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ABSTRACT

Business model innovation is widely recognized as critical for enhancing competitive ad-
vantage. Within managerial practice, Lean methodologies and the Business model canvas
are widely adopted for model design; however, the success of a new venture often hinges
on the ability to integrate short-term viability with long-term sustainability and scalability. To
address this gap, we present the Innovation Pivot Canvas, an agile strategic analysis tool and
step-by-step methodology designed to assist the process of building a strategy to unlock the in-
novation’s market value. Having been extensively validated across numerous entrepreneurial
settings, the tool’s efficacy 1s further demonstrated in this paper through a detailed case study

mvolving the strategic redesign of a technology-intensive startup.

1. Introduction

The competitive pressures that challenge many
companies - such as customer demands, technologi-
cal advances, the presence of global competitors, and
disruptive phenomena - demand a high capacity for
internal and external adaptation [1]. In response, the
ability to continuously innovate business models 1s
mcreasingly recognized as a crucial competitive re-
source [2]-[6].

Despite the recognized importance of Business
Model Innovation (BMI) for company competitive-
ness and the increasing number of studies, especially
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in the last decade [7], there remains a significant gap
n practical tools designed to assist entrepreneurs and
startups in embedding strategic capabilities into their
mnovative business models [8].

In this paper we address that gap, presenting
the Innovation Pivot Canvas (IPC), a tool to assist
entrepreneurs in crafting the strategic vision for the
design of an innovative business model. The tool is
particularly useful for highly mnovative and technol-
ogy-intensive companies, whether they be startups or
incumbents.

In this article, following a literature review and
research methodology, we present the tool, togeth-
er with a methodology to facilitate the process. We
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present a real case of application to a technology
startup that illustrates the utilization of the tool. We
then discuss the results and end with the conclusions
and future work.

2. Literature review

To situate our tool within the current body of
knowledge, we begin by introducing the concept of
BMI and some of the most established BMI tools.
We then examine the theoretical foundations related
the IPC’s primary objective: providing the strategic
grounding for innovation-driven competitive advan-
tage. We conclude by detailing a systematic search
that characterizes the current state of tools offering
similar functionalities to the IPC.

2.1 Business model innovation

BMI has attracted substantial attention in aca-
demic literature [9]-[14]. Andreini et al. [7] offered
a comprehensive recent review of BMI. As Teece
[15] defines it, a business model articulates the logic
by which a business creates and delivers value to its
customers, while ensuring the corresponding value
capture. Accordingly, Foss and Saebi [10] defined
BMI as a significant alteration to either some key
elements of the business model or the relationships
among these elements. The complexity of BMI
manifests differently across organization types. En-
trepreneurs often contend with expertise deficits
and, in technology-intensive sectors, an overwhelm-
ing number of technological applications [16]-[19].
Conversely, incumbents must reconcile the tension
between administrative efficiency and entrepreneur-
1al exploration. Success requires moving beyond
uncertainty avoidance to embrace an intrapreneurial
culture and recognize uncertainty as inherent to in-
novation [20]-[23].

From a process perspective, several approaches
have been proposed to describe the stages of BMI
[24]. Among the most widely accepted is the frame-
work proposed by Gassmann and Frankenberger
[71, [25], [26], who distinguish four phases: (1) the
mitiation phase, where the company, its ecosystem,
and the drivers of mnovation are analyzed, (2) the
1deation phase, which focuses on generating ideas to
construct a vision of the new business model, (3) the
integration phase, where the new business model is
defined n detail, and (4) the implementation phase,
where the plans are operationalized.

Among the practical tools facilitating the BMI pro-
cess, the Business Model Canvas (BMC) stands out
as the standard for materializing foundational busi-
ness elements [27]. A primary virtue of the BMC 1s
its ease ol use, which makes it particularly valuable
within Lean methodologies. As defined by Ries [28],
Lean Startup focuses on validated iterative learning
to mitigate the uncertainty of a new venture through
‘build-measure-learn’ cycles. Similarly, Blank and
Dorf [29] proposed a structured testing of hypothe-
ses across markets, customers, channels, and pricing.
While Lean approaches effectively prioritize custom-
er-centricity and market testing - mitigating the risk
of developing products in isolation - the BMC lacks
explicit strategic dimensions [27]. To bridge this gap,
variants like Maurya’s Lean Canvas [30] incorpo-
rated competitive strategy through elements such as
‘unfair advantage’, while Aulet’s ‘Disciplined Entre-
preneurship’ [31] offered a structured and complete
roadmap for design. Simultaneously, Fankenberger
et al. [32] proposed a BMI framework built upon an
analysis of actual business model innovations.

To address the strategic analysis required for de-
signing a new business model without sacrificing the
Lean focus, we have designed the IPC as a comple-
mentary tool to the BMC. Within our approach, the
aforementioned four BMI stages progress iteratively:
the IPC is utilized during the initiation and 1deation
phases, while the BMC facilitates the detailed defi-
nition and experimentation with concrete business
models. In the next section, we outline the concep-
tual framework that underpins the IPC as an instru-
ment for strategic design.

2.2 BMI and competitive advantage

Historically, competitive advantage was viewed
as a complex phenomenon primarily dependent on
the leadership qualities of top management. This
perspective shifted in the 1980s when Porter’s Five
Forces theory moved the strategic focus toward the
firm’s external environment [33], [34]. In the 1990s,
building upon other authors’ research, Barney [35]
refocused the discussion with his resource-based
approach, which argued that competitive advantage
stems {rom internal resources. To sustain such an ad-
vantage, these resources must be VRIN - valuable,
rare, mimitable, and non-substitutable - a frame-
work later evolved mto the VRIO concept by m-
corporating ‘Organization’ as a critical requirement
[36]. Although often viewed as opposing, Barney
acknowledges that internal and external visions are
complementary: environmental models help identify
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which resources can best capitalize on market op-
portunities or neutralize external threats [35]. While
Porter [37] agreed on the importance of seizing these
opportunities, he maintains that activities, rather than
resources, are the fundamental unit of advantage. In
this view, success depends on implementing a coher-
ent activity system that precisely aligns a firm’s offer-
ings with customer needs.

At the dawn of the new millennium, against a back-
drop of rapid technological advancement —where,
for mstance, the diffusion of mmformation technolo-
gies drastically reduced transaction costs—Teece et al.
[33] proposed the theory of dynamic capabilities. This
theory claims that sustainable competitive advantage
stems from a firm’s responsiveness and mnovation,
and management should focus on adaptation to the
evolving environment, facilitating the reconfiguration
of skills and resources. Teece [38] further developed
the theory clustering the dynamic capabilities nto:
sensing market opportunities, seizing those opportu-
nities by mobilizing resources, and transforming the
organization to maintain competitiveness. Aligned
with the principles of dynamic adaptation, McGrath
et al. [39] introduced the Discovery-Driven Planning
for high-uncertainty environments. In those contexts,
most of the relevant information 1s unavailable ex-
ante, thus the primary goal is to maximize learning at
the lowest possible cost through a deliberate process
of experimentation. This approach ensures that as-
sumptions are explicitly tested at key checkpoints, in
order to redirect the process as needed. A few years
later, Kim and Mauborgne's Blue Oceans theory ex-
plains how innovation-based companies can outper-
form existing solutions, 1 cost and service level, by
developing radically new value propositions [40].

Whereas the term business model emerged de-
cades ago, 1t 1s only since the 2000’s decade that it
consolidated as a concept clearly linked to the firm’s
strategy [41]. Massa et al. [42] examined the debate
about the relationship between business models and
classical strategy theory, identifying fundamental dif-
ferences in their underlying assumptions. While
classical strategy theory situates competitive advan-
tage on the supply side - through activity systems or
resource-based capabilities - the business model per-
spective relaxes many of its underlying assumptions.
In particular, it advocates that competitive advantage
can also be generated on the demand side or by
other stakeholders, such as in platform ecosystems
[43]. Business model theory also embraces the prem-
1se that knowledge 1s cognitively limited and biased,
aligning more naturally with dynamic capabilities and
discovery-driven perspectives. Furthermore, within

the entrepreneurship domain, these theories seam-
lessly connect with Lean approaches [44], [45].

Regardless of the perspective or articulation (e.g.
doing things differently, possessing rare resources),
the critical importance of innovation for achieving
and sustaining a competitive advantage 1s pervasive.
However, leveraging innovation for economic benefit
1s an inherently complex process. As Pisano under-
scored [46], the challenge lies not only in creating,
but also in capturing value from mnovation. In this
sense, a sound nnovation strategy should clearly ad-
dress questions like: How will innovation create value
for potential customers? How will the company retain
a part of that value? Which types of innovation should
be prioritized? where mnovation types are distin-
guished depending on whether they focus on tech-
nology, the business model, or both [47]. Even when
a competitive advantage 1s based on technological in-
novation, an appropriate business model 1s needed
to create and capture value [15], [48].

2.3 Tools for strategic design in BMI

To explore the current landscape of BMI tools
addressing the same research gap as the IPC, we que-
ried the Web of Science database. The search tar-
geted articles featuring ‘business model mnovation’
as an author keyword, combined with the proximity
of ‘tool’ to ‘business model mnovation’ and strate-
gy-related terminology within the title or abstract:
AK="business model innovation" AND TS=(tool*
NEAR/10 "business model™) AND TS=(strategy
or strategic or "competitive advantage"). This search
yielded nine BMI tools that include strategy-related
terms in the paper abstract or title. Notably, all of
these research works are of relatively recent develop-
ment, having been published within the last six years.
Furthermore, six of those nine tools were specifically
designed for sustainable business model innovation
[49]-[54], confirming sustainability research is an ac-
tive research area. The remaining three are generic
BMI tools. Cosenz and Bivona [8] presented a Sys-
tem Dynamics based model to simulate strategic sce-
narios and assess their impact on long-term perfor-
mance. Bachmann and Jodlbauer [55] developed a
conceptual process model, not yet tested, based on
a literature review, comprising six phases, 23 activi-
ties and 38 tools. Finally, Panettt and Simoni [56]
proposed a framework, aimed at overcoming cog-
nitive barriers in BMI, composed by five core busi-
ness model elements: Meaning, Experiential Perfor-
mance, Resources, Roles, and Value Equation, for
experimenting with BMI scenarios.
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Despite these contributions, there remains a dis-
tinct opportunity for a framework like the IPC to
facilitate the strategic analysis required to bridge the
gap between an innovative 1dea and a promising busi-
ness model.

3. Methodology

The IPC 1s a result of an ongoing research line
originated in the context of a university entrepreneur-
ship program. Access to this real-world experimen-
tal setting enabled the application of Action Design
Research (ADR), a methodology that simultaneously
mvestigates and solves a problem. ADR is situated
within the Design Science Research (DSR) paradigm,
which emerged within the Information Technology
research [57] and later spread to Management re-
search [58]. These methodologies are particularly
well-suited for designing new artifacts of general valid-
ity to solve real-life problems [59]-[61]. Specifically,
ADR aims to enhance artifact relevance, integrating
design and evaluation within their actual context of
use [62]. Our approach follows iterative loops - en-
compassing problem formulation, construction-inter-
vention-evaluation, reflection and learning - drawing
on both experimentation and theory to gradually re-
fine the designed artifacts.

The first tool we developed aimed to address a
real-world challenge: providing effective guidance for
students, participating in an entrepreneurship pro-
gram, who needed to transform innovative ideas into
sources of competitive advantage. These students
were often engineering students who had developed
mnovative and technically complex solutions, typi-
cally within university research projects, and needed
to define entrepreneurial projects that could eventu-
ally scale into startups. First deployed in 2015, the
tool remains in successful use within the program to-
day. In parallel, we explored its functionality in more
complex professional contexts, such as established

Table 1. Summary of Experimental Activities and Environments.

startups, engaging in a sequence of ADR loops that
led to the framework presented in this paper. This
new Iteration features a modified version of the mi-
tial canvas and a systematic methodology to guide the
process of strategy definiion. Table 1 summarizes
the key activities supporting these iterative refine-
ment and validation processes.

As Table 1 shows, we experimented in three dis-
tinct environments: the above-mentioned university
entrepreneurship program, two established compa-
nies, and three startups.

* Lxperimentation i a university entrepreneur-
ship program. This environment facilitated the
evolution of tool’s first version through iterative
improvements and large-scale testing. Between
2016 and 2025, we integrated the tool into the
development process of 133 entreprencurship
projects. The experimental work comprised -
troductory workshops, independent work, and
collaborative discussion sessions. Evaluation
was primarily based on an objective compara-
tive analysis of project definitions before and
after tool utilization.

e Experimentation m established companies.
We conducted this experimental work within
the business innovation units of two global tele-
communications firms: i 2019 within an IoT
company, and in 2021 within a firm focused on
high-tech integration. The analysis spanned for
eight two-hour sessions, mvolving alpha test-
g through sequential working sessions, struc-
tured discussions, and systematic observations.
The evaluation methodology centered on com-
paring the actual business models against those
generated via the proposed tool.

e Experimentation with startups. Collaboration
with startups between 2020 and 2024 allowed
for a more in-depth testing of the tool. In the
three interventions performed, we worked with
technology-based startups —from the Agri-tech,

Project Promoters

Experimentation Environments o # Projects ~ # Working Sessions Experimentation Methods
Characterization
University Entrepreneurship Young entrepreneurs 133 40 . Int'erventlon .
Programme Objective Evaluation
. . . Alfa Testing
Stablished Companies New Business Head 8 Observation & Discussion
Startups Main Entrepreneur & 15 Intervention

CEO

Objective & Subjective Evaluation
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Flectronics, and 3D-Printing industries— that
had several years of experience, customer-
validated business models, and were undergo-
g a phase of strategic redefinition. All three
mterventions followed the same methodology,
which is detailed in Section 4.3, where the case
study of the Electronics sector startup is pre-
sented.

4, Results

4.1 The Innovation Pivot Canvas

To be successful, a new business model must be
rooted in sound sources of competitive advantage,
with a clear strategy defined to translate those capaci-
[63]. More-
over, defining a strategy mvolves taking risks and

ties In actual returns for the firm [15],

facing the unknown [64]. Thus, rather than seeking
certainties and detailed plans, the firm should focus
on creating a clear, synthetic plan that captures the
logic and main hypotheses [65]. The IPC is designed
to promote a structured analysis to create credible
sources of competitive advantage based on a unique
and coherent set of mnovations. The analysis pro-
vides the core elements for developing the new busi-
ness model m a subsequent phase. Figure 1 delin-
eates the five general areas of analysis of the IPC on
the left —Goal, Innovation, Impact, Uncertainty, and
Competitive Advantage— while the right side details
each area further, subdividing them into two subareas
of analysis.

UNCERTAINTY <
\ COMPETITIVE

ADVANTAGE

The different areas of the IPC are explained be-
low, following the standard sequence for an entre-
preneurial team designing or redesigning a business
model, based on one or more innovative concepts.
The analysis begins in the Goal area at the center of
the canvas, which 1s divided into two stages. First, the
team formulates a vision, which 1s subsequently bro-
ken down nto concrete and quantified objectives to
guide the strategy definition throughout the remain-
ing stages. Secondly, the focus shifts to the upper cor-
ner, the Innovation area. The innovative ideas, that
can be of any type, product/service, process, organi-
zational, or marketing [66], are detailed here. Then,
their potential applications to address customer needs
are outlined. The analysis in this area concludes with
an overview of the competitive landscape, where
the new solutions to customer needs are compared
to those already offered by potential competitors.
Next, the Impact area i1s addressed. The expression
of mnovation in terms of customer needs facilitates
the 1dentification of potential customers. These are
key stakeholders, as well as any other stakeholders
who would be significantly impacted by the innova-
tion. They may be internal or external to the com-
pany and the mmnovation may have a positive (e.g. a
patient finding a cure to an illness) or a negative (e.g.
an employee [acing an increased workload) impact
on them. This mapping of stakeholders, along with
the assessment of their respective impacts, provides
the foundation for designing an effective value net-
work. The value network represents value exchanges
among participants in the value creation process [67],
[68]. The analysis then moves on to the canvas's left
side to evaluate the Uncertainty area. This area pin-

INVENTIONS

NEEDS

UNCERTAINTY IMPACTS ON
MAPPING VISION STAKEHOLDERS
RISK QUANTIFIED VALUE
MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES NETWORK

SOURCES OF
ADVANTAGE

BUSINESS MODEL
INNOVATION

Figure 1. The Innovation Pivot Canvas. Source: Authors own work.
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points the most significant sources of uncertainty as-
sociated with implementing the new business model,
e.g. market, technical, or legal uncertainties. Given
the positive correlation between uncertainty and in-
novation, particularly in radical innovation, many
important sources of uncertainty may arise. Mapping
the competitors in this uncertainty landscape may
also be useful to better understand the market. The
main goal in this area is to identify major risks and de-
sign plans to manage them. Fially, the Competitive
Advantage area details the main sources of competi-
tive advantage that emerge from the analysis in the
previous areas. The analysis concludes by identify-
g the business model blocks more directly linked
to the envisioned innovations. Figure 3, Table 1 and
Table 2 show examples of IPC use, corresponding to
the real case of application presented in section 4.3.
Following the strategic design phase with the IPC,
a detailed business model 1s subsequently defined
using the BMC or a similar tool. While there is no
one-to-one correspondence between the elements of
both canvases, the design of the BMC 1s informed by
the preceding IPC analysis. For instance, in the case
of a product innovation, the output from the Innova-
tion area, specifically regarding the customer needs
analysis, forms the basis for the Value Proposition
formulation. Similarly, the analysis within the Impact
area serves to identify both Customer Segments and
Key Partners within the BMC. Furthermore, the
value network analysis provides the core information
for configuring Revenue Streams, Key Activities and
Key Resources.

The IPC represents a significant improvement on
the original tool [69]. The intensive experimentation
conducted 1n various contexts, detailed in Section 3,

1. CONTEXT &

BOUNDARIES VIEW & IPC

&

FINAL STRATEGIC
VIEW & IPC

&

2. INITIAL STRATEGIC

was essential to identifying some critical missing as-
pects of the strategic analysis that led to the inclusion
of the Goal area, as well as the definition of the Value
Network within the Impact area. Furthermore, we
recognized the need for a structured methodology to
guide the TPC analysis process, which 1s outlined 1n
the following section.

4.2 Business model innovation with the IPC.
Methodology of analysis

To maximize the benefits of the analysis, it 1s
advisable to establish a collaborative team compris-
ing top management members of the company and
analysts with expertise in the IPC tool. As shown in
Figure 2, the analysis starts, in Stage 1, by defining the
boundaries of the BMI.

In many cases, the new business design will not
apply to the entire company, but rather to only one
or a subset of business units. In Stage 2, analysts use
a list of open-ended questions (detailed in Appendix
A) to interview the entrepreneurial team and gather
the necessary information to complete an initial IPC.
Next, in Stage 3, analysts examine this initial IPC to
identify any weaknesses, ambiguities, or Inconsis-
tencies among the elements, while simultaneously
generating new directions for the strategy’s develop-
ment to overcome the detected weaknesses. The new
scenarios are proposed as potential alternatives, with
each one revolving around a key element of ques-
tioning. The emphasis at this stage 1s on the reasons
for questioning, justifying the exploration of new al-
ternatives. The process is operationalized by creating
new canvases, each representing a different scenario
to be explored. Within each scenario, the less solid

3. IPC QUESTIONING &
GENERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

N\
Py
'.§ 0.' , \(v \
RS v A
R » ‘x.. . 7/
.’0 " N .“: ". V/
X "1 g® ¢
o ot AR
*e® \/ A Y
\

4. DEFINITION OF THE
SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

Figure 2. Stages of the IPC application methodology. Source: Authors own work.
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mformation items are highlighted, accompanied by a
commentary explaining the reasons for questioning
and suggesting improvement opportunities. Finally,
Stage 4, aims at defining a clear strategic vision for
the new business model by fully developing the most
promising of the previously discussed alternative sce-
narios. This entails an iterative process of completing
and refining the internal and external consistency of
the canvas areas until a sound strategy emerges, one
supported by solid arguments for a sustainable com-
petitive advantage.

4.3 Business model innovation with the IPC.
Application to a technology startup

While the IPC was refined across multiple envi-
ronments, we have chosen a specific case to illustrate
the tool’s functionalities in a complex, real-world sce-
nario. This case study corresponds to a strategic re-
design for a technology-based startup in the industrial
electronics sector. It illustrates the functionality of
the IPC and the methodology presented in the previ-
ous section, covering the four stages i Figure 2. The
analysis for Elecdesign (a pseudonym used to pre-
serve anonymity) and the final evaluation of the tool
mvolved five working meetings between the manag-
ers and the analysts , specifically, two members of the
startup’s top management team and two analysts (the
authors of this paper). Each meeting lasted between
two and three hours.

4.3.1 Context & Boundaries

Elecdesign 1s a startup with a solid track record
of several years, operating within a variety of busi-
ness lines, and they needed to analyze one particular
line where they sell a self-developed software prod-
uct. Within this business line, they had embarked on
an nnovative project to design and develop a new
software product, a software suite intended to meet a
broader range of user needs. While the new product
was the mitial focus, the company's strategic environ-
ment presented significant new challenges as well.
Therefore, a comprehensive review of the business
model was necessary.

4.3.2 Initial Strategic Vision & IPC

Eledesign’s strategic vision, prior to commencing
the strategic redesign, can be outlined as follows:

e The startup has demonstrated capability and
experience developing software for designing

electronic equipment, along with a notable dis-
tribution capability and market knowledge.

e Their market 1s profitable and growing, and
they expect their new software suite to attract
new users, as it offers advanced design func-
tionalities —as compared to their former soft-
ware product. They planned to address the
domestic market first, followed by the interna-
tional market.

e Elecdesign team expects the new project to
help manage certain risks associated to their
current software. To date the startup has been
distributing its software product as an add-on to
a business partner’s simulation software. How-
ever, Elecdesign needs to reconsider its sales
processes because the ownership of the simula-
tion software has recently changed. The com-
pany 1s concerned about the market appeal
of its software if it 1s offered as a stand-alone
product.

Next, we mapped this strategy onto the IPC
framework, using a set of open-ended questions de-
tailed in Appendix A. This mformation was subse-
quently transferred to a document for validation by
the Elecdesign team. Figure 3 presents the IPC in
its original format, as the figure’s legibility 1s limited,
Table 2 a summary of the essential information.

4.3.3 IPC Questioning & Generation of
Alternatives

The critical examimation of the mitial IPC re-
vealed various weak points in the strategy revolving
around market and technical uncertainties. We pro-
posed three change scenarios for discussion with the
entrepreneurial team:

e Scenario 1: Customer orientation. The mitial
IPC reveals a contradiction: despite the team’s
perceived market expertise in the Competitive
Advantage area and a low market uncertainty,
the analysis in the Impact area reveals that
the sales model and price remain undefined.
Furthermore, a lack of data on current client
software usage suggests low engagement with
customer preferences. To address these gaps,
targeted actions are proposed within the Im-
pact and Uncertainty areas.

e Scenario 2: Technical mnovation of the soft-
ware suite. While software development 1s
perceived as a source of competitive advantage,
significant uncertainties remain regarding tech-
nical execution, namely, the high cost of recruit-
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UNCERTAINTY MAPPING
HR: Quality IT professionals. High prices led to unprofitable projes

Time is crucial: The effort for partner resellers to sell a separate p
Dependence on new player: Conditions not suitable for the projec
No market uncertainty. (e.g. same strategy as leaders in increasin

INVENTIONS
New SW design suite. Aimed at designers without theoretical dey
Embed knowledge 'at the edge' in a simple way. The designer-will
Software suites not available. There are tools with partial functio

NEEDS
Design of a specific stage in designer-oriented power managemei
Alternative: Starting from previous designs and/or using excel/m|
Integrated suite of different tools for different problems encount:

VISION
Independent product. To have a product ta be able to sell indepe|
Better and useful product for power designers. Indirectly, contrik
Survival of the company. Improve revenue of the software produy

IMPACT ON STAKEHOLDERS
External Positive: Designers > design times are reduced. Convert:
External Undefined: Com petitors -> Not identified/not impacted.
Internal Positive: More intrinsic value to look for potential corpo
Internal Undefined: Need for new developers. Impact on other [i

RISK MANAGEMENT
HR:'search for computer scientists overseas, creation of work pac
New player: Request data on usage, times, etc.
Estimate licences for actual and recurring use. Investigate how to

QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES
Reasonable target->Double current tumover in 5 years. Minimum
Year 2024, 1 additional tool. Consolidation of this first tool in 202

VALUE NETWORK
User pays-> Doubts about the specific model (by subscriptionor
Marketing campaigns supported by existing Elecdesign customery
Use of internal resources-> Maximise synergies with other busing

Work Packages: The isk of a programmer leaving the project can R&D tax incentives, grants for research projects.

SOURCES OF ADVANTAGE
Software commercialisation: Distributors network, commercial tg
Software development: There is a successful software product a
Technical Expertise "at the edge’ + Power Systems Research
Need to professionalise as a company: Need to implement Elecdg
BUSINESS MODEL INNVOVATION
Highly specialised in Power Systems: Market and technology kno

Cost management systems and synergies in subsidised projects:
Unique product: There is no such suite to be built.

Botter use of knowledge to bring more revenue per unit cost.

Figure 3. Initial IPC for Elecdesign. Source: Authors own work.

Table 2. Summary of the initial IPC for Elecdesign. Source: Authors own work.

GOAL

Vision. To improve revenues through the development of a software suite superior to the current software product, with sales
independent of other products.

Quantified objectives. To double the current annual turnover within five years.

IMPACT

Impact on stakeholders. Identified impacts on both internal
and external stakeholders, indicating the nature of the impact
(positive, negative, or undefined). E.g.: an increased intrinsic
value of the company (internal-positive); a diversion of
resources from other activities (internal-negative).

INNOVATION

Inventions. New software suite with multiple functions
necessary for the design of electronic equipment. The degree
of innovation is considered high due to the absence of similar
tools on the market.

Needs. The functionalities above described, tailored to users
with limited theoretical knowledge. The closest alternatives are
generalist software solutions, which demand more time and
deeper theoretical knowledge.

Value network. Not yet defined. Unclear definition of the
product value for the potential clients and their willingness to
pay. Difficulties to find the right programmers to develop the
software suite.

COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE

Sources of advantage. Market knowledge and distributor
network. Successful software development experience. Technical
expertise in electronic equipment design.

Weakness: The company relies too heavily on individuals,
indicating a need for organizational improvements.

UNCERTAINTY

Uncertainty Mapping.

-Technical risk: Access to qualified programmers at an
affordable cost.

-Market risk: Uncertainty related to the necessary change in the
distribution strategy. However, there is no perceived uncertainty
regarding the new software suite’s attractiveness.

Risk Management.

-Technical: Explore options such as seeking computer scientists
in other countries and subcontracting work packages to
mitigate the risk.

-Market: Request usage data from current software customers,
estimate the number of licenses to be sold, and explore the
feasibility of transitioning to a subscription model instead of a
perpetual license.

Business Model Innovation. Product innovation (introducing
a product that does not currently exist in the market). Highly

specialized technical expertise. Unleveraged financing system,
where commercialized products subsidize innovative research
projects.
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mg specialized programmers and the current
focus on local nstallation, which runs counter
to the industry-wide shift toward cloud comput-
mg. In this case, actions would concentrate on
the Innovation, Impact, and Uncertainty areas.
e Scenario 3: Ecosystem Stakeholders. This sce-
nario explores the uncertainty surrounding the

to different areas of the canvas, facilitating a rational
refinement of the strategy until a new coherent sce-
nario emerges. Table 3 presents a summary of the
new IPC. This scenario materialized on a roadmap
of tasks that address the weaknesses identified in view
to a better definition of the sources of competitive
advantage for the new business model:

financial viability of the project and the feasibil- .
e ) S I ) ) o ¢ Precisely define the needs and challenges to be
ity of meeting deadlines with existing resources. . .
i’ ) addressed by the software suite, encompassing
Given that development costs are perceived as . . _— - .
. . . . mnovative applications and features not previ-
high and revenue estimates remain speculative, . L
ously considered to attract potential investors.

the proposed strategic path would rely on engag- ¢ Conduct market research with the current user

g ecosystem stakeholders to bridge resource . - B
Thus. this al ) d base to gauge the perceived value of the current
gaps. Lhus, this aliernative would concentrate software and inform the design of the software

actions within the Impact and Uncertainty areas. . . . .
’ suite. Test monetization strategies with current
users.

4.3 .4 Definition of the Selected Alternative. .
New Strategic Vision & IPC

Develop an Investor Deck to enable a faster
minimum viable version of the product by at-

) ) . . . tracting external investors.
Following a discussion of the three alternative
i . . ¢ Lkxplore the local ecosystem of stakeholders
scenarios, the Elecdesign team selected a hybnd . o . . )
. . . ’ to identify partnerships that contribute to the
approach, merging Scenario 2 with elements from . .
) ) ) development of necessary technological capa-
Scenarios 1 and 3 to develop an enhanced strategic o
o : i . bilities (e.g., research groups, software experts)
vision. Figure 4 depicts the working document used S . .
Do and potential investors (e.g., electronic equip-
in this stage. ; :
i . . ment manufacturers or business angels).

The new scenario was developed by evolving the

mitial IPC and assuming three foundational new

H )
premises: the adoption of cloud technology for soft- 4.4 EIeCdeSIgn s case assessment

are developn@nt, leveragmg the startup’s existing Following the strategic redesign, we mterviewed
access to potential users of the new product, and the . ,
. o the Flecdesign team to evaluate the IPC’s useful-
procurement of seed funding. The grey boxes in Fig- .
.. ) i ness and usability. We used three complementary
ure 4 explicitly represent working hypotheses linked = hes: a ¢ L ¢ o .
approaches: a comparison of the changes made in

) INNOVATION IN SUITE SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT...

INVENTIONS
I3 |New sw design suite. Aimed at designers without thearetical d
Embed knowledge ‘at the edge' in a simple way. The designer will

[Software suites not available. There are tools with partial functiof } Define "suite" at software development level and prioritise relevance

to the user: Difference from a current release, minimum tools for the design

suite. Functional prototy ping suite, other power suites used by customers,

suites provided by key players, could be libraries to be integrated into

Design of a specific stage in designer-oriented power managemer| other software and/or user developments?

Alternative: Starting from previous designs and/or using excel/m|
ite of dif ifferent proble "

Ways to tackle uncertainty and accelerate: External funding? Independent NEEDS
project/company? Full development within a research project? Isolate the impact
of HR and development costs from the feasibility of the project (focus on the

of the project) How innovation of the project
from the HR costs?

UNCERTAINTY MAPPING J VISION IMPACT ON STAKEHOLDERS
K3 s Quality 1T High prices led proj product. To have a product to be able to sell indepef |External Positive: Designers -> design times are reduced. Convert
Timeis crucial: The effort for partner resellers to sell a separate p | Better and useful product for power designers. Indirectly, contrit; [External Undefined: Competitors -> Not identified/not impacted.
Dependence on new player: Conditions not suitable for the projet |Survival of the company. Improve revenue of the software produl |Internal Positive: More intrinsic value to look for potential corpg
No market inty. (e.g. egy as leaders in increasin

Internal Undefined: Need for new developers. Impact on other lin|
RISK MANAGEMENT QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES

| MONETIZATION STRATEGY
¥ ir: search for computer scientists averseas, creation of work pz |Reasonable target->Double current turnover in 5 years. Minimun |User pays-> Doubts about the specific model (by subscription or

New player: Request data on usage, times, etc. Year 2024, 1 additional tool. Consolidation of this first tool in 207 |Marketing campaigns supported by existing Elecdesign customery’ Segregation of projects (due to
Estimate licences for actual and recurring use. Investigate how to Use of internal Maximise synergies with i separate funding). Need to refine and
Work Packages: The risk of a programmer leaving the project cal |R&D taxincentives, grants for research projects. specify monetisation and pricing.
models. Need to segregate and properly
monetise risks aeross projects.

Accelerate the realisation of the
highest intrinsic value. This project
will be assessed / financed separately
(research project / spin-off...)

Can the entire project be
outsourced? Minimum time and
maximum price? Realease 1 of the suite
(according to prioritization)

SOURCES OF ADVANTAGE
Software ialisation: Distri network, ial t
Software development: There is a successful software product
Technical Expertise 'at the edge' + Power Systems Research
Need to professionalise as a company: Need to implement Elecd
BUSINESS MODEL INNVOVATION
Highly specialised in Power Systems: Market and technology kno

How to manage/reduce software architecture risks? Possible options for
starting a quick suite with some basic tools already integrated. Focus on
learning how to manage the structural complexity of software development.

What are the core competencies in suite development?

Arecore missing in of existing

Cloud native software development skills? Should these be core competencies? If
so, focus on themy/ IF nat, try to rely on those who already have them.

Cost management systems and synergies in subsidised projects:
Unique product: There is no such suite to be built. 1
Better use of knowledge to bring more revenue per unit cost.

Unique/innovative elements of software development? Identify new ways
of building power design software. How are other software tools in the power
systems "world" built?

Figure 4. Scenario 2 worksheet for Elecdesign. Source: Authors own work.
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Table 3. New IPC for Elecdesign. Source: Authors own work.

GOAL

Vision. Software suite developed with cloud technology, using seed funding. Sales should not depend on other products.

Quantified objectives. Attract sufficient seed funding to finance a minimum viable product (MVP) of the software suite, aiming for

market entry within one year.

INNOVATION

Inventions. Develop a new suite for electronic equipment
design, tailored to users with limited theoretical knowledge,
utilizing cloud technology.

Needs. Precisely define the concrete needs and challenges that
the suite would address, considering the needs of innovative
users (e.g., green economy) that could attract investors. Provide
these innovative users with new methods to utilize the suite
(e.g., cloud APIs).

IMPACT

Impact on stakeholders. In addition to previously identified
stakeholders, green economy users are included. The nearby
ecosystem will be explored to find potential investors and
identify alliances to improve software development capabilities.

Value network. Not yet defined. To be informed by market
research results (in Risk Management in the Uncertainty
section). Effective suite usage and number of user maximization
will be prioritized.

UNCERTAINTY

Uncertainty Mapping. Technical risk: Acquiring the ability to
use Cloud technologies for software development. Market risk:
Lack of knowledge about the software suite’s value for potential
customers, with implications for attracting financing.

Risk Management. Technical: Develop a minimum value
product (MVP) of the software suite.

Market: Conduct market research for the software suite.
Prepare an investor deck, and present it to several key
stakeholders such as distributors, customers and electronics
manufacturers.

COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE

Sources of advantage. Strengthen and complement initial core
competencies with technical expertise in cloud technology (at
the forefront in software development) and deep knowledge of
user needs.

Business Model Innovation. Drive product innovation in
functionality and technology alongside highly technical
specialization. Implement innovative monetization strategies
based on real usage data. Transition the company's financing
model from strictly self-financing to a diversified approach.

the strategic vision for the business model redesign, a
Likert-scale survey, and open-ended mterview ques-
tions.

Table 4 compares the mitial strategic vision (re-
trieved in Stage 1) with the post-intervention one, and
reveals a profound shift. The entrepreneurial team
not only adopted the majority of the IPC-derived
recommendations, but the open-ended questions
also suggested a broader systemic impact: the team
acknowledged a previous over-emphasis on technical

development over customer orientation and decided
to undertake a comprehensive strategic reorientation
of the entire startup.

The closed-response survey and the open-ended
questions coincide in two additional conclusions:

* The analysis was very useful, with a very high
return —considering benefits derived from the
analysis vs. time invested. Important biases were
detected and a more appropriate approach to
the management of the startup emerged.

Table 4. Initial and Final Strategic visions of the business model redesign. Source: Authors own work.

Initial Strategic Vision

Final Strategic Vision

-Demonstrated capability and experience in software develop-
ment, along with distribution capacity and market knowledge.
-The market is deemed profitable and growing, with the suite in-
corporating new design features, expected to attract new users.

Risks:
-Distribution of current software and suite are uncertain due to
forced changes in the distribution channel.

-Regarding development technology (traditional Software de-
velopment or Cloud), the decision is to "get out of the comfort
zone" and evaluate different options, anticipating the conse-
quences of each course of action.

-Acknowledgment of the lack of knowledge about customers,
emphasizing the need to prioritize customer-centric approaches
and allocate resources to better understand and serve them.

-Decision to leverage direct contact with customers to gain in-
sight into their needs and priorities, integrating this knowledge
into the software suite design.

-Commitment to expedite entry into the market.

-Recognition of weakness in the sales area and the associated
risks of not addressing this aspect of the company. Awareness
of the excessive bias towards the technical aspects.

International Journal of Industrial Engineering and Management



Garcia-Gutiérrez and Martinez-Borreguero

e The entrepreneurial team did not see the feasi-
bility of using the IPC in an autonomous way.
They had no awareness of the process that led
them to change their strategic approach. They
considered analysts' assistance imperative, and
highlighted the utility of the analysts to help
1dentify analysis biases.

5. Discussion

The IPC is a practical and effective tool for devel-
oping the strategic foundations of the new business
model. It consolidates the fundamental elements for
this analysis within a single canvas, where the sources
of competitive advantage are investigated through an
iterative process across the five areas of the canvas.
The following discussion situates the IPC’s underly-
g logic within the extant literature on business mod-
el Inovation and competitive advantage.

‘While technology and innovation may foster com-
petitive advantage, firms lacking a well-developed
business model often struggle to create and capture
value from their mmnovations [70], the business model
articulates the logic through which an organization
creates and delivers value to its customers while en-
suring the corresponding value capture [15]. Con-
sistently with this definition, the IPC facilitates value
exploration through the upper and right areas of the
canvas (see Figure 1). Following the goal statement, in
the central area of the canvas, the value creation analy-
sis begins with the innovation, be it ideas, products,
or processes, that drives the development of the new
business model. Thus, the upper part of the canvas,
the Innovation area, focuses on defining the customer
needs that can be addressed through the envisioned
set of mventions. In this regard, opportunities for
long-term business viability and scalability increase if
the innovation under consideration has many possible
applications and potential users, consider for instance
artificial mtelligence technologies. The competitive
environment 1s already introduced at this early stage
by characterizing existing market solutions for those
needs. At this point the value analysis moves into the
Impact area on the right side of the canvas, where val-
ue flows among stakeholders are developed building
upon the previously defined customer needs. As Zott
and Amit [71] pointed out, the business model con-
cept transcends firm boundaries by defining how the
organization relates to and exchanges value with cus-
tomers and other stakeholders. Accordingly, we 1den-
tify potential customers as well as other stakeholders,
who could benefit from the innovation's implementa-

tion, as candidates to participate in the value network.
The designed value network must guarantee positive
net value flows for all participants, while meeting the
firm goals. The value network makes value flows ex-
plicit, thus becoming a powerful tool for exploring
fundamental elements of competitive advantage, such
as the necessary customer fit [37], the mechanisms of
value creation, delivery and capture [15] and the core
VRIO resources involved in those processes [34].
Furthermore, our framework generalizes the concept
of value through the term ‘impact’, acknowledging
that the implementation of a new business model may
vield not only positive outcomes but also potential
negative ones. Within this logic, value 1s defined as a
positive impact, whereas negative impacts will typical-
ly be related to stakeholders whose interests represent
strategic risks. Examples of this type of stakeholders
are: a group of employees that can expect an increased
work load, direct competitors or a lobbying group that
fears the imnovations consequences and promotes a
legal reform. Those elements of risk are analyzed in
the Uncertainty area, on the Canvas’s left side. As Mc-
Grath emphasizes, in high-uncertainty environments,
it 1s essential to move beyond the assumption that all
necessary information for the strategic planning is
available ex-ante [64]. In this regard, our framework
assumes that innovation and uncertainty are inter-
twined, two sides of the same coin. Rather than ig-
noring its presence, the IPC places uncertainty as a
focal point, leveraging its management as a source of
competitive advantage. Regardless of their nature, the
explicit consideration of risks enhances the likelihood
of reinforcing the strategic uniqueness and alignment
with both internal and environmental conditions. The
Competitive Advantage area summarizes the conclu-
sions of the analysis within the previous areas in terms
of sources for competitive advantage, and the most
mnovative aspects of the business model.

Having established the theoretical foundations of
the canvas, 1t 1s also important to note that the IPC
should be understood as an integrative and flexible
framework that may accommodate a wide range of
strategic analysis tools, depending on the specific
needs of the case. For instance, within the Uncertain-
ty area, a classic PESTEL analysis can be employed
as a guide to 1dentify the primary sources of environ-
mental uncertainty.

Regarding the methodology of analysis with the
IPC, we propose two main complementary processes:
an open exploration of the wide spectrum of possibili-
ties, followed by the definition of a coherent strategic
scenario. In the initial brainstorming process, internal
consistency 1s temporarily deprioritized to favor broad
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exploration. Mapping each scenario on a separate
canvas enables the mvestigation of distinct strategic
pathways, while accompanying annotations facilitate
rational discussion. For the second process (the ar-
ticulation of a solid strategic vision) multiple iterations
are typically required to develop both mternal and
external coherence across the five areas of the can-
vas. Concerning the practical details of the methodol-
ogy, the open-ended questions provided in Appendix
1 significantly facilitate the systematic completion of
the imitial canvas. Not surprisingly, the involvement of
external analysts mitigates biases while enhancing cre-
ativity and the breadth of strategic options.

As for the case study, two primary findings may
be highlighted. First, the IPC’s inherent flexibility
across varying levels of analytical intensity. In this in-
stance, the mtervention was intentionally brief, span-
ning only a few weeks with minimal time investment;
consequently, rather than yielding a finalized strategic
vision, the process produced a roadmap of activities
that should be addressed to validate or modify the
preliminary strategic vision. Within the framework of
business model innovation, conceptualized by Demil
and Lecocq as a continuous transformation aimed at
achieving 'dynamic consistency' [72], the IPC emerges
as an agile instrument that fosters strategic iteration.
It ensures that the imitiation and 1deation stages pro-
vide a sound strategic orientation for the subsequent
phases of iteration and progressive refinement of the
new business model. Second, the analysis had signifi-
cant implications beyond the specific business unit
under review. Despite the brevity of the mtervention,
the process triggered a profound cognitive shift within
the management team, who recognized the urgent
need for a strategic reorientation of the startup from a
techno-centric approach to a more customer-oriented
one. This case illustrates the relevance of viewing the
business model as a cognitive structure, as advocated
by Tripsas and Gavetti [73] and Martins et al. [74],
which fundamentally shapes managerial schemas and,
consequently, the firm’s competitive capacity.

6. Conclusions

Developing a strategy to support a new business
model entails navigating uncertainty and evaluating
a multitude of options. This challenge is particularly
acute for highly innovative ventures, where the design
process often gives rise to unconscious biases that
lead to suboptimal outcomes. The IPC presented in
this paper complements the BMC, offering a practical
tool for the strategic design of new business models

by reconciling two dominant perspectives: it enables
a deliberate analytical process for redesigning busi-
ness models to commercially exploit new technolo-
gies, consistent with Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart
[63] and Teece [15]; and simultaneously, it incor-
porates the dynamic adaptation view, advocated by
authors such as McGrath [64], Chesbrough [75] or
Sosna et al. [76], which emphasizes experimentation
and trial-and-error. Thus, the IPC promotes an ag-
ile and effective process that places innovation at the
core, guiding the user through a structured sequence
for strategic analysis. It synthesizes within a single
canvas the underlying architecture for value creation,
delivery, and capture, integrating relevant internal
and external elements, thereby facilitating group dis-
cussion, decision-making, and the documentation of
the rationale behind each strategic choice.

The accompanying methodology facilitates the
utilization of the IPC, providing structured guidance
throughout the process. Practical application in real-
world contexts has already demonstrated its potential
as a robust strategic analysis tool for the early stages
of BMI; notably, the case study highlights the IPC’s
transformative capacity even under minimal time
mvestment. Regarding future research, we aim to
develop further materials to streamline the tool’s ap-
plication. Furthermore, the IPC offers a compelling
approach to Sustainable Business Model Innovation,
as 1t seamlessly integrates core strategic concepts es-
sential to the field.
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Appendix A. IPC list of open-ended questions

Area Subarea

Questions

GOAL

Vision

What are your objectives for the innovation project? The project stakeholders explain their
objectives openly and without preconditions.

. What are the priorities among your objectives, if there are several?
iii. Do you have social and/or ecological objectives in addition to economic ones?

Quantified
objectives ii

Do you have quantified objectives (how would these objectives materialize)? Specify domains of
development (geographic or otherwise).

Is there a minimum in the quantification of the objectives (such that if it is not feasible to reach,
the project should not start)?

. What is the time horizon of the project?

Do you have—or can you imagine—a visualized annual display showing what the project would look
like in Year 1, Year 5, and Year 10?7

INNOVATION

Inventions

What elements of innovation are there in the project?
If there are elements of innovation, what are their novel features?

iii. At what level do they represent innovation? (Internal, nearby competitors, sector-wide, cross-

sector, or global.)

Needs i

What needs do these inventions meet, or what problems do they solve?
How are the same problems being solved today? Provide commercial examples.

i. Why and how is the proposed new approach different?

IMPACT
<

Impacts on i.
Stakeholders

iil.
iv. If there are social and/or ecological objectives, have you identified or considered their impacts?

Have you thought about who would be the stakeholders affected (positively or negatively) by the
innovation?

Who would be the main stakeholders, and can you briefly explain how the invention affects each
group?

Is it feasible to quantify this impact?

Value Network .

Have you considered how to engage all or a subset of the above stakeholders in developing a
monetization strategy for the project?
If you have considered it, do you have any idea or have you thought about quantifying the above?

iii. If there are social or ecological objectives, please specify these as well (including other possible

outcomes, etc.)

UNCERTAINTY

Uncertainty
Mapping

What are the main internal and external uncertainty factors you believe may affect your project
(technical, legal, market, etc.)?

ii. Can you rank or order them in terms of the risk they pose to the project?
. Have you visualized and/or considered alternative scenarios, taking these sources of uncertainty

into account?

Risk )
Management I

Have you thought of, or can you now think of, measures or tools to manage these uncertainties and
risks?

Have you considered competition or learning from competitors in this context of uncertainty (e.g.,
being surpassed, being imitated)?

COMPETITIVE

Sources of i.

Do you believe you have the core competencies for this project? If so, what are they?
What additional elements are necessary to strengthen core competencies?

advantage i.

Business Model fi.

ADVANTAGE

Innovation ii.

Have you thought about what your competitive advantage would be?
How is it materialized in your business model?

How is the project’s growth supported by its competitive advantage?
How is this growth sustained over time?
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