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Abstract 

 

From a system – or macro - point of view - the idea of business model innovation and the 

releasing of IC gets into a huge dilemma if the theoretical works of Thorstein Veblen acts as one of 

the corner-stones in order to understand Business Model Eco-systems. IC - per definition - meets a 

systemic framework where the normative idea of meaning, meaninglessness and rationality 

becomes part of the theoretical and practical discussion with reference to at least three themes. First 

of all we have what Veblen announces as “The State of Industrial Art”. It refers to the mish-match 

between what the economy is able to produce compared with what the economy in practice 

produce. Secondly, and this is the main focus in this paper, the theoretical work of Veblen operates 

with a cavalry of actors. Each actor have - what we from a Veblenian perspective can call it – 

intellectual capital, which – per definition - is bound up into a specific intentional acting defined at 

a general level. Thirdly, those two elements represent two different aspects – or framework 

conditions - of how intellectual capital is released in any practical Business Model Innovation 
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process. Taken together we claim that the interplay between these two elements create an overall 

general framework for a discussion of the context dependant term “sustainability” (McNeill, 2000). 

Being more precisely, multi business model (BM) innovation and releasing intellectual capital (IC) 

from a business BM´s through the business model innovation process rest upon – at least – two 

different framework conditions where the dominating model (The Veblenian Modern System 2 

interpreted by Horn Rasmussen 2008) act as the superior because it defines “The Overall and 

General Rules of the Game”.  

 

The Veblenian theoretical apparatus contributes to deepen our understanding in order to create 

sustainable BMs. Our research shows that there are many relations in a business BM´s. However, 

the integration of Veblen´s actor cavalry represents an answer that some relations matters 

fundamentally more than others (Veblen 1904, 1919, 1923a, 1923b)). This understanding creates a 

general framework conditions for why and how BM´s are related to other BM´s external to the 

business. The General Theory of Veblen simplifies a system which at first glance seems extremely 

complex and difficult to overview. However, the inclusion of the archetypes of Veblen into the 

concrete BMI-processes inclusive the “seeing” and “sensing” process and the relations to different 

BM Ecosystems contributes and we will be better off in order to release and relate to IC within 

different BM Ecosystems?  

 

Design/methodology/approach  
The paper provides a theoretical and conceptual study of the Veblenian framework conditions to 

BM´s and business model ecosystems. It introduces an explanation for why potential IC in different 

business model ecosystems as a matter of definition are not released and the paper present a 

platform for a theoretical and practical discussion of the requirements to a sustainable BM from a 

Veblenian perspective.   

The empiric research methodology is an action research approach carried out in the time frame 

of 2010 to 2014. The findings represent learning and characteristic of BM´s and BM Eco systems 

related to IC with reference to the multi business model approach (e.g. Lindgren & Saghaug, 2011, 

Lindgren & Horn Rasmussen, 2013). Mapping our findings with a theoretical reference to Veblen 

putting it into a BM ecosystem perspective enabled us – and the business - to get a whole new 

picture of - What is the business BM BM Ecosystems relations to IC?  

 

Methodologically we take point of departure in the discussion of Eco-Model systems in the 

dominating domain from the knowledge economy and the idea of national innovation systems 

(Lundwall 1992, 2010) and expand the theoretical and empirical discussion using the idea of eco-

system as presented by Heikkilä & Kuivaniemi (2012) and Heikkilä (2013). This leads us to present 

different business-cases where we focus on how their BMI process can be related to the theoretical 

framework of Veblen. Hereby we illustrate how releasing of IC depends upon the economic 

organization combined with the general rules of the game.  

 

Originality/value  
The research reveals that BMI in a business where ownership to the industry is characterised by 

absentee ownership prevents release of radical BMI IC. Because of the rules of the game these 

businesses per definition don’t have the incentive to “see” and “sense” other BM ecosystems with 

potentials of valuing their “BM ecosystems” in an optimal manner. Businesses are at management 

level hereby not able to create, capture, deliver, receive and consume the full and real potential of 

different business model ecosystems. The only way to secure sustainability is the creation of a 

fundamental change – a transformation. Point of departure must be either from the inside defined as 
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the institution 5: Politics or pressure from the outside (Horn Rasmussen 2008 inspired by & e.g. 

Veblen 1914, 1923a).  

 

Practical implications Businesses struggle continuously with releasing more valuable IC from 

their business BM´s. This challenge exists because of the economic organization and the inherent 

conservative institutions including the institution of “Make-believe”. The absence of important 

potential IC to develop their business introduces a need for a discussion of new strategies at both a 

micro- and macroeconomic level to improve and increase the release of IC to BMI.  

 

However, common themes related to releasing IC among Business are 1) Business can release 

valuable IC from different BM Eco systems 2) Business should be more structured about their 

mapping and releasing methods of different BM Eco Systems with strategies related to relating their 

business to IC both inside and outside their business 3) Specific focus should be put on the different 

roles in the actor cavalry in order to identify why potential IC are not capitalised upon for the value 

of the business and society 4) The idea of meaning and rationality may be a corner-stone in the 

normative theoretical and practical performance 5) The institution of politics and the industry and 

the common man understood as an actor have some common interests which differs fundamentally 

from the business-men and credit and financial institutions, while the absentee owners are divided 

into two competing groups – those who are large enough to be captains of industry and those who 

are too small and can be compared with the common man.  

 

The outcomes of the paper is a first contribution and overview of different business BM´s 

relations to other BM ecosystems and a creation and contribution to understand the general 

framework conditions related to releasing IC in the economic system. 

 

Keywords.: Intellectual Capital, Veblen Grand Theory, Institutional and evolutionary 

economics, dis-equilibrium, BM Eco systems, Business Model Cube, Relations, Actors, Multi 

Business Model Innovation  

 

Paper type – Academic Research Paper  

 

 

 

 

1 Introduction 

From a system – or macro - point of view - the idea of business model innovation and the releasing 

of IC gets into a huge dilemma if the theoretical works of Thorstein Veblen acts as one of the 

corner-stones in order to understand Business Model Eco-systems. IC - per definition - meets a 

systemic framework where the normative idea of meaning, meaninglessness and rationality 

becomes part of the theoretical and practical discussion with reference to at least three themes. First 

of all we have what Veblen announces as “The State of Industrial Art”. It refers to the mish-match 

between what the economy is able to produce compared with what the economy in practice 
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produce. Secondly, and this is the main focus in this paper, the theoretical work of Veblen operates 

with a cavalry of actors. Each actor have - what we from a Veblenian perspective can call it – 

intellectual capital, which – per definition - is bound up into a specific intentional acting defined at 

a general level. Thirdly, those two elements represent two different aspects – or framework 

conditions - of how intellectual capital is released in any practical Business Model Innovation 

process. Taken together we claim that the interplay between these two elements create an overall 

general framework for a discussion of the context dependant term “sustainability” (McNeill, 2000). 

Being more precisely, multi business model innovation and releasing intellectual capital (IC) from a 

business BM´s through the business model innovation process rest upon – at least – two different 

framework conditions where the dominating model (The Veblenian Modern System 2 interpreted 

by Horn Rasmussen 2008) act as the superior because it defines “The Overall and General Rules of 

the Game”. For an illustration of what Multi Business Innovation is about see appendix I.  

Because the Veblenian approach is primarily theoretical there is a need for qualified definition of 

the empirical object. Our contribution to this task and the methodological reflection has an initial 

reference to the idea of BM Ecosystems (BMI) and Intellectual Capital (IC). However, the 

relationship between the two notions has not had substantial attention by academics and 

practitioners. Consequently, the contribution from the paper is explorative. 

There is until now also no accepted language for BM Ecosystems that would allow researchers who 

examine different BM´s relations and the potential to release BM´s IC between different BM 

Ecosystem. The paper attempt to contribute by proposing how the link between BM, Business 

Model Components, Business Model portfolio, the business and the different ecosystems represent 

the potential for a BMI process, which together with some general rules of the game, as defined by 

Veblen, lay down the framework conditions for a business´ BMI process.  

Based upon – primarily – our action research we discuss how the theory presented is reflected in 

selected and concrete BMI processes.  

2. The idea of ontology in the paper 

The methodological reflection has reference to ontology
1
 and the idea of explanation. The most 

influential theoreticians are Roy Bhaskar and Tony Lawson (Lawson 1997: ; Lawson 2003a: ; 

Lawson 2003b) and Jon Elster (Elster 1983: ; Elster 1986: ; Elster 1989). The reflections of 

                                                 
1
 “By ontology I mean the study (or theory) of being or existence, a concern with the nature and structure of the “stuff” 

of reality. Now, all methods have ontological presuppositions or preconditions, that is conditions under which their 

usage is appropriate” (Lawson 2003b:12) 
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Lawson, based upon the thoughts developed by Bhaskar, belong to critical realism. They aspire to 

develop a universal ontology of economics. On the one hand, this ambition can be postulated to 

represent an alternative means of thinking as compared with Elster and the discussion in which the 

potential of multiple explanations is offered
2
. On the other hand, Lawson and Bhaskar argue for the 

existence of an ontological hierarchy of explanations within economics. Their method is to seek 

behind the cause to the cause of the cause etc. This implies a position of endless regress. We can 

never be absolutely certain that we have found the truth. This also indicates a kind of openness to 

multiple explanations. One methodological challenge in the research process is to test the usefulness 

of an Elster/Lawson combination. Elster’s idea is to go from macro to micro, i.e. reductionism. He 

focuses on explanation by mechanisms. 

 

To explain is to provide a mechanism, to open up the black box and show how the 

nuts and bolts, the cogs and wheels of the internal machinery (Here the term 

“mechanism” should be understood broadly, to cover intentional chains from a goal to 

an action as well as causal chains from an event to its effects) (Elster, 1983: 24). 

 

Our task is broader, because we are inspired by the term “transformation”. Transformation is a 

result of a radical change in at least one of the central rules of the game (Horn Rasmussen, 2008). A 

demarcation to a focus on mechanisms would make the term “mechanisms” identical with the term 

“rules of the game”. This is not our initial intention. While Elster’s universe is the micro-foundation 

of the economy and a general neglect of anything other than the micro-universe, the philosophy of 

Tony Lawson as based upon Bhaskar points in the direction of the meta-universe. 

Methodologically, the combination between Elster and his priority on causal and intentional 

explanations within social science, and the search for an universal meta ontology as inspired by 

Lawson is on the one hand contra-dictionary. On the other hand, the methodological idea is that 

such a combination may involve more theoretical insights. This may contribute with a heuristic 

element to the research process. The latter argument supports the attempt to make such 

methodological combination.    

 This leads us to a position where a construction a kind of patchwork of explanations 

may contribute insight to our research question. However, as we are going to demonstrate much of 

the patchwork construction may very well refer to the theoretical perspective. What level of 

abstraction does the arguments belong to? The task may be implemented as adequately as possibly. 

                                                 
2
 In Elster (1983) the idea of explanations (causal, functional and intentional explanations) is confronted with theories 

of technical change (neoclassical theories, Schumpeter´s theory, evolutionary theories and marxist theories).    
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As one might already notice, this brings us to the first consequence of our study; when we conclude, 

we have merely made a contribution to a new beginning based upon a deeper understanding of 

solving our problem. This is the position of the critical realism approach, which by definition 

always will argue in such a manner. Besides, there is a link to Lakatos and his methodological 

approach for a continuously search for and establishment of new research programmes. By now, the 

link between explanations and understanding should be indicated. Understanding represents the 

deepest archive of knowledge. Explanations are the means, while understanding is the aim. The 

general issue in this methodological reflection concerning what could be perceived as “A 

contribution to a concept of explanations in order to reach a better understanding.” The task is not to 

neglect a search for a model, but rather, the ambition to create an initial foundation for a model 

during the compilation of different theories. This forwards a crucial question; how do we select our 

theoreticians, what are the arguments and what is our delimitation? In this paper we have chosen to 

focus on Thorstein Veblen because he argues for certain systemic limitation for any BMI process. 

We find it useful to investigate if the Veblenian perspective offers important insights in order to 

understand the question of releasing IC in the process of BMI? In order to investigate the question 

we find that point of departure could be understanding of the object for BMI. Within a macro level 

the idea of National System of Innovation has for a long academic period contributed to define the 

foundation of the knowledge economy. However, recently the idea of eco-systems has been much 

debated both within the academic and industrial communities. Based upon this compilation we are 

going to present a contribution to how to create a link between a macro and a micro perspective 

with an explicit reference to business model innovation (BMI).      

 

3 Research question 

For managers of business our research indicates that the unawareness of different BM ecosystems in 

relation to the focal Business Model Ecosystem seems to inherent revelatory information and 

unreleased IC related to BMI. The basic for a business is firstly to know and define their own “AS – 

IS BM ECO Systems”. Next step could be to know and define relations to other BM ECO systems 

and then start “seeing” and “sensing” potential BM relations to different BM ecosystems. This 

address at least two questions. How is their Business Model Eco system related to IC and how is 

their IC released? And further: How can business release IC through BM relations to other BM 

Ecosystems? In the meantime and simultaneously for giving a precise answer to these questions we 

find it important to step up and give an answer to a more general question:  
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How does IC release in the economic system?  

The idea is that a combination of different explanations and understandings – within different levels 

of abstraction - will increase our general archive of knowledge and consequently contribute to 

improve the theoretical knowledge in the academic communities with reference to innovation 

processes. Besides, such potential for increasing the existing knowledge might be of practical 

importance for the concrete IC work within the businesses at a micro economic level.   

3 Veblen and his contribution to understand Business Models, Business Model Innovation, 

Eco-Systems and IC 

3.1 Introduction to the relevant elements in The General Theory of Veblen  

It is our hypothesis that The General Theory of Veblen as outlined by Horn Rasmussen (2008) may 

contribute to the understanding of Business Models, Business Model Innovation, Eco-Systems and 

IC. The theoretical work of Veblen is complex. However, in this section we focus on seven 

elements of The General Theory and investigate how they can be linked to both the theoretical and 

empirical work related to BM, BMI, Eco-Systems and IC.  

The elements are: 

1. The Mechanism: The Interstitial Adjustment of the Industrial System 

2. The Mechanism: All politics are business – Politics one 

3. The Institution: Make Believe 

4. The Institution: State of Industrial Art 

5. The Institution: Politics two 

6. Evolution of the Actor Cavalry 

7. Evolution from handicraft to modern system 1 and 2 

Taken together we are going to demonstrate how these elements from The General Theory of 

Veblen contribute to create a new understanding of the framework conditions for BMs, BMI, Eco-

Systems and releasing of IC in the economic process at a general level. However, our research 

indicates that even we are talking about theoretical “innovation performance” at a general level, the 

theoretical elements can be illustrated from our concrete work with businesses and their BMI-

processes.   

We present the above elements step by step after a brief discussion of two definitions and after that 

a longer – but necessary - presentation of the overall idea of how the economic system has changed 
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and created other framework conditions for BMI than normally taken for given. First we must touch 

upon the necessity of discussing the idea of mechanism. How are the relationship between a 

mechanism and an institution? In Veblen, principles are an institution, not a mechanism, because 

principles are context-dependant. Mechanisms are closer to the idea of a universal and the 

continuous existence of “something” working underneath the institutions and elements in the 

institutions that define the content of the institution. The definition of an institution is “An 

institution is of the nature of a usage which has become axiomatic and indispensable by habituation 

and general acceptance” (Veblen 1923a: 101 note 1). Second, we now go into a description of the 

Veblenian approach for evolution during his analysis of the shift from handicraft to capitalism in 

order to present some important framework condition for BMI. 

3.3. Veblen’s model of structural change – the foundation of the theory 

 

According to Veblen the scientific task is a matter of understanding a delicately balanced complex 

of sub-processes. Based upon his works Horn Rasmussen (2008) has constructed the model, or 

rather “His Interpretation of the Economic Theory”. First, he scrutinises the general model of 

Veblen: 

 

Figure 3.1: The General OHR-Veblen Model of Structural Change – part one 

 

Source: Horn Rasmussen (2008) 

 

The interaction between actors and institutions based upon some fundamental mechanisms leads to 

a number of specific structures. These structures reflect a complex system of mismatches. The 

Actors 

 

Institutions 

 

Mechanisms 

Structures 

 

Mismatches 

 

Minus for 

the “Common Man” 

Make 

Believe 

The State of 

Industrial 

Art 
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mismatches are the results of the economic process. These results are negative for what Veblen 

terms “common man
3
. However, it is two other kinds of mismatches, which is part of the reasons 

for the creation of the mismatches. Within our context, it is appropriate to refer to the two 

mismatches as two rules of the game (It is important to notice the double character of the term 

“mismatch”; as a result of the economic process and as a rule behind the economic process). The 

most fundamental mismatch is that the net product of society is lower than its social potential. 

Veblen defines social potential in terms of the concept
4
: “The State of the Industrial Art”. The State 

of the Industrial Art is a dynamic concept. The general reason for the mismatch in the institution 

“The State of the Industrial Art” is another mismatch; Veblen claims that there is a mismatch 

between the dominating habits and the need for new habits. We are talking directly about a conflict 

between the existing “rules of the game” and the need for new such rules. The dominating habits 

constitute an institution and consequently a dynamic concept. Horn Rasmussen (2008) names this 

institution “Make Believe”. In order to understand the two discrepancies and their relation to the 

dynamic process of industrial structural change, he argues that Veblen operates with: 

 

1. Three universal capitalist mechanisms  

2. Five institutions and two sub-institutions 

3. Two general and six specific mismatches in structures as a result of capitalist evolution 

 

The mechanisms are: 

 

1. Interstitial adjustment 

2. The market and the price system 

3. All politics are business – politics I  

 

The institutions are: 

 

1. The institution “Make-Believe” and its sub-institutions “Vested Rights of Ownership” and 

“Money and Profits” 

2. The institution “State of Industrial Art” 

3. The institution “Competitive System” 

4. The institution “Credit and Business Capital” 

                                                 
3
 “…he is called common because such is the common lot of men under the new order of business and industry; and 

such will continue (increasingly) to be the common lot so long as the enlightened principles of secure ownership and 

self-help handed down from the eighteenth century continue to rule human affairs by help of the new order of industry” 

(Veblen 1919: 131). We delve deeper into the idea of the common man in the section dealing with “Politics”. 
4
 In the outlining of Veblenian economics, Horn Rasmussen primarily use the term “concept” as the general point of 

reference instead of e.g. the term “idea”. The term “concept” may refer to something more firm than “idea”. However, it 

is rather difficult to distinguish between the two terms, as a concept can be argued to be an idea and an idea can be 

argued to be a concept. 



 10 

5. The institution “Politics II” 

 

The mismatches are: 

 

1. Mismatch between potential and actual social net products – The institution “State of 

Industrial Art” 

2. Mismatch between dominating habits and the social need for new habits – The institution 

“Make-Believe” 

 

1.1 Mismatch between owners and non-owners 

1.2 Mismatch between large owners and small owners 

1.3 Mismatch between businessmen and the corporation and its absentee owners 

1.4 Mismatch between businessmen and industrial intellectuals 

1.5 Mismatch between community, businessmen and corporations 

1.6 Mismatch between the vested interest of the common man and the vested interest of absentee 

owners, businessmen and industry. 

 

The actors, or as Horn Rasmussen pronounces it “The Cavalry”, the mechanisms, the institutions 

and the mismatches constitute the general theory.  

Next part of the “OHR-Veblen model” has the first focus on the dynamic character of 

the above model. Structural change is characterised as an adaptive, evolutionary and conservative 

process. Horn Rasmussen claims that this is the Veblenian definition of structural change or, in the 

terms of Veblen: “Structural development”. Veblen assumes that the life of mankind – like other 

species – is a process of selective adoption. This inspiration is close in line with the concept of 

Darwin. Life is a struggle for survival. Societal change is a matter of the change of institutions as “a 

process of natural selection of fittest habits of thought” (Veblen 1899: 101). Veblen argues:  

 

The forces which have shaped the development of human life and of social structure 

are no doubt ultimately reducible to term of living tissue and material environment … 

may best be stated in terms of an environment, partly human, partly non-human, and a 

human subject with a more or less definite physical and intellectual constitution 

(Veblen 1899: 101). 

 

The development process is based on the past habits in these institutions. Veblen is even more 

precise.  

 

A generic inquiry into institutions will address itself to the growth of habits and 

conventions, as conditioned by the material environment and by the innate and 
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persistent propensities of human nature; and for these propensities as they take effect 

in the give and take of cultural growth, no better designation than the time-worn 

“instinct” is available (Veblen 1914 (1964): 2).  

 

The distinctive feature by the mark of which any given instinct is identified is to be found in the 

particular character of the purpose to which it drives. ‘Instinct’, as contra-distinguished from 

tropismatic action, involve consciousness and adaptation to an end aimed at (Veblen 1914 

(1964): 4).  

 

This means that all of the actions of mankind are teleological. Accepting this argument raises the 

question about the general theory of Veblen as a fundamentally intentional theory?  

The fact that the habits of the past are part of “the rules of the game” in the present 

produces an inherent and potential unbalance between the needs of the present and what the present 

is actually supported by. Horn Rasmussen (2008) underpins this as a first example to what could be 

termed; a concept of mismatch.  

 

Contrary to mainstream or neoclassical economists Veblen is a fundamentally a disequilibrium 

theoreticians. Veblen introduces the concept of “The Interstitial Adjustments of the Industrial 

System”. Horn Rasmussen (2008) interprets it as a fundamental mechanism in the theory of Veblen. 

Interstitial adjustment characterises the inherent mechanism of the aims of different groups of 

businessmen to create or hinder the instability of the industrial system
5
. The point of departure is 

the inherent contradiction between the interest of the community as a whole and the businessmen. 

“Instability” is of great importance to certain groups of businessmen because of the possibility to 

realise large gains. “The end is pecuniary gain, the mean is disturbances of the industrial system” 

(Veblen 1904: 16)
6
. Especially the new and rising class of pecuniary experts “whose business is 

strategic management of the interstitial relations of the system” (Veblen 1904: 17) is claimed to 

have interest in large disturbances. This class is “the captains”, and their operations must be 

understood with reference to obtaining control over some large portion of the industrial system. 

When the control is obtained, the interest of the captains is to maintain business conditions as they 

                                                 
5
 The concepts of “sabotage” and “waste” is not part of the elements we have chosen to this paper. However, the 

concepts play a major role in the process of interstitial adjustment. The “interstitial adjustment” mechanism is present at 

any time, as are “sabotage” and “waste”. However, dealing with these concepts has been chosen to be part of the 

“Institution Competitive System”. We could have categorised both concepts as part of the “interstitial adjustment” 

mechanism, but we find that “sabotage” and “waste” contain so many dynamic- and context-dependent elements that 

we would lose some of the dynamics pointed out by Veblen in doing so. 
6
 In order to understand the mechanism, it must be noted that Veblen does not include the so-called “old-fashioned 

businessmen” in this group of businessmen. The old-fashioned businessmen are those using “the old-fashioned method 

of permanent investment in some one industrial or commercial plan” (Veblen 1904: 16). 
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are and to further facilitate the support of the position. The position of the businessmen shifts from 

an interest in instability to a wish for continuity. Anything in their interest relates to the ability to 

obtain gains. Their aim is pecuniary optimising. The method is to use transactions and make deals 

(“the business jargon borrowed from gaming slang” (Veblen 1904: 18)).  

 

This focus on a capitalist theory of instability, non-equilibrium and mismatch contributes to making 

the universe of Veblenian Economics available to any analysis of structural change. Veblen 

expresses this in the following manner: “In the nature of the case, this process of selective 

adaptation can never catch up with the progressively changing situation in which the community 

finds itself at any given time” (Veblen 1899: 102). The evolution proceeds, stage after stage, with 

the institutional element as a conservative factor. In order to illustrate Veblen’s perspective clearly, 

his focus is to consider the character of the process of structural change. His economics have never 

addressed the technical complexities within the industry, e.g. the complex technological knowledge 

constituting the material foundation of industry. A central dimension in the Veblenian universe is 

the existence of resistance to change; as a general rule, there is an inherent resistance to change. 

This conservatism is the source of a theoretical assumption and the idea of the inner relations in the 

institutions versus the “outer relations”. Change occurs because of external pressure. The 

interpretation of Horn Rasmussen (2008) of the Veblenian approach to the concept of change at this 

point refers to a “Radical Change” and the introduction of a new steering system. Without being 

explicit about the term “transformation”, Veblen makes considerations concerning our concept of 

transformation. However important this may be, Veblen does not follow the assumption about 

“outer relations” in a systematic manner. In one of his latest works and under the influence of the 

Russian revolution, he touches the subject with reference to a subgroup of the workers – the 

engineers – and discusses their potential in America to become the leaders of a fundamental change 

in the economic organisation. It is worth noting the striking link to Hvelplund’s concept that change 

demands the existence of a strong alternative to the existing set-up or practice (Hvelplund 2005).  

 

3.4 The dynamic of capitalism and the altered conditions for BMI 

Next step is focus on long-term structural change and transformation. Veblen uses the term 

“Modern System” in order to understand the real functions in the capitalist system. He is not very 

precise about “Modern system”. According to Horn Rasmussen (2008) the central reasons may be 

because, according to his interpretation, there are in fact two modern systems in Veblen’s universe - 
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termed M1 and M2 by Horn Rasmussen (2008). The first modern system replaces “The era of 

handicraft” and is introduced as a function of the industrial revolution. The time and space is 

identified as the latter quarter of the 18
th

 century in Britain. However, the evolution of capitalism is 

a cumulative process. It becomes increasingly complex, and the first modern system is gradually 

replaced with Modern System II, fully implemented around the last quarter of the 19
th

 century
7
. 

From then on, absentee ownership and the separation of ownership and management in distinct 

categories together with a widening of the financial sector fundamentally changed the rules of the 

game in capitalism. Within the context of Horn Rasmussen (2008); Transformation results. The 

evolutionary process of these changes, which has been implemented over a period of 150 years, is a 

fundamental pillar in Veblen’s theoretical apparatus. Summing up: 

 

1. First phase – the era of handicrafts and trade – HT 

2. Second phase – the first era of modern capitalism – M1 

3. Third phase – the second era of capitalism – M2 

 

According to Veblen, Adam Smith’s theoretical considerations caused the creation of an element in 

what Horn Rasmussen (2008) choses to term “The Institution of Make-believe”. “He [Adam Smith] 

writes … of the machine era, but he speaks in terms of the past industrial era” (Veblen 1914 (1964): 

237). Horn Rasmussen (2008) at this point stresses, that Veblen reflects on the cumulative nature of 

capitalism. His interest is primarily bound up to the difference between M1 and M2 and the links 

between the common man, industry, management, credit and ownership in M1 and M2 can be 

illustrated graphically. 

 

Figure 3.2: The OHR-Veblen model for structural change - part two M1 

                                                 
7
 The introduction of and shift from Modern System I to Modern System II varies from country to country in the 

western capitalistic world. The important point is not the exact historic time but the introduction and implementation of 

the systems all over and with a minor time-lag from country to country.   
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Horn Rasmussen (2008) 

 

Veblen’s point is that the function of the modern system has changed, but the institution of make-

believe remains unchanged. This means that the society rests on an old-fashioned institutional 

foundation. The complex modern system can be illustrated graphically: 

 

Figure 3.3: The OHR-Veblen Model for structural change - part three M2 

 

Horn Rasmussen (2008) 
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In order to understand the content and fundamental difference between HT, M1 and M2, actors 

must be introduced and the shifts in their respective roles and their interests in the process of 

structural change must be outlined. The actors at the micro-level of the economy are categorised in 

groups of people with the same general interest, motives or reasons
8
. The point of departure is the 

workers, owners of industry and landlords. This reflects a similarity to the classical production 

function and the existence of wages, profit and rent. Veblen’s task is to analyse the dynamic 

development of the ideas of actors in all the three phases. This ends up in a complex system which 

Horn Rasmussen (2008) refers to as the “actor cavalry”. The cavalry is first fully developed in the 

third phase: M2. The organization of society in different groups of people has a further reference in 

Veblen. The different job positions create different institutions playing different roles in the rules of 

the game named capitalism. 

 The general point of departure is that the three coordinating factors of production: 

land, labour and capital is a holdover from the 18
th

 century. In the Veblenian universe, modern 

capitalism has evolved into a more complex apparatus. He makes a separation of industry and 

business. In industry, the production of goods and services is the ultimate goal. The only goal in 

business is money
9
, i.e. the financial end. Consequently, the Veblenian dichotomy consists of two 

kinds of work: industrial work and pecuniary work. Industrial work is served by labour, while 

pecuniary work is served by businessmen. This dichotomy was a result of the technological 

evolution that was the source of further specialisation.  

 

Presently, as the technological situation gradually changed its character through 

extensions and specialisation in appliances and processes – perhaps especially through 

changes in the means of communication and in the density of population – the 

handicraft system with its petty trade outgrew itself and broke down in a new phase of 

                                                 
8
 It can be argued whether these three different “words” are identical. Horn Rasmussen (2008) initial claim is that they 

are different words with the same meaning in Veblen’s universe. When the motive for accumulation initiated by 

businessmen is money, this is their interest within accumulation, their motive for doing what they are doing, as well as 

their reason for doing so. When the interest of the worker is to acquire goods and services, their motive to work is 

obtain goods and services; this is why they do what they do. Behind these arguments is the general need to survive.   
9
 Veblen attacks the concept of money and profits as a neutral concept reflecting a firm universal mechanism. This is 

the reason why Horn Rasmussen (2008) designates “Money” as an institution. Because of the inherent element of 

“Make-Believe” it is sub-institution to his institution one. In Veblen’s theory, money is an institution due to their 

inherently dynamic character. Money values play a significant role in any arrangements, and there is an implicit concept 

that monetary values do not vary. However, history has revealed that the value of money has varied. “But in the routine 

of business throughout the nineteenth century the assumed stability of the money unit has served as an axiomatic 

principle” (Veblen 1904:45). The importance of this comment relates to the fact that business is about gains and losses. 

This makes accounting necessary. Accounting requires a measure, and this is the monetary unit. Having made the final 

transaction, the outcome for the businessmen becomes the value of the money. This is their ownership and, 

consequently, ownership “runs in terms of money” (Veblen 1904:45). Money is treated as a practical means of payment 

– a mechanism in Smith’s universe, whereas it is an institution in the Veblenian universe. 
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the pecuniary culture. The increasingly wide differentiation between workmanship 

and salesmanship grew into a “division of labour” between industry and business 

(Veblen 1914 (1964): 213). 

 

The result was the creation of two parallel systems living side by side: the business community and 

the industrial community.
10

 In addition to these groups, the landowners play a special role. 

Landowners may consist of a combination of labourer and businessmen. On the other hand, the 

landowners can be pure businessmen or pure industrial workers. The businessmen are divided in 

different groups, where the industrial managers or businessmen are compared with real estate 

people acting as middle men between the increased number of financiers and absentee owners. This 

represents the dynamics involved in the shift from phase M1 and M2. Absentee ownership becomes 

the dominating form for economic organisation, and the role of the financial businessmen is to 

accelerate the credits. The absentee ownership illustrates the distance between ownership and the 

daily management, which is led by the business managers. The absentee ownership is conservative 

and wishes to maintain the status quo. The role of the manager is steered by the responsibility to 

make as much money as possible for the owners. Part of this money is directed towards the 

financial sector due to the increased credits from this sector to industry. The workers are divided in 

two groups: those with technological knowledge, on the one side, while on the other side are the 

rest of the workers who are productive in running and developing the industry. Those with 

technological knowledge are further divided in two archetypes: “The Old Technicians”, who do not 

seek to change the steering system, and “The Young Technicians”, who see a potential for changing 

the steering system due to the enormous lack of employment of the technology and the enormous 

waste produced by the system. Horn Rasmussen points out this as an illustration for the intention of 

Veblen in order to search for sources of transformation. The workers are regarded as the 

uninformed who pay the price due to higher prices, taxes etc. The special position of the landlord as 

a potential worker – or the common man – must be stressed. The general public administration, 

newspapers etc. are perceived as a means of getting the system to work and keeping change off of 

the agenda.  

 Another way of drawing a perspective on the cavalry rests on the assumption that 

there is a hierarchy of types of jobs. Veblen defines four levels of reputability in which access to 

property determines the position in the ranking (Veblen 1899: 124): 

 

                                                 
10

 There is a striking parallel to Chayanov (1924, 1925 – from Shanin 1986) and his theory of the co-existence of 

different agricultural systems. 
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1. Large-scale ownership  

2. The professions which are subservient to ownership and financing, e.g. banking and the law 

3. Jobs with mercantile pursuits, unless they involve a large element of ownership and a small 

element of utility 

4. Manual labour  

 

Within this cavalry and the habitual hierarchy within the cavalry, the dynamics and evolution of the 

modern system from HT to M1 – and further again to M2 – are set to debate. The theory becomes a 

general theory of the modern system and an inquiry for the need for a new steering apparatus or 

“new rules of the game”. This search reflects the implicit Veblenian solidarity with “the common 

man” and his wish to make up with the unemployment of plant, resources and human labour.  

 

3.5 The state of industrial art defined as an abstract global eco-system and the general 

framework condition for releasing IC in the BMI process 

 Turning the attention to IC and BMI this position represents a central framework condition where 

the macro perspective is transformed into the practical framework conditions at a business or a 

micro economic level. The ability to release IC in the BMI process rests upon some general 

conditions which are defined by Veblen as “The State of Industrial Art”.  The state of industrial art 

is the institution that science and technology are able to produce more goods and services than are 

actually implemented in society. This indicates the immaterial dimension of the institution. On the 

other hand, the technology and knowledge actually exists, which indicates the material dimension 

of the institution. It is a matter of the rate of exploitation of the technology and knowledge. By this 

consideration, the existence of an inherent mismatch between “actual and potential use of the 

industrial state of art” is established. Veblen’s intention is to demonstrate an inherent opposition 

between businessmen, on the one side, and “the outcome of the work of those men who are engaged 

in the industrial employment”, on the other side. The latter consists of the “inventors, engineers, 

experts, or whatever name be applied to the comprehensive class that does the intellectual work 

involved in the modern machine industry” (Veblen 1904: 19-20). We must recall that their position 

in the cavalry is as workers or the common man. However, these wage-earning intellectuals pave 

the way for the businessmen. Taken together we suggest that at a global and general level of 

abstraction “The State of Industrial Art” can be compared with the overall object for BMI – The 

Global Eco-system”. As a matter of definition: Within a Veblenian perspective “The eco-system 

represents a potential which is unused”. This interpretation of the economic macro-system is 

straight in line with the framework we argue is reality within a business model perspective 

(Lindgren and Horn Rasmussen, 2013, 2014). Consequently, our theoretical and empirical 



 18 

perspective and the Veblenian approach reach the same framework conditions – however from two 

different viewpoints.   

  

3.6 Veblen, innovation and the dynamic change the framework conditions for IC and BMI 

Proceeding further with Veblen and his treatment of innovation, he states that modern technology 

has roots in workmanship. “The live-stock expert is soberly learning by trial and error what to 

attempt and how to go about it in his breeding experiments, and he deals as callously as any 

mechanical engineer with the chemistry of stock foods and the use and abuse of ferments, germs 

and enzymes” (Veblen 1914 (1964): 198). While this was the typical situation in the HT-era, 

technological development in the modern era, starting in M1 and further intensified in M2, used 

science to accelerate the technological opportunities. An effect of the machine process was further 

demand for education and increased knowledge. This has been a cumulative process. 

 

And here and now, as always and everywhere, invention is the mother of necessity … 

Any such innovation that fits workably … will presently make its way into general 

and imperative use … Any technological advantage gained by one competitor 

forthwith becomes a necessity to all the rest, on pain of defeat (Veblen 1914 (1964): 

314-315). 

 

This is Veblen’s position with respect to innovation, technological advance and the competitive 

system and Horn Rasmussen (2008) remarks that Veblen was ahead the idea about “the treadmill 

and cannibalism” official outlined by Cochrane in 1958 with theoretical reference to Schumpeter. 

The special position of the close relations between technology and science is crucial. “At no earlier 

period has the correlation between science and technology been so close … the relation between 

current technology and the science is a relation of mutual give and take” (Veblen 1914 (1964): 322-

323).  

 

3.7 The idea of Eco-systems as the object for BMI processes – a contribution to the empiric 

object of Veblen 

While the Veblenian approach and connection to IC is characterized as a macro-approach at a high 

level of abstraction, we need to discuss how this approach can be linked to a more concrete macro 

and micro object. We find that the idea of eco-systems may contribute to a further understanding of 

the object for BMI and consequently the question about the framework conditions for releasing IC.  

How do we get closer to a more methodological operational approach where theory including the 

theory of Veblen can be absorbed into the analysis, explanation and understanding of BMI of 
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today? Many researchers have studied the implicit or explicit assumptions about eco systems and 

business models (Magretta 2002, Afuah 2003, Morris 2003, Osterwalder 2004, Chesbrough 2006, 

Lindgren 2010, Taran 2013, Zott 2010, Teece 2012, Markides 2013). Eco systems are considered as 

measurable, objective, and though there are many different definitions and types of Eco systems 

(e.g., open and closed ecosystems there is still not any acknowledge classification of BM Eco 

Systems.  

 

In order to qualify the discussion we – as an exercise - go back to “a kind of zero”. It is 

uncontroversial to claim that a business can be defined as part of its surroundings. However, as a 

matter of fact much of the ideas about innovation and how innovation activity is suited best could 

start with the idea of understanding a national system of innovation (e.g. Freeman, Lundvall and  

Nelson). Because, on a global scale, it is also uncontroversial to argue that in such case the 

surroundings or “The Black Box II” can be defined as the sum of nations, states etc. or in general 

the surroundings can be defined as the surroundings defined at a global scale. With our focus on 

innovation we illustrate the perspective with reference to national systems of innovation. We 

illustrate this statement in the figure beneath. 

                  

We must discuss the idea of this illustration.  

 

First, this is controversial. Can we include e.g. customers, network partners and competitors to a 

certain business – which obviously must be defined as an important part to a business – as being an 

automatically part of a certain national system of innovation?  

 

According to Wikipedia “National System of Innovation can be defined as the flow of technology 

and information among people, enterprises and institutions which is key to the innovative process 

on the national level. According to innovation system theory, innovation and technology 



 20 

development are results of a complex set of relationships among actors in the system, which 

includes enterprises, universities and government research institutes. The Term originated when 

Christopher Freemann and Bengt-Åke Lundvall worked together in the late 1980s. Freeman's 

research drew heavily on political economy of Friedrich List and historical account of the rise of 

Japan as an economic superpower. Lundvall's work explored the important social interactions 

between suppliers and customers and their role in encouraging innovation in Denmark. Apart from 

a general definition, as above, there is no canonical definition of national innovation systems. A few 

dominant definitions are listed below (quoted by the OECD publication national Innovation 

Systems 1997) which overlap quite a bit: 

A national system of innovation has e.g. been defined as follows: 

 .. the network of institutions in the public and private sectors whose activities and 

interactions initiate, import, modify and diffuse new technologies. Freeman, C. (1995), “The 

National System of Innovation in Historical Perspective”, Cambridge Journal of Economics, 

No. 19, pp. 5–24 

 .. the elements and relationships which interact in the production, diffusion and use of new, 

and economically useful, knowledge ... and are either located within or rooted inside the 

borders of a nation state. Lundvall, B-Å. (ed.) (1992). National Innovation Systems: 

Towards a Theory of Innovation and Interactive Learning, Pinter, London.  

 ... a set of institutions whose interactions determine the innovative performance ... of 

national firms. Nelson, R. (ed.) (1993), National Innovation Systems. A Comparative 

Analysis, Oxford University Press, New York/Oxford.  

 .. the national institutions, their incentive structures and their competencies, that determine 

the rate and direction of technological learning (or the volume and composition of change 

generating activities) in a country. Patel, P. and K. Pavitt (1994), “The Nature and 

Economic Importance of National Innovation Systems”, STI Review, No. 14, OECD, Paris.  

 .. that set of distinct institutions which jointly and individually contribute to the development 

and diffusion of new technologies and which provides the framework within which 

governments form and implement policies to influence the innovation process. As such it is a 

system of interconnected institutions to create, store and transfer the knowledge, skills and 

artefacts which define new technologies. Metcalfe, S. (1995), “The Economic Foundations 

of Technology Policy: Equilibrium and Evolutionary Perspectives”, in P. Stoneman (ed.), 

Handbook of the Economics of Innovation and Technological Change, Blackwell 

Publishers, Oxford (UK)/Cambridge (US).” 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_System_of_Innovation (March, 2013). 

What is important for us is not the precisely definition even the idea of definitions belongs to the 

core within social science. As the different definitions indicate there exist research communities 

which focus on the link between a nation and its innovative activities. One solution could be to 

define the Black Box II as National Systems of Innovation as indicated above. From a practical 

point of view the acknowledgement of the existence of national systems of innovation means that 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/B.-%C3%85._Lundvall
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_System_of_Innovation
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much efforts have been implemented among different stakeholders like governments, ministries, 

regional authorities, research communities and consultants on a global scale in order to describe the 

systems and bring forward policy proposals and implement politics. With an increasing tendency 

during the last decades the area of innovation has been object to much attention. However, much 

attention among stakeholders has been with point of departure in a macro perspective and 

consequently such activity has influenced the dimension of politi - or in a practical language the 

framework conditions for innovation activities.  

 

What happens if we claim that the idea and focus on a national innovation system seems to 

represent an old-fashion way of thinking. We assume, that we need to include a more modern eco-

system and sub-ecosystem into the idea of where the potential for innovation exist. Besides, because 

of our theoretical and practical assumptions that the root to successful and strategic innovation must 

be based upon the existing relations in the business a specific understanding of the business must 

also be incorporated in our way of thinking (Lindgren & Horn Rasmussen, 2014). The mission is - 

as mentioned in the ontology section, to expand the idea of the framework conditions and take an 

exclusive focus on a bottom-up perspective as a supplement to the macro-perspective, which in this 

context represents a top-down perspective. Taking the different definitions we ask ourselves which 

definition might work well at both a macro and a micro level? It seems quite reasonable that the 

Lundvall-definition works well at both levels: “the elements and relationships which interact in the 

production, diffusion and use of new, and economically useful, knowledge ... and are either located 

within or rooted inside the borders of a nation state”. Exactly his focus on elements and relations 

that interact in the process of production is vital. However, as we latter on will present, the question 

about use of only new knowledge is rather questionable linked to our proposed framework for 

Business Model Innovation. Our point of departure is the existing knowledge as the fundamental 

basis for any business model innovation process. Taking a further critical point the explicit focus on 

technology and new technology seems a bit to narrow related to our understanding. Technology and 

new technology is only one, however important, part of our business model innovation framework. 

If we go further into the ideas from Lundvall and his related research communities, we see how they 

find the research methodology should be dealing with studies around national innovation systems.  
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Lundvall (2010) 

 

We see that the research field within the Lundvall innovation paradigm operates with the core 

including all businesses. Besides, there are the widers settings defined by 4 categories. The 

definition seems as if anything matters. When we recall our methodological point of departure: Our 

postulate and consequently also our theoretical hypothesis is that we firstly is able to understand a 

business model, business model innovation and modulate its business model innovation strategy 

when we also consider the business models related to its out-out relations. This indicates that we 

also operate with the idea that anything matters from a potential point of view. Out-out relations are 

within our framework relations between elements which doesn’t have – at least at a first glance – 

connections to the business models in the business in question. Exactly the out-out relations are 

important in real life business model innovation activities. It is not the same as to argue that the 

slipstream from a butterfly (the relation between the elements: a butterfly and the atmosphere) in 

South-America affects a business model in Scandinavia. However, theoretically we simply can´t 

neglect a possibly relation between the out-out relation and the business model. Having a global 
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reference it is our claim that the surroundings to a business from a potential point of view can be 

defined as the national systems of innovation at a global scale. We know that this position challenge 

a scientific necessity with reference to building up demarcations, but we are going to demonstrate, 

that a demarcation a this step would ruin the idea of coming into the core of a more precisely 

understanding of Business Model Innovation and consequently the practical work of 

implementation of a business´BMI-strategy. The reader may agree with us or the readers must 

accept our definition as an assumption. 

 

The main point to make an explicit reference to the idea of a national innovation system is that we, 

from a business point of view, bridge to our concept of the Relation-Axiom and the Business-Model 

Relation Axiom (Lindgren & Horn Rasmussen, 2014). And even more specific, we qualify the idea 

of our Out-Out quadrant or square. If a business experiences that much of the national system of 

innovation is placed in the Out-Out quadrant, the business may have a problem concerning their 

innovation activity. And surely, if many businesses in a nation experience the same, there is a clear 

indicator that the national system of innovation doesn’t fit to the businesses in the nation. Then the 

nation has a clear mish-match and consequently a clear problem.  

 

It is our interpretation that the ecosystem perspective contributes to the discussion about global 

systems of innovation and makes it more operational. Heikkilä and Kuivaniemi (2012) illustrates in 

their article “Ecosystem under construction: An action Research study on entrepreneurship in a 

business ecosystem” how the two black boxes can be folded out and how such picture can assist in 

practice in business model innovation process. The model is inspired by Moore (1993, 1996) and 

indicates their understanding of a business ecosystem. They operate at three levels of abstraction or 

“different layers”, where their point are that the longer distance we are from the core business level 

the less commitment we have to business. The three levels are: 

 

- System level 

- Extended business level 

- Core business level 

Related to Lundvall we see that the idea of a core level is important. However, here the wider 

settings – if we again should compare with Lundvall – is defined by two different levels – extended 
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business level and system level. The three levels consist on different contents which they illustrate 

in the following model. 

 

The Finnish Business Ecosystem Model  

 

Heikkilä & Kuivaniemi (2012) 

 

The researchers argue: “The core business layer consists of the parties forming the heart of the 

business. In traditional business, this layer would be run by a single company or the supply chain 

would be coordinated by the focal company. Alternatively, it can also be formed by a network of 

several companies each taking care of part of the core business. The next layer, the extended 

enterprise, widens the view of the business supply chain to widens the view of the business supply 

chain to include customers, complementors and second-layer suppliers, as well as standard-setting 

bodies in particular field of business. The outermost layers adds trade associations, unions, 

universities and stakeholders to the business eco-system”. Such are their definitions of the 

landscape from which an innovation occurs and becomes an integrated part of the core business. 

And precisely their description of the landscape forms an active role in the process of construction 

of an eco-system for innovations. 
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Their point of departure is similar with our purpose, because they also have observed how 

practitioners point out that “it is rather easy to come up with new ideas, but the real challenge is to 

put them into practice” (p.18). A major reason for this has a reference to the complexity of the 

surroundings. In their perspective the task is to concentrate the efforts around the innovation. 

“Instead, an ecosystem consisting of multiple expertises, capabilities and resources should be 

created around the innovation”----- where ”The aim is to recognize the different domains of players 

that are or should be involved in the ecosystem under construction”(p.18).   

 

The Finnish Business Ecosystem Model – From Phase 0 to Phase 2 

 

Heikkilä & Kuivaniemi (2012) 

 

Based upon a concrete case – Physical Activity Prescription, a service innovation in preventive 

healthcare - they demonstrates why earlier efforts with the concrete case failed and how another 

perspective. This is illustrated in the next model. Phase 0 is the earlier efforts which had focus 

around the public sector and research institutions. Institutions placed in the outer layer compared 

with the core of the innovation. Phase 0 was public financed and the efforts to innovate stopped 

after funding stopped. Phase 1 is the situation when en entrepreneur took over. Point of departure 

was identification of actors who had a commercial interest in the new innovation. The key players 

identified by the entrepreneur were private medical clinics, pharmacies and the entrepreneurs own 
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company. The value add in the new model comes from “an entirely new process consisting of tasks 

carried out in multiple organizations” (p.22). However, phase 2 is where the project is now (June 

2012), because the question of the implementation of the innovation rest upon how to use new 

information technology and there is a need to build a prototype – proof of concept. This involves 

different business negotiation with information systems providers and health monitoring equipment 

suppliers.  

 

As indicated much efforts and the starting point in the innovation strategy was concentrated far 

from the core of the core business. Based upon their research, literature and different workshops the 

researchers identified actual names on the potential players related to the innovation. Then they 

rearranged their former models and organized it with respect to sub-ecosystems. Their claim is that 

this model has a generic character (Heikkilä, 2013). We shortly present and comment on this model, 

which present a new kind of seeing the landscape for innovation activities. 

 

The finnish Generic Sub-ecosystems within the business ecosystem 

 

Heikkilä & Kuivaniemi (2012) 

 

Their model calls for two main points. First we have 6 different areas where the innovation activity 

must put attention. However, they don’t comment whether we have potential actors at all the three 



 27 

levels in the different sub-systems. However and second, a main argument and point in their model 

is that they incorporate the notion of time – or as they pronounce it: clock-speed – in their model. 

They have arranged the sub-ecosystems with those systems with the highest velocity to the right – 

technological change – and the slowest to the left – policies and legal environment. According to 

their recommendations any innovation activity must pay attention to any of the sub-systems its 

planning. While most of the sub-systems doesn’t need further introduction we briefly explain their 

idea about co-opetition. This notion covers the situation where competitors become a collaborator. 

The reasons can be many. 

 

These models do in many ways enrich the idea of a national innovation system, because we find it 

goes a bit deeper into the concrete context from a microeconomic point of view. However, and we 

will argue for it, the models are still mostly inspired of the top-down or macroeconomic 

perspective. Even focus is the entrepreneur. This means that the models most of all call attention on 

what we initially named “The Black Box II” or the surroundings of the business. We are going to go 

more deeply and the task has reference to “The Black Box I”. One might say that the work of 

Heikkilä and Kuivaniemi contribute to a broader understanding of the innovations landscape, on the 

importance of different sub-areas and maybe most important the need to incorporate the idea of 

time and the different velocity or clock-speed that the different sub-systems represents, because all 

this influences if or if not the innovation becomes a reality and a successful or an un-successful 

innovation.  

 

3.8 The Vertical butterfly as a hard core in the theoretical framework 

Our mission is in many ways similar to the Finnish researchers. Theoretically we also work with the 

combination of an inductive and deductive methodology. However, our point of departure is the 

ideas about definitions formulated by Schumpeter. First of all we will abstract from the fact that 

Schumpeter only pronounce the idea of products, while his followers also speak about the idea of 

e.g. service. Within Schumpeter theoretical world also service can be argue to be a product. 

However and this is import we have to see at a central distinction in his framework.  

“To produce means to combine materials and forces within our reach. To produce other things, or 

the same things by a different method, means to combine these materials and forces differently. In 

so far as the “new combination” may in time grow out of the old by continuous adjustment in small 

steps, there is certainly change, possibly growth, but neither a new phenomenon nor development in 

our sense. In so far as this is not the case, and the new combinations appear discontinuously, then 

the phenomenon characterizing development emerges. For reasons of expository convenience, 
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henceforth, we shall only mean the latter case when we speak of new combinations of productive 

means. Development in our sense is then defined by the carrying out of new combinations” 

(Schumpeter 1983 (1934): 65-66).  

 

This concept he argues covers 5 cases or as Casadesus-Manasell et. Al. (2010) name as five types of 

innovations: new products, new methods of production, new sources of supply, exploitation of new 

markets, and new ways to organize business. With reference to Schumpeter Casadesus-Manasell et. 

Al. (2010) argues that much of the literature so far has focused on the first two types of innovation 

(e.g., Shan, Walker, and Kogut 1994; Banbury and Mitchell 1995; Eisenhardt and Tabrizi 1995; 

Schroeder 2006; Katila and Chen 2008; Leiblein and Madsen 2009; Roberts 1999; Adner and 

Kapoor 2010; Leiponen and Helfat 2010; Zhou and Wu 2010). Their study focuses on the last type 

of innovation, which they claim often is referred to as business model innovation. They further state 

that Business model innovation has become increasingly important both in academic literature and 

in practice given the increasing number of opportunities for business model configurations enabled 

by technological progress, new customer preferences, and deregulation. They further argue that 

BMI, at root, refers to the search for new logics of the firm, new ways to create and capture value 

for its stakeholders, and focuses primarily on finding new ways to generate revenues and define 

value propositions for customers, suppliers, and partners (e.g., Amit and Zott 2001; Magretta 2002; 

Zott and Amit 2007, 2008; Baden-Fuller et al. 2008; Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart 2010; 

Gambardella and McGahan 2010; Teece 2010). Further they state that business model innovation 

often affects the whole enterprise (Amit and Zott 2001) (Casadesus-Manasell et. All p. ).  

Our interpretation of Schumpeter challenge Casadesus-Manasell et. Al. (2010). Based upon our 

research we claim that: 

1. Business model innovation is about any kind of innovation – process, service, 

product, market etc.. 

2. Business model innovation – at root and in accordance to e.g. Casadesus-Masanell 

and Ricart – refers to how to organize the different business models in a business.  

3. Business model innovation – at root – refers to economic reorganization of the 

different business models in the business with reference to both a monetary and a 

non-monetary value formula in the business. 

4. Business model innovation must have assistance from different tools in order to 

reach optimal results in the process. 

5. Downloading – Seeing – and Sensing represent the main techniques in such process 
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6. The Cube organizes the process and secure a certain order 

7. The relation axiom represents a tool which organizes the certain order into different 

perspectives 

We now present our content of the Black Boxes – starting looking from a microeconomic and 

business point of view – we go down – top.   

Much confusion occurs when we research upon the idea of business models or simply a business 

model. Among the research community the last decades have brought many contributions to 

increase both theoretical and practical research into the framework which to date has been unable to 

establish as a firm and scientific based paradigm. Our point of departure to contribute to the 

research community is the cube (Lindgren & Horn Rasmussen 2013).  

The Cube is characterized by its 7 dimension – where the relations so to speak - kits the other six 

dimensions. By this procedure we get our CUBE. 

The Cube 
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The Cube is a definition. Most simple it is a definition of a business. However, the Cube as 

definition operates at different levels of abstraction. Technically, The CUBE´s can be dis-

aggregated into 6 specific dimension and the seventh dimension,  the relations, which kit the blocks 

together. The dimensions can be further divided into different components. Turning the attention to 

the eco-system of the business – we go down-top - we define different levels of abstraction.  

1. Active Relations to Business Level 

2. Resting Relations to Business Level
11

 

3. None Relations to Business Level  

This can be illustrated as follows:

 

The first two levels of abstraction already is part of the business (and one may argue exist at another 

level of abstraction too). However, the two levels are characterized by having two fundamental 

different positions – an active and an inactive position. The third position reflects elements, which 

is un-related to the business level. In order to bridge to the “normal” understanding of the interplay 

                                                 
11

 Based upon our research we have found that it make sense – gives meaning – for a business to sub-divide this into 

resting relations to business level with a future potential and resting relation to business level which the business 

actively have chosen not to be potential for their BMI. The business knows the relation but has excluded the relation. 
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between a business and its surroundings, we define the sum of all the three levels as the eco-system 

of the business. We could also name it as an eco-system platform. If we connect the above model to 

the idea of Business Model Innovation, it is obviously that it becomes very important that the 

business is very aware of which level they are investigating and which level they so to speak build 

and model. Exactly the existence of the different levels is the first indicator for how wide a potential 

any business has with respect to its innovation activities. Besides, it is a clear indication that in 

order to exploit the potential there need to be implemented much mapping time and consequently 

much analytic time as well. The second indicator for the wide innovation potential in any business 

has reference to the fact, that any business may or may not interact with more than one eco-system. 

Any attempt to qualify the discussion of the idea of business model may as a point of departure take 

into account the idea of using the term “business model” at different levels of abstraction. So far we 

have identified at least 3 archetypes – two microeconomic and one macroeconomic archetype: 

 

1. A macroeconomic archetype: Business model as a long term reflection about how the 

economy is organized at a macro-level, among nations and among group of nations.  

 

Lazonick (2010) point it out this way:  

 

“As Alfred Chandler documented in TheVisible Hand (1977), by the 1920s the managerial revolution in American 

capitalism had transformed the organization of the economy.5 Over the next half-century, the “Chandlerian” 

corporation put in place what I have called the “old-economy business model,” characterized by oligopolistic 

competition, career employment with one company, and regulated financial markets. From the 1980s, however, this 

model began to break down, in part because of its own “financialization,” which began with the conglomerate 

movement of the 1960s, and in part because of the rise of Japanese competition, starting in the 1970s. The Japanese 

competed successfully against the Americans in automobiles, consumer electronics, microelectronics, machine tools, 

and steel, industries in which the U.S. companies had been the world’s leading mass producers. In effect, as I will argue 

in this essay, Japan outperformed the United States by perfecting the old-economy model”. …………….. Led by Intel 

and its microprocessor for the IBM personal computer (PC) and its clones, U.S. companies became world leaders in 

chip design. Indeed, the IBM PC and its “Wintel” architecture laid the basis for the rise of what I have called the 

“new-economy business model,” which by the year 2000 had relegated the old-economy model to history……… A 

particular business model is defined by its strategy, organization, and finance. The contrasting strategic, 

organizational, and financial characteristics of the new- and old-economy models developed initially in the information 

and communication technology industries, as laid out in Table 1. Of particular importance to the rise of the new-

economy model was the change in employment relations within high-tech sectors……the rise of the new-economy 

business model elevated the stock market to a position of far greater influence over the allocation of resources to 

innovative enterprise than it had occupied before.................... The separation of ownership from control
12

 occurs to 

                                                 
12

 As documented in Horn Rasmussen (2008) separation of ownership and control is far from a new event and far from 

a new paradigm. Horn Rasmussen describes how the American economist Thorstein Veblen 100 years ago introduced 

the change in how the organization of the economic operates – and in this context we may refer to this as a fundamental 

change in the business model - both with reference to the single business and the economy as a whole. However, we 

find that the analysis of Lazonick is a well capable description of how to operate with the idea of business model at a 

macroeconomic level.  
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some extent under the new-economy business model when companies list on the stock market. Under this more recent 

paradigm, however, the stock market also performs compensation and combination functions. Through the offer of what 

came to be known as “broad-based” stock-option plans, the rise of the new-economy model relied for its success on 

prospective stockmarket gains to induce professional, technical, and administrative labor to leave secure employment 

at established companies for insecure employment at startups..” 

 

2. Microeconomic archetype I: Business model as a term which is most adequate and 

analogue to a business 

 

3. Microeconomic archetype II: Business model as a part of a business, which per definition 

contains of more than one Business Model 

 

In our terminology we most of all concentrates on type 3. Type 2 is hardly a new issue and we use 

type 2 in order to define type 3. However, and this is important, the inclusion of type 1 is necessary, 

because this is here we get a reference to the idea of an eco-system which is a concept we from a 

macroeconomic perspective know from ecological economics and e.g. launched by Costanza et.al. 

(1997). From a business perspective we find the idea of an ecosystem e.g. within marketing theory. 

The relevance of the concept is e.g. expressed by John G. Singer, founder and principal of Blue Spoon 

Consulting Group, LLC, Minneapolis, USA. Singer (2006: 50) states: 

 

 “Advantage goes to those marketers who do the better job of designing ecosystems with mutually-reinforcing effects 

from internal and external assets, and managing the ecosystems for growth, innovation, and continual improvement”.  

  

With other words: The idea of ecosystems is rather crucial for any business and we are going to contribute on 

how a business can exploit the concrete ecosystems within the process of Business Model Innovation. 

However, dealing with ecosystems and the theory behind it, we are moving into a really cross disciplinary 

arena where e.g. theory of biological systems, theory of ecology, evolutionary and co-evolutionary theory, 

network theory and marketing theory creates its own not well defined framework for a complex, ever 

changing system which are irreversible. As it turns out the demands to management and leadership in any 

business becomes both complex and challenging.  
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As demonstrated we can talk about business models and business model innovation at different 

levels of abstraction. In order to be sure that we all are talking about the same, the model beneath 

may act as a guide. Originally we have got the inspiration from microeconomics and the discussion 

of the difference between transaction marketing and relationship marketing. While the first 

marketing concept focuses on the 4 P (product, price, place and promotion), the latter is focused on 

product benefits with high emphasis on customer service, communication and personalized 

relationship. Graphically it is illustrated with a butterfly and an inverse butterfly (Lindgreen, Davis, 

Brodie, Buchanan-Oliver, 2000). Inspired by the discussion, we name our model for “The Vertical 

Butterfly”. However, contrary to the distinction in the marketing concept between a butterfly and an 

inverse butterfly, our model doesn’t have any distinctions and doesn’t choses any concept. The 

model is just a description of how we want to organize ourselves before we start the business model 

innovation process. This means that the model act as a kind of theoretical memory card in order to 

keep us right on the road, driving in the right direction both in the mapping and the business model 

innovation modeling process. 

“The Vertical Butterfly – Eco-System Platform 1” 
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The general reflection and the rationale in the model tell that we can look upon a business from 

different perspectives of aggregation. In explanation of the model point of departure is the 

intersection point between the two triangles. We define the point as the level of a business. Going 

down from the point we disaggregate the business. When we go up into the eco-system we 

aggregate
13

. As a matter of logic we are able to dis-aggregate and aggregate into different levels. In 

our context it make sense at least to disaggregate first into the portfolio of the business. Within our 

framework the portfolio is defined as the existing TO-BE and AS-IS Business Models. Some would 

argue that we are at the level of business. However, within our context it makes sense to argue that 

our concept of AS-IS and TO-BE business models must be placed beyond the level of business, 

because this level simply is characterized by different business models which put together are an 

expression of the business.  

We must imagine that we have different “Standing Butterflies” side by side. The point is that 

management who has such overview gets a lot richer, however also a more complex, picture of the 

business and consequently the business has a lot richer potential position for the business model 

                                                 
13

 In this discussion we abstract from the theoretical discussion about the atomic fallacy even we find the arguments for 

the problematic issue of summing all the micro and claim we have macro for quite convincing. However, we find that in 

this context the discussion is non-relevant because of our heuristic, theoretical purpose of making an attempt to 

contribute to a theory of business models and business model innovation.  
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innovation process. We claim that the potential for the business model innovation process strongly 

increases. Potentially, we in practice can operate at different levels of the vertical level of dis-

aggregation but now also from a horizontal perspective – We so to speak will argue that a further 

horizontal dis-aggregation will open op for an inherent potential of business innovation. While the 

dis-aggregation from a business level to the level of business models and further down to 

components is characterized as a vertical dis-aggregation this dis-aggregation is characterized as a 

horizontal dis-aggregation. The model beneath illustrate the new situation. 

The Vertical Butterflies - Eco-System Platform 1,2.....n and the Business 

 

 

The model illustrates, that the business – at a business level – may or may not be bound together 

with different eco-system platforms. We will argue that such perspective opens for new definitions 

of any current business or any business on its way into a market. The challenge is how to put a 

business into a position, where the different levels and perspectives have been mapped and the 

situation for management becomes concrete for the business in question.  
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The idea is that there exist many eco-systems and the relevance from the business may alter as 

times go by. The potential is from a logical point of view the global economy and consequently the 

total amount of eco-systems. This is the model around which everything revolves around.   

 

A BM that is able to create and capture relations but not deliver, receive and consume value through 

relations to different BM Eco systems will not have the potential to be sustainable. Any model must 

consume in order to survive. A BM that is not able to receive and consume tangible and intangible 

values from its relations from different BM Eco system will only be able to develop its BM´s 

competences and thereby eventually its BM´s within the demands of the specific BM Ecosystem. 

Creation and capturing innovation of values will simply turn incremental and eventually not achieve 

a sustainable business model because the BM Eco system will turn into a BM Ecosystem with a red 

ocean character. 

3.9 Releasing of IC in the BMI process in Eco-systems 

So far we haven’t defined IC. However, in order to link the idea of IC we must deliver our approach 

to IC and a definition of IC. We have two points of reference: 

First of all we stress that IC is part of the Cube. Most obvious is the statement that IC is part of the 

component Human resource which is part of the competence dimension. However, our framework 

operates more open, because as a matter of fact, it is potentially possibly to identify the idea of IC in 

all the seven dimension of the cube. This also indicates, that a specific focus on IC, from a 

theoretical point of view, doesn’t represent an issue in itself. IC must be linked to a specific context 

and a specific BMI process. More precisely we use our strategy concept in order to make the focus 

on releasing IC or not. Our concept operates with an assumption and this assumption represents at 

the same time as a theory and a definition of strategy. 

Our concept does not focus alone on the first part of BMI and IC release – the creative and creating 

part of BMI – related to different BM Eco systems. We also try to give answers to how business can 

capture, deliver, receive and consume relations and values of relations to different BM Eco 

Systems. Exactly the idea of create, capture, deliver, receive and consume is a main element in our 

theoretical approach which differs the approach from others dealing with BM, BMI and BMIL – 

Business model Innovation Leadership (e.g. Teese, Chesborough, Zott). Thus we propose business - 

although managers typically regard BM Ecosystems and their relations to these as something that is 

constantly changing - to analyze and optimize their BM´s relations to especially different BM Eco 
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systems via the lenses of a BM Eco system relationship axiom. They could hereby reach IC and 

seek BM relations that continuously can take them to valuable IC – that could prevent them from 

being dragged into “red ocean BM Ecosystems” with rivalising industry characteristics (Porter 

1985). The questions are - Which methods? and How to do this? This is not part of this paper but 

represents the practical challenges in a concrete BMI process.  

4 Empiric illustrations and data analysis 

 The empiric research methodology is primarily an action research approach carried out in the time 

frame of 2010 to 2014. The findings represent learning and characteristic of BM´s and BM Eco 

systems related to IC with reference to the multi business model approach (e.g. Lindgren & 

Saghaug, 2011, Lindgren & Horn Rasmussen, 2013). Mapping our findings with a theoretical 

reference to Veblen putting it into a BM ecosystem perspective enabled us – and the business - to 

get indications and elements to another and more complex picture of the framework conditions for 

BMI processes and consequently: - What is the business BM Ecosystems relations to IC?  

We have chosen to illustrate from different research project where some of the projects are 

further elaborated in the “sister-paper” to this paper (Lindgren et.al. 2014). Consequently, we 

have been going from theory to the different case in order to identify potential links which 

makes sense. Such methodology doesn’t verify any theory. However, the indications tell us 

that we might have some results which give meaning for the search for a research programme 

in the Lakatos sense. We are aware of our verifying focussed methodology must go close in 

hand with the proposed ontology and we are aware of a need to try to “shot our hypothesises 

down”. However, this is not part of the mission of this paper.  

 

5.  Discussion and practical implications 

We have chosen different elements from different cases in order to discuss the theoretical 

approaches outlined so far. The first case is the case of climatic change and is based upon articles in 

the Danish newspaper “Information” start of April to mid May 2014. Very briefly and with our 

theoretical context, the question is why the international community at a global scale has been 

placed in a situation, where 97% of all scientist who are actively involved are convinced that 

climatic change is a result of human activity. The UN Climate panel presented in April 2014 a new 

estimate where their prognosis launched a 4 degree increase instead of a 2 degree increase. The UN 

Chairman came with the most serious warning to the international community and appealed to 
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global action now because of the fear for e.g. coming migrations, wars, food production troubles, 

increase in the level of the sea, destruction of cities and even countries etc.etc. Why are we still in 

such position where human life is threaten for survival? What are the theoretical explanation(s) 

from a Veblenian perspective? 

Information (2014) quotes a new report from the leading European Stock company “Kepler 

Cheuvreux” with the title “Stranded assets, fossilised revenues”. The main conclusion is that the 

fossil industry is in a position, where they will lose 28 trillion dollars in the next 20 years if the 

international community intensifies efforts to protect the environment and tune to greener energy 

sources. 70% of the loss will come in the oil industry, 14% in gas companies and 15% in the coal 

industry.  

A Veblenian position would argue that the fossil industry is the captain of industry, who will 

experience that their wish for stability is threatened by the green industry, which seeks for 

instsability to the dominating rules of the game. They want to be captains. They want to give 

direction. However, up to now there has not been – as Hvelplund (2005) would argue “A Clear and 

Strong Alternative”. Veblen would further argue that the absentee ownership in the fossil industry – 

we recall that we are in the modern system M2 – is a situation with only pecuniary goals. There 

exist not any alternatively way of rationality among the captains of industry
14

.          

Veblen would further point at the mechanism that all politics is business. Consequently, this is an 

explanation that underpins why the process of climatic change has evolved. Up to now the 

institution of politics has supported the captains. If we look upon the other dimension – and politics 

as an institution – this institution might change due to pressure from the outside (external pressure 

from the outside e.g. people, organization and businesses with other than fossil interests). In general 

and from a high level of abstraction Veblen makes sense to the case and the documentation could be 

much further expanded. However, finally we must stress the existence of “Make Believe” with 

reference to the evolution of the climatic change. The institution may be claimed to be very strong, 

when it is able explain that what is obviously bad and wrong is good and right. 

The next case is the project Women in business. We had workshop with a group of Scandinavian 

women who owned their own business and the public support system which role – among other – 

was to support such entrepreneurs. From a Veblenian perspective the project indicated that there 

                                                 
14

 Remark that if the green industry becomes the captain of industry, the principles will not change according the rules 

of the game – also the green industry is characterized by its absentee ownership, which is the reason for pecuniary focus 

as the aim of business. 
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was co-existing of different rationality among the participants. Saghaug et. Al (2013) have further 

elaborated upon this and here we only make a few empiric illustrations. First of all, the women 

represent what Veblen calls “The Young Technicians. They want to change the way of doing 

business but they meet resistance among the old Technicians (The public system). Second, the 

young technicians believe that they are part of a M1 system. According to Veblen it is wrong. 

Whatever they believe they are part of M2 and the framework conditions of M2. Consequently, they 

becomes frustrated when the public support system (and here the public support system represent 

the mechanism politics and the institution politics) demands schedules for, how e.g. many new 

employees they can create (pecuniary aims in the optic of Veblen)? Job creation is one of the public 

systems mile stones for giving e.g. a project economic support. Turning the attention to the concrete 

BMI-processes in the WiB project the idea of working with different eco-systems instead of only 

one eco-system was implemented among some of the participating businesses. That illustrated for 

us as researchers that the idea of being explicit and concrete in the mapping, seeing and sensing 

process and involving more than one eco-system in the BMI process can lead to unexpected results 

in order to create a more sustainable business model. 

The third illustration is rooted in a Swedish capital fond and their investment in 4 different 

businesses in Denmark – all with reference to the wind industry. For the first years after the 

investment the capital fond was an absentee owner. The idea was that the four businesses should be 

part of the same business.  However, the results were not as expected because in reality one of the 

four financed the other three. The capital fond decided to change position from absentee owner and 

took over the control. Their conclusion was – with reference to the context of this paper – that 

absentee ownership was not the solution to create a sustainable business and sustainable business 

models. Time must show if they are able to release the IC in the new position, or the case is another 

– e.g. that the IC in this specific business simply are positioned in a red ocean and has not shown 

the ability to move away. In that matter it is a question of need for another BMI strategy. 

During a half year we have organized a kind of simulation with point of departure in circular 

economy. The idea was to create new business models for demolition of old houses and reuse of all 

the materials. Represents from the old industry and the new industry participated side by side with 

public official and a group of students who were the target group of the project. After 4 workshops 

the result was that all the good business models, the good intentions and the wish for a circular 

economy meet some crucial barriers. The most common was that the lack of common language in 

the beginning evolved into a kind of common language in the end – however at a very primitive and 
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“pocket philosophical” level. They build an new local eco-system where – in principle – all the 

needed participant was rooted. That was what the participant thought. However, as a matter of fact 

at the last workshop it turned out that the most important actor – the local recirculation station 

owned by the municipality – was not present. And exactly this institution must be involved if any 

action shall be implemented. They are the local captains of industry from a Veblenian perspective. 

The other actor who was not present was Politicians. The institution of politics was represented by a 

up to 8 different public officials representing each own silo in the institution
15

. So, even if there 

exist wishes for releasing IC in this case, many barriers exist, which have more to do with the 

economic organization that the qualities of the IC. The project – even we are talking about a 

simulation – confirms that the general framework conditions for BMI-processes matters. Besides, 

the captain of industry – with reference to the relevant eco-systems within the construction sector, 

will from a Veblenian perspective still dictate the direction of the economic evolution. In this optic 

circular economy still is a niche and doesn’t represent a clear and strong alternative. 

Generally, from the position of Veblen, the above illustration points at the institution of politics as 

important. There has certainly been an ongoing evolution of both policy and politics; but it is 

difficult to argue that a fundamental new order or any new fundamental rules of the game have been 

implemented. Similarly, the element of polity has shifted from a more local and national framework 

to an increasingly transnational and international framework. However, this is included in and how 

Veblen perceived this institution. As a theoretical point of departure, it seems most adequate to 

conclude that from a Veblenian perspective, the institution of politics is a stable institution. Taken 

as a whole the rules of the game have not changed radically, which leads us to conclude that, from a 

Veblenian point of view, we have an experienced structural change without transformation. The 

discussion of economic organizational change becomes a discussion of effects or consequences. 

Any of the indications demonstrated in the above are a logical effect due to the interplay between 

the mechanisms, the actors and the institutions. However, Veblen operates with an actor cavalry 

who acts teleological. This makes especially the institution of politics interesting because it implies 

that transformation can be decided from a Veblen point of view. Consequently, the framework 

conditions for BMI does have a potential to changeif politicians decide it. 

 

                                                 
15

 The institution politics are in this speific context quite complex because there are three different steering systems 

represented – each with their own autonomy. 
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Within the general rules we ought to keep our attention on a dynamic actor cavalry and the 

immaterial change in values based upon changes in the idea of rationality. Within these rules, we 

have a theoretical argumentation for how it “ought to be”.  

6. Conclusion 

Trying to have a holistic approach we are forced to investigate if and how different approaches are 

able to work together. Our hypothesis is that point of departure is the idea of combining the 

approaches built on a top-down and down-up thinking, respectively. What we ask for is a need to 

establish a holistic approach in order to optimize the business model innovation work in a business. 

We must establish an overview that reflects the whole “battlefield” for a business. Our hypothesis 

for a contribution to a solution is to combine different perspectives of abstraction and then link 

these perspectives to the idea of a business and how a business is organized into a number of 

different business models operating in what we call the relation-axiom of business models. The 

hypothesis is that the relation-axiom of business models assists us in getting an overview of the 

business. This is crucial before any attempts to do BMI strategically are taken by the business. 

Explain and understand BMI and the process of releasing IC may profit by integration of different 

perspectives of the economic system because taken together the perspectives reflect the framework 

conditions for the implementation of BMI. Summed up we have pointed on: 

 

1. The Veblenian general theory which put the evolutionary economic business process 

into an institutional and actor teleological context contributes to enrich explanation 

and understanding of the economic process including the BMI process.  

2. We have indications that The Veblenian General Theory enriches the explanatory 

power and understanding of the BMI framework condition at a macro level. 

3. We have indications that The Veblenian General Theory enriches the explanatory 

power and understanding of the BMI framework condition at a micro level within 

specific fragments. 

4. The hypothesis is that the idea of a national system of innovation is too narrow in 

order to explain and understand the economic process 

5. The idea of a global system of eco-systems seems to enrich the discussion of 

framework conditions for releasing intellectual capital in the BMI process 

6. Point of departure and a contribution could as a hypothesis be, that the idea of a 

business must be defined differently, where the idea of a business consisting of a 
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number of different business models representing the portfolio of the business´ “AS-

IS” and “To-Be” business models seems adequate as a starting point. 

7. The idea of a business-model as a cube has in our action research worked in practice. 

However, the idea of the need to break down the business not only into different 

business models but to break down each business model into different components 

seems interesting, and the hypothesis is that it enriches the explanation and 

understanding of the actual releasing of IC in the BMI process. 

In the paper we presented what we as a hypothesis see as the research field for any business 

working and implementing business model innovation. The idea of defining and understand a 

research field at a general level of abstraction is the first demand to the business. When we talk 

about a general level of abstraction it is important to underline, that the empirical feed-back up to 

now has been fragmentary. However, exactly this abstract world becomes concrete when any 

business goes through a BMI process. Any business is unique. The consequence will be that every 

business will have its own, specific and context dependent research field or what we have termed 

eco-systems. Of course different businesses will have a research field, which at first glance seems 

identical. However, our hypothesis is that such situation is by definition never existing.  

 

9 Further Research 

The Veblenian approach must be further integrated into the concrete modelling work if the 

usefulness shall be folded out. The macro focus is obvious. However, further action research may 

show if the fragmentary indications for explanatory power can be further elaborated.   
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Appendix 1: The Multi Business Model Approach  

 

The Multi Business Model Approach has as a matter of definition that any business must 

be considered as having more than one business model. 

 

 

 

 

   Figure 12 The Multi Business Model Approach 

(Lindgren et all 2012)   


