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ABSTRACT

Managers in the 21st Century face the daunting task of charting successful strategic courses for their companies in an increasingly complex, dynamic, and unpredictable environment.  The related challenge for business educators is to design and deliver learning tools helping their students to better understand, and operate within, this new competitive environment.  Driven by this purpose, we developed a learning exercise based on the ‘Seeing What’s Next’ framework (Christensen, Anthony & Roth, 2004) and administered this exercise in two senior-level strategic management classes.  Results show that the exercise succeeded in helping students develop their ability to predict industry change in two important ways: (1) enhanced depth of field through viewing customers within the broader context of ongoing industry change; and (2) enhanced peripheral vision through increased awareness of the changing field of competitors, especially change arising from disruptive technologies, new business models, and fringe markets.  Enhanced depth of field and peripheral vision contributed to an improved competitive acuity, helping students learn how to see what’s next in an industry, above and beyond insights gained from more conventional tools of strategic analysis.
INTRODUCTION

In 1997 Clayton M. Christensen published The Innovator’s Dilemma: When New Technologies Cause Great Firms To Fail, introducing a new theory of competitive analysis incorporating a wealth of insights mined from detailed studies of how disruptive innovations impact industries and change the face of competitive dynamics within industries.  Christensen & Raynor’s (2003) The Innovator’s Solution took the next logical step in this developing stream of research by exploring ways that managers can develop and introduce disruptive innovations in their own industries.  In Seeing What’s Next, Christensen, Anthony & Roth (2004) significantly expanded the analytic and pragmatic power of this approach for managers, leveraging insights from innovation theory to help managers see where and when disruptions to their industry may occur.  This approach promises enhanced competitive acuity through greater understanding of the nature and timing of industry change looming on the competitive horizon.  Helping managers to see what’s coming at an earlier stage provides more information and time to respond to impending industry changes, thereby increasing the likelihood of successful managerial responses these changes.

For educators, the next logical step is to see whether it is possible to help business students learn to anticipate industry change through exposure to and use of the ‘Seeing What’s Next’ framework (hereafter, SWN.)  Accordingly, the purpose of this initial study was to introduce students to the SWN approach and enlist them in using it to generate insights regarding  likely changes looming on the horizon for an actual company and industry.  In the following section we provide a brief overview of how SWN fits into, and helps to advance, the literature on industry analysis, yielding a set of testable hypotheses.  Next, we review the methods we employed in the study, including the SWN materials and procedures we provided to students, and measures of SWN effects on competitive acuity.  A discussion of our findings will show that exposure to SWN helped students gain enhanced competitive acuity through learning to see what’s next in an industry; students strongly agreed that the SWN framework provided the most insight regarding future competition in an industry, above and beyond the insights they gained through using more conventional tools for strategic analysis. We conclude by acknowledging some inherent limitations in this preliminary study, outlining the next logical steps in this developing line of research, and identifying beneficial practical applications of the approach.
LITERATURE REVIEW

‘Seeing What’s Next’ In Terms Of Customers: Gaining Greater Depth Of Field

A cornerstone of the SWN framework is expanding one’s view of customers beyond the all-too-typical and potentially disastrous ‘inside-out’ view from the firm:  Seeing customers through the lens of the products and/or services one offers in the marketplace.  Levitt’s (1960) classic “Marketing Myopia” article in Harvard Business Review led the charge against this approach by admonishing managers to guard against a restrictive ‘inside-out’ view of the business as what the company offers to customers in the marketplace, instead encouraging managers to embrace a more inclusive ‘outside-in’ view of the business as what customer needs are being met by what the company offers.  Levitt’s ingenuity has been captured for posterity in such famous and oft-cited ‘outside-in’ examples as: Customers wanting ¼ inch holes, not drills, and perhaps most famously the observation that train companies are in the business of transportation.


Michael Porter (1979, 1980) leveraged the benefits of Levitt’s insight, translating it into the realms of industry analysis and competitive dynamics by incorporating an explicit ‘outside-in’ focus on Substitute products and services in his famous “Five Forces” framework.  In the decades since Levitt’s (1960) seminal article, we have witnessed a recurring interest in the importance of understanding customer needs as a foundation for gaining and sustaining crucial ‘outside-in’ awareness of the nature of one’s industry and business.  This interest has resonated throughout a myriad of books and articles within the marketing and management disciplines in particular, and across the broad field of business in general, including Peters & Waterman’s (1982) highly influential ‘Close to the Customer’ concept and the decidedly ‘outside-in’ view of products doing jobs proposed in a recent Sloan Management Review article by Christensen, Anthony, Berstell & Nitterhouse (2007).


The SWN framework takes the next logical step in seeing customers with greater depth of field-- moving beyond the ‘outside-in’ view of seeing the world through the eyes of customer needs-- by enabling us to probe deeper into the nature of how well these needs are being met, and the reasons why potential customers have heretofore been unwilling to buy or consume the product or service.  To this end, SWN provides a template for generating greater depth of field in seeing differences in the underlying nature of needs, for three distinct customer types:


1. Undershot Customers are frustrated with the product’s limitations but buy for lack of a better alternative.  They will pay for more features, quality, power, convenience (etc.) if the possibility of obtaining ‘more’ exists.  If not, for the time being these customers must settle for the status quo.  Photographic quality from cellular phones currently is poor, but often is used, since a better alternative is lacking.  Industry incumbents commonly focus on continuous product or service improvements, often incremental in nature, to sustain and enhance their competitive position.  

2. Overshot customers neither want nor need the high level of features, quality, power (etc.) provided by current products or services, but buy for want of a more suitable, less sophisticated alternative.  They do not use all of the sophisticated functions available through their cell phone but have no choice but to pay for these bundled, built-in ‘extras’.  A less expensive model, easier to use, with fewer features, or with modules that can readily be configured during assembly to more precisely match a user’s needs, would be acceptable and indeed preferable to these customers.


3. Nonconsumers are either unwilling or unable to consume the available product or service; they may lack access to (or the ability buy) the item in question, which may appear to be out-of-reach for them.  Satellite radio is one example of a service which, for some, may either be too expensive or simply of little current interest.  The competitive opportunity (and challenge) for incumbent firms and potential new entrants is to develop disruptive innovations to reach these nonconsumers.  For example, young girls who are currently ‘nonconsumers’ of satellite radio may find a personal satellite radio service available through their cell phone to be an interesting complement or alternative to the current ‘download, store, and play’ ipod paradigm.

We expect that exposing students to this three-part SWN-derived customer template will help them learn to see customers with greater depth of field, providing deeper awareness not only about different customer types (undershot, overshot, nonconsumers), but also greater insight into the nature of their need profiles (i.e., the degree to which their needs are being met-- too little, too much, not at all), and the implications of this knowledge for incumbent firms to sustain and grow their business, and new entrants to gain a competitive foothold, all within a changing industry context.  Accordingly, we predict that:

H1:
Exposure to the SWN customer template will enable students to learn to see the
competitive opportunities associated with the three different types of customers in a changing industry context: Undershot, Overshot, and Nonconsumers.
‘Seeing What’s Next’ In Terms Of Competitors: Gaining Greater Peripheral Vision

Hypothesis 1 focuses on the effect of exposing students to the SWN customer template on their ability to acquire deeper insights regarding the presence of different customer types, the nature of differences in their need profiles, and related competitive opportunities.  A second crucial area of insights arising from the SWN framework concerns competitors:  Where and when to look for new competitors in a changing industry.  


Here the work of Levitt (1960) and Porter (1979, 1980) again is relevant in establishing the importance of extending one’s vision beyond the conventional, only this time instead of focusing on customers, the focus has shifted to competitors.  The ‘outside-in’ view of the business-- serving customer needs-- is a crucial conceptual inflection point, setting the stage for greater competitive acuity through seeing new competitors looming on the horizon.  Indeed, one might well argue that we owe a debt of gratitude to the eminent Thomas S. Kuhn who, in 1962, first proposed that the very efficiency and effectiveness of our perceptual lenses-- our cherished paradigms-- serve to ‘blind’ us to things that do not readily fit into the paradigms.  Work by Margolis (1993) extended this approach by incorporating insights from cognitive psychology, social psychology, and beyond, into to the nature of the mechanisms that can blind us to seeing the new things that are looming on our horizons.  

Perhaps inevitably, at the same time Margolis was building on Kuhn’s approach in the social sciences, Joel Barker (1993) was applying it to business.  In a now-famous series of books and videos, Barker sounded the alarm to guard against remaining ‘blindly’ constrained to one’s current paradigmatic views and championed the idea of looking to the edge, the periphery, to outsiders, for new ideas, products, and services to emerge in your industry (cf., Zahra & Chaples, 1993.)  Aspects of this message have surfaced in a myriad of publications, since Barker’s initial application of Kuhn to the business world.  One of the more interesting recent incarnations of this approach is the focus of IDEO, a world-renowned design firm, on leveraging the beneficial creative effects of seeing and reinventing products in no small measure through the fresh eyes of an ‘outsiders’ point of view (Kelley & Littman, 2001, 2005.)

Despite the obvious appeal and utility of these approaches, the challenge for managers of firms competing in changing industries is to move beyond advice on where to look for new ideas and competitors to emerge-- the edge, the fringe, from outsiders, etc.-- to learning when and what to look for these things, as they begin to emerge on the competitive horizon.  This is where the SWN framework comes to the fore and provides managers with additional guidance, grounded in proven scientific research and a range of rich case studies, in the form of a template for enhancing peripheral vision through identifying three distinct types of new competitive threats that can emerge on the horizon of your industry:


1. Disruptive technologies introduce new value propositions that redefine industries and reshape the competitive landscape. Ominously, Christensen’s research indicates that new entrants leveraging disruptive technologies often fly under the radar of incumbent firms, until it is too late.  When incumbents finally recognize the threat, it may be too late to regain market share lost to new firms deploying innovative, disruptive technology.

2. New business models arise when new competitors redefine the rules of the game.  One of the more prominent examples is when Michael Dell began selling computers direct to consumers, using a negative cash conversion cycle, building to order, cutting out the retailers, and reaping the benefits of this more streamlined value chain approach.

3. Fringe markets are developing opportunities which may be difficult for incumbent firms to see and exploit, since they are so focused on selling and serving the ‘center’, i.e., the established market.  Microloans are a good example of a fringe market offering that developed beyond the scale and scope of what incumbent firms had anticipated.

We expect that exposing students to this three-part SWN-derived competitor template will provide them with enhanced peripheral vision through learning to see the threats and opportunities associated with new competitors, providing greater awareness not only about different competitor types on the periphery (disruptive technology, new business models, and fringe markets), but also greater insight into the nature and timing of these threats, as well as strategies for dealing with the threats.  Accordingly, we predict that:


H2:
Exposure to the SWN competitor template will enable students to learn to see
what’s next in terms of threats associated with three types of new competitors looming on the periphery of the industry’s horizon: Disruptive Technologies, New Business Models, and Fringe Markets.
Exploring these hypotheses will help us to examine the extent to which it is possible to increase students’ competitive acuity for seeing what’s next, through applying the SWN framework to: (1) gain greater depth of field (enhanced insight into customers) and (2) expanded peripheral vision (enhanced insight into competitors).
METHOD
Participants

To test these hypotheses, we administered a survey at the end of the SWN learning exercise.  This activity was conducted in two senior-level capstone classes in Strategic Management at a Midwestern regional university with an annual enrollment of 10,000 undergraduate students.  Class enrollments were 28 and 19 students, yielding a total sample size of 47 participants in the study.  This sample consisted of 25 females (53.19%) and 22 males (46.81%), of predominantly Caucasian background (43 of 47 participants; 91.49%).  Participants ranged in age from 20 to 27.  
Study Controls

To control for potentially confounding effects due to differences in course instructors, we explored the effects of exposure to the SWN framework in classes with the same instructor.  To that end, we employed an expert instructor with more than 25 years of experience teaching the Strategic Management course and a strong track record of consulting with businesses of all sizes, for more than 35 years.  In addition, the instructor brought to the course an in-depth familiarity with the SWN framework to the course, having followed the development of the framework from its roots in Christensen’s (1997) groundbreaking work on The Innovator’s Dilemma.  


In addition to controlling for variance due to the course instructor, further control was gained through examining these effects in course sections offered during a Winter ‘J-Term’ (i.e., ‘January-Term’ class), in which this was the only course that students were taking, eliminating the possibility of additional confounding effects due to learning activities from other classes taken in conjunction with the focal course.  A final source of control over unwanted variance was achieved through use of the same set of procedures and instructional materials across both classes.
Procedures

Students were exposed to the SWN through the following procedures.  The SWN framework was embedded as the final part of a larger ‘Strategic Analysis’ assignment that began through requiring students to apply a series of more conventional tools to their company and industry, including: (1) a Key Success Factor analysis of the industry; (2) identification of the focal company’s Core Competencies; (3) construction of a Nine-Cell Matrix of industry attractiveness and competitive strength; and (4) consideration of the industry’s Driving Forces.

The exercise began with the instructor organizing the classes into three-person teams balanced, as much as possible, across functional knowledge and skill sets through assigning an accounting/finance major, a marketing major, and a general business major to each team.  Each team was randomly assigned to apply the SWN framework to a different company representing a range of different industries, including Southwest Airlines, Krispy Kreme Donuts, Kodak, Dollar General, and others.

Once teams had completed the ‘conventional’ phase of their strategic analysis-- the Key Success Factor industry analysis, identifying the company’s Core Competencies, constructing a Nine-Cell Matrix, and considering the industry’s Driving Forces-- the course instructor first handed out a four-page, single-spaced summary of key concepts comprising the SWN framework, including:


1. The three types of customers in a changing industry context:  Undershot, Overshot, and Nonconsumers;


2. The three types of new competitors looming on the periphery of the industry’s horizon: Disruptive Technologies, New Business Models, and Fringe Markets;


3. An overview the RPV component of the SWN framework, comprising an expanded approach to assessing a company’s strengths and weaknesses vis-a-vis Resources, Processes, and Values.

The next phase focused on providing teams with specific instructions regarding how to apply the SWN framework to their selected company.  In particular, teams were instructed to begin their analysis by identifying and describing Undershot, Overshot, and Nonconsumers in their respective industries.  Next, teams were told to probe for answers to a series of seven questions associated with the SWN framework:
1. What jobs are customers in the industry trying to get done?

2. Are customers not served, Overshot, or Undershot by current offerings?

3. What improvements garnered premium prices in the past?

4. Do integrated or specialized business models currently prevail?

5. Where are New Business Models emerging?

6. Is there growth in Fringe Markets?

7. What types of Disruptive Technologies exist or are looming on the industry horizon?

Through answering these questions, teams examined the customer and competitor aspects identified in Hypotheses 1 and 2.  Teams were then told to press on in their analysis to identify the Resources, Processes, and Values (RPVs) associated with their assigned firm.  Finally, teams were instructed to make their own predictions regarding ‘What’s Next’ for their company and industry.

Although we did not conduct a formal analysis comparing the output of the more conventional strategic analysis tools to that gained from the SWN framework, this is a comparison we will explore in a future study.  Since we did not have a large enough sample size to employ a proper experimental design to control for potentially confounding effects due to the order in which the analyses were conducted-- one set of teams using the ‘conventional’ approach first and SWN second, and another set of teams using SWN first and the ‘conventional’ approach second-- we chose to examine the first sequencing of approaches, as this would allow us to investigate whether the SWN framework actually does yield beneficial ‘added analytical value’ above and beyond the more conventional implements found in the strategic analysis toolbox.
Measures

Given the exploratory nature and purpose of this initial study, we developed a survey to gauge the extent to which students felt the SWN framework provided them with enhanced competitive acuity through enabling them to see what’s next in their industry, above and beyond the insights they gained through using the more conventional strategic analysis tools.  In particular, we employed an open-ended question approach by asking them to identify what part of the strategic analysis assignment yielded the most insight regarding future competition in the industry.  Importantly, this question will provide important insight regarding the extent to which students felt the SWN framework provided added value, above and beyond more conventional approaches, in seeing what’s next for their industry.

Two independent raters who were blind to the study were used to code each participant’s open-ended response, according to the following nominal categories, representing key aspects of the overall Strategic Analysis assignment:

1. Conventional Strategy Analysis Tools-


a. The Key Success Factors;


b. Core Competencies;


c. The Nine-Cell Matrix; and

d. Industry Driving Forces;
2. SWN Framework-


a. The SWN framework (in total, as a whole);


b. Undershot, Overshot, and/or Nonconsumers (Depth of Field- Customer focus.)


c. Disruptive Technologies, New Business Models, and/or Fringe Markets


(Peripheral Vision- Competitor focus.)


d. The ‘Seven Questions’ derived from the SWN framework (in total, as a whole);


e. The jobs customers in the industry are trying to get done; 

f. The improvements garnered premium prices in the past; 

g. Whether integrated or specialized business models currently prevail; and

h. Resources, Processes, and/or Values (RPV);
3. Other (the response does not appear to fit in any of the above categories.)
The most basic level of analysis will compare the overall number of students who identified one of the more conventional strategic analysis tools as most insightful in seeing future competition in their industry (summing across items #1.a-1.d, above.)  At the basic level of analysis, we will compare this with the number of students who identified part (or all) of the SWN framework as most insightful (summing across items #2.a.-2.h., above.)  We will then identify which aspects of the SWN framework were cited more frequently as a source of insight regarding future competition.  Since there was only one response per student, this response was coded in a mutually exclusive manner using only one of the nominal categories identified above.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Since the survey was conducted while the classes were in session, we achieved a 100% response rate across the two class sections, yielding a total sample of 47 responses.  Interrater reliability in coding the open-ended responses was a very respectable 89.36%, with raters agreeing on the coding of 42 out of 47 items.  A complete listing of participants’ responses is provided in the Appendix, clustered by category of coded response. The final set of items shows those particular items on which raters disagreed, in terms of coding category placement.

Consistent with our expectations, the SWN framework was overwhelmingly cited as the most important part of the entire strategy analysis assignment, with 35 out of 47 students (74.47%) citing some aspect of the framework as yielding the most insight regarding future competition in the industry.  Four responses (8.51%) were coded as ‘Other’, i.e., were not deemed by the raters to fit in the conventional or the SWN categories.  Raters disagreed on the placement of five of 47 responses (10.64%).  None of the students cited the conventional strategy analysis tools of Key Success Factors and Core Competencies as important in that regard.  One student felt that the Industry Driving Forces tool was most important and two students identified the Nine-Cell Matrix as most important, in gaining insight regarding future competition.  In total, only three of 47 students (6.38%) felt that a conventional strategy analysis tool was superior to tools provided by the SWN framework.


Given the strong vote of confidence for the SWN framework, we will now examine the evidence supporting our predictions regarding Hypotheses 1 and 2.  Interestingly enough, the responses provided in the Appendix provide support for our expectation that students would be able to learn how to apply the SWN customer and competitor templates and, by so doing, generate the most insight regarding future competition in the industry.  More specifically, the most frequently cited tool for yielding such insight was the SWN competitor template, providing enhanced peripheral vision through analyses of Disruptive Technologies, New Business Models, and Fringe Markets. Of the 35 students citing the SWN framework as the top source of insight regarding future competition, more than one-third-- 12 out of 35 (34.29%)-- cited a component of the competitor template as the key.  Overall, more than one-fourth of the students participating in the study-- 12 out of 47 (25.53%)-- cited a component of that template as the most crucial source of insight.


Support for Hypothesis 1 was nearly as strong as it was for Hypothesis 2, with components of the SWN customer template cited by 11 out of 35 (31.43%) students who identified part of the SWN framework as the top source of insight into future competition.  Indeed, nearly one-fourth of all study participants-- 11 out of 47 (23.40%)-- cited aspects of the customer template as the most crucial sources of insight.  These results indicate that exposure to the SWN customer template can help students ‘See What’s Next’ by gaining greater depth of field through analyses of Undershot customers, Overshot customers, and Nonconsumers.
CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Our study adds value to strategy analysis by revealing some interesting findings regarding the impact of exposure to Christensen, Anthony & Roth’s (2004) Seeing What’s Next framework on student’s abilities to understand and anticipate the future of competition in an industry.  Consistent with our predictions, we found strong preliminary support for the notion that the SWN framework can help students gain greater depth of field and enhanced peripheral vision, producing an improved competitive acuity regarding where an industry is headed in the future.  As such, does show promise in helping us move beyond an ‘outside-in’ view of the world, enabling us to probe more deeply into the motivations underlying different customer types and why some potential customers have not yet chosen to buy or consume the product or service offering.  Moreover, the approach has appeal as a means of taking the next logical step beyond admonitions and exhortations to look to the ‘edge’ of one’s field, providing us with a more specific and scientifically-based framework for identifying new competitors looming on the horizon of an industry.
Study Limitations

As with any initial exploration, our study is subject to some obvious limitations, chief among them being the small sample size.  Accordingly, our future studies will include a larger sample drawn from a larger pool of courses offered at our university.  In addition to moving from a primary reliance on open-ended measures, the next study will develop and apply a series of Likert-scaled questions to gauge the effects of exposure to the SWN framework.  We will vary the sequence in which students receive exposure to the conventional strategy analysis tools and the SWN framework, to control for potential sources of unwanted variation due to order effects.  More importantly, we will develop and apply a means of evaluating the outcomes resulting from applying conventional tools and the SWN framework to the analysis of a company and industry.  Whether or not the benefits of SWN vary as a function of company and/or industry type is not yet known and, as such, will be incorporated into as a dimension of interest in future studies.  The potential for contributing effects due to functional heterogeneity among team members is an additional area deserving our attention.
Contributions To Practice
  

Beyond these issues, to help ensure greater ecological validity we must ultimately expand the research to include samples drawn from populations outside the hallowed halls of academe, exposing employees and managers to the SWN framework and gauging the effects of this learning intervention on competitive acuity, bridging to improved capabilities in seeing what’s next, adapting to anticipated changes, and leveraging the opportunities these changes present to the firm.  This is where the rubber really starts hitting the road, and the full promise of the SWN framework begins to become realized.  


The time is right to apply the social scientific paradigm to further explore the range of ways in which Christensen, Anthony & Roth’s (2004) promising SWN framework can be leveraged in undergraduate and field settings as a learning intervention aimed at expanding competitive acuity through providing: (1) greater depth of field regarding our understanding of existing and potential customers, and (2) enhanced peripheral vision enabling us to more clearly anticipate and see the new competitors that are looming like thunderclouds on the horizon of our cherished industry. 

Toward this end, our immediate goal is to further refine the SWN approach in ways that help undergraduate business students learn about and use the powerful concepts contained in the framework.  In the longer term we will further adapt the approach for use by employees and managers in the field, helping them to translate the SWN concepts into fine-grained practical use on a daily basis, yielding greater insights regarding future competition and an improved ability to See What’s Next.
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APPENDIX
Responses Coded By Raters As Conventional Strategy Analysis 
(n= 3)
1.a. Key Success Factors-
(n= 0)
1.b. Core Competencies-
(n= 0)
1.c. Nine-Cell Matrix-
(n= 2)

“Nine-cell because it showed where it is now and is a good predictor for the future.”
“Investigating industry competitors to figure out the Nine-Cell Matrix.”

1.d. Industry Driving Forces-
(n= 1)
“Driving forces.  Forces enable us to understand what was important in the industry.”

Responses Coded By Raters As SWN Framework
(n= 35)
2.a. The SWN Framework (In Total)-
(n= 5)

“Seeing What’s Next concepts enable us to predict based on research, the future competition.”

“Seeing what’s next research can be insightful I you are familiar with the industry.”
“The “Seeing What’s Next” portion.”

“The “Seeing What’s Next” section.”

 “Seeing What’s Next”… and looking at top competitors to see where a company stands in the 
industry.”

2.b. Undershot, Overshot and/or Nonconsumer)-
(n= 11)

“Identifying consumers as a non-customer, undershot and overshot.”

“Whether or not the customers were undershot, overshot, or nonconsumers because of the 
explanations and graphics.”
“Evaluating the graph and determining over shot, undershot, or nonconsumers.”
“I think that seeing if customers are undershot, overshot, or not served helps to determine where 
the company stands and also where they need to go.”

“By answering the questions about whether customers are undershot, overshot, non-consumers.”

“It made it easier to predict the future by reviewing what was successful in the past.  Also 
knowing whether or not your consumers were under or over shot.”

“I believe determining the overshot, undershot, and non-consumers.”
“Overshot/undershot analysis.”

“Who the non-consumers are and how to attract them.”

“Overshot/undershot customer analysis.”

“Consumer analysis—undershot, overshot, non-consumer.”

2.c. Disruptive Technologies, New Business Models and/or Fringe Markets-
(n= 12)
“Disruptive technologies.”

“Past performance of different companies.  Seeing how others became disruptive which led to 
how others in the future could succeed or fail.”

“Research exactly what’s next for the company.  For example—new entries with disruptive 
technology.”

“Trying to find if there were any new emerging business models.”

“When are new business models emerging.”
“Future business models and improvements that are causing a raise in prices.”

“Seeing what new types of business models are out there and emerging.”

“New business model and fringe market questions in Christiansen’s seven questions.”
“The most insightful was the role of organizations in fringe markets.  Examining the fringe


markets allowed us to see where the company was heading and what their future goals 
are.”

“Looking at fringe markets got us thinking more about what the company could offer.  It leads to 
assuming new innovations are needed and what we assume those innovations can do.”

“The questions on fringe markets made us look at areas of opportunities and where competitors 
may also be looking to expand.”

“Figuring out if there is growth in fringe markets.”

2.d. Seven Questions (In Total)-
(n= 2)

“Seeing what’s next questions.”
“Answering those 7 questions gave us a good feel of where the business was situated in their 
particular industry.”

2.e. Jobs Customers In The Industry Are Trying To Get Done-
(n= 0)
2.f. Improvements Garnering Premium Prices In The Past-
(n= 3)

“What improvements gained premium prices in the past because if a company is able to identify 
what makes it profitable then it will be able to do the same thing in the future.”
“Improvement garnered premium prices in the past and growth in the fringe markets.”

“Improvements that garnered premium prices.”
2.g. Integrated Or Specialized Business Models Currently Prevailing-
(n= 0)“

2.h. Resources, Processes, and/or Values (RPV)-
(n= 2)

“The RPV analysis.”

“RPV theory types of consumers.”

Responses Coded By Raters As Other-
(n= 4)

“What specific strategies companies are using to attract and maintain customers.”
“Examining trends with products and sales.”

“My own critical thinking about what was going on in the industry and where I thought it was 
going.”

“Consumer analysis and what type of business model companies followed.  Industry analysis.”

Responses On Which Raters Did Not Agree With Regard To Their Coding-
(n= 5)

“It would be the emerging of business because one has to know what is going on so that the 
company can grow.” (Coded as ‘New Business Models,’ and as ‘Other.’)
“The consumer analysis.” (Coded as ‘Undershot, Overshot, Nonconsumer,’ and as ‘Other.’)
“Deciding what’s next.” (Coded as ‘SWN Framework,’ and as ‘Other.’)

“Reading on CAR’s website to see where they believe they will be, as opposed to competitor’s 
sights.”  (Coded as ‘SWN Framework,’ and as ‘Other.’)

“Seeing the opportunities in the industry and how the companies were taking advantage of 
them.”  (Coded as ‘SWN Framework,’ and as ‘Other.’)
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