model innovation. All three factors in this segment are static factors. Two key reasons 
why these have effect on the market susceptibility toward disruptive business model innovation 
can be found in how disruptive innovations encroach, from low end to main segments 
(Sandström, 2013; Christensen, 2002), and that companies become more slow moving and re-
evaluate their business model less frequently. 
 
Disruptive innovations encroach, from a low-end market to take over main segments of an 
existing market (Sandström, 2013; Christensen, 2002). When the market concentration is high, 
the incumbents will concentrate on large markets and ignore small markets where disruption 
occurs (Strebel, 1987; Christensen, 2014). For small markets, different business models are more 
successful as they can offer a different value proposition not jet tailored for the broad masses 
(Chesbrough, 2009). This creates opportunity for disruptive business model innovations, which 
need a demand for low-end services, which can be seen in a market share shift toward low-end 
segments. 
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The market distribution affects the competitive pressure for cost reduction (Strebel, 
1987; Klenner et al., 2013). The cost reduction affects three decisions in creating business 
models: policy choices, asset choices and governance choices (Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 
2007). These are often relatively static choices and with constant market distribution they are not 
as often re-evaluated (Strebel, 1987). Having a very cost efficient service with low margins leads 
to incrementalism and inflexibility. The introduction of a disruptive business 

model innovation will therefore become more  threatening as incumbents are not as flexible and 
quick responders as new actors are (Faraquin & Eakin, 2000).  

 

5.3 Customer behaviour 
 
In this chapter we will discuss the two factors which can be separated and labelled as factors 
concerning the customer’s behaviour. These factors were all proven to be of relevance and were 
all static:  

 Low customer loyalty 

 Less disposition to buy 

 

5.3.1 Low customer loyalty 
 
This conditional factor states that “The lower the customer loyalty in value networks, the higher 
the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.918). It builds on theory that customers are 
tolerant to relatively crude forms of new solutions and can switch and try new 
offers (Adner & Levinthal, 2002). As long as customers can change and give up some of the 
qualities of the old solution, in exchange of a cheaper service, or the customers show other signs 
of willingness to compromise, the greater the disruptive possibilities (Rafii and Kampas, 2002).  

   

The analysis of the survey for this conditional factor is stated in Table 13.  

 
Table 13. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “The lower the customer loyalty in value networks, the higher 

the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.918). 

 Presence Causality Staticity 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 3.57 1.05 3.14 0.83 4.43 0.90 

2 3.62 0.90 3.90 0.87 3.89 1.25 

 
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that customers 
were loyal to their telecom operators. The respondents agree rather weakly to this statement and 
in contrast, the interviewees from the second round interviews did not agree at all that this had 
any effect on the success of Skype. The interviewees argued that telephony is such an important 
commodity that customers are risk averse. However, this does not prove customer loyalty. Skype 
was successful because it did not force customers to move over their entire service needs. 
Instead, the customers could keep their current service provider and test Skype, at the same 
time, without risk.  
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The survey statement determining causality of the conditional factor states that customers were 
willing to try new business model solutions for their international calls. There was an indication 
for confirming the causality statement amongst both subgroups, but a very weak one. When 
stated in this fashion, there does not seem to be enough data collected to include this factor as a 
cause for disruptive success.  

  

There is not enough proof to show that that the conditional factor, “Low customer loyalty” is an 
important conditional factor for business model disruption. From the second round interviews, it 
was on the other hand often emphasised that the customers were very technology interested, and 
that with customers non-willing to explore new options, Skype would have failed. Therefore a 
reformulation of the statement is suggested by the authors of this study:  
 
High customer willingness for exploration  

  

“The more favourable customers are to try new business model options, the higher the disruptive susceptibility.”  
 
In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “High customer 
willingness for exploration” is an important conditional factor for disruptive business 
model innovation. The staticity statement shows that the current condition was relatively stable 
during the time of Skype's launch and the years preceding it. It is therefore included in the 
framework, presented in the concluding chapter of this report, as a static factor. 

 

  

5.3.2 Less disposition to buy 
 
This conditional factor states that “The less the willingness to pay for quality increases in the 
main product features, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). This 
assumption builds on theory from Christensen (1997) saying that overshooting your customers 
will create a need in a lower market segment, where disruption initially starts.  
  
The survey answers from chapter 5.3.1 were applicable to this conditional factor as well. The 
results for presence, causality and staticity are therefore the same as for the conditional factor 
“High customer willingness for exploration”. The interviewees from the second round interviews 
stated that the customers were only interested in finding the cheapest price. Hence, the 
customers were not interested in any added values, or increase in quality, but were relatively 
satisfied with the service as it was supplied. 
  
In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “Less disposition 
to buy”, is an important conditional factor for disruptive business model innovation. It is 
therefore included as a static factor in the framework presented in the concluding chapter of this 
report. 
 

5.3.3 Discussion of customer behaviour factors 
 
Customer behaviour factors seem to be of importance when analysing the market susceptibility 
toward business model disruption. Both of the conditional factors are static factors. There seems 
to be one important reasons for why customer behaviour is important for determining the 
market susceptibility towards business model disruption: That being that there needs to be a 
demand in low-end segments (Sandström, 2013; Christensen, 2002). This need also has to be 
expressed by customers being willing to try new solutions. 
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For disruptive innovations to be successful, the customers need to accept relatively crude forms 
of new innovations (Adner & Levinthal, 2002). Combined with the commodity aspect that 
customers are not willing to totally give up on old working systems, in favour for risky 
systems, supports the newly phrased conditional factor “High customer willingness for 
exploration” (Faraquin & Eakin, 2000; Börner, 2009). 
 
What can be seen when looking at commodity innovation is that it usually starts off as a 
complementary service to the existing one (Faraquin & Eakin, 2000; Börner, 2009), allowing 
customers to stay loyal to the current main service and try the new alternative in parallel. This is 
also supported by business model theory, where only a certain market segment moves over 
toward the new business model disruption (Markides, 2006). Instead of taking over the entire 
market, new business models usually steal a part of the market shares(Markides, 2006).  
 

5.4 Current products 
 
In this chapter, the factor which can be separated and labelled as a conditional factor concerning 
the current products will be discussed. This factor was proven to be of relevance and a static 
factor:  
 

 Introduction of radically sustaining innovation 

 

5.4.1 Introduction of radical sustaining innovation 
 
This conditional factor states that “The introduction of a radically sustaining innovation in 
established markets by existing firms intensify the resource allocation and increases the disruptive 
susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.919). This builds on theory that the strong resource 
allocation allows established firms to be blind to new competition, especially in the low-end 
segment of established markets (Klenner et al., 2013). 
 
The analysis of the survey for this conditional factor is stated in Table 14. 
 

Table 14. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “The introduction of a radically sustaining innovation in 
established markets by existing firms intensify the resource allocation and increases the disruptive susceptibility” 

(Klenner et al., 2013, p.919). 

 Presence Staticity 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 3.71 0.45 3.86 0.64 

2 4.26 0.91 4.29 0.67 

 
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor stated that major 
companies created radically new business models, and did not only implement incremental 
changes. The respondents agreed to the presence of this conditional factor and this agreement 
was reinforced by the interviewees from the second round interviews. The interviewees stated 
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that the main differentiation in this time was made through price strategies and no disruptive 
change in business model for international calls could be seen. 
 
In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “Introduction of a 
radical sustaining innovation” is an important conditional factor for business model disruption. 
The survey causality statement in the survey was thought to be self-fulfilling if there was a 
presence of the conditional factor and the staticity statement shows that the current condition 
was relatively stable during the time of skypes launch and the years preceding it. It is therefore 
included in the framework, presented in the concluding chapter of this report, as a static factor. 
 

5.4.2 Discussion of current products factors  
 
Current product factors seems to be static and of importance when analysing the market 
susceptibility toward disruptive business model innovation. In accordance to theory, the business 
model development of existing actors was not considered disruptive behaviour. The innovations 
were mainly ways in order to strengthen the traditional business models (Chesbrough, 2009; 
Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2007). This non-disruptive innovation is typical with commodity 
services and is a sign that there is demand from the customers but unwillingness from companies 
to stray from the traditionally lucrative business models. 
 

5.5 Profitability 
 
In this part the two factors which can be separated and labelled as conditional factors concerning 
the profitability of the market are discussed. These factors were proven to be of relevance and 
static: 

 High profit margins 

 Large potential market 

 

5.5.1 High profit margins 
  
This conditional factor states that “The higher the profit margins in a market, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility”. Markets with high profit margins are very desirable for new 
actors and customers are willing to try new options as they perceive the current solution to be 
too expensive. The business model shows a weaker value proposition compared to price 
when profit margins are high. When having a weaker value proposition, the business model must 
have a stronger position in the remaining four functions of Chesbrough’s (2009) model, e.g. 
competitive strategy and articulation of the firm’s position in the value chain. Being highly 
competitive in other areas than by price creates incentives for disruptive forces as the market is 
difficult to break into. High margins create a desirable market for competitors to try and break 
into.  
 
The analysis of the survey is stated in Table 15.  
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Table 15. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “The higher the profit margins in a market, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility”. 

 Presence Causality Staticity 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 4.43 0.49 4.67 0.75 4.71 0.45 

2 4.86 0.35 4.81 0.50 4.70 0.71 

  
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that companies 
charged high profit margins for international calls. The results are very favourable for the 
presence of the conditional factor. The interviewees of the second round interviews stated that 
high profit margins is what attracted companies like Skype, and what created a will from 
customers to try new solutions.  

   

The survey statement determining the causality of the conditional factor states that the high 
profit margins made the market highly attractive for new actors. There is a high agreement to the 
causality statement from the survey. From the second round interviews it was stated that the high 
profit margins of the international call market was the main reason this specific market was 
disrupted.  

   

In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, High profit 
margins, is an important conditional factor for disruptive business 
model innovation. The staticity statement shows that the current condition was relatively stable 
during the time of Skype's launch and the years preceding it. It is therefore included in the 
framework, presented in the concluding chapter of this report, as a static factor. 

   

High profit margins  

   

“The higher the profit margins of a service, the higher the disruptive susceptibility.” 
 

5.5.2 Large potential market 
  
This conditional factor states that “The larger the potential market, the larger the disruptive 
susceptibility”. It builds on theory that for disruptive business model innovation, in difference 
with disruptive technology/product innovation, the new innovation only takes hold of a smaller 
portion of the market (Markides, 2006). In order to become truly disruptive and reach a 
substantial volume, the potential market must at least initially be rather large. This is a reason why 
Skype could become highly successful in a short time period, whilst Wifog is still struggling. 
 
Table 16 shows the analysis from the survey.  
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Table 16. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “The larger the potential market, the larger the disruptive 
susceptibility”. 

 

 Presence Causality 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 4.00 1.07 4.50 0.50 

2 4.57 0.73 4.14 1.04 

 
  
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that Skype had 
the possibility to reach out and be relevant to a large market quickly. There is a high agreement to 
this statement from the survey results. From interview round two it was concluded that one of 
the great success factors of the Skype case. 

 
The survey statement determining the causality of the conditional factor states that Skype took a 
small portion from all telecom operators. There is a high agreement to this statement from the 
survey results. This is supported by findings from the second round interviews, where it was 
described that Skype took far from the majority of the market of long distance calls, but took a 
small part of the market from many actors. 

   

In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “Large 
potential market”, is an important conditional factor for disruptive business 
model innovation. This factor is neither structured as static or accelerating. Even though a 
change in the conditional factor may create a sudden potential for disruptive success there is 
evidence from other cases e.g. Spotify, where the suppliers could have reached out to a large 
potential market for a long time. At the same time, there is no need for a potentially large market 
to be static for a long time before the disruption can occur. In conclusion evidence for an 
additional factor where the static or accelerating type is irrelevant was found:  

   

Large potential market  

  
“The larger the potential market, the larger the disruptive susceptibility.” 

 

5.5.3 Discussion of profitability factors 
 
Profitability factors seem to be of importance when analysing the market susceptibility toward 
business model disruption. One of the factors is static whilst the other is neither static nor 
accelerating. The profitability analysis of the disrupted market is a standard procedure in most 
companies when analysing disruptive threats. It is an important analysis to do in order to 
determine if the market is worth fighting for or if it should be given up. It seems important to 
include in the analysis of market susceptibility as well. Higher profitability will increase the 
markets attractiveness for competitors and other new disruptive forces. 
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5.6 Value chain 
 
In this part, the two factors which can be separated and labelled as factors concerning the value 
chain will be discussed. These factors were proven to be of relevance and accelerating: 

 Change in value chain  

 Bypassing links in the value chain 

 

5.6.1 Change in value chain 
 
This conditional factor states that “Changes of products or technologies at different stages of the 
value chain, can increase the disruptive susceptibility of the value network” (Klenner et al., 2013, 
p.917). The factor builds on theory that when a product is part of a complex system, shifting 
bottlenecks and new value chain paths impose new functionality (Tripsas, 2008).  

  

The analysis of survey results for this conditional factor is stated in Table 17.  
 
Table 17. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “Changes of products or technologies at different stages of the 

value chain, can increase the disruptive susceptibility of the value network” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 

 Presence Causality Staticity 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 2.71 1.16 4.14 0.64 3.43 0.49 

2 3.21 1.24 4.33 0.78 4.12 0.68 

 
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that there was a 
lot of development in how the service of international calls could be delivered to customers. The 
respondents did not agree strongly with this statement but interviewees from the second 
round interviews indicated this conditional factor was highly present at the time of Skype’s 
launch. The interviewed persons saw the development of new technology as ways of going 
around the traditional value chains and separating the service from traditional infrastructure.  

  

The survey statement determining causality of the conditional factor states that new ways of 
delivering the service gave opportunity for new business models. There was an indication for 
confirming the causality statement amongst both subgroups. From the second round 
interviews, it was found that the higher Internet usage and peer to peer technology, not using the 
existing telecom infrastructure, was a clear cause of Skype's possible success. Therefore, an 
agreement for the causality statement in the second round interviews could also be seen.  

  

In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “Change in 
value chain”, is an important conditional factor for disruptive business model innovation. 
The staticity statement showed that the current condition was relatively stable during the time 
of Skype's launch and the years preceding it. However, by looking at statistics in the following 
segment, a dramatic increase in Internet access amongst the population could be seen. It is 
therefore included in the framework, presented in the concluding chapter of this report, as an 
accelerating factor.   
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Figure 6 and Figure 7 prove that during the few years when Skype became popular, there was a 
dramatic increase in Internet usage and a dramatic increase in Internet speed, making it possible 
to bypass the traditional telecom operators (PTS, 2014). From interviews, it was found that many 
telecom operators were experimenting with new ways of exploiting the Internet possibilities for 
telecom applications.  
 

Figure 6. Internet usage statistics in Sweden (PTS, 2014). 

 
Figure 7. Internet connection statistics in Sweden (PTS, 2014). 

 

5.6.2 Bypassing links in the value chain 
  
This conditional factor states that “The greater the possibility to bypass traditional players in the 
value chain, the higher the disruptive susceptibility”. Its reasoning being that if one could reduce 
the amount of value chain steps or discover new more efficient value chains, the incumbents 
place in the value chain can be disturbed. The place in the value chain is a fundamental function 
of the five functions Chesbrough (2009) claims a business model need to fulfil. By being able to 



Oliver Dover and Erik Nord    
  

 

42 
 

separate the service from the traditional network or value chain, it will allow for a range of 
possibilities for business model development and some may be highly disruptive.  
 
The analysis of the survey is stated in Table 18.  

  
Table 18. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “The greater the possibility to bypass traditional players in the 

value chain, the higher the disruptive susceptibility”. 
 

 Presence Causality 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 4.71 0.45 4.57 1.05 

2 4.80 0.40 4.58 0.75 

 
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that Skype's 
service bypassed the traditional value chain. The results are very favourable for the presence of 
the factor. This is reinforced by the interviewees from the second round interviews. The 
interviewees stated that one of the reasons Skype was successful was that they could separate the 
service from the traditional infrastructure.  

   

The survey statement determining the causality of the conditional factor states that by separating 
the service from the traditional infrastructure, Skype was able to keep costs low. There was a high 
agreement to the causality statement from the survey results. The second round interviews stated 
that through using Internet access, already in place in people’s homes, Skype could avoid the 
interconnection fees between operators, which was the main cost for most telecom operators.  

   

In summation, there is enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “Bypassing links in 
the value chain” is an important conditional factor for disruptive business model innovation. By 
looking at statistics from figure 6 & 7, a dramatic increase in Internet access amongst the 
population could be seen. It is therefore included in the framework, presented in the concluding 
chapter of this report, as an accelerating factor.  

  

        

Bypassing links in the value chain  

   

“The greater the possibility to bypass traditional actors in the value chain, the higher the disruptive susceptibility.”  
 

5.6.3 Discussion of value chain factors 
 
Value chain factors seem to be accelerating factors and of importance when analysing the market 
susceptibility toward business model disruption. These results indicate that when there is a 
possibility to, in a profitable way, create new value chains, the market is highly susceptible to 
disruptive business model innovation. Possible new value chains is, when combined with static 
factors, a clear indicator of that disruption can be imminent. 
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There was evidently a change in the possibilities for bypassing the traditional infrastructure with 
higher Internet speeds and a higher connection rate within the population. Skype could separate 
the infrastructure from the service and therefore offer a new business model not dependent on 
infrastructure costs. Among the four most important parts of business models, there are two 
concerning the position of the company in the value chain (Chesbrough, 2009). It is therefore 
highly probable that the changes in the value chain will have large business model implications. 
 
When looking at statistics from PTS (2014) in Figure 6 and Figure 7, a great development 
in Internet accessibility and speed during this time period can be seen. As Internet speed 
increased and Internet services became readily available for a larger population, the possibilities 
to offer services, which did not use the traditional telecom infrastructure, increased. There was 
therefore a greater possibility to bypass the traditional actors in the value chain. This change 
occurred during a short period of time and greatly affected the outcome and the conditional 
factors are thus considered accelerating.  

 

5.7 Dismissed conditional factors 
 
In this part, the four factors which were dismissed in their entirety and not included in the 
framework are discussed. These factors are: 
 

 Low number of firm entries and exits 

 High market entry barriers 

 Increasing market prices 

 Existing low end offers 

 

5.7.1 Low number of firm entries and exits 
 
The conditional factor states that “The lower the number of firm entries and exits in a value 
network, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). The reasoning for 
this relation is that an upcoming stage of high amounts of new entrants is usually preceded by a 
low number of new companies (Agarwal & Gort, 1996; Gort & Klepper, 2002). Having a low 
number of new suppliers, new customers and new competitors in the value networks also make 
companies less agile and slower when responding to disruptive threats (Klenner et al., 2013).  

  

The analysis of the survey results for this conditional factor is stated in Table 19.  

 
Table 19. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “The lower the number of firm entries and exits in a value 

network, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 

 Presence Causality Staticity 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 3.50 1.26 4.29 0.70 3.83 1.07 

2 3.82 1.15 4.54 0.58 4.12 0.96 
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The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that the value 
chains, needed for telecom operators to deliver international calls, consisted of the same actors 
before Skype's launch. The respondents did not agree strongly with this statement and similar 
results were found in the second round interviews. There was however no consensus, but a 
correlation of this conditional factor being present during this time, could not be seen.  

  

The survey statement determining causality of the conditional factor states that the operators 
were slow movers to changes in the value chain for delivering international calls. The statement is 
built on the assumption that the presence of the conditional factor is confirmed, the results are 
therefore  inconclusive for causality. 
In summation, there is not enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “Low number 
of firm entries and exits” is an important conditional factor for the success of a 
disruptive business model innovation. The staticity statement shows that the current condition 
was relatively stable during the time of Skype’s launch, but is moot since there was no presence 
correlation. The factor is therefore dismissed and not included in the framework presented in the 
concluding chapter of this report.  
 

5.7.2 High market entry barriers 
 
This conditional factor states that “The higher the market entry barriers, the higher the disruptive 
susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). This builds on theory that innovation and 
competition are deeply intertwined and therefore entry barriers create incentives for competitors 
to innovate (Geroski, 1999). High market entry barriers demand disruption in order to enter the 
market. The insurgent enters the main market if it succeeds in overcoming barriers to entry, such 
as incumbent patents and access to channels and capital. The higher barriers to entrance, the 
more innovative the disruption need to be (Rafii & Kampas, 2002).  

  

The analysis of survey results for this conditional factor is stated in Table 20.  

 
Table 20. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “The higher the market entry barriers, the higher the disruptive 

susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.917). 

 Presence Causality Staticity 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 2.71 0.88 4.29 1.03 4.00 0.76 

2 3.10 1.29 4.35 0.65 3.88 1.05 

 
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that it was 
difficult for new actors to establish themselves on the international calls market. The respondents 
did not agree strongly with this statement and inconclusive results were found in the second 
round interviews. As the market had recently been deregulated, in comparison to earlier years, the 
barriers to entry were rather low compared to the previous years. However, there was no 
evidence for it being easy for new competitors to establish themselves either.  
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The survey statement determining causality of the conditional factor states that new actors tried 
to establish themselves on the market with new innovative business model solutions. There was 
an indication for confirming the causality statement amongst both subgroups. But as there does 
not seem to be any evidence of the presence of the statement, the causality statement results are 
moot.   

   

In summation, there is not enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “High market 
entry barriers”, is an important conditional factor for disruptive business model innovation. The 
staticity statement shows that the current condition was relatively stable during the time 
of Skype’s launch and the years preceding it. The factor is therefore dismissed and not included 
in the framework presented in the concluding chapter of this report. 

 

5.7.3 Increasing market prices 

 
This conditional factor states that “Increasing market prices and simultaneously declining sales 
volume increase the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.919). It builds on theory 
that when customers start fleeing the traditional offers, the traditional actors try to increase the 
price of each unit sold, rather than try to attract new customers through declining the prices. 
Increasing prices lead to increased demand in the low-end segment and thus raises the disruptive 
susceptibility in markets (Klenner et al., 2013).  

  

The analysis of the survey for this conditional factor is stated in Table 21.  
 
Table 21. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “Increasing market prices and simultaneously declining sales 

volume increase the disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.919). 

 Presence Causality 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 1.86 0.64 3.50 0.76 

2 2.20 1.28 3.00 1.22 

 
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that market prices 
for international calls had increased during the last years. The respondents did not agree to this 
statement and interviewees from the second round interviews confirmed that during the 
beginning of the 2000’s, the market prices decreased constantly.   

  

The survey statement determining causality of the conditional factor states that volumes, minutes 
in this case, of sold international calls had decreased over the past years. There was an indication 
for confirming the causality statement amongst both subgroups, but a very weak one. But as 
there does not seem to be any evidence of the presence of the statement, the causality statement 
results are moot.   
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In summation, there is not enough proof to show that this conditional factor, “Increasing market 
prices” is an important conditional factor for the success of a disruptive business 
model innovation. The staticity statement is not included as the presence statement for this 
conditional factor either showed a static correlation or a non-existing correlation. The factor is 
dismissed and not included in the framework presented in the concluding chapter of this report. 

 

5.7.4 Existing low end offers 
 
This conditional factor states that “Extensive, established low-end offers in value networks 
increase disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.919). It builds on theory that disruptive 
innovations do not have enough market power to successfully open up a low-end market on its 
own. Instead they need an existing minimum number of low-end offers (Klenner et al., 2013). 
This does not mean that there need to be a focus on low-end segments from incumbents, which 
would contradict conditional factor number “High market share shifts”. It rather complements 
this conditional factor by describing that if there are possibilities to cut cost in the value 
networks, but the savings are not presented to the end-customers in a sufficient way, new 
business models can exploit the present high profit margins.  

  

The analysis of the survey for this conditional factor is stated in Table 22. 
 

Table 22. Survey analysis of the conditional factor “Extensive, established low-end offers in value networks 
increase disruptive susceptibility” (Klenner et al., 2013, p.919). 

 Presence Causality Staticity 

Subgroup Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

Mean average Standard 
deviation 

1 2.86 0.99 3.43 1.05 4.14 0.83 

2 3.47 1.14 3.19 1.18 4.19 0.63 

 
 
The survey statement determining the presence of the conditional factor states that the cost for 
telecom operators to perform an international call was low. The respondents did not agree 
strongly to this statement and interviewees from the second round interviews had troubles 
focusing on the value network aspect of the factor and were more focused on the end customer 
relationship.   

  

The survey statement determining causality of the conditional factor states that there was an 
established low-end market for international calls. The causality statement is not agreed upon by 
the survey respondents, but there was a weak agreement from interviewees of the second round 
interviews. For the record, but with no further implication, the staticity statement showed a static 
correlation. 

   

In summation, there is not enough proof to show that that this conditional factor, “Existing low 
end offers”, is an important conditional factor for disruptive business model innovation. The 
factor is therefore dismissed and not included in the framework presented in the concluding 
chapter of this report.  
 



Oliver Dover and Erik Nord    
  

 

47 
 

5.7.5 Discussion of dismissed factors 
 
Dismissed factors were dismissed most probably because of two reasons. One being that the 
business model innovation is more agile and not concerned with market barriers in the same way 
as technology or product innovation. The other being that because business model disruptions 
only take over a smaller portion of the market, not as much power is needed, to get in and the 
disruption to the rest of the value chain is slower (Markides, 2006). 
 
If there are not high entry barriers then the increasing market prices condition will be hard to 
achieve. A reason why “High market entry barriers” may not be as an important conditional 
factor when it comes to disruptive business model innovation may be because business models 
are generally more adaptable and agile (Markides, 2006). The competitors do therefore not 
emphasise the creation of high barriers of entry for their business models to the same extent as 
for their technologies/products. Companies accept that their innovative business models are 
easily copied and the creation of barriers is therefore harder to achieve. New business models can 

easily be mimicked and  revenue streams can easily be redirected. This leads to a more agile 
response and the need for high entry barriers is not as vital as for complex disruptive 
technology/product innovations (Epstein et al., 2012; Faraquin & Eakin, 2000). This is combined 
with the fact that commodity services from the beginning are difficult to differentiate 
(Faraquin & Eakin, 2000; Börner, 2009).  
 
Disruptive business model innovation usually does not take over the entire market (Markides, 
2006; Tidd & Bessant, 2009, p.237). The traditional actors therefore can continue using the same 
established partners in the value chain for a longer time. Changes in the value network does not 
dramatically change the business models toward end customers. Also, business models do not 
usually grow to dominate the entire market (Markides, 2006). Hence, it is reasonable that less 
total power is needed to open up just a part of an entire market and a business model may 
possess all this strength on its own. As a result, a business model may disrupt a market without 
any other existing low-end offers. 
 

5.8 Comparison between disruptive technology/product 
innovation and disruptive business model innovation 
 
When comparing the conditional factors mentioned in Klenner et al. (2013)’s framework with the 
conditional factors present at the time Skype was launched, there are some differences. Out of 11 
conditional factors, only 7 were proven to also be present and have a causal relation in the Skype 
case. 
 
Overall, the differences seem to be explained by the various time span it takes for a new 
disruptive technology/product innovation and a new disruptive business model innovation to be 
established. At least, this has a big effect on whether conditional factors are considered to be 
static or accelerating. A reason why the presence differs could be that a disruptive 
technology/product innovation often has been known in the industry for a long time (Klenner et 
al., 2013), while a new disruptive business model often is launched over a night without 
knowledge about this in the industry. 
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The only conditional factors being present, and of same type, for disruptive technology/product 
innovation and disruptive business model innovation are: 
 

 High market share shifts 

 Less disposition to buy and to some extent  

 High customer willingness for exploration 

 
These three factors are all static and the explanation for the two former are that they both are 
strongly connected to the ability for a low-end market to erupt (Christensen, 2014), which is a 
fundamental part in the theories of disruption. “8. High customer willingness for exploration” or 
“Low customer loyalty” both implies that customers need to be willing to change, in order for a 
disruption to occur, which in itself seems naturally. If customers are not willing to try what is 
new, then a business model disruption is more unlikely. 
 
Accelerating factors in disruptive technology/product innovation, but static in disruptive 
business model innovation are: 
 

 Constant competitors 

 High market concentration 

 Introduction of radical sustaining innovation  

 
The two former implies that the market is competitive, but the market shares among the actors 
are the same. This would also mean that there is tension in the market and the actors are willing 
to act in order to get a larger market share. A reason for disruptive technology/product 
innovation to be accelerating could be that the actors in the market perceive this kind of solution 
to be inevitable, whilst for disruptive business models, it is likely that the actors constantly 
compete with new business models, as for example lower prices, offer additional services etc. 
 
For the conditional factor “Introduction of radical sustaining innovation”, the authors of this 
study believe that since it takes a long time for a new technology/product to establish in the 
marketplace, it will also occur more seldom than new business models occur. When it happens, it 
is likely to be because the big actors feeling threatened by an erupting disruptive 
technology/product innovation. With business models, there are many opportunities, shorter 
value chains, a shorter time to market and the ability to test and adjust. This means there is a 
higher risk with technology/product disruption and incumbents will try everything before fully 
supporting this new disruption. 
 
The only conditional factor being static for disruptive technology/product innovation, but 
accelerating for disruptive business model innovation is “Change in value chain”. A new 
technology/product often takes a long time to establish because value chains need to be changed 
over this period. Therefore, it is considered to be static. In contrast, a change somewhere in the 
value chain could enable a new business model to erupt through taking advantage of this change 
and this usually does not need to take a long time. Therefore, this conditional factor is considered 
to be accelerating for disruptive business model innovation. 
 
The comparison between disruptive technology/product innovation and disruptive business 
model innovation can fully be seen in Table 23. “Relevance” indicates if the conditional factor is 
important for the disruptive innovation or not, while “Type” indicates if the conditional factor is 
static or accelerating. 
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Table 23. A comparison between the conditional factors mentioned in Klenner et al. (2013)’s framework and 
their presence in business model disruption. 

 Disruptive technology/product 
innovation 

Disruptive business model 
innovation 

Conditional factor Relevance Type Relevance Type 

Low number of firm entries 
and exits 

Yes Static No - 

Constant competitors Yes Accelerating Yes Static 

High market concentration Yes Accelerating Yes Static 

High market share shifts Yes Static Yes Static 

Less disposition to buy Yes Static Yes Static 

Change in value chain Yes Static Yes Accelerating 

High market entry barriers Yes Static No - 

High customer willingness 
for exploration * 

Yes Static Yes Static 

Increasing market prices Yes Accelerating No - 

Existing low-end offers Yes Static Inconclusi
ve 

Inconclusive 

Introduction of radical 
sustaining innovation 

Yes Accelerating Yes Static 

 
*Stated as “Low customer loyalty” in Klenner et al. (2013)’s framework. 

 
The framework for disruptive business model innovation presented in this study can effectively 
be used as a tool when evaluating disruptive threats. This is a vital part of defending against 
business model disruption and will be described in the next chapter. 
 

5.9 Why Wifog’s business model is not disruptive 
 
When comparing the findings from the second round interviews and the responses made in the 
survey with the third round interview findings, it is clear that a much lower amount of 
conditional factors were present when Wifog, in contrast to Skype, was launched. This works to 
prove that the conditional factors discussed in this paper have a relation on market susceptibility 
toward disruptive business model innovation. Skype had a very aggressive growth in its first 
years, while Wifog is still struggling with their business model. In the following section, the 
conditional factors present in the Skype case and the Wifog case will be compared and discussed 
from a disruptive business model perspective. 
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5.9.1 Comparison of conditional factors 
 
When analyzing data from the third round interviews, the conditional factor “Constant 
competitor” was difficult to determine the presence of. Therefore, statistics from PTS (2014) was 
used to get a good overview on what the situation looked like when Wifog was launched. The 
competitor situation was looked at during four years before Wifog’s launch, to see if the market 
was dominated by a few actors or not. Evidence was found that both land lines and mobile 
telephony was used for calls during this time. Land line telephony combined with mobile 
telephony was considered the main options for telephone needs during the launch of Wifog. 
These two market shares are presented in  Figure 9 and Figure 10. 
 

 
 

Figure 9. Market shares of mobile telephony in Sweden (PTS, 2014). 
 

 
 

Figure 10. Market shares of land line telephony in Sweden (PTS, 2014). 
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As can be seen in Figure 9 and Figure 10, there were a lot of actors established in the Swedish 
market and a constant competition in the mobile and landline markets. This can be compared to 
the market shares presented for the Skype case, where the alternatives were a lot slimmer. When 
Wifog was launched, there were several smaller companies which had substantial market shares. 
At the same time, new brands and new companies were not uncommon. 
 
As the time limit of this study prohibited the researchers of this study from conducting all second 
round interviews before conducting all third round interviews, the interview rounds were 
scheduled and analysed in parallel. This prohibited this study to compare the new conditional 
factors found in the Skype case with the Wifog case. These new conditional factors were: “High 
profit margins”, “Bypassing links in the value chain” and “ Large potential market”. 
 
In Table 24, all the conditional factors deemed to be present at the launch of Skype and the 
launch of Wifog are stated. 
 

Table 24. Comparison of the conditional factors’ presence during the launch of Skype and Wifog. 

Conditional factor Presence in Skype case Presence in Wifog case 

Low number of firm entries 
and exits 

Denied Inconclusive 

Constant competitors Confirmed Denied 

High market concentration Confirmed Confirmed 

High market share shifts Confirmed Denied 

Less disposition to buy Confirmed Confirmed 

Change in value chain Confirmed, but challenged Denied 

High market entry barriers Denied Confirmed 

Low customer loyalty Changed and confirmed for 
business models 

Inconclusive 

Increasing market prices Denied Denied 

Existing low-end offers Inconclusive Inconclusive 

Introduction of radical 
sustaining innovation 

Confirmed Confirmed 

High profit margins Confirmed N/A 

Bypassing links in the value 
chain 

Confirmed N/A 

Large potential market Confirmed N/A 
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When comparing the conditional factors which through the analysis have been proven important 
for determining the susceptibility toward disruptive business model innovation, it can be seen 
that the Skype case showed the presence of more conditional factors. This would suggest that the 
susceptibility in this market during that time was higher than the market susceptibility for Wifog 
in 2013. The effect of Wifog is yet to leave a big mark on the telecom world whilst Skype has 
become a well-known and used service for communication.  
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6. Conclusions 
 
The purpose of this study was “To investigate how incumbents systematically can assess 
potentially disruptive business model innovations”. To this end, this section first answers what 
conditional factors are important when evaluating market susceptibility toward disruptive 
business model innovation and how they can be structured. Following this, a process for 
defending against disruption is presented. Lastly, academic and practical contributions are 
explained, main conclusions and limitation are stated, and future research is suggested. 
 

6.1 Conditional factors for disruptive business model innovation 
and how to structure them 
 
This part gives answer to the first main research question “How to evaluate susceptibility to 
disruptive business model innovations by analysis of conditional factors?” This is made by 
answering its two sub research questions “What are the conditional factors enabling the success 
of a potentially disruptive business model innovation?” and “How can these conditional factors 
be structured?” 
 
From the analysis of the second round interviews and the survey results, factors from Klenner et 
al. (2013)’s framework have been confirmed or dismissed as relevant when applied on disruptive 
business model innovation. Also, three new additional conditional factors were found. 

 
The conditional factors were divided into 5 different groups and further categorised as either 
static or accelerating factors. In Table 25, the conditional factors are listed after group: “Market 
distribution”, “Customer behaviour”, “Current product”, “Profitability” and “Value chain”. The 
conditional factors are also categorised as either static factors, accelerating factors or neither 
accelerating nor static factors.  
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Table 25. Grouping of conditional factors. 

Market distribution factors 

1. Constant competitors ”The longer the same established players dominate the 
market, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” 

Static 

2. High market concentration ”The higher the market concentration and market shares of 
established firms, the more static the market is and the higher 
the disruptive susceptibility” 

Static 

3. High market share shifts “The higher the shift of market shares in existing markets 
toward existing low-end offerings, the higher the disruptive 
susceptibility” 

Static 

Customer behaviour factors 

4. Less disposition to buy “The less the willingness to pay for quality increases in the 
main product features, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” 

Static 

5. High customer willingness 
for exploration  

”The more favourable customers are to try new technologies 
and business model options, the higher the disruptive 
susceptibility” 

Static 

Current product factors 

6. Introduction of radical 
sustaining innovation 

”The introduction of a radically sustaining innovation in 
established markets by existing firms intensifies the resource 
allocation and increases the disruptive susceptibility” 

Static 

Profitability factors 

7. High profit margins  
 

”The higher the profit margins of a service, the higher the 
disruptive susceptibility” 
 

Static 

8. Large potential market  ”The larger the potential market, the higher the disruptive 
susceptibility” 

Static 

Value chain factors 

9. Change in value chain ”Changes of products or technologies at different stages of the 
value chain can increase the disruptive susceptibility” 

Accelerating 

10. Bypassing links in the 
value chain  

”The greater the possibility to bypass traditional players in the 
value chain, the higher the disruptive susceptibility” 

Accelerating 

 
After determining and structuring the conditional factors relevant for evaluating market 
susceptibility towards disruptive business model innovation, both sub research questions have 
been answered. 
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6.2 Defending against business model disruption 
 
In this part, an answer is given to the second main research question “How can market 
susceptibility evaluation be used for defending against business model disruption?” For a 
systematic assessment process, the authors of this study propose a four-step action plan, when 
faced with a potentially disruptive business model innovation to see if Christensen & Wessel 
(2012)’s three steps, for defending against disruptive business model innovation, should be taken: 

 
1. Ensure that the potential disruption should be treated as a business model disruption. 
2. Use the framework proposed in this study to evaluate the markets susceptibility toward a 

business model disruption. 
3. Evaluate the disruptive business model. 
4. Take action in order to respond to the disruption. 

 
Step 1: One of the first problems which occurs is how to identify a potential business model 
disruption. Firstly, one should be aware that business model disruption will not discover new 
products or services but redefine them and how they are provided toward customers (Markides, 
2006). When a business model disruption occurs it will present a change in one or more of the 
five functions of business models presented by Chesbrough (2009): 

 

 Articulating the value proposition – Changes the value that is delivered to the customer. 
An example within the telecom industry is moving the perceived value provided by the 
telecom operators, away from the connection service, and toward data content, such as 
video and music. 

 

 Identifying a market segment and specifying the revenue generation mechanism – A 
disruption may focus on a new segment or change the way revenue is collected. Within 
the telecom industry, this may for example present itself as a better way of segmenting 
customers or changing the payment point for services. 

 

 Defining the value chain and what is needed to support it  – What is needed in order to 
supply the service and how is it obtained. An example of this type of disruption in the 
telecom industry may for example be the introduction of soft SIM cards where the 
telecom operator-customer link is disturbed, or alternative connection points bypassing 
the telecom operator networks. 

 

 Articulating the firm’s position in the value chain – Where in the value chain do you 
create value. An example of possible disruption in the telecom industry may be a sudden 
change to only supplying the connection and a third party having all direct customer 
connection. 

 

 Formulating the competitive strategy – What is the unique selling point. A disruption in 
the telecom industry would for example be a move to concentrate on customers whose 
needs were earlier overlooked. 

 
Step 2: When a business model disruption has been confirmed, the modified framework 
presented in this paper can act as a good first indicator of the markets susceptibility towards 
disruptions. If incumbents look at the static and accelerating factors and try to evaluate how 
susceptible that market is for disruption they can get an indicator if this is a disruption worth 
investigating further. 
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Step 3: If a majority of the conditional factors are present, there is an indication of high 
susceptibility toward disruption. The three steps presented by Wessel & Christensen (2012) 
should then be followed: 

 
1. Identify the strength and weaknesses of the potential disruptive business model 

 
2. Identify your own advantages in relation to the potential disruptor 

 
3. Evaluate what may help or hinder the disruptor to take over your advantages 

 
Step 4: The best way to battle disruption is with disruption itself. Disruption is very difficult to 
produce within an established company so if a business model is highly disruptive, the disrupted 
company should divide its efforts in two (Gilbert et al., 2012). One part should concentrating on 
reinventing the current core business and the other creating a new and independent business 
model that will work in parallel and over time become the next big source of growth for the 
company. A common way accomplishing this is acquiring existing companies that hold the 
necessary resources (Sandström, 2013; Gilbert et al., 2012). 
 

6.3 Academic and practical contribution 
 
This study presented a new framework of 11 conditional factors, indicating market susceptibility 
toward disruptive business model innovation. Out of these, 9 factors showed to be static and 2 
showed to be accelerating. Further, this study presented the differences between disruptive 
business model innovation and disruptive technology/product innovation. 
 
There are three practical contributions of the new framework for incumbents offering 
commodity services. First, the new framework can be applied to all known markets, or segments, 
in order to assess the risk for a business model disruption to occur in these markets. By doing 
that, it is possible to evaluate the risk in each market and hence, the markets with high disruptive 
susceptibility can be targeted. The targeted markets help the incumbent to know where to focus 
and allocate resources. 
 
As creating disruption is a successful strategy when defending against disruption, a highly useful 
application of the new framework presented in this study is also to know in which markets to 
focus when creating disruptive business model innovation. Markets with high susceptibility 
toward disruptive business model innovation are of course the most lucrative ones in this sense.  
 
The last application of the new framework presented in this study is to evaluate a potential 
disruptive business model innovation suddenly launched in a market. By applying the new 
framework, incumbents get a systematic tool for a first assessment of the chance for the new 
business model innovation to be disruptive. If the market, or markets, evaluated show a high 
disruptive susceptibility, the incumbent should focus on this business model and act thereafter. 
Otherwise, no immediate action needs to be taken.  
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6.4 Main conclusions 
 
What can be concluded from this study is that there are differences between how business model 
disruption and technology/product disruption work. When looking at the conditional factors 
indicating market susceptibility toward disruptive innovation, a difference, both in which 
conditional factors are deemed important, as well as how the conditional factors should be 
categorized, either as static or accelerating factors, could be seen. 

 
This study found three new conditional factors, which seem to be more important for business 
model disruption than for technology/product disruption. The first two of these factors are 
about opportunities to lower costs while supplying similar services, and taking advantage of a 
mispricing condition. These factors supply opportunities to improve the value proposition and 
disrupting the current positions in the value chains. The last conditional factor is about scalability 
of the business model. Most business models need to be scalable and since a disruptive business 
model usually only takes over a part of the market (Markides, 2006) the potential market needs to 
be rather large. A summation of the three new conditional factors is found below: 

 
1. High profit margins 
2. Bypassing links in the value chain 
3. Large potential market 

 
This study also found that of the conditional factors important for technology/product 
disruption there were three factors with lesser or non-substantial importance for business model 
disruption. The first two are about the market resistance against entrance and exits of new firms. 
A summation of the dismissed conditional factors is found below: 

 
1. Low number of firm entries and exits 
2. High market entry barriers 
3. Increasing market prices 

 
Business model innovations, in contrast to technology/product innovations, are more agile, not 
seen as equally big threats, and seem to be more pull oriented than push oriented. This implies 
that the big actors do not adapt a potential disruptive business model until customer behaviour 
of larger markets changes and creates a demand for it. 
 

6.5 Limitations 
 
A weaknesses of this study would be the small sample size and that several interviewees were 
chosen by only the contact person at the focal company. Also, little attention was drawn to 
analysing how personal opinions affected the interview answers and individual survey responses.  
 
In general, it is difficult to prove a causal relation. The survey used in this study, contained a 
limited amount of statements with this purpose. However, it was deliberately made, as filling in 
this survey otherwise would take much longer time. It was perceived as if further statements in 
the survey would have significantly decreased the amount of responses. 
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During the interviews about the Skype case, it was found that a lot of the interviewees had 
different opinions on what actually happened, and when, in the surrounding years of Skype’s 
launch in 2003. A perhaps more successful method could have been focus groups, where all the 
Skype interviewees instead would discuss the questions together. It is likely to believe that the 
spreading of the answers would have decreased if this was made. 
 
The intention of the interviews about the Skype and Wifog cases was initially to state them as 
disruptive business models and then compare the conditional factors present. Therefore, all these 
interviews were made in parallel. However, if was found that the Wifog interviewees did not give 
answers indicating that Wifog would be a disruptive business model. As a result of this, the new 
conditional factors found in the Skype interviews could not be asked about in the Wifog 
interviews, which is a clear limitation of this study. Also, a similar survey sent about the Skype 
case could have been sent regarding the Wifog case to further verify the answers made in the 
Wifog interviews, determine if the conditional factors were static or accelerating and whether a 
causal relation could be seen. 
 

6.6 Future research 
 
Since it is highly reasonable that several of the interviewees and respondents recall what 
happened in 2003 more or less correct, it would be interesting to make a study on the same case, 
but with the method of focus groups. This would hopefully make the interviewees and the 
respondents to better remember what actually happened and in a correct chronological order. 
Another approach would be to investigate a more recent case, which also would make it easier to 
find relevant interviewees and respondents. 
 
Additional validations of the findings made in this case study would be interesting to make, either 
by looking at additional potential disruptive cases that the focal company has faced or look at 
similar industries. Also, to choose cases where historical documentation, e.g. board meeting 
protocols, are available, it would be a great source of data. While doing this, it would be 
interesting to look for additional conditional factors important for disruptive business model 
innovation. 
 
Apart from conditional factors, there are of course other highly important factors that contribute 
to the success or failure of a launched business model. Those could for example be the 
marketing, branding, the influence and drive of the people behind the business model etc. Also, 
trends would be of high importance for a potential disruptive business model to succeed or fail. 
It would be interesting to investigate how all these factors could be structured in collaboration 
with the conditional factors found in this study. 
 
Finally, to combine the findings of this study, with the findings made in Klenner et al. (2013)’s 
framework, would create a more holistic view and facilitate the managerial usage about how to 
evaluate the overall phenomenon of disruption. 
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Appendix II: Summary of round 2 interviews 
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Appendix III: Summary of survey subgroup 1 
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Appendix IV: Summary of survey subgroup 2 
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Appendix V: Summary of round 3 interviews 
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