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Abstract

The concept of business model innovation has become more important than ever before, both
for practitioners and researchers. Business model innovation can be done in several ways, and
one way is to adapt ideas circulating in the society. This paper, therefore, investigates how
companies make use of circulating ideas into new business models. Previous research has
neglected the process perspective of business model innovation, this study fills that void by
applying the translation model together with the approach of exploitation and exploration. This
study is a qualitative single-case study, including both interviews and document analysis.
Firstly, this study proposes that companies are keen on adopting circulating ideas to get
legitimacy. Then the study indicates that there is a complexity involved in business model
innovation, mostly because of tensions appearing when both exploiting and exploring. The
dominating factor of exploitation or exploration is framing how circulating ideas are allowed
to be translated into business models, therefore we argue that tensions create a framework for
translation. The frames constrain the path and permeate all translations that are made. The study
suggests that companies need to be aware of the tensions to manage them and hence, get more
opportunities when translating. Consequently, this paper inspires a greater discussion regarding
the impact that tensions from exploiting and exploring have on the process of translating ideas
into business models.
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Introduction

Increasing globalization, greater consumer focus, dynamic and complex markets as well as
rising numbers of competitors, pushes companies to develop their business offers (Nunes &
Russo, 2019). Developing business offers can be done in several ways, one is to tweak,
innovate, replace, or adjust Business Model (BM) (Giesen, Riddleberger, Christner & Bell,
2010). Firms with successful business model innovation (BMI) have the ability to change and
shape industries, which in turn might have an impact on the whole business environment
(Gambardella & Mcgahan, 2010). Organizations such as Netflix, Kodak, Amazon (Teece,
2010), IBM, and Apple are only a few examples of organizations that became successful
because they innovated their BM. They not only exploited their services or products but rather
explored and implemented new ideas or opportunities and thereby shaped their industry
(Frankenberger, Weiblen, Csik & Gassmann, 2013). BMI can be done in several ways and
Chesbrough (2003; 2010) argues that companies tend to make use of circulating ideas when
looking for business opportunities. Ideas are circulating in markets or societies, by adopting
these, companies can create useful insights to see that a shift in BM is necessary (Chesbrough,
2010). We interpret circulating ideas as ideas that can be found in societies, often globally, in
line with Sahlin and Wedlin (2008).

A BM can be defined as a set of activities that enable a company to both create and capture
value (e.g., Zott & Amit, 2010; Martins, Rindova & Greenbaum, 2015; Casadesus-Masanell &
Ricart, 2010; Teece, 2010). Due to the widespread use of the concept, research in the area has
gained a lot of interest over the past decades (Baden-Fuller & Haefliger, 2013), especially the
interest in BMI. BMI is time-consuming and complex (Mitchell & Coles, 2003), and can shortly
be described as a process where a company modifies, develops, or replaces the current BM.
One misconception is that BMI is only about making big, radical changes. However, it is also
possible to innovate a BM by making small adjustments or working parallel with alternative
BMs to capture value in other ways (Zott, Amit & Massa 2011). Geissdoerfer, Vladimirova,
and Evans (2018) point out that there is a lack of research on the process, namely how
organizations implement a BM. By process, we mean sequential activities that evolve over time.
In turn, Foss and Saebi (2017) explain that a small number of studies look at BMI as a process,
but they tend to focus on specific phases in the BMI process (e.g., Frankenberger, et.al., 2013),
come up with useful tools to handle the BMI process (e.g., Demil & Lecocq, 2010) or look
closer at capabilities (e.g., Eppler, Hoffmann & Bresciani, 2011). There has not been enough
focus on the small adjustment, affecting how the process of implementing a BM unfolds
(Geissdoerfer, et.al., 2018). Hence, the purpose of this study is to broaden the understanding of
the process of business model innovation.

We fulfill the purpose of this study by using the translation model with its roots in
Scandinavian Institutionalism. The translation model focuses on circulation of ideas, i.e., how
ideas spread and travel in time and space (Czarniawska & Sevon, 1996). The theory is process-
focused because it describes the progress of implementing, modifying, and combining activities
(Czarniawska & Joerges, 1996; Hargadon & Douglas, 2001; Campbell, 2004). Furthermore,
the translation model has previously been used to describe complex change processes and has
been applied in several fields (Lindberg & Erlingsdéttir, 2005), why it can be applied in the



field of BMI as well. Translation has been studied with various methods, e.g., single case
studies, multiple case studies, longitudinal case studies, organizational practices, comparative
studies, etc. (Spyridonidis, Waeraas & Nielsen, 2016). Spyridonidis, et.al. (2016) expresses that
many studies using the Scandinavian institutionalism perspective of translation focus on the
travel of practices, models, or management ideas. Morris and Lancaster (2006) for example
applies the perspective to see how corporations adopt to established and well-known ideas, by
investigating one specific management idea, in their case lean. Additionally, Waldorff (2013)
focuses on how concepts are translated into different meanings, while Bergstrom (2007) looks
closer to translation in combination with a socially responsible workforce, to see internal
translations of the original idea. Consequently, it indicates that the translation model is
appropriate when investigating the process of companies making use of circulating ideas in
their BMI. Hence, the research question of this report is: How do companies translate
circulating ideas into new business models?

The translation model is descriptive in its nature and therefore lacks the ability to explain
how translation happens, it rather states what happens (Lindberg & Erlingsdottir, 2005). In turn,
Zilber (2006) explains that previous studies state that ideas travel, but not in-depth describe
how. Also, Lindberg and Erlingsdéttir (2005) argue that several studies look at the result of the
translation and what had happened, instead of describing how it happened. We capture the
aspects of how by adding the approach about exploitation and exploration (March, 1991). These
dimensions describe that tensions appear when organizations work with innovation e.g., BMI.
Being exploitative means to develop and extend existing products or processes by refining
them, while being explorative, rather is to search for, and discover new opportunities and to
experiment with them (March, 1991). Companies need to develop existing products and
knowledge, but it is essential to search for new knowledge in order to innovate the business as
well (Lubatkin, Simsek, Ling, & Veiga, 2006). Tensions appear when companies work with
exploitation and exploration at the same time because of built-in mechanisms (March, 1991).
Our view is that these tensions in turn affect the process of innovating BMs and are therefore
useful to describe how the translation happens.

In order to answer the research question, we do a single-case study at one company and
look closer at the innovation of a BM they are working with right now. We study the process
of going from a circulating idea, in this specific case; sharing economy, to innovate a new BM.
It is important to keep in mind that the sharing economy is not what is investigated, but rather,
in this report, the sharing economy is an example of a circulating idea that is translated into a
BM. This paper makes the following contributions: First, it adds research in the field of BMI
by applying a process perspective when investigating how companies make use of circulating
ideas into new BMs. Using the translation perspective opens for discussion around the process
rather than the outcome of the transformation. Second, it broadens the analytical portfolio
regarding the use of translation by looking closer at how the translation unfolds when applying
it to BMs. Lastly, it contributes by investigating the role of exploitation and exploration in the
case of translation, whether it hands opportunities or constrains the translation process.



Previous Research

Business Model Innovation

During the late 1990s with the Internet Boom, the word business model started to flow and
became one of the greatest buzzwords in society (Magretta, 2002). The role of BMs has
thereafter gained increased attention and has become a vital concept. BMs are widely accepted
and used in several fields, e.g., business management, innovation management, strategy, etc.
(Massa, Tucci & Afuah, 2017; Zott, et.al., 2011). However, there are criticism against the BM
research which say that BMs have a vague definition and that the concept is too similar to
strategy (Massa, et.al., 2017). At a very general level, the concept of BMs can be described as
how companies make business and in turn, accomplish their goals (Massa, et.al., 2017).
Common to most scholars is that a BM should increase a company’s competitiveness (€.g.,
Mitchell & Coles, 2003; Zott, et.al., 2011; Chesbrough, 2010). Beyond the general level, the
BM concept has several definitions and explanations, where researchers tend to define the
phenomenon differently. Zott, et.al. (2011) explains that a BM for example can be seen as a
representation, a statement, a description, a conceptual tool, a framework, or a pattern. Previous
research therefore either refers to other publications, works without a clear definition, or
conceptualizes the BM by highlighting different components it could consist of (Zott et.al.,
2011). Accordingly, this report proceeds a well-established explanation and defines a BM as a
set of activities that enable a company to both create value and capture value (e.g., Zott & Amit,
2010; Martins, et.al., 2015; Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010, Teece, 2010). This definition
has been chosen to be able to look closer to the small adjustments, in particular, the translations
of a circulating idea into a BM. It is a concrete definition, and it allows seeing the steps that
lead to a BM.

Baden-Fuller and Mangematin (2013) explain that innovating a BM is to develop the set
of activities or the interaction in between them. Innovating BMI, in turn, has a major impact
both inside and outside the organization (Baden-Fuller & Mangematin, 2013). It goes in line
with Mitchell and Coles (2003) who argue that the shift from one well-established core business
to a new BM is complex and has a great impact, why some companies tend to delay, or neglect,
the innovative process. It is argued that productive BMI facilitates the organization to adopt to
its environment and be more resistant to external changes (Mitchell & Coles, 2003). To succeed
with BMI, companies need to challenge existing assumptions and find needs that customers do
not know they have (Geissdoerfer, et.al., 2018). Additionally, companies meet a lot of
challenges while trying to innovate a new BM at the same time as working with their current
one. To have several BMs requires different activities, and these activities might differ in the
various BMs. A newly innovated BM likely involves other activities than the traditional model,
which could be tricky for companies to handle (Porter, 1980; 1996). Also, companies face
challenges when trying to innovate their BM without hurting and competing with the current
business. Chesbrough (2007) argues that one way of doing both is to try the initiative alongside
the ordinary business. If the BM is successful, the company can develop it more widely and
integrate it into the core business. With a focus on diversification, it is possible both to grow
because of new opportunities or add different aspects to the current BM (Chesbrough, 2007).



Moreover, there are various methods, models, and perspectives used to study BMI. The
predominant number of studies have a normative view when looking at the phenomenon (e.g.,
Baden-Fuller & Haefliger, 2013; Teece, 2010; Chesbrough, 2010; Mitchell & Coles, 2003).
These studies usually look at what is required in BMI to reach its full potential. Also, even
though BMI has gained increased attention from both practitioners and researchers (Amit &
Zott, 2012; Chesbrough, 2010; Garvin & Levesque, 2006; Massa, et.al., 2017), there is a lack
of research regarding the process of BMI (Zott & Amit, 2015), namely how BMs evolve over
time and how various aspects affect the evolvement. There is a small number of research that
looks at the process of innovating BMs at a general level (e.g., Bucherer, Eisert & Gassmann,
2012), however, they do not highlight the small adjustments that are made during the process
to come up with a new or improved model. This research, therefore, fills that gap, by having a
process perspective of BMI and looking closer at how companies translate circulating ideas into
new BMs in detail.

Theoretical Framework

Translation Theory

Because of the absence of research related to the process of BMI, this report fills that void by
looking at how companies translate circulating ideas into new BMs, using the translation model.
The translation model describes the path from initiative to accomplishment and enlightens small
adjustments that influence the process (Czarniawska & Joerges, 1996; Czarniawska & Sevon,
1996). The theory helps to increase the awareness of the process rather than the outcome.

Theories of translation have their roots in different scholars, and various versions of
translation within and across several fields exist (Spyridonidis, et.al., 2016). On the one hand,
translation has its roots in the sociology of Actor-Network Theory (ANT) which also is where
translation originates from (Callon, 1986; Latour, 1986). From this view, translation is about
human- and non-human actors, associations, and networks (Callon, 1986; Latour, 1986; Law,
1992). On the other hand, another view of translation theory has been introduced in the
organizational- and institutional context by Scandinavian Institutionalism (Czarniawska &
Joerges, 1996; Czarniawska & Sevon, 1996) and is of better use when looking at human actors
rather than materials involved in the process of translation (Stal & Babri, 2020). This view
emphasizes the circulation of ideas (Spyridonidis, et.al., 2016), and translation from this
perspective is defined as; “the process in which ideas and models are adapted to local contexts
as they travel across time and space” (Lamb & Currie, 2012, p. 219). For this report, we want
to investigate how circulating ideas translate into new BMs, with a focus on human actors and
context, hence the definition from Scandinavian institutionalism is more suitable. Within
Scandinavian institutionalism, translation can be understood as the process of implementing,
modifying, or combining practices and ideas from one context into another surrounding
(Czarniawska & Joerges, 1996; Hargadon & Douglas, 2001; Campbell, 2004).

The Scandinavian institutionalism, in turn, originates from the new institutional theory. A
key element of institutional theory is legitimacy, meaning that people accept and perceive the



company as fair, hence, to be legitimate means to be competitive (Meyer & Rowan, 1977).
Organizations strive to get legitimacy in two ways. On the one hand, companies imitate other
successful companies to be successful too. On the other hand, companies incorporate existing
trends and ideas into their organization and therefore they get legitimacy. Consequently, they
become isomorphic, meaning that organizations become similar to one another (Meyer &
Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). However, the isomorphic behavior does not result
in all organizations becoming the same (Sevon, 1996). Ideas look different in various
companies because the activities, business, and actors are not similar (Lindberg & Erlingsdottir,
2005). In other words, isomorphism helps to spread ideas but also to incorporate ideas into an
organization, e.g., into BMs. According to Czarniawska (1997) isomorphism appears because
of two reasons, companies want to be early adopters to make themselves competitive and they
want to avoid being left behind when their competitors innovate.

When organizations incorporate circulating ideas, regardless of origin and reason, it is
translated. Translation is helpful to explain complex change processes and the local
interpretations that are made (Lindberg & Erlingsdottir, 2005). The theory is therefore of good
use when describing the process from a circulating idea into a new BM. The translation model
suggests that ideas cannot be isolated, they are rather affected by other ideas, actors, institutions,
organizations, etc. all the time (Drori, Hollerer & Walgenbach, 2013). According to Hwang and
Suarez (2005) ideas translate when entering an organization, because the organizations are not
passive adopters and many aspects influence how the idea is perceived, such as history,
experiences, and routines. For an idea to be translated it must be materialized into an object,
separated from its surroundings before it is adopted in another time or space. The new context
consists of other actors who affect the idea and translate it to fit the local surrounding
(Czarniawska & Joerges, 1996). In fact, translation has nothing to do with a linguistic process
(Wedlin & Sahlin, 2017), but rather human actors and context (Lindberg & Erlingsdéttir, 2005).
It is simply how ideas travel and how they are transformed when they travel (Wedlin & Sahlin,
2017).

Understand Translation Through Tensions of Exploitation and Exploration

Translation answers questions of what is translated and allows us to see the process, but it
neglects the question of how it happens (Lindberg & Erlingsdottir, 2005). By only using the
translation theory, which is a descriptive theory, we miss an in-depth analysis of the underlying
aspects describing how the idea was translated. This is needed to answer the research question
of how companies translate circulating ideas into new BMs. Therefore, we add another
approach, namely exploitation vs exploration, borrowed from the field of innovation. This
approach helps us to find the underlying aspects and is useful as a complement to the translation
theory. It gives further insight into tensions that appear when organizations work with
innovation, namely, how to innovate new ideas (exploration) but at the same time develop the
existing ones (exploitation) (March, 1991). The tensions affect how the translation of BMI
unfolds, and is useful to create an in-depth understanding of underlying aspects affecting how
the ideas translate and hence how it becomes a BM. It is also a contribution to the research of



BMI, which tends to neglect the in-depth analysis of the process of innovating the business
argued by Zilber (2006).

To be able to use exploration and exploitation in the translation process, we first need to
define the difference between them. In accordance with March (1991), being exploitative means
developing and extending existing products or processes by refining them. When a company
exploits, they improve existing knowledge and competence in order for them to flourish and in
turn, enhance the companies’ techniques and competence (March, 1991; Benner & Tushman,
2003; Atuahene-Gima, 2005). To develop products by including new technologies, using
already existing knowledge, or implementing something that has been proved successful before,
is to be exploitative. In line, Wadhwa and Kotha (2006) argue that efficiency is fundamental to
improve and thereby exploit the current business. Further, Oborn, Barrett, Prince, and Racko
(2013) explain that by being exploitative, organizations avoid taking risks, consequently, the
outcomes are quite certain and more predictable. Hence, by not taking any risks, the possible
benefits are limited (Oborn, et.al., 2013). Being explorative, on the other hand, is to search for,
and discover new knowledge and opportunities and to experiment with them (March, 1991). To
gain new knowledge is beneficial, yet, to apply and make use of new knowledge is what makes
it explorative and makes the innovation succeed, thus it requires taking risks and significant
investments (Kang, Morris & Snell, 2007).

Moreover, Kollmann and Stéckmann (2008) have investigated exploitation and exploration
in the field of BMI. They argue that companies need to both develop the current BM at the same
time as discovering new opportunities (Kollmann & Stéckmann, 2008). Therefore, both
exploitation and exploration are needed to improve the business. Also, other studies about
exploitation and exploration agree that excelling them both is vital to increase the performance
of the firm (March, 1991), to survive in the short run by developing the product (Sheremata,
2000) but also in the long run by innovating (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996). Anyhow, between
these dimensions, tensions exist because they are contradictory and difficult to excel at the same
time (Lubatkin, et.al., 2006; March, 1991). Dougherty (1996) describes tensions such as friction
between old and new, inside and outside. Tensions are not necessarily negative, they simply
have to be considered. However, the ability to manage the tensions is called organizational
ambidexterity (March, 1991) and companies that are considered ambidextrous are both
developing existing products and knowledge, but also searching for new knowledge in order to
innovate the business (Lubatkin, et.al., 2006).

Methodology
Study Design

To be able to contribute to the discussion regarding BMI, and answer the research question,
how companies translate circulating ideas into new BMs, a qualitative research strategy with
an abductive approach has been used. Using qualitative research helped us to gain detailed
information about the chosen phenomena, suggested by Bryman and Bell (2015) and Silverman
(2017), which would not be possible by using a quantitative method. A single case study was



executed, and this research method is inspired by Silverman (2017) and Flyvbjerg (2006) who
argue that a case study is appropriate when digging deeper into a contextual problem, to gain
thorough information. When using a translation perspective, a single-case study is a common
research method (Spyridonidis, et.al., 2016), which indicates that a case study is useful for our
case as well. Using a case study, it is possible to collect detailed information, which was also
one reason why we chose this study design. Additionally, it was possible to use several data
collection methods in the same study (Silverman, 2017), namely interviews, and document
analysis, which were crucial to understand the process we investigated. Even if this study only
focuses on one company, the discussion, and the conclusion increase the understanding of BMI
and the process of turning from one BM to another, in other contexts as well. This goes in line
with Flyvbjerg (2006) who believes that it is possible to generalize certain case studies on a
larger scale.

The Setting

Husqgvarna is a Swedish manufacturing company producing, among other things, garden- and
forest products. Sales goes mainly via indirect channels, i.e., to consumers via dealers. The
company has a market-leading position and distributes its products globally, with the main
focus on Europe and North America. Its vision is “Shaping great experiences”, and Husqvarna
seeks to make a difference for its customers and consumers (Husgvarna Group, 2019a). Over
history, the company has always focused on innovation and transformation of its area of
expertise, and the company has had many different customer offerings both in goods and
services. Husqvarna currently works with BMI, but previously and presently, the company
predominantly uses a traditional BM, meaning selling products to the end consumers via
dealers, i.e., the company is still a retail company. The current BM has been used for decades,
consequently, the relationship with the 25,000 independent dealers is strong. Even though the
company develops several BMs, they still rely on the traditional BM which generates revenue
today (Husgvarna Group, 2019a).

Because the company is actively working with BMI, the setting is highly relevant and
interesting to study in order to look closer at the translation of circulating ideas into new BMs.
To investigate the translation in-depth, the case we looked closer at is a rental solution named
Tools For You. It is an established BM, yet on a small scale, that the company is currently
conducting and evaluating. Via fixed storage depots, customers rent battery-driven garden
products for a fixed price through an application (Husgvarna Group, 2019a). The concept
started as a pilot in 2017 in Stockholm, named Battery Box (Husqvarna Group, 2017a), to
evaluate potential BMs and increase knowledge in the area of sharing economy (Husgvarna
Group, 2017b). In 2019, Tools For You was available primarily in Sweden, but also in other
countries in Europe, with a plan to develop and expand in several markets within the upcoming
years (Husgvarna Group, 2019b). Since we wanted to investigate the translation process step-
by-step, the fact that the BM was established already allowed us to do so. In this particular case,
we also had transparent access to data, which was why the case was suitable to answer the
research question of this report. Moreover, Husqvarna decided to have their name public in



order to show their work with BMI. It made it easier for us to do an accurate analysis since we
could describe Tools For You more in detail without worrying about exposing their identity.

Data Collection

The primary data in this study is based on in-depth interviews, but in addition also documents.
The use of both interviews and document analysis resulted in a more truthful picture since the
methods verify and reinforce each other. However, Silverman (2017) explains that potential
risk is that one dataset is analyzed over the other, which we took into consideration during the
work of this report. As suggested by Bowen (2009), the combination of these methods
minimizes the risk of human errors. The documents helped us with a comprehensive
understanding of Husqvarna’s work with BMI. Mostly the documents were retroactive,
describing the past, and therefore they were very useful. Looking back in time might be
hazardous because we had to rely on the data to be accurate. However, if we were to neglect
the time before we entered the project, this report would not have been able to get to the same
findings because of the time limits. Therefore, we believe that being retroactive was not only
appropriate but also necessary in relation to the research question of this report. Because of the
current situation with employees working from home, it was not possible to do any observations
which would have been preferable. However, we believed that the combination of interviews
and documents was enough to answer the research question of how companies translate
circulating ideas into new business models. The collection of data was divided into two phases;
1) exploratory phase with a few introductory interviews, document analysis at a general level
while the second phase 2) in-depth, instead consisted of interviews and in-depth analysis of
documents regarding one specific BM, Tools For You.

Initially, in the first phase of the research process, external documents were analyzed to
gain a greater perception of the case company, its mission, vision, etc. We analyzed internal
documents and reports concerning Husqvarna’s work of innovating BMs. We had a contact
person at the company who is in a leading position in the strategy work of BMI whom the first
three interviews were with. The interviews were unstructured, where the interviewee explained
their work with current, previous, and possible future BMs. These interviews were one hour
each and were the foundation for our basic understanding of the company and their way of
working with BMI in particular.

In the second phase, we looked at informative material as well as reports describing Tools
For You before we continued with the interviews. We wanted to create a good understanding
of the BM before the interviews to be able to ask valuable questions. In total, we looked at 11
documents from the case company. However, because the project is still running,
documentation in the matter is lacking, why the emphasis of data was placed on interviews. To
find relevant people to interview, we firsthand used a purposive selection in line with Bryman
and Bell (2015). With the guidance of our contact person, we reached interviewees within
various departments and with various expertise. In addition, we used the strategy of snowball,
meaning that interviewees helped us with recommendations for participants to interview. The
combination of these sample selection strategies was helpful to reach suitable respondents and



it helped us to reach people at different departments of the company that had various
experiences and thoughts about the BM. In total, 18 interviews were accomplished with 14
respondents, including the first three exploratory interviews. We were aware of the possible
risk that a small sample might generate bias in the collected data. However, documents
complemented, and in addition, there was a theoretical saturation, meaning that no new
information came up during the later interviews.

Since Husqgvarna had their name public in this report, we were aware of eventual bias, that
the respondents could explain things in a way that strengthens Husqvarna's brand. As an ethical
consideration, we decided not to specify any title nor department of the respondents in this
report, even though it affected the quotations in the empirical section, hence, the reader is unable
to understand who said what. We did this since some respondents wished to be anonymous, but
also to a certain extent avoid eventual bias, because the interviewees could be more comfortable
and speak more openly. Moreover, we interviewed both people directly involved in the project
on a daily basis as well as others that had valuable expertise in BMI. Primary, the respondents
were at the hierarchical top layer in Husgvarna, including several departments such as
sustainability, BMI, strategy, business development, and sales. The interviews lasted for
between 35-70 minutes each, the time depended on how involved the interviewees were in the
BM Tools For You. However, since we looked at a process that started in 2016, several people
that were a part of the initial phase had resigned and we could therefore not reach those. It was
a limitation, but to find relevant information about the initial phase, we had complementing
information in the internal documents. A guide of questions was conducted before each
interview, although it was open to changes depending on the interviewees, which goes in line
with Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, and Jackson (2015). The interviews can be described as semi-
structured, and mentioned by Bryman and Bell (2015), the interviewees had the opportunity to
speak freely which in turn contributed to open answers. The questions differed a bit depending
on the interviewee’s area of expertise.

All interviews were held online through different communication platforms such as Google
Meet and Teams. According to Archibald, Ambagtsheer, Casey, and Lawless (2019), it might
be a challenge to create trust and familiarity through digital communication tools. To overcome
this, the interviews started with a bit of small talk, but the limitations of digital interviews were
recognized. However, the digital interviews allowed us to reach interviewees who otherwise
would not have had time for a face-to-face interview, as well as people from other locations.
The interviewees were located in Europe, and the interviews were held both in Swedish and
English. We spoke the language that the respondents were most comfortable with to get as good
flow as possible. Additionally, some information, including information regarding the subject,
was sent to the participants prior to the interviews. We decided that the information was not too
specific, to avoid that the interviewee created strong opinions or thoughts about the topic before
the interview. Also, we were aware of the fact that power asymmetry could occur between the
respondent and interviewer, in line with Kvale (2006). As suggested by Aléx and Hammarstrom
(2008), we tried to avoid that in the best possible way by being aware of and reflecting upon it
during all the interviews. Moreover, one challenge that was discovered during the progress of
this report was the fact that BM and BMI are concepts without a clear definition. We were
therefore aware that the interviewees could have different opinions about what the concepts are
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and that their views could differ from ours. During the progress, we got the impression that the
majority of the respondents were aligned with our definition.

Every interview was recorded and then transcribed closely after they were held to have
them fresh in mind and not lack important aspects. The reason for recording and transcribing
was to make use of all relevant information and to be able to code them correctly as well as
compare and contrast different interviews. According to Silverman (2017), the information is
liable if using these techniques. It is also much easier to find quotations needed for the data
analysis, explained by Bell, Bryman, and Harley (2019). Some quotations in the empirical
section have been translated since some of the interviews were held in Swedish. Additionally,
every interviewee approved that the interviews were recorded. When the report was finished,
the recordings and transcribed material were deleted. At the beginning of the process, we signed
a contract with the company regarding how to handle the data we collected. We agreed to not
share any confidential information with others outside of the organization and all the documents
were deleted when the report was done. The information collected outside of this report’s scope
was instead part of an internal presentation at Husqvarna. Important to add is the fact that we
wrote the essay on behalf of them, but we were free to choose which topic we wanted to focus
on. During the progress, we were aware of the fact that this could affect the outcome of the
report, however, we did not believe it impacted any of our results in the end. Prior to the report,
we had no previous relationship with the company that in any way could affect our work. We
never felt that Husqvarna required nor expected any specific results from our study.

Data Analysis

The data analysis was influenced by grounded theory (Martin & Turner, 1986), where data from
interviews and documents was separated into various categories and codes. By using this
analysis method, we minimized the risk of preconceptions because it focuses on what the
empirical material actually shows. Martin and Turner (1986) claim that the analysis of data
must be done continuously throughout the process, not just in the end when everything is
gathered. In line with their suggestion, the coding started initially. To gather all information at
the same place, we coded both internal documents, external documents, and interviews in the
same excel-file, to on the one hand, complement, but also contrast all the collected data. The
coding was done in three steps.

We started coding initially, and during that time, we did not have a defined theory but
instead assumed that the empirical material would guide us. Firstly, we started to read the
transcript interviews and the documents line by line to observe details. Small notes were made
to see keywords that were used, and the notes were grouped into suitable codes. This method
was inspired by Bryman and Bell (2013), describing that codes help to compare and contrast
various documents and transcripts material. We found about 180 various codes which were very
scattered and difficult to make sense of. It included codes such as the number of boxes, strategy,
location, battery tools, price, etc. As a second step, we realized that we needed a better structure
of the codes to be able to find patterns. Since the documents and transcripts material included
data from 2016, we thought that the empirical material instead could be presented in
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chronological order. We reused the codes that we already had but chose to divide them into the
most common phases that we saw in the development of the BM, namely, idea generation,
initial phase, development phase, relaunch phase, and current work. When we had these phases,
we realized that the translation theory could be a useful theory to describe the process of
circulating ideas into new BMs. Finally, in the third step, we clustered the codes under each
category to see the most important aspects in every phase. We categorized every aspect that had
an impact on the translation in that specific phase, and we could look closer at what happened,
why it happened, aspects affecting the outcome, and so forth. We found aspects affecting the
translation, such as contrasting motives, thoughts, and expectations. These were interesting
because they affected the translation in-depth. Based on the tensions we found, we believed the
theory about exploration and exploitation was helpful to capture both the tensions but also how
they affected the translation process. The coding in this case helped us to develop the theory
further.

Empirical Section

Husqvarna is an old and traditional company, for which it is important to focus on
transformation and innovation. Husgvarna focuses on innovation in two areas, developing
existing products and services, but also innovating BMs. Currently, Husqvarna is running
several innovation projects and BMs, for example, projects connected to Al, satellite-based
technology, 10T, cloud-based digital platforms, etc. (Husqvarna Group, 2019a). In this report,
we are looking in-depth into one specific BM that Husqvarna is currently working on. In short,
it can be described as a rental solution where consumers rent battery-driven garden products for
a fixed price via storage depots, through an application (Husqvarna Group, 2019a). It was
launched to the market in 2017 and is still evaluated right now. To understand the translation
of circulating ideas into a new BM, every headline describes one phase the concept has gone
through, and in-depth describes various improvements and considerations made.

Period July 2016-Oct 2016 Nov 2016-April 2017  May 2017 —Oct 2017  Nov 2017-April 2019 May 2019-Oct 2020 Nov 2020—
Main Activities Idea generation Prototype the idea Introduce Battery Box  Evaluate, make adjustments Relaunch a new version Improvements of Tools
to the market of the prototype named Tools For You For You

Table 1: Development of a business model at Husqvarna - from Battery Box to Tools For You

Ideas That Formed the Basis for a New Business Model at Husqvarna

Thoughts about the sharing economy had started to flow in the society and companies had
started to incorporate it into their business, typically in industries providing expensive products
with a low rate of utilization. Respondents mentioned that other companies had incorporated
sharing economy in various ways, e.g., Clas Ohlson, Volvo, Bauhaus, etc. In their words,
mostly because the companies wanted to act more sustainable. One argument for the BM of
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Tools For You was the fact that other companies had incorporated the ideas. A few colleagues
at Husgvarna were brainstorming about how to make use of the sharing economy, over lunch.
This resulted in an idea of a BM that the group immediately started to explore further. The idea
included a solution where it was possible to rent Husqvarna’s products. The phase of convincing
people in the company and getting them on board was difficult and the small group worked
hard to persuade responsible people. However, after about three months they managed to assure
that there were several strong reasons as to why the idea had the potential to be successful. The
respondents mentioned many different reasons why to initiate the pilot project, these reasons
could be categorized into three main motives: utilization rate, availability, and demand.

First and foremost, several respondents emphasized the fact that the products provided by
Husqgvarna had a low utilization rate, more specifically the products were used for about 0,3%
of a year. Consumers, therefore, tend to either buy a cheaper alternative or lend someone else's.
Despite the humble use of the products, Husgvarna still wants to offer its products to consumers
and fit their needs. Furthermore, the second main motive was that Husqvarna distributed their
products to consumers via dealers who in turn sell the products to the consumers. Mostly, the
dealers were located in rural areas which made it an obstacle for the consumer to buy
Husqvarna’s products. Husqvarna does not usually sell directly to the consumers, despite that,
they want to be available to make it convenient for them. Another aspect of availability is
opening hours, the dealers were open at the same time as consumers working hours and hence
again made it difficult for the consumer to buy its products. The third and last of the main
motives was demand. Several respondents meant that it is a question of generation, the earlier
generation wants to own their products and are proud of doing so. However, it is possible to see
a shift and the younger generation is keen on the service that a product helps to fulfill rather
than the actual product. The younger generation is, therefore, more willing to rent products to
avoid taking up space and maintaining them. There are different types of consumers who
demand the same products but in different ways, and Husgvarna wants to supply everyone.
Besides, the younger generation is not willing to drive to the rural areas to visit dealers and
therefore they demand the products in other ways as well. One respondent stated that: “We all
know that dealers are a slowly sinking ship, the new generation is simply not going to be willing
to drive to the rural areas to visit them”. (R9).

Besides the main reasons, some of the respondents also mentioned another important
aspect. At that time, Husqvarna had just started to provide battery-driven products besides their
traditional petrol-powered and Husgvarna needed to promote this kind of product to show their
potential and efficiency. A few respondents expressed that they needed to create awareness and
attention to the battery products for consumers to buy them. One way to promote battery
products was to let consumers try them out without spending a fortune buying them.

Initial Phase: Husqvarna Battery Box

After a while, the idea was prototyped and became the Battery Box, this was done by a separate
department within Husgvarna. Agreed upon by several respondents, this was to avoid affecting
the current BM of Husqvarna. The biggest obstacle experienced when trying to innovate BMs
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and find new ways of doing business is the fact that they have to retain their position in the
market at the same time as developing new concepts and potential BMs.

One needs to find a balance. You have to make these changes in order not to collapse as a company.
But at the same time, you have to parry between. We need to have food on the table at the same
time as implementing something new. (R8).

To be able to set up the prototype and the BM fast, Husqvarna used several external partner
collaborations. When the idea was approved internally, it took about six months before the
Battery Box was first placed at its location. Interviewees explain that many suppliers wanted to
collaborate, and it was more or less a coincidence which partners were chosen. Most of the
partners were chosen due to previous connections in other projects. There were several parties
involved in various ways, for example, one company made the app, another focused on the
lockers, a third helped with the design of the box, and so forth.

The Battery Box consisted of 30 lockers with four different battery products offered:
chainsaws, leaf blowers, hedge trimmers, and trimmers. Consumers rented these products on a
pay-per-day basis through an application. The initial project of Battery Box was running from
May 2017-October 2017 and the box was placed in Bromma Blocks shopping mall, a suburban
area in Stockholm. The project ran on a small scale with only one Battery Box and during a
short period of time. Employees at Husqvarna had an idea of what the box should look like,
which the design department helped them to realize. There were several reasons as to why the
box was big and clumsy. It was both because of opinions from external partners but also internal
discussions where several different actors were part of the creation of the box. They agreed that
this was what the box should look like, and it was also influenced based on risk management
and other technical solutions.

Several interviewees expressed that all stakeholders, including employees, had various
expectations of the outcome of the Battery Box. One respondent explained that measuring the
success of the project is multi-faceted since it depends on which perspective various actors
have, and also which expectations it was built upon. Several interviewees argued that the project
was not successful by looking at the number of bookings and turnover since there were not as
many bookings as they hoped for and the investments were way higher than the revenue.
However, many interviewees instead believed that it was successful because there was a great
buzz and many people started to talk about Husgvarna. There was a lot of attention around the
concept both externally and internally, and several parties were very positive that Husgvarna
was working with BMI in the field of sharing economy. It happened even though they did not
put so much money into marketing. The contradiction with economical incitements and the
various opinions about the actual aim of the Battery Box led to challenges regarding internal
alignment, especially considering whether the project could be seen as successful or not.

Development Phase

The pilot project ended in October 2017 and afterward a period of evaluation followed.
Internally many employees thought that the Battery Box was the final offer, but instead, it was
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just a first attempt, then it was developed and relaunched. From the project, Husgvarna got
several insights to keep working with and develop. Most importantly, the consumers who used
the Battery Box were satisfied, more than 97% of the total consumers would use the solution
again and 99% of those would recommend it to a friend or family member. From the Battery
Box, Husqvarna learned that there was an extensive interest from customers in sharing
solutions. It is agreed on by all respondents that the consumers’ interest in these kinds of
solutions was sufficient enough to keep evolving the Battery Box. Respondents expressed that
Husqgvarna noticed several problems with the Battery Box which they remedied in different
ways. One problem was that not enough people got to know about it. This problem arose on
several grounds, first, the number of boxes was not sufficient enough for consumers to get a
general knowledge about them, and besides that, there was a lack of marketing. Yet another
problem was the location of the boxes which was essential as reported by interviewees,
therefore it had to be considered closely to increase the result of the project in the future.

Furthermore, the partners were reviewed and compared to other options, consequently,
most of the partners were replaced. Husqvarna was not dissatisfied with the quality delivered,
rather the economical aspect made them reconsider partners, and they had to look for cheaper
alternatives. However, in many cases, it was possible to find adequate quality at reasonable
prices according to several respondents. For instance, Husgvarna took charge of the app,
previously it was outsourced to expensive partners who offered a complex app with numerous
services. In the case of Battery Box, the application did not have to be that complex, it was
rather preferable that it was easy to use with the necessary services, which could be developed
by Husqvarna themselves. In consonance, respondents said that the evolvement of the app was
one of the major transformations that were done, particularly the booking site.

The size of the Battery Box was the biggest flaw, agreed on by no less than all respondents.
It was far too big, included too many products, was extremely safe and impossible to move. All
these aspects made the box indefensibly expensive, not to mention difficult to manage for the
dealers. Because of the practical aspects, in addition to the economical ones, the size of the box
decreased massively to make it more mobile, easy to place out, manageable, and financially
defensible in that matter. Because the size of the box decreased, so did the number of lockers
which reduced from thirty to seven lockers. The box was still safe even though the rate of
assurance was scaled down to fit the content of the box. One respondent expressed that

previously “the box was so safe that we could store gold bars without worrying for their safety”
(R4).

A few respondents asserted that another learning from the Battery Box was that consumers
saw the BM as a chance to act more sustainably. Instead of buying a product they collected it
when needed, used it, and returned it so others could use it in turn. The respondents argued that
increasing the utilization rate of the products makes them more sustainable, because a lot of
resources are used to produce the products. Increasing the utilization rate was one of the main
motives to initiate Battery Box, however, whether sustainability was the main reason or not is
disagreed on by the respondents. A few interviewees explained that sustainability was one
driving force to initiate the project, while the majority rather argued that sustainability is
important, but the primary objective was solely to reach the consumers more conveniently.
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However, when Husqvarna perceived that the consumers’ objective to rent was partly
sustainability, it naturally became a motive for Husgvarna as well. By introducing this BM, it
built an image of being sustainable which added value to their brand. One respondent explained
this by stating.

From the beginning, Battery Box looked completely different, and the concept was not especially

connected to sustainability, rather just one out of many ways that we work with business model
innovation. (R12).

Regardless of the motives, there is also a discussion internally at Husqvarna dealing with
how sustainable the solution actually is. Respondents assured that it is sustainable, but only if
the boxes are easily available so that the consumers do not have to drive too far with the car to
collect the product and return it, if that is the case the extra pollution from the car will eat up
the environmental advantage generated by the box.

There were also problems with integrating Battery Box into the working style and business
system. It was difficult to fit the project into the business department since it was a new revenue
model, both the financial department and controllers were worried about how it would evolve,
and they had to handle all transactions manually which aggravates their work. Further, the
salesmen's salaries were partly based on commissions in the traditional BM and Battery Box
was not included, therefore salesmen did not prefer to sell it. Additionally, respondents argued
that they have an ingrained culture in the company, with established routines. It is a challenge
to be flexible and adopt fast to a changing environment, instead, they get stuck in the old way
of doing things, even if the company strives to be innovative. Several respondents highlighted
that it is very time-consuming to adjust the way of working if you have your traditional routines.
Further, for a new pilot project to be successful, it has to get everyone on board, despite their
department, and also create an infrastructure that allows for the new BM to grow.

| believe it is difficult to get ideas to last and be carried all the way. | think this is a challenge for all
disruptive ideas within large companies, as it does not fall within the usual sales channel and the
incentives are so closely linked to the traditional structure. (R4).

Relaunch: Tools For You

After the development phase, Battery Box was relaunched in May 2019 as Tools For You. As
aforementioned, the box was smaller, had fewer lockers, and was more mobile. The Tools For
You box was sold to dealers who managed, filled, maintained, and owned the box. Whenever
a product had been rented out it had to be served or maintained by the dealer. The consumer
rented a product via the application, went to the locker, and unlocked it through the app. Inside
the locker was the product, two batteries, a charger, and in some cases even some safety
equipment. When returning, they simply return the product to the locker again. For 2019 there
were severe delays in delivery of the boxes, which aggravated the rentals since the products are
mostly used during spring and summer. Respondents mean that due to the delay and the few
rentals, the BM was difficult to evaluate after one year. Because the products were seasonality-
based, they were not used during winter, hence the boxes are moved to storage, and consumers
are notified via the application. For 2020 there were nearly 40 boxes placed in Europe, most of
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them in Sweden. The boxes were placed out to their locations in May and consumers were able
to rent products once again.

As mentioned earlier, the dealers manage the boxes, however, it does not carry lots of
education because they are already familiar with the products and know how they should be
handled. Anyhow, respondents stated that in most cases the boxes were placed outside of the
dealers’ store so that the dealer did not have to go to the boxes to maintain the rented tools.
Dealers mean that the box extends their opening hours, and they are satisfied with it, further
they experience that it makes them more attractive to consumers. Additionally, the dealers have
gotten more possibilities to choose what tools to offer in the boxes and the product line has been
developed as well during these years. However, respondents stressed that far from all dealers
were interested in this kind of product, in most cases because they did not see it as economically
profitable, especially not if they had to place the box somewhere else.

Current Work

To develop the BM further, Husqvarna currently works on many various improvements.
Interviewees mentioned everything from technical improvements, software solutions, locations
of the box, and availability to business modeling, development of pricing models, and
marketing. The marketing budget for the box has previously not been particularly high.
However, this will change and thus increase to spread awareness about it. The locks to the
cabinets have not worked as expected, and that is one technical issue they now quality assured
and remedied. It was also problematic as the box and the app did not communicate with each
other, which also posed problems. The majority of the respondents expressed that the location
of the box is the most crucial aspect to continue to work with in order to create a valuable
business case. The dealers want to locate it outside their store, which is not high traffic nor
where potential consumers are. Husqvarna needs to find alternative solutions where the box can
be placed, therefore, new partnerships with suitable actors in terms of location are continuously
developed. To make the BM durable over time, Husqvarna has to benefit from the sharing
economy, but also sustainability aspects and accessibility for consumers. Interviewees argued
that they need to develop an economically viable model, which is one of the main challenges.
As the BM works today, the box is only used for a limited time per year, which is why
Husqgvarna works to extend the time in several ways. Additionally, numerous respondents
argued that it is necessary to find solutions for the maintenance of the tools. Henceforth,
someone needs to do a service of the tools after every use. It is a cost to do that, and it is a
challenge to do it as cost efficiently as possible, but at the same time, the tools need to be safe
for every user. Several respondents highlighted the fact that the service needs to be done
correctly, otherwise, their brand can be damaged.

It can be a great risk to let dealers take care of the maintenance of the box and there needs to be
agreements and descriptions so that it goes right. There is also a great risk that the dealers will not
reach Husgvarna's standard, and that it will then be costly for them to take care of the maintenance.
It is also not always the case that they are so interested in it. [...] The products must be taken care
of and the maintenance must be spotless, otherwise, the whole idea fails. (R7)
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Several interviewees argued that there was not enough money invested in Tools For You
to give it a fair chance to fly. They explained that most stakeholders encourage innovation, but
the majority of the ideas get stuck somewhere in the process and are never really tried out
exhaustively. The step to innovate is small, but to take it to the market is a huge step, in the
words of a few respondents. This is related to the fact that Husgvarna has to produce good
quarterly numbers and therefore the budget for innovation and pilot projects is heavily
constrained according to most respondents. One respondent argued, “to be constrained by the
budget is an understatement, we have more or less no money at all”. Shareholders see that
Husqgvarna is successful for now and therefore do not understand why major changes are
needed, according to some interviewees.

As previously explained, people had various expectations of the BM and defined success
differently. This is still a problem that has continued to grow, and different respondents see
different reasons as to why Tools For You continues to run. Interviewees expressed reasons
such as; we need to be close to our consumers geographically, good PR, need to learn more
about consumers, data collection, sustainability, see it as a learning opportunity, building brand,
broaden the product portfolio, evaluate potential BMs and so forth. Anyhow, interviewees
agreed that a consumer-need exists, it is a trend, and they want to explore it further, however,
they do not agree on how it should be done. On the one hand, some interviewees argued that
they have done a lot of experiments and used a strategy of trial and error, but now need to
evaluate it more in-depth before continuing. Any detailed evaluation does not exist, which some
argue needs to be in place and be processed sufficiently in order to work with the BM further.
They expressed that it is a risk to try too many various things out. When doing so, it is a risk
that nothing becomes in accordance or that there is nothing to evaluate. Few interviewees
instead suggested focusing on one BM and evaluating it in-depth before moving to the next
one. On the other hand, several interviewees argued that Husgvarna should continue with the
same strategy and try the BM in various contexts. Instead, they argue that one has to make
mistakes to learn, and these mistakes could only be visible while trying a BM in practice.

It is possible to investigate the business model in two ways; by testing it and doing experiments or
by doing analysis. At the moment, a lot of experiments have been done but we have not thought so
much or done any analysis. I think we have to start thinking and analyzing more, as there is a lot to
learn by doing desktop analysis. (R10).

Moreover, Husqgvarna is trying out alternatives of the BM right now but in other markets
with other pricing models, to avoid competing with its current setup but also to see if it is
possible to do in another way. Additionally, two new projects have started in the field of sharing
economy, but with another frame, and few interviewees explain that these projects are further
developments of Tools For You. Also, several other pilot projects have started with the base in
the sharing economy and ideas and learnings from Tools For You. However, Husgvarna is listed
on OMXS30, which several interviewees explain as a challenge while innovating potential
BMs. The shareholders rely on Husqvarna to produce numbers so that they get a return on
investments. A few respondents suggested that it is easier for family-owned firms because for
them, the owners could skip their dividend and that solution only affects them whilst there is a
bigger challenge for listed companies to take the same step.
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It is easy to end up in a quarterly report-capitalism. What will generate money in 20-25 years slips
down the priority list as you have to report a good result now, and sadly it seems like they are
mutually exclusive. (R3).

Furthermore, all respondents agree that Husqvarna is dependent on its dealers in the
traditional BM. When evaluating potential BMs, and working with Tools For You, several
interviewees expressed that they always need to consider the relations with dealers and some
argue that a channel conflict exists that affects how to work with BMI. From that perspective,
respondents argue that the dealers constrain Husqvarna’s possibilities to innovate BMs. Further,
some interviewees also explain that dealers affect the work with BMI and Husgvarna needs to
evaluate potential models together with them.

We are dependent on our dealers since we do not have recourse to do the job on our own. [...] If
Husqvarna had been more responsible, it would have been easier to make these changes. However,
in Husqvarna's case, we are completely dependent on dealers who are too bad at selling. If a
consumer happens to find a dealer, then they can sell. (R3).

Whether or not Tools For You affects the relationship with dealers is disagreed on. Most
of the respondents explain that the design of the BM does not affect the relationship in a
negative way, but rather strengthens their work forward. They mean that the BM attracts another
set of consumers and therefore does not compete with the current one, and the dealers are
getting the revenues from the box because they manage them. In contrast, few respondents are
of the opinion that it competes with dealers, which could have a negative impact. If Husgvarna
ignores the dealers in the work, the dealers might be offended and quit selling Husqvarna’s
products. Anyhow, respondents stated that companies in other industries that previously have
relied on dealers now have changed their way of doing business, maybe Husqvarna could or
should too. By doing the work themselves instead of relying on dealers, Husgqvarna would open
up for many innovation possibilities according to a few respondents. Another aspect is that it
can be hard to get the dealers on track to investigate innovative solutions since they are stuck
in the traditional way of working, selling products.

Discussion

In order to contribute to the field of BMI, the data presented in the empirical section is discussed
from a translation perspective. Using the translation perspective allows us to look closer at
various aspects affecting the process of BMI. Based on our empirical findings, we found several
internal and external aspects that affect how circulating ideas translates into new BMs. In this
section, we will describe how the process of translation unfolds, and thoroughly explain the
tensions affecting the translations.

The Travel of Circulating Ideas

Husqvarna works with innovation in two directions, constantly developing existing products
and services but also working with BMI of new ideas, i.e., both exploiting and exploring.
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According to Mitchell and Coles (2003), this is a fundamental part of BMI to stay competitive.
In the words of March (1991), Benner and Tushman, (2003) and Atuahene-Gima (2005)
exploitation is to extend existing knowledge. For example, Husgvarna does this by
incorporating new, proven technology into the product line such as battery-driven products, or
by introducing a new product to the assortment. This is not a new BM, but rather an
improvement of the current one. As argued by Sheremata (2000) and Tushman and O’Reilly
(1996), it is enough if Husqvarna wants to be successful in the short run. However, Husqgvarna
is striving for growth, and in order to prosper in the long run as well, the company has to explore
too. The process of exploration for Husqgvarna involves searching for new knowledge and
opportunities that have not yet been explored, at least not in its context, in line with March
(1991). One way to explore is by looking for new business opportunities, that arguable Tools
For You is an example of.

When both exploiting and exploring, tensions appear as explained by March (1991). It is
possible to argue that these tensions affect everything that Husqgvarna does, and is always
present. As one respondent stated; “One needs to find a balance. You have to make these
changes in order not to collapse as a company. But at the same time, you have to parry between.
We need to have food on the table at the same time as implementing something new”. Based
on the empirical material, it is possible to argue that Husqvarna is aware of the problems that
exist when both exploiting and exploring at the same time and that it has to find a balance.
Husqgvarna needs to consider several aspects that make it successful today, to not lose its
position in the market. We noticed that the tensions between exploitation and exploration were
very present during the process of translating the circulating idea of sharing economy into a
BM. It is therefore possible to argue that tensions could be seen as an underlying engine that
constantly influenced how the translations were done because either exploration or exploitation
is dominant. We will describe further how the tensions affected the translation.

However, to understand how companies translate circulating ideas into new BMs, we first
need to outline why Husqgvarna saw a business opportunity in the idea of sharing economy in
the very beginning and why the employees started to explore it. First and foremost, the sharing
economy had become a common concept in the society and respondents expressed that several
companies had already started to incorporate it, such as VVolvo, Clas Ohlson, and Bauhaus. It is
possible to argue that organizations want to adopt these ideas into their business to get
legitimacy, become more competitive, and hence successful, in accordance with Meyer and
Rowan (1977). Meyer and Rowan (1977) argue that there are two ways of getting legitimacy,
to incorporate trending ideas and also to imitate other successful companies that already have
integrated the ideas. When Husqvarna introduced the sharing economy into its business, it got
legitimacy from both ways. Several respondents said that the first seed to the BM was the fact
that thoughts about the sharing economy had started to flow in society. When they realized that
it was a trend that was here to stay, they wanted to adopt to it. Also, when Husqgvarna noticed
that other companies became successful, they were attracted to incorporate these ideas too, i.e.,
mimic other companies.

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) and Meyer and Rowan (1977) explain that companies
become similar when they mimic each other and adopt to trends, i.e., become isomorphic.
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Several respondents explained that Husgvarna in this case rather wanted to be early adopters
than being left behind by the competitors, which goes in line with Czarniawska’s (1997)
argument about why isomorphism behavior exists. When Husgvarna imitates others and adopts
circulating ideas, it spreads the idea but also becomes more similar to other companies in the
field of sharing economy. However, in line with Sevén (1996) and Lindberg and Erlingsdottir
(2005), adopting ideas does not mean that all organizations become the same, because activities,
business, and actors are different. To understand this better, we need to discover in-depth how
Husqgvarna incorporated the ideas into their BM. This is in line with Czarniawska and Joerges
(1996), Hargadon and Douglas (2001), and Campbell (2004), who argue that ideas must be
understood in the specific context.

Incorporate the Circulating Idea Into the Local Context

When Husgvarna incorporated a circulating idea, it was done in another time and space than
the idea had previously been used in. Therefore, it is possible to argue that Husqvarna translated
the initial idea to fit the new local context, in line with Czarniawska and Joerges (1996). In
order to do so, Czarniawska and Joerges (1996) argue that the idea must be taken away from
its original context in order to be translated. Sharing economy was taken away from its original
context when it was incorporated into Husqvarna’s' context.

According to some respondents, motives for sharing economy in society are based on
sustainability and circular economy. However, when the idea of sharing economy was brought
into Husqgvarna, these motives were not tempting enough in the local context that Husqvarna
operated in. Human actors saw other motives for adopting ideas about the sharing economy that
was a better fit for the organization. For instance, Husqvarna believed that incorporating ideas
about the sharing economy, would increase the product utilization rate, make the products more
available for the consumer, serve new demands, and increase the awareness of the newly
introduced battery products. It is possible to argue that Husgvarna incorporated the circulating
idea by separating it from its original context - and translated it into an idea that fits the
environment better - to focus on consumers. Husqvarna was no passive adopter, rather they
translated the circulating motive for sharing economy to fit their local context, in line with
Hwang and Suarez (2005) and Czarniawska and Joerges (1996). In addition, the translation of
motives shows that ideas are not isolated, as argued by Drori, et.al. (2013), but rather affected
by the surroundings all the time. Moreover, after the idea was translated further to fit the new
time and space, the new idea was accepted by responsible people as a BM.

Moreover, Husqvarna, in association with partners, prototyped the idea and the Battery box
was created. This step is important according to Czarniawska and Joerges (1996) who state that
ideas have to be materialized into an object in order to keep translating. The box was big with
30 lockers, heavy and safe. Czarniawska and Joerges (1996) as well as Lindberg and
Erlingsdattir (2005) highlight that actors and context highly affect the translation. This was also
true for Tools For You. When the idea was materialized into the Battery Box, it opened up a
new opportunity to continue the translation. When the BM started, yet other actors were
included, the context changed, why the BM had to be translated further. Also, it is possible to
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argue that this happened because people had a better understanding of the idea when it was
materialized and therefore could continue to translate it with their experience and thought, in
line with Czarniawska and Joerges (1996). The physical box was translated into a smaller box
with only seven lockers. This happened because several actors influenced the translation with
their opinions. The box was now more mobile to fit the needs of the dealers who maintained it
and it was also cheaper, to become economically defensible.

In addition, it is also possible to argue that the motives for the BM continued to be
translated when it was materialized. As previously mentioned, Husqvarna had several motives
to incorporate sharing economy, where sustainability and circular economy were not the main
reasons. However, after the phase of Battery Box was over, Husqvarna noted that consumers
explain sustainability as a reason for using the BM. Also, the buzz about the Battery Box
mentioned sustainability. Consequently, sustainability became a motive for Husqvarna as well.
It was still not the main motive, but useful when communicated to the consumers and external
environment. It is possible to argue that motives were translated, but we need to find the
underlying aspects in order to answer the research question of how companies translate
circulating ideas into new BMs. The empirical material showed that tensions are very much
present when translating ideas, hence these will be further discussed and analyzed below.

Tension: Short-Term and Long-Term Perspective

Husqvarna is a listed company, which has implications. In fact, it is easy to end up in a quarterly
report-capitalism, in the words of a respondent. This means that the shareholders demand
dividends, which are generated through short-term profitability. Having a focus on the result
today implies that Husqvarna exploits rather than explores. To explore is expensive in the short
run, but plausible profitable in the long run, in the words of Kang, et.al. (2007). In addition,
argued by Oborn, et.al. (2013), exploring is riskier for the organization, while when exploiting
the outcomes are more predictable. The fact that exploration is riskier is arguably one factor
that makes it more convenient to exploit. Overall, Husqvarna and its shareholders are in favor
of innovation and ideas are very welcome, which indicates that they are willing to explore.
However, respondents explained that most ideas get stuck before it hits the market i.e., the ideas
stop translating. Anyhow, despite the shareholders' acceptance of innovation, they are not
always welcoming the aftermaths it generates, for example, the big investments that are needed.
This indicates that there is a tension between short-term and long-term prosperity because
Husqgvarna needs to act in line with its shareholders but at the same time explore new
possibilities. This assumption is plausible because short-term prosperity is about exploiting,
while long-term prosperity is to explore new ideas, which has ingrained tensions as explained
by March (1991). There are arguments both for exploiting and exploring within Husgvarna.
However, since Husgvarna did not invest enough in Tools For You, arguably exploitation was
dominant in this case. The short-term perspective was prioritized over being explorative and
plausibly profitable in the long-term.

To stay profitable when exploring i.e., adopt circulating ideas and translate them into new
BMs, is difficult. Husgvarna handled this by introducing Tools For You on a small scale with
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a relatively low budget. This fell in line with Husgvarna prioritizing the short-term perspective
over the long-term. However, this had consequences according to several respondents. They
mean that the BM was not given a fair chance because not enough money nor time was invested
in it. The low budget generated several shortcomings with the BM Tools For You according to
the respondents. First, not enough people knew about the project because the budget was not
enough for marketing. Second, there were only a few boxes that were placed out and those were
located in rural areas why not many people noticed them or bothered to use them. Besides the
shortcomings, the budget, in fact, also shaped the way that the idea was translated. It does not
necessarily mean that the budget, in this case, had any negative impact on the design of the box,
but still, it affected the translation of it. For example, in order to make the BM Tools For You
profitable and hence economically defensible, most of the partners were replaced after one year.
The physical appearance of the box was translated, the size decreased as well as the number of
boxes. In addition, several technicalities were translated, such as the application and the locks.
Several respondents express that Husgvarna invests a lot of resources in being explorative, but
in the BM Tools For You, it might not have been enough. If the budget were not this
constrained, Husgvarna might have translated the idea in other ways. Again, Husqvarna has a
will of being explorative, but being exploitative is dominant regarding the choice of focusing
on short-term or long-term prosperity and economical investments. Arguably, the ability to be
explorative, and translate the circulating idea, is constrained on behalf of prioritizing
exploitation in this matter.

Tension: Somewhere Stuck in the Traditional Business Model

Husqgvarna is a traditional and old company, something that permeates the organization both in
established BM and in the way to work. To make money today and stay profitable, Husgvarna
is dependent on the traditional BM which entails selling products to consumers via 25,000
dealers, which naturally makes dealers important. Most of the dealers are satisfied with how
they work now, and not willing to innovate nor explore, arguably not to the same extent as
Husqgvarna. For Husgvarna, it is important to keep the relationships with the dealers, so when
exploring new options for the dealers are part of that work. Husqvarna relies on its traditional
model, including the dealers, and has to keep them satisfied. Consequently, it is easier for
Husqgvarna to exploit its current BM. If the dealers' opinions are in contrast with Husqvarna’s’,
it is possible to argue that the idea needs to be translated further to fit all parties, in line with
Czarniawska and Joerges (1996) view of translation. Several respondents expressed that there
is a fear of exploring new opportunities since that could possibly affect the relationship with
the dealers negatively. Husqvarna is afraid that the dealers will stop cooperating with them if
they explore too much without involving the dealers. In other words, the dealers, and the
traditional BM highly impact if circulating ideas are implemented, and in that case also how
ideas are translated. The dealers approve and appreciate that Husqvarna exploits, but are not in
favor of exploring. This constrains Husgvarna when wanting to explore new opportunities.

As the BM Tools For You looks today, the dealers are a part of it. When the project of
Tools For You started, it was obvious that the dealer should be included. Whenever a consumer
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rents a tool from the Tool For You box, it has to be taken care of to sustain its performance,
which the dealers are responsible for. Because of this, dealers tend to place the boxes outside
of their store to make it easy to maintain the products. If the boxes are located somewhere else,
the dealers will have to go to the box to maintain the products. However, arguable, this is not
what the consumers demand. Consumers rather want the boxes to be easily available, but the
dealers are located in rural areas. Consequently, what is best for the dealers is not what the
consumers demand. Arguably, satisfying the dealers is to exploit the established BM while
meeting the new generations’ demand is to be explorative. Once again, these are contradictory,
and the arising tensions have to be managed. The BM therefore still needs to translate until it
fits all parties and organizational ambidexterity is achieved.

Several respondents expressed that it is difficult to get the dealers on board and willing to
use Tools For You as a BM. If the dealers are not on board or willing to innovate, it is possible
to argue that this heavily impacts Husqvarna’s' possibilities to explore new ideas and
incorporate them into the business. Husqvarna then has to either find a compromise where the
dealers are a part or find other ways to translate the idea, such as with other partners. However,
they still have to consider their relationship with the dealers when working with BMI to avoid
affecting the relationship negatively. Regardless of the outcome, tensions between Husqvarna
and their dealers arise when Husgvarna wants to explore new ideas rather than exploit existing
ones, and these tensions affect how Husqvarna translates a circulating idea into a new BM. For
now, the boxes are located outside of the dealers, hence exploitation is dominant.

Tension: Expectations and Established Routines

It is possible to argue that Husqvarna’s traditional BM and established routines urge
exploitation rather than exploration. It makes it easy for Husqvarna to fall back to the traditional
model, rather than creating new ones, because it is the easy way to go and where infrastructure
and internal patterns are already in place. When searching for new ideas and being explorative,
tensions appear because the ideas do not suit the traditional way of working. Husqvarna is an
old, traditional company with an ingrained culture and well-established routines. Hwang and
Suarez (2005) explain that new ideas are often in conflict with the local practices and
established routines, which was the case for Husgvarna when introducing Tools For You. The
established routines fit the traditional BM and also when exploiting, but when exploring and
hence introducing new ideas, this is an obstacle, in line with the argument by Lubatkin, et.al.
(2006). For example, for the financial department, Tools For You aggravated their work
because the employees had to handle the transactions manually, unlike transactions from the
traditional BM. This made them more critical towards Tools For You, at least they advocated
the traditional idea over this one. Additionally, the salesmen got commission on everything they
sold through the traditional BM, but this did not include Tools For You. Naturally, they
preferred to sell in the traditional way over Tools For You, this made them less interested in the
concept. The infrastructure was an obstacle for the new BM to grow, and hence, the BM needs
to be translated further. Consequently, it is possible to argue that when exploring, it is an
advantage to create an infrastructure to support the idea beforehand. Husqvarna has not
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accomplished this yet and has to either translate the idea to fit the existing infrastructure or
create a new infrastructure. If the infrastructure is not in place, it affects the ideas' possibility to
be translated.

Furthermore, even though most of the employees were on board with integrating the idea
of sharing economy into a new BM, there were no general agreements on what expectations
there were. Some employees perceived the BM as successful because it generated attention and
consumers started to demand this kind of model. In contrast, other employees apprehend it as
unsuccessful because it was not economically profitable. This shows the ingrained tensions of
exploring and exploiting. Some employees perceived exploring as necessary while others
believed that Husqvarna had already tried exploration and now needed to focus on their daily
business and evaluate the projects thoroughly, including Tools For You. Some employees were
simply satisfied with exploiting, arguably because that is the more convenient way to go, less
risky, and more predictable. In addition, some employees believed Tools For You to be a
sustainable BM because fewer products would be produced and the utilization rate would
increase, while others questioned this and said that it depends on the location of the box. If one
has to drive the car to the closest box, the negative effect of the exhaust would exceed the
environmental benefits, why yet another tension appears. This divided the employees and hence
made some employees unwilling to continue working with the idea and keep translating it, this
made the translation process more difficult.

As there are established routines within Husqvarna, the BM Tools For You might not
necessarily fit the current routines. Therefore, it becomes more tricky to implement a new BM,
which is in line with Porter’s (1980;1996) argument. It is, therefore, possible to argue that
contradicting opinions and lack of internal alignment, affected the process of translating a
circulating idea into a new BM. In this case, several actors and established routines in the
organization shaped how the idea of sharing economy was implemented in the organization.
The salesman, financial department, and other employees for example were critical towards
Tools For You since it did not fit the current routines. Consequently, the employees wanted to
exploit rather than explore. Therefore, the translation process needed to continue to overcome
the tensions. The established routines do not affect Husqvarna when they want to exploit
because that is within the existing routines, it affects them when exploring. Once again,
Husqvarna’s ability to translate an idea is heavily constrained, because of the domination of
exploitation due to the established routines.

Translation in the Frame of Tensions

Going from one circulating idea into a completely new BM is as mentioned a very complex
process that includes both exploiting the existing business but also exploring other
opportunities. As noted, tensions appeared when Husqvarna tried to exploit and explore, which
is not exceptional for Husgvarna. However, the tensions were visible in the process of BM
Tools For You, i.e aiming for long-term profitability but unwilling to sacrifice the short-term
dividends, being stuck in the traditional BM, having different expectations, and also already
established routines. As shown, the tensions affect how a circulating idea is being translated in
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the process. Arguably, in this process exploitation dominated exploration in many aspects. The
domination of exploitation creates a framework in which translation can happen, the frames
constrain the path and therefore permeate all translations that are made.

Tensions between exploitation and exploration are inevitable, they always exist, but they
are manageable. The ability to manage them is called organizational ambidexterity, according
to March (1991). Based on the empirical findings, it is possible to argue that Husgvarna is
lacking there. In fact, the tensions are not managed completely. Arguably if the tensions were
managed, there might have been more options when translating the circulating idea into a new
BM and it is plausible that the process would be smoother. Moreover, the fact that Husqvarna
is trying out alternatives of the BM now, with other pricing models and in other markets as well
as starting up new pilot projects in the frame of sharing economy, also indicates that the BM is
continuing to translate. They still innovate and try alternative ways of making use of the sharing
economy idea. In line with the translation perspective, the idea must continue to be translated.
Consistent, it is fundamental that the idea suits the local context, which is always changing due
to shifts in the society as well as actors both leaving and entering the context. Consequently,
the idea has to continue to adapt to the new local setting by translating.

To examine, when working with BMI it is fundamental to exploit at the same time as
explore. When doing so tensions arise, these tensions in turn shape how circulating ideas are
translated into BMs. It cannot be stated that one specific aspect is fundamental for the work
with BMI to succeed or to achieve organizational ambidexterity. Instead, acknowledging the
tensions and how they affect the ability to translate the circulating idea into a new BM is
important. By managing the tensions and hence achieving organizational ambidexterity, the
process of translation will be smoother because the constraints are eased. However, for Tools
For You, it is possible to argue that because exploitation is dominant, the ability to explore is
heavily constrained. In this case the tensions rather constrain the translation process than create
opportunities, due to the imbalance between exploitation and exploration. Consequently, even
though Husgvarna works with exploration, exploitation still becomes the dominant way of
working, due to the tensions constraining their possibilities to explore. When the ability to
explore is that constrained, the process of translating a circulating idea into a new BM becomes
even more complex.

Conclusion

Geissdoerfer, et.al. (2018) point out that in the research of BMI, there is a void on the process
perspective, namely how organizations implement a BM. We, therefore, wanted to contribute
to the research of BMI, with the purpose to broaden the understanding of the process of business
model innovation. To capture the process, this report applied the translation model with its roots
in Scandinavian Institutionalism, but also added the approach about exploitation and
exploration to capture how translation happens. The research was made as a single-case study
to be able to capture all small adjustments that were made during the journey of BMI. Hence,
this study answered the research question of how companies translate circulating ideas into new
BMs.
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This study showed how the process of going from one circulating idea into a BM looked
like. It explained why companies tend to adopt circulating ideas in the first stage, because they
want to get legitimacy. The report also declared that the circulating idea needs to be
incorporated and materialized into the company before it is possible for the idea to start
translating into a BM. Moreover, there is a complexity involved in BMI and exploring new
circulating ideas, mostly because of tensions appearing during the process. In companies,
tensions are often about being explorative in the long run but at the same time being successful
right now. This in turn affects the translation and the process of BMI. On a broader level, this
study determines that circulating ideas are translated and with time it becomes a new BM, but
the domination of either exploitation or exploration frames how the circulating idea is being
translated in the process. The tensions create a framework in which translation can happen, but
the frames constrain the path and therefore permeate all translations that are made. The
dominating factor of exploitation or exploration, as well as the tensions in between, are
therefore determining how the circulating ideas are translated. However, it cannot be stated that
one specific aspect is affecting more than another. Therefore, this report implies that the
solution to manage the tensions is to keep translating the idea until it fits the local context.
Taken together, this report opens for a wider understanding of the process of BMI and declares
that how organizations implement a new BM depends on the existing tensions and the balance
between exploitation and exploration.

Moreover, this study has both theoretical- and practical implications. The theoretical
contribution of this study is threefold. First, it adds research in the field of BMI by applying a
process perspective when investigating how companies make use of circulating ideas into new
BMs. Using the translation perspective opens up for a discussion around the process rather than
the outcome of the transformation, where there is a lack of research. Second, this study broadens
the analytical portfolio regarding the use of translation by looking closer at how the translation
appears when applying it to BMs. Lastly, it also contributes to translation theory by
investigating the role of exploitation and exploration, to understand how ideas travel in time
and space. Further, this study also contributes with practical implications by suggesting that
companies need to acknowledge existing tensions in order for them to manage them. This
makes companies aware of their ability to translate circulating ideas and by achieving
organizational ambidexterity, companies have more opportunities to translate and hence the
idea is more likely to become a BM.

There are some limitations of this study. First, it is possible to argue that this study was not
longitudinal, but rather a study with a limited time span. We collected internal data from 2016,
but still, the process of writing this study only continued for half a year. Secondly, the fact that
BMI is continuous, this study only captures parts of the process of BMI. It is worth keeping in
mind that after this report is finished, the process proceeds and if we looked in another
timeframe, the result might have been different. Third, it could be argued that there are
limitations regarding the chosen company and method of a case study. The BM Tools For You
is a very specific case and since it is a single-case study, the generalizability could be
questioned.
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At last, for future research, it would be interesting to do a comprehensive study and look
closer at how several companies work with BMI, to see if the process of incorporating
circulating ideas differs. In fact, doing a comprehensive study would also straighten the
generalization of this kind of study. Also, it would be convenient to do a longitudinal study as
well to see if the process unfolds differently during time. Additionally, because this research
suggests that ingrained tensions are constraining the ability to translate circulating ideas into
BMs, it would be interesting to investigate this further. Tensions plausibly appear in most
translation processes when a company explores and exploits, do the tensions impact the process
equally, or are some tensions more constraining than others? This report implies that tensions
exist, and that the solution is to keep translating the idea to fit the local context. Are there any
alternative ways of managing the tensions? In this case, exploitation was dominant in
comparison to exploration, is this accurate in most cases? Why is exploitation dominant? Lastly,
when aiming for exploration, but getting stuck exploiting for different reasons, how can
organizational ambidexterity be achieved?
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