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Introduction 
Commercialisation is the final stage of an innovation management process that incorporates the way a 

firm manages its resource inputs, skills and knowledge, new product development (NPD) strategy, 

organisational culture and NPD portfolio, and the projects relevant to bringing an innovation into the 

market (Adams, Bessant & Phelps 2006). Despite its importance relatively little is known about the 

way in which small firms manage innovation and bring new products to market (Hemert et al. 2013; 

Mazzarol et al. 2014). This paper explores the process of commercialisation within small 

entrepreneurial firms using a single case study of an innovation that spun out of a university research 

centre, grew rapidly and was then acquired by a larger international firm. It is an ‘exemplar’ case of 

how to undertake the process of commercialisation and was tracked throughout its lifecycle by the 

research team using a process of diagnosing the firm’s management’s perception of the value it was 

creating in the innovation, and how the firm was managing the process of commercialisation. 

Theoretical foundations 
Key units of analysis in this study are the way in which future returns to investment in an innovation 

were evaluated and assessed by the firm’s management team. A particular unit of analysis was the 

notion of ‘rent’ or the economic return that can be obtained from such investment (Alvarez & Barney 

2004). The concept of ‘economic rent’ can be traced back to Ricardo (1821), who referred to the 

ability to receive an economic return from the allocation of land assets for economic rather than other 

purposes. The scarcity of an asset, if valuable, also ensures that it can achieve above average economic 

returns or ‘rents’ (Schoemaker 1990). Firms that can own or control valuable assets that are rare, have 

few substitutes and cannot be easily replicated, are able to secure higher rent streams from such assets 

(Barney 1991; Mosakowski 1998).  

Types of economic rents 

Two broad types of economic rent have been identified in the academic literature (Makadok 2001). 

The first is ‘Ricardian rent’ that comprises bundles of tangible and intangible assets that can be 

controlled by the firm and used to secure above average economic returns. The second is 

‘Schumpetarian rent’ that comprises the firm’s ability to reconfigure existing resources that it may or 

may not own and control in order to generate unique and valuable opportunities. This broadly 

conforms to the concept of ‘dynamic capabilities’ as it involves the way in which a firm configures its 

resources to secure a competitive advantage (Amit & Schoemaker 1993; Teece et al. 1997). Of these 
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two the ‘Schumpetarian rent’ is more likely to be found within small highly innovative and 

entrepreneurial firms, while those in more stable and predictable environments are likely to engage 

with ‘Ricardian rent’ (Lim et al. 2013). For entrepreneurial firms the ability to create innovations 

capable of generating economic rents with ‘isolating mechanisms’ (e.g. intellectual property rights 

protections) can form the foundation of a competitive advantage (Alvarez & Barney 200; Milgrom & 

Roberts 1992; Miles et al. 2003). 

 Alvarez (2007) identified the existence of ‘entrepreneurial rents’ that are generated by 

entrepreneurs via collaboration with others and the combining of resources so as to create valuable 

innovations. As this is usually occurring under conditions of uncertainty it is not possible to accurately 

predict the likely rent return to any investment in the innovation. These ‘entrepreneurial rents’ are 

created under conditions of high uncertainty before the market has been fully assessed in terms of its 

acceptance of the innovation. They are therefore ‘anticipated’ rents. However, once the innovation has 

been assessed by the market the level of uncertainty is reduced and a more predictable level of risk is 

possible. This generates a ‘quasi-rent’ or ‘residual rent’ (Alvarez 2007; Hang Do, et al. 2014). When 

the firm is able to match its resources to the market opportunity the innovation is able to be properly 

assessed as to its true potential value, which is the ‘appropriable rent’ that can be secured from the 

innovation (Santi et al. 2003). 

Theories of commercialisation 

Also of importance in this study is the application of extant concepts and theories of how the process 

of innovation commercialisation should be managed. It is important to note that our review of the 

literature suggests that there are few theories of commercialisation. In fact as noted above there are 

relatively few studies that have explored this important field particularly as it relates to small to 

medium enterprises (SMEs). For example, our examination of 1,300 peer reviewed papers published 

between 2006 and 2014 that contained the words ‘commercialisation’ and ‘SMEs’ found that only 25 

(1.9%) dealt specifically with the process of commercialisation in small firms, and only five papers 

had conducted research that involved direct surveys or case studies of SMEs engaged in the 

commercialisation process (Kim et al. 2011; Conceicao et al. 2012; Youtie et al. 2012; Knockaert et al. 

2013; Hemert et al. 2013). 

Despite this a number of studies have been undertaken that provide some conceptual 

foundations upon which to base a future investigation of how small entrepreneurial firms engage in 

commercialisation. Alvarez and Barney (2004; 2005) have provided conceptual foundations for the 

development of theories relating to the entrepreneurial firm and the generation of economic rents; as 

well as how such firms are managed under conditions of uncertainty. They have also provided 

theoretical insights into how entrepreneurial opportunities are identified classified and exploited 

(Alvarez & Barney 2007). The role of entrepreneurial rents and how this relates to entrepreneurial 

firms has also been examined by Alvarez (2007), along with considerations of the way in which small 

entrepreneurial firms make use of strategic alliances (Alvarez et al. 2006), particularly with larger 

firms (Alvarez & Barney 2001). This work draws from the resource based view (RBV) of the firm as 

originally developed by Barney (1991). Also relevant here is the recognition by Barney (1986) of the 

dichotomy of ‘Chamberlinian’ and ‘Schumpeterian’ concepts of competition. The first of these dealing 

with the firm’s ability to control unique and valuable assets, and the second the firm’s ability to 

operate within a task environment that is unstable and uncertain, where innovation is used to disrupt 

the market or industry status quo. 

Models of the commercialisation process 

The conceptual work discussed above is useful to help provide a theoretical foundation for research 

into the process of commercialisation within small entrepreneurial firms, but it does not provide a 

guide to how such firms should actually behave. Much of the work relating to NPD and 

commercialisation has focused on large firms (Cooper & Klienschmidt 1995; Cooper et al. 2001; 

2004abc; 2014; Cooper & Edgett 2007; 2009). However, more recently the emergence of ‘Lean Start-

Up’ concepts has become a framework for how small entrepreneurial firms approach the 
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commercialisation process (Ries 2011; Blank 2013; Croll & Yoskovitz 2013; Blank & Dorf 2012). 

The ‘Lean Start-up’ model works in concert with the emerging literature on business model design and 

development (Chesborough & Rosembloom 2002; Osterwalder et al. 2005; Chesbrough, 2007; 2010; 

Zott & Amit 2007; 2010; Fiet & Patel 2008; Johson et al. 2008; Demil & Lecocq 2010; Osterwalder & 

Pigneur 2010; Teece 2010; Zott et al. 2011; George & Bock 2011; Amit & Zott 2012; Lingren 2012; 

Trimi & Bergegal-Mirabent 2012; Sahut et al. 2013). 

Lean Start-up has become popular within new venture creation and entrepreneurship programs 

as it offers a structured and systematic approach to dealing with what is typically a highly uncertain 

environment. It draws its origins from the work of Deming and Ohno in the 1950s (Trimi & Bergegal-

Mirabent 2012). It also builds on the work of others such as Takeuchi and Nonaka (1986), Cooper and 

Kleinschmidt (1995) and Miller and Morris (1999). Key elements of these earlier models were the 

need to listen to the voice of the customer (Griffin & Hauser 1993; Farrell 1994), and the need to make 

rapid changes to early prototypes once customer or market feedback is received (Urban et al. 1996; 

Krishnan & Ulrich 2001). Such techniques form the foundation of the Quality Function Deployment 

(QFD) processes that have been developed for large firms (Farrell 1994; Blaydon et al. 1999; Motwani 

et al. 1996; Tan & Shen 2000). Yet Lean Start-up provides integration between the NPD process and 

the business model design that offers a potentially holistic framework for commercialisation. The core 

of the Lean Start-up model is the ability for the firm to rapidly create a minimum viable product 

(MVP), test it with real customers, obtain market feedback and quickly ‘pivot’ or change the product 

or even the business model if market feedback indicates that the innovation will not be adopted. This 

process moves through the iteration of: i) generate ideas; ii) build an MVP; iii) release the product to 

the market; iv) measure the response; v) analyse the data; vi) learn and repeat the cycle. 

Where the data received from the market suggests that the MVP is not offering a sufficient 

value proposition to the customer, the management team is advised to ‘pivot’ by changing the business 

model or product offering and retesting. This is typically employed along with the ‘Lean Canvas 

Business Model’ framework (Osterwalder & Pigneur 2010), which has nine elements that comprise: i) 

developing a customer value proposition (CVP); ii) segmenting the customer market; iii) determining 

distribution channels; iv) building customer relationship networks; v) assessing costs of production 

and distribution; vi) forecasting future revenue streams; vii) identifying the key activities required for 

production; viii) identifying the key resources required; and ix) identifying any strategic alliance 

partnerships required. 

A conceptual model of commercialisation and entrepreneurial innovation value  

Figure 1 illustrates a conceptual model developed from our review of the literature relating to the 

creation of value through commercialisation for small firms. This model draws together the theories 

and concepts discussed above and it offers a framework for understanding the process by which small 

entrepreneurial firms may commercialise an innovation. 

As shown in Figure 1 the initial assessment of the ‘anticipated rent’ from an early-stage 

innovation is based on an assessment of the potential volume of sales, rate of profit and length of the 

lifecycle, of the innovation (Santi et al. 2003). Once this initial assessment has been made the firm will 

seek to insert the innovation into a market with considerations of perceived customer value and how 

the firm can address levels of market demand, substitution threats, regulation, lobbying and whether 

the innovation can be commercialised alone in isolation, or whether it needs to be fitted into a system. 

In the case of the latter this will require the firm to find alliance partners or complementary actors who 

can assist with the commercialisation process. However, if the innovation is ‘systematic’ and needs to 

be fitted into a system, the critical issue will be whether the firm has the ability to secure bargaining 

power with alliance partners via the creation of isolating mechanisms (Alvarez & Barney 2004; 2005). 

This market insertion and the feedback obtained to generate a ‘residual’ or ‘quasi-rent’ (Alvarez 

2007), which should be improved through the application of the Lean Start-up process. Key outcomes 

for this are an improved assessment of the technical, marketing and financial resources available to the 

firm. This resource based view (RBV) will provide the management team with sufficient information 
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to make decisions over their ability to commercialise the innovation alone or whether they require 

partners.  

 

Figure 1:  Towards a theory of Entrepreneurial Innovation Value 

 

 
 

The development options the firm has will be: i) abandon the innovation; ii) commercialise 

alone; iii) find an alliance partner to help with the commercialisation; iv) delegate the 

commercialisation through a licencing agreement; or v) transfer the development by selling the 

innovation to another company (Santi & Reboud 2003). This final stage provides the firm’s 

management with an ‘appropriable’ rent that will either be primarily ‘Ricardian’ or ‘Schmpetarian’ in 

nature. This will be determined by the ability of the firm to secure isolating mechanisms that will 

allow it to control the level of appropriation of ownership over the innovation (Amit & Schoemaker 

1993). It should also be noted that the model suggests the firm’s management should be prepared to 

‘pivot’ at each stage of the process. This can come after market insertion and the generation of a 

‘residual’ or ‘quasi-rent’ outcome, or after the internal resource assessment and the generation of an 

‘appropriable’ rent outcome. Such ‘pivoting’ should be undertaken with reference to the development 

of a business model design.    

Methodology and Case Analysis 
The methodology for this study was a single case study that was undertaken as a pilot case within what 

is a larger and longer term research project. Yin (2014) suggests that case study design is appropriate 

where the main research questions are ‘how’ or ‘why’ in nature, where the researcher has limited 

control over the key actors and behavioural events, and where the focus of the study is on 

contemporary phenomena. In this study there were five research questions:    
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1. What is the process followed by small innovator firms in determining the ‘anticipated’ or 

entrepreneurial rent from an innovation prior to commercialisation? 

2. How do small innovator firms assess market conditions and what impact does this have 

their determination of ‘residual’ or ‘quasi-rents’ from an innovation prior to 

commercialisation? 

3. How are the internal resources and competencies for the commercialisation of an 

innovation assessed by small innovator firms, and what influence does this have on their 

determination of ‘appropriable’ rent from an innovation? 

4. What role do isolating mechanisms play in determining the development options 

available to small innovator firms seeking to commercialise an innovation? 

5. How can tools such as ‘Lean Start-up’ and ‘Lean Canvas’ assist small innovator firms to 

assess the value of an innovation and the potential rent return when engaged in the 

process of commercialisation? 

Case study selection, data collection and analysis 

Eisenhardt (1989) recommends that the selection of case studies should be driven by theory rather than 

a random sampling approach. Garson (2013) also recommends that a case be selected that can best 

represent the main units of analysis that form the overall focus of the research study. The case study 

selection process was guided by theoretical sampling as it offered the best opportunity for theoretical 

insight into the topic and the ability to develop the emergent theory. Likewise the pilot case study was 

a means to refine data collection processes and to provide for review of the process prior to proceeding 

with further cases (Yin 2014). 

The case selected: The case study firm is Scanalyse, a ‘spin-out’ company established in 2004 

to commercialise technology developed at a university research centre in spatial science. The core 

technology was to apply terrestrial laser scanners to industrial machinery to monitor wear and 

performance in high value high cost assets. The company developed an initial product ‘MillMapper’ 

that monitors grinding mill liners and moved onto complimentary products ‘CrusherMapper’ and 

‘TransferMapper’. The company grew rapidly to over 30 employees with company turnover exceeding 

$4.5 million by 2012 in its final year of independent operations, when it was sold by trade sale to its 

industry competitor. The choice of this case was based on it having a strong and well defined 

technological product innovation, and being an ‘end-to-end’ case from start-up to sale thereby 

allowing the research team to see the entire process of the firm’s lifecycle. 

The data collection process: The research was undertaken as a longitudinal study commencing 

in 2006 with the first interview of the CEO. By that stage the company was only 2 years old and had a 

workforce of 5 full time and 1 part time employees with annual turnover of $400,000. It followed with 

an interview in 2012 when the firm had grown significantly and was just poised for trade sale. A key 

part of the data collection process was the use of a diagnostic assessment questionnaire that examined 

the firm’s management team’s perceptions of the ‘anticipated’ or ‘entrepreneurial’ rent that might be 

generated from their innovation. This assessed the ‘anticipated rent’ using a set of questions that 

evaluated the potential volume of sales to be made, the rate of profit earned and the length of the 

lifecycle of the innovation. This diagnostic assessment also examined the firm’s management of the 

NPD and commercialisation process using a 40 item scale across four dimensions. The first of these 

was an assessment of the likely market adoption and diffusion of the innovation. The second was how 

well the firm had generated ‘isolating mechanisms’ such as formal IP rights protections, and the 

formality of its NPD and commercialisation process. The third was the firm’s possession of the 

necessary technical, financial and human resources required to fully commercialise the innovation. 

The fourth was the firm’s approach to the formulation of a coherent strategy for the commercialisation 

of the innovation. This formed the basis of an in-depth interview with the firm’s CEO at the two data 

collection points. 

Data analysis: The data collected from the two interviews comprised the quantitative 

information from the two diagnostic surveys and qualitative data from the interview transcripts and 

other documentation collected from the company. This was examined using NVIVO software with 
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coding guided by the research questions and the conceptual framework shown in Figure 1 (Miles et al. 

2014). The coding drew on the raw data which included explanations, opinions and field notes.  Those 

items that had similar themes or relevance were grouped as one code.  The search for themes was 

selected on the basis of those that best describe the phenomenon under study (Daly et al. 1997). These 

included “innovation period”, “strategic strength”, “capital resource capacity” and “market 

environment”. 

 

Table 1: Units of Analysis Mapped Against Conceptual Model 

Units of Analysis Situation 2006 Situation 2010 

Years in operation 2 years 8 years 

Employees 6 employees (5 full time, 1 part time) 33 employees (30 full time, 3 part time) 

Annual turnover AUD $400,000 AUD $4,500,000 

# innovations brought to 
market over past 3 years 

1-5 1-5 

% of turnover invested in 
R&D 

100% 30% 

Preferences for financing Retained profits = very important 

Deb financing = of little importance 

Equity financing = very important 

Retained profits = very important 

Deb financing = not important 

Equity financing = not important 

Value placed on alliances 
and networks 

Leading customers = valuable 

Key suppliers = limited value 

Of most value: 

“Joint product development with lead 
customers”. 

“Joint marketing and promotion with lead 
customers”. 

“Obtaining technology transfer from key 
suppliers”. 

Leading customers = of some value 

Key suppliers = of no value 

Of most value: 

“Joint research projects with lead 
customers”. 

“Government sponsorship and support”. 

 

‘Anticipated’ rent profile “Champion”  

(high volume, high rate & high length) 

“Champion”  

(high volume, high rate & high length) 

Nature of innovation Technological product innovation 

Operates alone ‘isolated’ not in a system 

Creates a new market 

Creates a new standard or system 

Developed with research centres 

Technological product innovation 

Operates alone ‘isolated’ not in a system 

Creates a new market 

Compatible with existing systems 

Developed via wider network 

Potential sales volume Very wide market 

Estimated $16m to $20m AUD 

Target potential 10 or more segments 

Wide market 

Estimated $5m to $10m AUD 

Target potential 2 to 4 segments 

Potential profit rate Gross profit estimated 61-80% 

Net profits estimated over 40% 

Will create a new market by creating a new 
dominant design 

Gross profit estimated 61-80% 

Net profits estimated 21-30% 

Will create a new market by creating a 
new dominant design 

Potential lifecycle Offers a new technical platform 

Technically hard to copy 

Leagally hard to copy 

Offers a new technical platform 

Technically easy to copy 

Leagally hard to copy 
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Market index Above average (8/10) Above average (7.6/10) 

Key market challenges: “Biggest issue is production of clear case 
studies demonstrating the value proposition 
of the technology”. 

“Also our ability to demonstrate the value of 
the technology”. 

“Linking with partners in the international 
market place, because our service will be 
delivered by local agents at mine sites”. 

“Securing clear and direct links to target 
customers of the product”. 

“Allocating sufficient resources to 
marketing and sales”. 

“Listening to the voice of the customer”. 

Innovation index Above average (7/10) Above average (8.8/10) 

Key innovation 
challenges: 

“Top isse is dealing with the unknowns 
associated with developing new information 
and data and determining how to extract real 
information and knowledge from that data”. 

“No one else has produced this data so we are 
learning how to extract and read the data”. 

“Highly automating the data processing so as 
to reduce our costs and to enable us to scale 
up very rapidly in response to demand”. 

“Unlike many SMEs Scanalyse has no 
problems with a lack of IP protection”. 

“Also anomalous and worth further 
investigation is Scanalyse’s own perceived 
decrease in formality with success and age 
which is not demonstrated by the IDD 
scores”. (field note) 

Resource index Above average (7.6/10) Above average (8.4/10) 

Key resource challenges: “Lack of capital for market development and 
for new product development”. 

“Real challenges are getting onto the radar 
because we are presenting a profitable 
business but not with the blue sky potential to 
give very high returns”. 

“Possible joint venture with large mining 
service companies as alliance partners and 
deal with marketing and site delivery”. 

“Scanalyse has received venture capital 
investment but continues to prefer 
retained profits for funding future 
growth.” (field note) 

“Scanalyse still expects higher returns and 
continued or better than 50% per annum 
growth than it has achieved to date”. 
(field note) 

Strategy index Above average (8.2/10) Above average (7.4/10) 

Key strategy challenges: “Identifying and partnering with the best 
industry partners for delivery of onsite 
services”. 

“Developing the in-house capability to provide 
expert advisory services in data analysis”. 

“Dealing with competition as it arises”. 

“The Champion innovation of Scanalyse 
has required a CEO planning behaviour 
response and has pushed Scanalyse to 
maintain its formal, strategic and 
externally oriented approaches”. (field 
note) 

 

Discussion 
The results of the pilot study over the period of assessment tend to reflect the expectations of the 

conceptual model. Over the period 2004–2006 the company began the process of making the product 

‘market-ready’ through a number of activities. Scanalyse sought to interface with prospective 

customers to demonstrate the technology, pursued patent lodgements, branding and undertook market 

research. The value of the company was evaluated against the criteria of product status – namely a 

champion. This company rated highly on all four indexes, being market opportunity, innovation 

strength, resources capability and strategy. With the launch of MillMapper into the market on trials the 

company went about an iterative process testing product offering against market requirements. 

Essentially Scanalyse operated with a minimum viable product inserting it into the market to gain 

feedback that allowed it over the period to modify its package. Information gained by Scanalyse 

included feedback on customer value, value chain, substitution threats among others. It also gained an 

understanding of innovation value being the anticipated rent. 
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The period 2007–2009 saw the product commence sales initially with ‘enthusiasts’ and 

steadily grow to targeting mainstream acceptance by 2010. The product was modified to reflect market 

requirements and through a select number of iterations a residual rent was created. By 2011 the 

company had a clear measure of its need for further financial resources to be able to enter Europe and 

was across its technical limitations.  It was at this point that the CEO decided to open communications 

with its key competitor and pivot the product offering to better meet market requirements. By 2012 the 

company had made mainstream global markets and was able to demonstrate an appropriable rent. This 

resulted in the acquisition of the company by an international competitor by the end of the year. 

The five research questions give reinforcement to the conceptual model in terms of the way 

Scanalyse operated over the periods above. Under research question 1 Scanalyse sought to determine 

the size of the market very early after the first prototypes were constructed and identified the 

opportunity with Alcoa of Australia in terms of anticipated product life and expected rate of profit. 

The innovation was rated a champion at this point and the innovation value was based around a strong 

innovative competitive advantage. Under research question 2 Scanalyse assessed market conditions by 

demonstrating the technology in trials to early enthusiasts and carried out a series of iterative 

modifications to the product to fine tune it to customer requirements. The impact of the environment 

on determining a residual rent saw the scaling back of the initial market considerations after 

accounting for features additional to those originally considered. For example the findings discovered 

the additional reporting requirements and the need for significant investigations in each global market 

caused a review on product cost structures and profitability projections. Also of interest was the 

innovation classification shift from one of developing a new standard or system across to an 

innovation compatible with the existing systems operating in the market.    Question 3 saw Scanalyse 

reach out to its customers for assistance in seeking to strengthen its internal competencies as the 

company realised they were unable to fund a global foot print at this time. Additionally language and 

distance constraints saw them locate agents in certain key markets to endeavour to secure a base 

customer order level. The influence on the ‘appropriable rent’ value is directly related to the level of 

product completeness – i.e. market ready status and the ability to deliver to the market.  This relates to 

the “innovation period” concept that saw a sustained innovation program spanning over eight years 

continually refining the offering to the market. Question 4 saw the company put in place patents and 

branding to isolate their products from direct product competitive forces. These isolating mechanisms 

were instrumental in positioning the products in the market so that they were able to reach sales targets 

sufficient to gain a strong global foothold. This positioning eventually caused a competitor to make a 

compelling successful offer for the business. The CEO of Scanalyse thought the money received from 

the trade sale of the business was more than expected and was assisted by the strong intellectual 

property regime. In effect the return shifted from a “Schumpetarian rent” to one more reflecting a 

“Ricardian rent”.  Lean Start-up and associated tools have shown in the Scanalyse case they have a 

clear role in perfecting the product (or service) offering to the market. The capacity to fine tune a 

product to the needs of the market over a short space of time is a critical importance. In terms of the 

findings from the Scanalyse case it was clear the CEO was a professional CEO rather than an amateur 

entrepreneurial manager.  It is considered with this skill set and the strong corporate governance 

structure embedded with the initial VC investment, Scanalyse would have been aware of the use of 

current business model techniques. 

Further insights from the pilot study show the capital resource capacity improved over the 

period between the first two interviews and suggested more confidence from management in decision 

making without recourse to outside consultants. It is thought this capacity reflects a more mature 

understanding of the business and its customer archetype.  Coupled with this insight is the 

contradiction in the inability of Scanalyse to secure all market opportunities in the initial period of the 

insertion to the market of its innovative products.  The lack of marketing skills and capacity in the 

early period is consistent with NPD research into Australian firms (Huang et al. 2002). CEO Peter 

Clarke identified “‘selling and marketing” as an area of weakness in the early period. This was 

strengthened over the later years with a significant uplift in results. The findings identified the culture 
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of the firm moved to have all staff actively involved in NPD and for their customers to be also 

involved in NPD. The ability of Scanalyse to successfully secure an “appropriable rent” was seen to 

reflect the ability of the firm to sustain operations over the eight years of operations.  

References 
Adams, R., Bessant, J., and Phelps, R. (2006) "Innovation Management Measurement: A Review," 

International Journal of Management Reviews 8(1): 21-47. 

Alvarez, S. A. (2007) "Entrepreneurial Rents and the Theory of the Firm", Journal of Business 

Venturing 22(3): 427-442. 

Alvarez, S. A., and Barney, J.B. (2001) "How can entrepreneurial firms really benefit from alliances 

with large firms?" Academy of Management Executive 15(1): 139-148. 

Alvarez, S. A., and Barney, J.B. (2004) "Organizing rent generation and appropriation: toward a 

theory of the entrepreneurial firm", Journal of Business Venturing 19(5): 621-635. 

Alvarez, S. A., and Barney, J.B. (2005) "How Do Entrepreneurs Organise Firms under Conditions of 

Uncertainty?" Journal of Management 31(5): 776-793. 

Alvarez, S. A., Ireland, R.D., and Reuer, J.J. (2006) "Entrepreneurship and Strategic Alliances", 

Journal of Business Venturing 21(4): 401-404. 

Amit, R., and Schoemaker, P.J.H. (1993) "Strategic Assets and Organisational Rent", Strategic 

Management Journal 14(1): 33-46. 

Amit, R., and Zott, C. (2012) "Creating Value through Business Model Innovation", Mit Sloan 

Management Review 53(3): 41-49. 

Barney, J. B. (1986) "Types of Competition and the Theory of Strategy: Toward an integrative 

framework", Academy of Management Review 11(4): 791-800. 

Barney, J. B. (1991) "Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage", Journal of Management 

17(1): 99-120.  

Blank, S. (2013) "Why the lean start-up changes everything", Harvard Business Review 91(5): 65-72.

  

Blank, S., and Dorf, B. (2012) The Start-up Owner’s Manual: The Step-by-Step Guide for Building a 

Great Company, Pescadero CA, K&S Ranch Inc.  

Blaydon, C., Keogh, W., and Evans, G. (1999) "Managerial Skills Development in R&D Based 

NTBFs: Assisting Managers to Manage", International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & 

Research 5(4): 173-190. 

Chesbrough, H. (2010) "Business Model Innovation: Opportunities and Barriers", Long Range 

Planning 43(2): 354-363. 

Chesbrough, H. W. (2007) "Business Model Innovation: it's not just about technology anymore", 

Strategy & Leadership 35(6): 12-17. 

Chesbrough, H. W., and Rosenbloom, R.S. (2002) "The Role of the Business Model in Capturing 

Value from Innovation: Evidence from Xerox Corporation's Technology Spin-off Companies", 

Industrial & Corporate Change 11(3): 529-555. 

Conceicao, O., Fontes, M., and Calapez, T. (2012) "The commercialisation decisions of research-

based spin-off: Targeting the market for technologies", Technovation 32(1): 43. 

Cooper, R. G. (2014) “What’s Next?: After Stage-Gate", Research-Technology Management 57(1): 

20-31. 

Cooper, R. G., and E.J. Kleinschmidt (1995) "Benchmarking the firm’s critical success factors in new 

product development", Journal of Product Innovation Management 12(5): 374-391. 

Cooper, R. G., Edgett, S.J., and Kleinschmidt, E.J. (2001) "Portfolio Management for New Product 

Development: Results of an Industry Practices Study", R&D Management 31(4): www.stage-

gate.com. 

Cooper, R. G., Edgett, S.J., and Kleinschmidt, E.J. (2004a) "Benchmarking Best NPD Practices - I", 

Research Technology Management 47(1): 31-43. 

Cooper, R. G., Edgett, S.J., and Kleinschmidt, E.J. (2004b) "Benchmarking Best NPD Practices - II", 

Research Technology Management 47(3): 50-59. 

Cooper, R. G., Edgett, S.J., and Kleinschmidt, E.J. (2004c) "Benchmarking Best NPD Practices - III", 

Research Technology Management 47(6): 43-55. 

Cooper, R.G. and Edgett, S.J. (2007) Generating Breakthrough New Product Ideas: Feeding the 

Innovation Funnel, Canada, Product Development Institute Inc. 



10 
 

Cooper, R.G. and Edgett, S.J. (2009) Product Innovation and Technology Strategy, USA, Product 

Development Institute Inc. 

Croll, A., and Yoskovitz, R. (2013) Lean Analytics: Use Data to Build a Better Start-up Faster, USA, 

O’Reilly Media. 

Demil, B. and X. Lecocq (2010) "Business Model Evolution: In Search of Dynamic Consistency", 

Long Range Planning 43(2): 227-246. 

Daly, J., Kellehear, A., and Gliksman, M. (1997) “The Public Health Researcher: A Methodological 

Approach”, Melbourne , Oxford University Press. 

Eisenhardt, K. (1989) "Building Theory from Case Study Research", Academy of Management Review 

14(4): 532-550. 

Farrell, R. (1994) "Quality Function Deployment: Helping Business Identify and Integrate the Voice 

of the Customer", Industrial Engineering 26(10): 45-45. 

Fiet, J. O., and Patel, P.C. (2008) "Forgiving Business Models for New Ventures", Entrepreneurship 

Theory & Practice 32(4): 749-761. 

Garson, G. D. (2013) Case Study Research, www.statisticalassociates.com, Statistical Associates Blue 

Book Series. 

George, G. and A. J. Bock (2011) "The business model in practice and its implications for 

entrepreneurship research", Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice 35(1): 83-111. 

Griffin, A., and Hauser, J.R. (1993) "The Voice of the Customer", Marketing Science 12(1): 1-27. 

Hang Do, T., Mazzarol, T., Volery, T. and Reboud, S (2014) "Predicting anticipated rent from 

innovation commercialisation in SMEs", European Journal of Innovation Management 17(2): 183-

208. 

Hemert, P., Nijkamp, P., and Masurel, E. (2013) "From innovation to commercialization through 

networks and agglomerations: analysis of sources of innovation, innovation capabilities and 

performance of Dutch SMEs," The Annals of Regional Science 50(2): 425-452. 

Johnson, M. W., Christensen, C.M., and Kagermann, H. (2008) "Reinventing Your Business Model", 

Harvard Business Review 86(12): 50-59. 

Kim, S. K., Lee, B.G., Park, B.S. and Oh, K.S. (2011) "The effect of R&D, technology 

commercialization capabilities and innovation performance", Technological and Economic 

Development of Economy 17(4): 563-578. 

Knockaert, M., Vandenbroucke, E., and Huyghe, A. (2013) "Unravelling the need for innovation 

support services in new technology-based firms: The impact of commercialization strategy", 

Science and Public Policy 40(1): 85-96. 

Lim, D. S. K., Celly, N., Morse, E.A., and Rowe, W.G. (2013) "Rethinking the effectiveness of asset 

and cost retrenchment: The contingency effects of a firm's rent creation mechanism", Strategic 

Management Journal 34(1): 42-61. 

Lindgren, P. (2012) "Business Model Innovation Leadership: How do SME’s Strategically Lead 

Business Model Innovation?" International Journal of Business and Management 7(14): 181-199. 

Makadok, R. (2001) "Toward a synthesis of the resource-based and dynamic-capability views of rent 

creation", Strategic Management Journal 22(5): 387-401. 

Mazzarol, T., Clark, D., Gough N., Olson, P., and Reboud, S. (2014) “Commercialisation in SMEs: 

Case studies from Australia, New Zealand and the United States”, in Meeting the Globalisation 

Challenge: Smart and Innovative SMEs in a Globally Competitive Environment. 

B.Kotey,Mazzarol, T., Clark, D, Foley, D., and McKewon, T. (Eds), Melbourne, SEAANZ 

Research Book Series; Tilde University Press: 13-37. 

Miles, M. P., Paul, C.W., and Wilhite, A., (2003) "Modelling corporate entrepreneurship as rent-

seeking competition", Technovation 23(5): 393-400. 

Milgrom, P., and Roberts, J. (1992) Economics, Organisation and Management, Englewood Cliffs, 

NJ, Prentice Hall. 

Miller, W. (2001) "Innovation for Business Growth", Research Technology Management 44(5): 26-41. 

Miller, W. L., and Morris, L. (1999) 4th Generation R&D: Managing Knowledge, Technology, and 

Innovation, New York, John Wiley & Sons Inc. 

Mosakowski, E. (1998) "Managerial prescriptions under the resource-based view of strategy: the 

example of motivational techniques", Strategic Management Journal 19(12): 1169-1182.  

Osterwalder, A., and Pigneur, Y. (2010) Business Model Generation: A handbook for visionaries, 

game changes, and challengers, Hoboken NJ, John Wiley & Sons. 

http://www.statisticalassociates.com/


11 
 

Osterwalder, A., Pigneur, Y., and Tucci, C.L. (2005) "Clarifying Business Models: Origins, Present, 

and Future of the Concept" Communications of the Association for Information Systems 2005(16): 

1-25. 

Ricardo, D. (1821) The Principles of Political Economy and Taxation. London, John Murray. 

Ries, E. (2011) The Lean Start up: How Constant Innovation Creates Radically Successful Businesses, 

London, Penguin Books. 

Rovai, A.P., Baker, J.D., & Ponton, M.K. (2013) Social Science Research Design and Statistics: A 

Practioner’s Guide to Research Methods and SPSS Analysis, 1st Edition, Chesapeake, Watertree 

Press.  

Sahut, J. M., Hikkerova, L and Khalfallah, M. (2013) "Business Model and Performance of Firms", 

International Business Research 6(2): 64-76. 

Santi, M., Reboud, S., Gasiglia, H. and Sabouret, A, (2003) Modèle de valorisation et de protection 

intellectuelle des innovations des PEI. July, HEC/INPI: 63p.  

Santi, M., and Reboud, S. (2003) Model of valorisation and protection of an innovation, the case of 

SMEs: A synthesis, LINEN (HEC)/CEREN (ESC Dijon), INPI. 

Schoemaker, P. J. H. (1990) "Strategy, complexity and economic rent", Management Science 36(10): 

1178-1192. 

Takeuchi, H., and Nonaka, I. (1986) "The New Product Development Game", Harvard Business 

Review 64(1): 137-146. 

Tan, K. C., and Shen, X.X. (2000) "Integrating Kano's model in the planning matrix of quality 

function deployment", Total Quality Management 11(8): 1141-1151. 

Teece, D. J. (2010) "Business Models, Business Strategy and Innovation", Long Range Planning 

43(2/3): 172-194. 

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., and Shuen, A. (1997) "Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic Management", 

Strategic Management Journal 18(7): 509-533. 

Trimi, S. and J. Berbegal-Mirabent (2012) "Business model innovation in entrepreneurship", 

International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 8(4): 449-465. 

Urban, G. L., Weinberg, B.D., and Hauser, J.R. (1996) "Premarket Forecasting of Really-New 

Products", Journal of Marketing 60(1): 47-60. 

Yin, R. K. (2014) Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 5th Edition. Los Angeles, London, New 

Delhi, Singapore, Washington DC., Sage.  

Youtie, J., Hicks, D., Shapira, P., and Horsley, T. (2012) "Pathways from discovery to 

commercialisation: using web sources to track small and medium-sized enterprise strategies in 

emerging nanotechnologies", Technology Analysis & Strategic Management 24(10): 981-995. 

Zott, C., Amit, R., and Massa, L. (2011) "The Business Model: Recent Developments and Future 

Research", Journal of Management 37(4): 1019-1042. 

Zott, C., and Amit, R. (2007) "Business Model Design and the Performance of Entrepreneurial Firms", 

Organization Science 18(2): 181-199. 

Zott, C., and Amit, R. (2010) "Business Model Design: An Activity System Perspective", Long Range 

Planning 43(2): 216-226. 

   
 
 
 

  
 
  
 

 


