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Abstract

:

Software startups are temporary organizations created with the purpose of bringing a profitable business idea to life. In the initial stages, the commercial viability of any product concept is yet to be proven and until the startup can generate revenue, resources are always in short supply. To this end, this research proposes a process-oriented, competition-aware, metric-driven business model development and innovation framework. The proposed framework is designed to aid this process, by supporting the creation and validation of the business model. A web-based tool is created to demonstrate the working of the proposed model and validation is performed using survey data collected from the usage experience of participants. The data is used to evaluate the research questions and the ability of the proposed framework to overcome the shortcomings of the business model canvas. The results showed that the tool (and by extension, the framework) made the task of business model creation a quick and easy process, while at the same time covering all the required areas to create a holistic business model. The framework contributes to startup success by creating a structured approach to business development, helping to visualize the avenues for product differentiation and planning growth.
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1. Introduction


A startup can be defined as a temporary organization in search of a repeatable and scalable business model, which it finds can work [1]. Startups are important to both their immediate stakeholders and the economy in general, as they are seen as engines of job creation and economic growth [2]. It has been estimated that in the span of 20 years between 1980 and 1999, entrepreneurs created 95% of the new wealth generated during that time period and added 34 million new jobs to the economy [3,4]. Fast-forward to the next couple of decades, and startups added 2.5 million jobs to the United States economy in the year 2015 alone, and 1.7 million in 2017 [5]. In Australia, jobs created by startups accounted for almost all the 1.6 million jobs created in the economy between 2003 and 2014 [6]. However, startups also have a very high rate of failure, with some estimates placing this number between 70 and 90% [7,8,9]. A study conducted by CB Insights [10] revealed that among startups that manage to stay afloat for over a year and go on to acquire some level of venture backing, 70% of startups in the technology field failed within a span of 20 months after raising their first round of financing. When looking at the startup failure rate according to industry type, the category with the highest failure rate (at 63%) was the information technology industry [11]. These are not insignificant numbers and identifying the reasons for this failure merits more attention.



The traditional business model planning structure provides a “roadmap” for startup founders, which can be used to define objectives and goals, measure progress, and work on milestones [12]. However, the suitability and relevance of this framework in current market conditions has been debated elsewhere [13,14]. This is primarily due to the reason that business models and products developed using such structures do not verify or validate whether the solution being created will indeed cater to the user’s needs or if the product has the potential to be monetized [15]. This provides context for the top reason why startups fail, as discussed earlier in this section, which is that startups fail because they create products that do not have sufficient market demand. The concept of the business model canvas (BMC) was introduced by Osterwalder and Pigneur [16] to overcome some of the shortcomings of the traditional approach since it provided a quicker and easier alternative to traditional business model planning. However, it still had many of the same shortcomings, which included some of the key reasons for startup failures discussed so far, such as a failure to consider the competition and to take into account the core competencies within the startup, among others. This provides the opportunity for a framework to be introduced that will improve the chances of startup success. Such a framework would ideally be based on an agile philosophy (which incorporates validation as part of its core structure), one which takes into account the critical factors for software startup success and overcomes the shortcomings of most business modeling frameworks.



To this end, the current body of work proposes the blitz canvas (BC), which is a process-based, innovation-focused, market/competition-aware, foundationally strong, synergistic and growth-oriented framework for business model development and innovation. Being process-driven, the framework is designed to provide an easy pathway for creating a business model around a product/solution concept quickly, while effectively managing the startup capital (costs) and ensuring differentiation in the offering. The framework is called the “blitz canvas” due to its focus on the speed of development (of the business model).



The blitz canvas also aids in the process of business model innovation (BMI), which is in essence the search for novel means to generate and/or capture value for the involved stakeholders [17]. The approach taken by the BC to achieve this end is by supporting the creation, visualization, and validation of the business model via a process-based mechanism. The process-based mechanism of business model creation and visualization plays a pivotal role here, considering the importance of the BMI in conferring a reliable form of competitive advantage that needs to be explicitly supported and reliably managed [18].



It needs to be highlighted that the target audience of this framework is inexperienced entrepreneurs and first-time start-up teams who are working in the software arena. One of the primary goals of the blitz canvas is to lower the barriers of entry by allowing inexperienced entrepreneurs and first-time startup teams in the field of software development to participate in the startup economy by providing them with a process-driven and end-to-end framework for startup development. Most business modeling frameworks were created to cater for tangible products rather than intangible offerings such as software. The dynamics of creating and monetizing software products can involve a different set of challenges and opportunities. The organizational characteristics that are unique to software startups may include:




	
The ability to prototype and test out concepts quickly.



	
The ability to change direction quickly with evolving business scope/user problems.



	
The ability to accommodate and handle sudden growth.



	
A low barrier to entry—not many resources are required besides manpower, computer systems and internet connectivity.



	
The ability to leverage SaaS business models to get a product or service up and running quickly.



	
The ability to make changes to the product after it has been shipped, based on user feedback.








The next few sections of this work are structured as follows: in Section 2, the groundwork is established by reviewing the related work and providing the potential for this research. Section 3 provides an outline of the research methodology employed for this work. Section 4 proposes an outline of the blitz model and provides a description of each of the model’s stages. Section 5 details the validation of the proposed model via analysis of survey data collected from participants who interacted with an online tool, created based on the proposed model. This is followed by a discussion of the model and a summary of the key contributions of the model in Section 6. Lastly, Section 7 outlines our conclusions and notes the limitations of the current work, suggesting possible directions for future research.




2. Related Work


Business model development is a crucial area of focus for the success of any startup. It should come as no surprise that much literature has been dedicated to understanding this area. This section discusses the relevant literature in the business model development field, starting with understanding the concept of business models and then investigating the BMC framework. The shortcomings of the BMC are also studied, along with the rationale for our proposal of the BC.



2.1. Business Models


Business models have been around for as long as businesses have had the capacity to remain profitable for their investors. As a general understanding of the term, business models can be thought of as a hypothesis developed by a startup’s management with the purpose of structuring the organization, in order to determine the requirements or problems of their target customer, how they might want a solution delivered to them, and how much they might be likely to pay to acquire this solution [19]. From another perspective, a business model can be described as “the logic of the firm, the way it operates and how it creates value for its stakeholders” [20]. If we consider the basic concept of the business model at its most fundamental level, a business model is how an organization generates revenue and makes a profit [21]. The typical business model will touch upon a number of concepts in order to demonstrate how it will eventually generate revenue and become profitable, including but not limited to matters regarding the operating mechanisms [20,22], pricing structures [19,20], customer segmentation and how the product generates value for the customer [19,23], among other details.



It must be noted that developments in the field of ICT have majorly contributed to the renewed interest in innovation pertaining to the concept of business models [20]. A subsequent shift has also taken place to adopt methodologies such as the lean startup, which can efficiently aid startup organizations in creating better business models (Hokkanen and Väänänen-Vainio-Mattila, 2015; Ries, 2011). Although relatively new, development philosophies such as the lean methodology have great appeal due to the fact that this inherently reduces waste, in the form of both time and resources.




2.2. The Business Model Canvas (BMC)


The BMC was introduced by Osterwalder and Pigneur [16] as a means to provide structure to the business modeling process. The BMC provides the ability for users to map their ideas onto a base structure of business model elements that is divided into nine segments (see Figure 1). The BMC is perceived differently based on the user profile and its purpose of usage [24]. To add to this framework, there are many variations on how the BMC is used to create new business models, although a common approach is to start from the customer segment, by identifying the target customer for whom the startup intends to create the value proposition [25]. The next segment is value proposition, which describes the solution or overall offering that the startup can provide to the customer, with the intention of adding a certain amount of value for the customer. This offering would be provided to the customer via certain distribution channels. At the same time, the business will need to evaluate how it should maintain its customer relationships so that it can attract new customers, retain its acquired customers, and grow its existing customer base. The key activities segment comprises the critical activities that need to be performed for the smooth functioning of the startup, while the key resources segment represents the critical assets, those that the startup already has and those that the startup will need to possess for the functioning of the business. In the initial stages, most startups might not have all the necessary resources at their disposal or might not be able to perform the required activities to successfully execute the planned business idea. Hence, these startups can choose to collaborate with key partners to acquire the resources needed and work on critical activities that they might not be able to accomplish on their own at that point in time. Planning the various segments of the BMC can give the startup an idea of the required cost structure to get the business model to work and evaluate the possible options for revenue streams, for generating revenue based on the business idea.




2.3. Shortcomings of the BMC


The BMC serves as a basis for startup teams to build their business model around their conceived product ideas and concepts. It is frequently cited as a good example of great design, mixed with great science, to produce a practical tool for entrepreneurs to work with [26]. While the BMC does a good job of covering important segments of business model planning, it is not without its shortcomings. Fauvel [27] has outlined many of the shortcomings of the BMC, which are summarized in Table 1. Startups who intend to use the BMC as a practical tool to develop their business model will need to further investigate these shortcomings beforehand.



One frequently noted shortcoming of the BMC approach to business model planning is that the study of competing entities is not included as part of the conventional BMC structure [28]. Even though the purpose of this exclusion might evidently have been to simplify the business model development process, it is vital that the competing forces be taken into consideration during product and business model development and innovation, in terms of product differentiation and analysis for synergies among competing players in the market. Another area where the BMC falls short is the lack of consideration of a differentiation factor in general and the unique selling proposition (USP) in particular for product offerings [29]. From the perspective of startups, getting product visibility among consumers in the modern and highly competitive market can be a hard task. To this end, the presence of differentiation can help provide visibility to the current planned offering and highlight the feature(s) that make the offering unique.



The BMC also does not (at its core) take into account any kind of measurement of performance in the startup’s journey to success. The identification of metrics/key performance indicators (KPIs), which can help to monitor if the startup is on the right track to reach its intended goal [29,30], is not a part of the conventional BMC structure. Spanz [30] further points out that business model planning using the BMC does not explicitly involve stating and subsequently tracking goals for startups. This argument is supported by the fact that the BMC excludes from its structure the requirement to mandatorily consider the strategic purpose (including its mission, vision or goals) of the startup [28]. Aside from this, Spanz [30] also argues that the BMC does not check if the startup has the required (core) competence to execute its proposed concept/idea or innovation.




2.4. Rationale for the Blitz Canvas


Although there are many frameworks for business model development and innovation, very few frameworks aid in the planning and creation of the conditions required for success among startups. The BC aims to provide such a base to help develop business models while improving the chances of success for software startups. The BC’s framework does not intend to replace but rather extend the BMC model by addressing the key issues (as cited in Section 2.3) with its BMC structure, including the lack of awareness of competing entities and the need for a good foundation, synergy and growth-orientation. In addition, the BC provides a “process-flow” structure for business model development and innovation, with the intent of creating an easy-to-traverse pathway for inexperienced entrepreneurs to follow.



In essence, this involves retaining the strong points of the BMC, such as its simplicity and its ability to create a business model around a product idea, while at the same time tackling many of the shortcomings. One instance of managing the BMC’s shortcomings is the introduction of a foundational base that includes the determination of the mission, vision and goals for the startup as part of the business model. Such a consideration can help guide the product and business decisions of the software startup under uncertain circumstances [31,32].



One of the central aims of the BC, as the name suggests, is to get the products in the hands of the customers as quickly as possible. As most startups do not have resources in abundance, unlike established enterprises [33], they may not have the time and money to compete in the field of marketing campaigns in the same manner as their established competitors. Instead, the startup would stand a better chance if they were to outpace the competition by bringing the product to the market before the competition has the chance to develop a competing offering. Other benefits of early time-to-market have been found to include a higher degree of customer loyalty, an increase in the market share for the product, and a reduction in total product development costs [34,35,36].



In keeping with the best practices from an agile philosophy, the BC considers the customer as a co-innovator of the product, since the startup would consult with the customer during the validation stages. This kind of “co-innovation” improves product/solution acceptability and, therefore, improves the chances of business success [37]. Continuous improvement is at the center of such a validation cycle, ensuring that the evolving product always caters to the customer’s needs.





3. Research Methodology


The goal of this research work is to present a process-driven, easy-to-use approach to business model development and innovation with a focus on key success factors (as defined by the triple cornerstone framework), one that overcomes the shortcomings of previous lean-based business modeling frameworks. The research methodology can be outlined as shown in Figure 2. Many lean-based business development frameworks have been proposed, such as the lean startup framework by Ries [15] and the BMC by Osterwalder and Pigneur [16], to guide startups in their business model development journey. As part of this work, the existing literature was reviewed to uncover the challenges faced when using these lean-based frameworks, with the aim of business model development and innovation for software startups. Some of the challenges include the lack of certain elements, such as a strategic foundation for startups, the establishment of a unique selling proposition (USP), taking into account competing entities as part of the business model development and innovation process, the consideration of synergies of the various segments of the business model and the benefits of identifying and using metrics as part of business model development. The reviewed literature is also used to design a new framework for business model development and innovation, with the aim of overcoming the shortcomings of existing frameworks. The proposed framework takes into account key success factors (identified as a part of the triple-cornerstone framework) to ensure that the focus of the framework is directed toward ensuring the success of the software startup. To test out the validity of the framework, a software application or tool is designed and prototyped with the aim of gathering feedback from users. The feedback is collected in the form of end-user surveys and the model is assessed using the (quantitative) data collected as the outcome of these surveys.



The major questions that this research work attempts to answer are:




	
RQ1: Could an easy-to-use, process-driven framework be proposed to aid in business model development and innovation for software startups around a product concept?



	
RQ2: Would the resultant framework provide a foundation for the rapid development of the business model for a clearly differentiated value proposition, while keeping in mind the management of startup capital?



	
RQ3: Could the proposed framework be designed to address the shortcomings of the business model canvas outlined in Section 2.3 of this work?









4. The Blitz Canvas—A Proposal


This research proposes the blitz canvas (BC) framework as a model to overcome many of the shortcomings outlined in Section 2.3 of this work. The framework places a focus on the foundation of the startup by identifying the key strategic elements, as part of the early sections of its structure. The framework provides a more holistic perspective for a conception of the value proposition by contrasting the proposed offering with that of competing entities in the market and the establishment of key differentiator(s). This approach stands in contrast to the siloed approach of most product and business development frameworks. As part of its structure, the proposed framework encourages the identification of key metrics to track various aspects of the product and business development process. The overall framework provides a synergistic and process-driven approach to business development.



By design and intent, the BC is structured to help the user focus on a single perspective in the business development process at any one point in time, at the same time maintaining focus on the broader perspective. The idea is not unlike the one used in Six Thinking Hats by Edward de Bono [38]. When one perspective is worked on, all considerations are seen only from that particular perspective. A high-level, conceptual view of the perspectives is shown in Figure 3. The process-driven nature of the BC helps the user to keep track of the current state of progress of business model development and innovation, while at the same time providing context to the development activities with regard to the overall purpose of the business.



The high-level conceptual view is further broken down into ten stages. This is performed in order to guide the user through the process of business model development while making sure that the complexity associated with the process is reduced by including smaller, numbered steps as part of any single stage. Each stage is divided into sequential steps that the user can follow to complete each stage and begin the next. The sequence of steps primarily serves as a guideline rather than a strict protocol. Hence, the user adopting the framework is encouraged to modify the suggested sequence of steps in the framework to suit their own needs and workflow.



4.1. Stage 1: Building the Foundation


The foundation of an organization begins with establishing the purpose of its inception and continued existence. The first stage, therefore, involves the formulation of the strategic purpose for the startup. The stage starts with the establishment of a mission and vision statement. As a part of the strategic planning process, the mission is considered to be the first step [39]. A clear definition of the term “mission” was provided by Alt and Zimmerman [40], who described it as follows: “a high-level understanding of the overall vision, strategic goals and the value proposition including the basic product or service features”. The mission helps the startup group understand why it exists, while the vision conveys what the startup wants to achieve in a finite duration of time. Maurya [41] highlights the importance of the vision from the perspective of the overall business and suggests that steps should be taken by the business to identify and establish it. Breaking down the vision into individual goals can make it easier to achieve. Goals provide insight into what needs to be done to achieve the vision, after starting out with the establishment of the mission. In fact, defining one or more clear goals along with clear time frames can make it easier for businesses to achieve their vision [42]. These foundational elements are deliberated upon since they provide a general direction for the value delivered to the customer and the growth to be expected in that market [43].



The foundation layer also describes the core culture of the startup, which outlines how tasks are accomplished, with an emphasis on best practices. This is because of how the startup functions; the nature and quality of the outcome and its general evolution are impacted by the organizational culture, which is determined and established during the initial phases of the startup [44]. Lastly, the core competencies of the startup team are also noted during this phase, since identifying these can be vital for the startup’s success [45,46]. This would involve listing what skills are needed to accomplish key goals (along with the overall vision) and outlining which skills the startup currently has. Core competence can be a good indicator of which tasks the organization can perform in-house and which tasks the organization can consider outsourcing [47]. As an instance of this, Apple has claimed that its core competence of good design has provided it with a competitive advantage [48]. The identification of core competencies can translate into becoming a sustainable competitive advantage for organizations [49], and certain competencies could be particularly relevant during the early stages of the startup’s journey [50]. Establishing these details before delving into the business model can provide much-needed direction for the business in times of uncertainty (such as market turbulence) and help guide the development of future products. As part of this stage, these details are discussed and noted. The elements of this stage are presented in Figure 4.




4.2. Stage 2: Studying the User


The establishment of the foundation is followed by a study of the user, who they are and what are their goals, frustrations, and motivations. These details can be outlined by working on a user persona, as applied in the lean approach. In essence, a persona includes a detailed, articulate description of a fictional customer, along with a fictional narrative of that customer, who is seen as a representation of the target customer base [51]. The description can include demographic, behavioral and psychographic details, along with the needs of the user [52]. Other details include goals, frustrations, and motivations along with their personality traits, etc. The details that go into the persona are derived from user interviews and observations of the user’s interactions with the system [53]. A user persona is used primarily because startup organizations and small teams rarely have the resources required to commit to large-scale user studies. In such cases, the focus on one or a few fictitious individuals (derived from user research) who can represent the user base and possess common character traits of that user base can prove to be more effective in any study of the user.



The user can also be the subject of study during the phase when requirements are captured. A common methodology for requirement capture is the user stories technique that was popularized by Cohn [54], since it enables businesses to work collaboratively with the customer. User stories are also popular, owing to their ability to capture requirements in a simple non-technical format and their flexible nature [55]. As outlined by Cohn [54], the essential details of the requirements that are captured include who has a requirement, what features the user expects from the solution and why this requirement is considered necessary or important by the user. Owing to this format, user stories can also provide valuable information on the user’s goals and their role in the system of which they are a part. They also detail the functions or features that the user would anticipate will be included in the value proposition provided to them. Establishing user personas beforehand can reduce rework when working on user stories since the goals of the user are clearly defined as part of the user persona. A high-level perspective of the user study stage is shown in Figure 5.




4.3. Stage 3: Defining the Solution


The product goals are then defined for the solution concept, based on the study of the user. As outlined by Betta et al. [56], a successful outcome for product development undertakings becomes more likely when the goals are defined clearly. The defining of goals is also outlined as a best practice in the product development literature [57,58]. The primary purpose is to ensure that the goals of the product are in line with the mission, vision and goals of the organization, as suggested by Barczak and Kahn [57]. Alongside the product goals, product features are determined. The user stories from the previous stage can serve as good indicators for identifying the desired features. This is because at least one feature is captured as a part of every user story [59]. User stories, owing to their simplistic format of requirements capture, have sometimes been accused of lacking contextual clarity [60]. To overcome this, a description of the product feature can be captured alongside the feature itself. The defined features are also prioritized using MoSCoW analysis, which is a commonly adopted technique in the agile school of methodologies [61,62]. As part of this prioritization technique, the feature sets are classified based on “Must-have”, “Should-have”, “Could-have” and “Won’t-have” features. The prioritization and decision-making process to determine which features need to be included when working with an iterative development methodology is known to be a challenging task [63]. Handling this as part of this stage could allow the development team to prioritize the features optimally for the development process.



A wireframe-based prototype of the solution is created based on the shortlisted set of features. The wireframe itself should initially be low-fidelity in nature and iteratively evolves into high-fidelity wireframes [64]. This is because low-fidelity wireframes are essentially devoid of graphics and resemble simple pencil sketches of a working application, which are important for initial user feedback. The lack of graphics or colors will ensure that the focus of user interaction and feedback remains on the workflow of the application [65]. With this approach, the feedback collected will be related to this workflow, rather than users rejecting the application, for instance, because they did not like the color scheme.



However, since this framework deals with business model development and innovation of the product concept, it is assumed that the product has already undergone an evolution from low to high fidelity and, therefore, will use the evolved high-fidelity prototype for the purpose of gathering user feedback. High-fidelity prototypes possess similar visual traits to the intended completed product [65], which can provide the users with a “hands-on” feel for the completed product and can help with the gathering of relevant feedback. The wireframes are created with the purpose of collecting feedback from potential end-users during the later stages of this framework.




4.4. Stage 4: Unique Selling Proposition


Any proposed solution has a greater chance of standing out, gaining customer interest, and capturing market share when there is a defined, unique selling proposition (USP) associated with the product. A USP can serve as a product differentiator, which is considered one of the most critical success factors for a given product [66], and, in turn, can impact the success of a startup. Maurya [41] acknowledges the need for an unfair advantage, which he defines as one of the structural elements of the lean canvas, as either an asset or feature that competing providers will not easily be able to replicate. The consideration, identification and inclusion of a USP or unfair advantage can provide a form of defense against the competition and new entrants to the field [67].



The key customer touchpoint is also determined during this stage so that the solution concept can identify the most critical interaction, wherein the introduction of a solution can resolve the user’s primary pain point. As the development of the value proposition (in the form of the solution) is an ever-evolving process, the needs of the users can be studied during various stages of the product development life cycle. As part of that effort, the various points of interaction when a user comes into contact with the solution can provide valuable insight to the team regarding the needs of the user [68]. These are known as touchpoints and can inform the development team on how the product is being used, along with details that can serve as inputs to the evolving design and development process [69]. This stage encourages the development team to highlight how the solution will help leverage the customer touchpoint and what the anticipated impact of such an intervention might turn out to be.




4.5. Stage 5: The User’s Feedback


The solution concept, which was formalized as a wireframe in stage three of this framework, is validated via the collection of user feedback. Potential and prospective users are provided with the interactive wireframe sequence and their feedback when using the solution concept is recorded. The recorded data that is collected is qualitative in nature and is collected with the aim of informing the development team of the usefulness of the current application. Blank and Dorf [31] recommend the gathering of qualitative feedback first, as it provides more clarity regarding the perceptions of the user regarding the product. Furr and Ahlstrom [70] support this approach and recommend the gathering of quantitative data after qualitative feedback. The collected feedback also assists the development team in the decision-making process [71], such as prioritization for the next set of planned features for future iterations of the product. The process from stages three to five is represented in Figure 6.




4.6. Stage 6: Studying the Competition


A study of the current competition is performed to identify how the market offerings cater to the pain points of the users. Although it is not utilized very often and is a comparatively newer process, the study of competing entities can provide insight into user needs [72] and can contribute to developing better products in a number of ways. Firstly, they can point to the status quo and the features that can help differentiate the startup’s offering from that of the competition [41]. In certain cases, a study of the competition can serve as a good starting point for the conception of solutions [72]. A study of the competition can also help the startup to recognize the best time to perform a pivot [73], as well as potential partnerships into which they can enter [74]. However, in the current context, the central aim of this study of the competition is to contrast the current offerings with that of the competition, to improve the current offering by determining the base set of features and establishing a relevant USP.




4.7. Stage 7: Business Model Elements


In this stage, the business model elements are added to the framework. The business model elements included in this section are structured as per the BMC framework. Accordingly, a business model is developed based on a working product concept by creating a value proposition around the target customer segment(s). In order to eventually deliver the products to the customers, the startup gains the help of distribution channel(s). The acquiring, retaining and growth of the customers are planned to achieve this as a part of the customer relationship segment. Revenue streams are designed to monetize the business model, which is developed as a result of planned BMC. The key resources to help build the business are identified. Key partners are chosen to substitute for resources that are not available to the startup. However, the market in general, and potential customers in particular, need to be made aware of the existence of the solution developed by the business. Key activities are also planned to raise awareness among potential customers via organizing or participating in events or conferences relating to the domain of the solution. The cost structure is built accordingly, taking into consideration all the expenses incurred in the remaining segments and the revenue streams. The segments until this point are congruent to the original BMC, as shown in Figure 1. The BMC framework was the preferred base for the selection of the business model elements, due to its structural simplicity and speed. Although certain shortcomings of the BMC have been identified earlier in Section 2.3 of this work, the BC framework is designed to overcome many of these shortcomings.



In addition to the BMC elements, intellectual property (IP) assets that can be protected by the business are identified. Securing their IP assets enables startups to maximize the value captured from the solutions and products that they develop [75], and the strategic utilization of these assets can serve as a competitive advantage to the organization [76]. Although many startups cannot afford to apply for certain IP assets, such as patents, they might still benefit from protecting other IP, such as copyright or trade secrets. There is evidence to back up the claim that IP assets (other than patents) such as trademarks, trade secrets and copyright have been found to be useful to manage competition in the present-day markets [77]. Identifying such assets at an early stage can help startups to protect their intellectual property and improve their perceived market value, making them more attractive to potential investors.



Apart from IP, startups can also benefit from identifying “As a Service” offerings, such as “Infrastructure as a Service” (IaaS), “Platform as a Service” (PaaS), or “Software as a Service” (SaaS), which can reduce costs and speed up the pace of product development. A decade ago, most software startups would have been required to build their own backend infrastructure if they wanted to offer certain useful features in their applications, such as user authentication or cloud storage. However, the advent of newer innovations, spurred on as a result of market demands, have created offerings that can provide a completely managed platform for the creation and delivery of software-based solution offerings [78]. These include service-based solutions, such as Microsoft Azure, Amazon AWS and Google’s Firebase. These services can dramatically lower development costs, decrease the time-to-market for products, and allow the development team to focus on building better user experiences rather than focus on the creation and maintenance of backend infrastructure [79]. SaaS offerings, such as Canva, can lower the barriers of entry for startups by allowing the startup teams to access valuable resources via more economical one-time or monthly costs [80]. Identifying these at the early stages can significantly improve the chances of success for startups since quicker development and deployment can result in faster instances of validated learning [81]. An overview of the business model stage (stage 7) for the BC is shown in Figure 7.




4.8. Stage 8: Synergies


One of the identified shortcomings of the BMC was that the model did not have a provision for the identification of synergies between the various segments of the business model [30]. The business model development process is a complex phenomenon, with interdependencies within its various elements or sections [82]. Synergies involve two or more sections of the business model working together to provide more benefits to the business than they could offer on their own to the startup. The identification of synergies can lead to a reduction in costs and a simplification of workflow [83]. For instance, the customer relationship segment can use the data from publicly provided customer reviews of the product to inform the future development of the value proposition. As part of this stage, the synergies are noted for implementation as part of the business process.




4.9. Stage 9: Managing Growth


After the solution concept has been validated by the customer and the solution is developed in an iterative manner, the planning phase should focus on handling the growth (and related aspects) of usage of the services associated with the product. Planning in advance how this growth will be handled can be beneficial to the development team. The customer development methodology by Blank [1] states that startups are in a state of “search” for a business model that works and that will remain in that state until they find one that can scale and is repeatable and profitable. The lean startup methodology, on the other hand, recommends going for scale only after the product-market fit has been identified [15]. Potential strategies for handling growth, however, are noted as part of this section, in anticipation of the product’s eventual growth in adoption and usage.



Along with the management of the growth of the existing solution, additional complementary offerings (to the core offering) can be initiated by the startup to create product ecosystems. Organizations can garner significant benefits from either creating or becoming a part of such ecosystems [84]. The idea of additional complementary offerings is that at some point of iterative solution development, some user stories may be vital to resolving key pain points but may not fall within the scope of the current solution. In such a case, based on the success of the core offering, it would be ideal to develop newer solution offerings that can provide features complementary to the core solution [85], offering a seamless user experience. This can potentially lead to multiple product concepts forming an ecosystem of complementary product offerings, which could also serve as a source of competitive advantage [86].



Having multiple product concepts around the core product offering provides the startup with another advantage in the form of multiple potential directions to explore, should the core product concept fail the test of validation with the customer. As pointed out by Steve Blank [1], few value propositions or business models survive the first contact with the customer. Hence, identifying multiple potential product concepts can provide the team with additional ideas to test out, and to quickly change direction if the core product concept fails to provide enough value to its intended audience, while at the same time working within the user’s problem field (as guided by the mission). As part of this stage, a list of such potential solution concepts is brainstormed for review and possible future development efforts. A high-level view of the areas of growth in focus is shown in Figure 8.




4.10. Stage 10: Metrics


Metrics are identified in this section of the framework to track the performance and progress of the various sections of the business. However, gathering metrics that are indeed useful for the intended purpose of measurement to track progress can be tricky, as there are many situations where the team can track incorrect and vanity metrics [87]. These metrics will not provide sufficient information to suggest actionable steps and, therefore, might not be useful to the startup. There are many metric frameworks that provide a basis for collecting metrics at a general level, such as Google’s HEART framework, GSM and lean analytics [88,89]. The issue with most frameworks, however, is that they place emphasis on growth and the related aspects of startups. The product and business development fields are not the subject of focus in most frameworks.



The BC primarily identifies one north-star metric, which is intended to serve as a single-point guide for startups. The idea is that since most startups do not have enormous resources, they will benefit if they focus on trying to impact a single critical metric rather than trying to move multiple non-critical ones [90]. In addition, the startup can choose to identify a range of additional metrics for the purpose of tracking performance and quality. To provide a holistic structure to achieve this, the MESOPS model for metric determination, developed by Shanbhag and Pardede [91], was integrated with this section, owing to its consideration of the multiple aspects of both product and business development. The MESOPS model encourages the identification of metrics for the problem and solution spaces, evangelism, scale, evolution and ecosystem aspects of the product and business models (dimensions presented in Figure 9). The MESOPS model, therefore, takes an end-to-end perspective of the metric identification process, which covers a wide range of areas to determine the useful metrics to track and measure.





5. Analysis and Evaluation


This research reviews the usefulness and effectiveness of the proposed BC framework through the use of an online survey instrument. For the purpose of evaluation of the model’s effectiveness, a web-based tool named iVenture (link to the iVenture app prototype used for the purpose of concept validation survey: https://iventure-v1.web.app/Bcprocessmodel, accessed on 1 February 2022) was created to take the participants through the ten stages and then present the business model in the form of a dashboard. A survey was conducted based on the interactions with this tool. To reduce the cognitive load of the participants, a business model was created around a fictional to-do list product called “MyToDo”, which is aimed at helping users to improve their productivity by improving their task-management skills. The participants are taken through the process of business model development using the tool and are then requested to answer the questions put forward in the survey. Essentially, the tool presents the users with a pre-built business model for them to interact with and lets the users get a feel for the process of business model development and innovation, using the framework step-by-step through its various stages. Figure 10 shows an overview of the process that the framework uses to develop the business model. From this screen, the participants will need to traverse through the various stages, guided by an application interface, upon completion of which process they will be presented with the business dashboard. Figure 11 shows the developed business model, presented in the form of a dashboard.



5.1. Exploratory Analysis of Survey Data (Evaluation)


This section discusses the results of the survey conducted as part of the evaluation of the proposed BC model. The respondents of this survey included students enrolled in a course with entrepreneurship being one of the subjects at La Trobe University and recent graduates from the professional social networking website, LinkedIn. As the target audience of the proposed framework is inexperienced entrepreneurs and first-time startup teams, students and graduates who enrolled in this course and thereby expressed an interest in venturing on the entrepreneurial journey were identified as the ideal audience for the validation efforts of the framework. The survey instrument was developed using the Qualtrics tool and was sent to the students via email, then shared with the recent graduates via LinkedIn. The survey was conducted after being granted permission from the Human Research Ethics committee at La Trobe University.




5.2. Survey Structure


The survey structure contained 10 questions and was distributed in two sections. A URL of the hosted web tool was shared with the participants. The first page of the web tool contained an overview of the tool and instructions on how to access the survey, after going through the tool’s functions. The questions included in Section 1 addressed the queries relating to startup success factors (time-to-market, product differentiation and the optimal usage of startup capital) and the shortcomings of the BMC. Section 2 validated the speed and ease of use of the process-driven nature of the tool, using which method the business model was developed. For Section 1 (Q1_1 through Q2_5), the questions were structured as statements and the user was asked for their level of either agreement or disagreement with the statement made. For the single question in Section 2 (Q3_1), the question was worded as a question rather than a statement. For both sections, the options provided a range from strong agreement to strong disagreement. The options presented in the seven-point Likert scale include Strongly Agree, Agree, Somewhat Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. Any value between Strongly Agree and Somewhat Agree is considered to be a valid positive response. The relationship between the research goals and the questions presented in the survey are discussed in Table 2, while the shortcomings of the BMC mapped to the survey questions are shown in Table 3. The survey questions, along with the pertinent descriptive statistics, are presented in Table 4.




5.3. Responses and Survey-to-Research Question Mapping


Overall, the survey request was accepted by 209 respondents. After preprocessing and filtering out incomplete survey responses, 175 responses were retained and used in the analysis process. Python and Orange data-mining software were used to carry out the analysis process. Table 2 presents the corresponding survey question/statement (SQ) for each of the research questions (RQs), while Table 3 presents the mapping of the SQs to the shortcomings of the BMC, as listed in Section 2 of this work. The response of each participant, based on the frequency (count) for each option, is presented in Table 4.



Table 4 presents the descriptive statistical information pertaining to the responses collected to the survey questions. Survey questions SQ1_1 and SQ3_1 assess the process-driven nature and the ease of use of the framework, along with its effectiveness in developing the business model from start to completion. Around 94.86% of the respondents (with a mean score of 6.14) agreed that the tool provided a step-by-step pathway for startups to create a business model, from start to completion, around their product idea, while 94.83% of the respondents (with a mean score of 6.02) agreed that creating a business model using the tool (and by extension, the framework) was a quick and easy process.



Survey question SQ1_2 assessed the ability of the tool to clearly define the differentiator for the value proposition. In total, 91.53% of the respondents (with a mean score of 5.94) agreed that the dashboard produced by the tool clearly outlined why the product should matter to the user, which implied the direct indication of a product differentiator. Additionally, survey questions SQ2_2 and SQ2_4 also highlighted additional information regarding the product differentiation aspect of the product and business model. In fact, 89.15% of the respondents (with a mean score of 5.88) agreed that the tool clearly highlighted the USP of the product or value proposition. Around 86.78% of respondents (with a mean score of 5.82) agreed that the tool made it easy to gather information about competing products and study them.



The aspect of making a quicker time to market part of the framework was assessed by survey question SQ3_1, where 94.83% of respondents (with a mean score of 6.02) agreed that creating a business model using the tool (and, by extension, the framework) was a quick and easy process. The optimal usage of capital was assessed by question SQ1_4, to which 92.53% of respondents (with a mean score of 6.00) agreed that the tool covered all the required areas to build a good business model. This assessment directly relates to capital because a good business model converts acquired capital into economic value [19], irrespective of whether the type of capital being referred to is financial, physical or intellectual [92]. In fact, a business model demonstrates how it makes use of these different forms of capital to generate value [92]. Hence, a good business model is a good indicator of the optimal usage of the said capital.



The tools addressing the shortcomings of the BMC were assessed by questions SQ2_1, SQ2_2, SQ2_3, SQ2_4 and SQ2_5. One of the shortcomings of the BMC (noted in Section 2.3 of this work) was the absence of strategic goals/objectives or considerations of competencies being formulated as part of the core BMC structure. SQ2_1 assessed this ability of the tool, with 92.61% of respondents (with a mean score of 6.04) agreeing that the tool helped gather information regarding the strategic aspects of the startup. SQ2_2 assessed the ability of the tool to clearly highlight the unique selling proposition, with 89.15% of the respondents (with a mean score of 5.88) agreeing that it did so. In total, 86.78% of the respondents (with a mean score of 5.82) agreed that the tool made it easy to gather information about competing products and to study them (question SQ2_4). Similarly, 88.51% of respondents (with a mean score of 5.88) agreed that when using the tool, synergies between business segments could be captured (question SQ2_5). Finally, question SQ2_3 assessed the ability of the tool to identify metrics to measure various aspects of the startup, such as growth, wherein 89.01% of the respondents agreed that it did (with a mean score of 5.91). The graphical representations of the SQs can be seen in Figure 12, Figure 13 and Figure 14.



On the subject of mean and standard deviations for the survey areas, most of the questions elicited a standard deviation scoring of between 0.9 and 1.14, which would imply that most respondents had opinions similar to one another, with a high level of agreement persisting among the respondents. As per the presented results in the previous sections, it can be clearly stated that the tool and, by extension, the BC framework, provided an easy-to-use, process-driven framework for business model development and innovation for aspiring software startups, which addresses the shortcomings identified in the BMC framework. It also indicates that the BC framework takes into account critical success factors defined in the triple cornerstones model (the presence of product differentiation, quicker time to market and the optimal usage of startup capital).





6. Literature Analysis on the Contributions of BC


Much of the research conducted in this domain has focused on vertical in-depth aspects of individual core dimensions of startups. Instances of this can be seen in work performed from the process perspective, such as agile-based processes for developing products or the business perspective for developing the overall business models [15,87]. This includes research leads with a technical or product-related viewpoint. Most such research undertakings do not provide a clear pathway for startups to go from conception to the realization of the startup idea. The current work proposes a high-level process-driven framework with which entrepreneurs can take their product ideas from the concept to business model realization.



The blitz canvas is structured to overcome the shortcomings listed in Table 1 and in Section 2.3 of this work. In stage 1, the business objectives are established and the goals are listed, which accounts for the formulation of the strategic goals of the startup [28,30]. The potential synergies are identified in stage 8, which accounts for the consideration of synergies within segments of the canvas, which was another shortcoming noted by Spanz [30]. These synergies can serve as a trigger for identifying avenues for further product and/or service innovations. The key metrics listed as part of stage 10 provide an avenue for performance measurement using metrics, as noted by Maurya [41]. Maurya [41] also mentioned the establishment of a USP as a missing element from the original BMC, which is covered as part of stage 4. The key differentiators are identified in part when studying the competing offerings in stage 6 of the blitz canvas, the consideration of which was noted as a shortcoming by Kraaijenbrink [28]. The study of the competition can further help the organization with a better market positioning of the product and value proposition. Innovation competence, which is noted as another area that needs improvement in the BMC by Spanz [30], is handled in multiple stages of the blitz canvas, starting right at the beginning of stage 1. The identification of core competencies lists the skills available to the startup at inception, and “As a Service” products are sought out in areas where skills or competencies are lacking.



Another central aspect of the blitz canvas is its embedded focus on the important aspects of startup success, such as time to market [36] and product differentiation [93]. The importance of being early to market cannot be understated for startups, as startups do not have the financial or marketing resources to compete with established players [94,95] who have resources in abundance. In such cases where the startup manages to get products out early to the market, resources that would otherwise be spent on marketing (or other activities that raise customer awareness of the product) can now be spent on creating better products or to improve the services built around the existing product. This is because, at an earlier timeframe, there is a higher probability that there is little to no competition in the market for the startup, which creates one of the most optimal circumstances for a product’s success.



As discussed earlier, most startups do not have the resources to compete with established players in the market [94,95]. In such scenarios, apart from an early time to market, the best way to distinguish their offerings from that of the competition is to have clear product differentiation. In such cases, the startup positions its offering so as to not be in direct competition with presently established players and, therefore, allows customers to clearly see the differences in the value propositions between competing offerings and its own offering. The blitz canvas is structured in such a way that these factors are identified when working through the framework. For instance, the identification of USP during stage 4 is aimed at helping the startup to differentiate its offering from that of the competition. The selection of “As a service” products and components are leveraged to reduce the time it takes for the product to be built and for it to be released on the market. PaaS services can save startups an immense amount of time and work, as these services handle the technical details of the backend. The prototypes built based on low-/high-fidelity wireframes, along with user feedback (as part of stage 5) help to validate the assumptions that go into the product concepts so that the startup team can subsequently start developing the business model around the product.



The blitz canvas can also serve as a validation tool for the technical and business sections of the startup. The importance of validation has already been well established in both the product and business spheres [15,87]. Not performing validation at any stage would have a domino effect on the subsequent stages in the nascent phases of any startup. For instance, when considering a scenario where the context establishment for a product idea was not validated early on before development commenced, it would subsequently move into development and then the business model would be built around it. This would cost the startup far more to rework the idea at such a late stage, should it find that the developed product does not cater to the customer pain points. It would be far more cost-effective to spot inconsistencies and rectify the gap in the understanding of customer needs early on. In keeping with this finding, the blitz canvas focuses on the validation of the product concept before moving on to the development of the business model.



From the viewpoint of a skeptical investor, the startup is expected to show the progress of the business goals at regular intervals that are consistent with available funds [96]. The blitz canvas can also be adapted to support a goal-based approach to business model development (in the form of iterative business model development), on which the investor can assess the work done and measure it against defined goals (as part of stage 1 or the foundation stage). This can make it easier for the startup as well as potential investors to evaluate, over time, the progress that the startup is making toward reaching its established goals. This can help investors to make informed decisions regarding the startup, based on data. The research contributions of the blitz canvas include:




	
The proposal of a process-driven model that serves as a roadmap for startups in its business model development and innovation efforts.



	
The integration of the study of competing market forces as part of the business model development and innovation process, which can help with product positioning in the market.



	
The creation of a foundational base for the startup by establishing, as part of the BM process, the entity’s mission, vision, values and core competencies.



	
Planning for potential synergies within business segments and future growth as part of the core business model innovation process, which can provide a platform for newer innovations in the form of products and services.



	
The integration of metrics identification for tracking performance as part of the business model innovation process.



	
A data-backed proof-of-concept to present the business model’s planning details, with a focus on critical success factors, as defined by the triple-cornerstone framework by Shanbhag and Pardede [66].



	
A demonstration of overcoming the noted shortcomings of the business model canvas for business model development and innovation, while ensuring a quick process for said development.








The scientific contributions of this work include:




	
The traditional approach meets speed requirements and minimizes cost expenditure. In essence, this research explores the rediscovery of the usefulness offered by a more traditional approach to business model development, while at the same time mitigating its downsides, such as a delayed time to market and the higher costs associated with business model realization. The intent is to have a better understanding of and evaluate the advantages of a holistic approach to business model development rather than a lean approach, in the context of the usability of business modeling frameworks aimed at inexperienced or first-time entrepreneurs.



	
The specialization of business model development toward a single industry sector. This research explores the potential to develop a business model development framework to better leverage the qualities of the software market. As indicated in the response to a previous question by a reviewer of this paper, most business model development frameworks are designed to be generic and are applicable across a wide variety of industries. While this can make it useful in many areas from manufacturing to healthcare, it comes with the cost of not leveraging the unique qualities of any one sector and helping the aspiring startup team to reach its potential by making use of key resources. Some examples of these qualities include the ability to quickly change direction by testing product concepts relatively fast, when compared to sectors such as transportation, manufacturing or healthcare, the ability to enter newer geographic market locations with a relatively small amount of effort and the ability to scale and capture a larger user-base by simply increasing the server bandwidth capacity.



	
The encouragement of data-driven business model development. In addition to the previously mentioned points, business model development efforts are encouraged from a data-driven foundation. The question of the usefulness of leveraging data to guide decision-making in the business model development world has been discussed for many years. However, very few frameworks explicitly encourage their users to actively use metrics to help with such data-driven efforts. This research explores how a framework that leverages metrics to guide decision-making based on data would function. Besides the outlined contributions, this research evaluates the usefulness of a process-based approach vs. an open-canvas approach to business model development.








In addition to its research and scientific contributions, the proposed framework was created to adapt to the needs and the unique qualities of software start-ups, which were listed in the introductory section of this work. The corresponding stages of the framework that address the challenges/opportunities (as listed in the Introduction) include:




	
Stage 3: Defining the solution, and Stage 5: User’s feedback—These stages help guide the team’s efforts toward rapid validation of the product concept by first creating an easily testable prototype, using low-fidelity wireframes (as part of stage 3), then collecting feedback from users based on their usage of these prototypes (as part of stage 5).



	
Stage 5: User’s feedback—At the end of the same stage, when feedback is collected from users, the startup team has the option to change direction if the feedback from the users indicates that the created solution does not solve the user’s problem, or if the users generally do not see enough value in the solution that it might not be commercially viable to continue the development process.



	
Step 9—Managing growth—The framework encourages the startup team to list possible steps that they can take to ensure they are prepared for growth and how they would manage a sudden increase in the number of users interested in the product offering.



	
Step 4: Unique selling proposition, Step 6: Studying the competition, and Step 7: Business model elements—Since the barriers to entry in the software target market can be relatively low, identifying a unique value proposition can help software startups go a long way to retaining acquired and activated customers. Besides this finding, a study of the existing players in the market can also help to plan better strategies to develop and monetize the current product development efforts, along with saving resources by not having to “reinvent the wheel”. Lastly, step 7 of the framework helps startup teams to identify possible intellectual property assets that they can leverage to gain an edge over the competition.



	
Step 7: Business model elements—to help get the product to the market and into the hands of customers as quickly as possible, the blitz canvas framework encourages the usage of SaaS products that could include third-party components, “Software as a Service” products and rapid application development frameworks, to reduce the time taken to develop the product in question. This is a unique trait of the software target market and one that is leveraged by few business model development frameworks to achieve a quicker time to market, which, in turn, can be important to the success of the product and, in turn, that of the business model.



	
Step 10: Metrics—The identification and the usage of metrics in monitoring the relevance of the solution to solving the customers’ problems is crucial to the success of software products, as they can be modified after an initial version has been shipped to the customer. Identifying and using the right metrics to keep the solution relevant and useful to the customers can result in the continued success of the product; the blitz canvas framework helps software startups achieve this by incorporating metric identification as part of the core framework.









7. Conclusions and Future Work


The proposed framework provides an avenue for business model innovation for software startups by guiding the entrepreneur through a step-by-step process to realize their business model, along with the validation of the said model. The web-based tool created to help apply the framework assisted with the visualization of the business model, which, in turn, served as a platform by which to study the evolution of the customer problem, get the product to market quickly and plan for growth. Being competition-aware by nature, the framework helped identify key differentiators for the core value proposition, which could help in marketing efforts quickly and more efficiently. The consideration of synergies across business model segments and the identification of metrics supported the business model innovation process.



As indicated by the first research question (RQ1), the proposed model (BC) has been designed to integrate business model development and innovation around the product (concept) to create a seamless process-driven approach for generating business models for software startups. As reflected in the results of our analysis of the data (from questions SQ1_1, SQ3_1), the proposed framework holds its ground and shows promise of being an easy-to-use and process-driven business model development instrument that software startups can use to base their product concepts on.



When looking at the second research question (RQ2), the results of the analysis (SQ1_2, SQ2_2, SQ2_4) suggest that the tool (and, by extension, the framework) helped differentiate the offering with a focus on why the product in development should matter to the user, highlighting its USP when comparing it to the competition. The analysis (SQ1_3, SQ3_1) also suggested that the process of business model creation was quick and easy when performed using the tool and that the developed business model covered all the required areas (SQ1_4). Lastly, the results of the analysis (SQ2_1, SQ2_2, SQ2_3, SQ2_4, SQ2_5) outlined how the structure of the proposed framework addressed the shortcomings of the BMC (RQ3), which are outlined in Section 2.3 of this work.



This study contributes to the existing body of literature by providing a high-level process-driven framework for startups to develop a solution concept from an idea to a business model in the form of the blitz canvas. Aiding the process of business model innovation, the framework is based on a process-driven structure, with the provision to iterate as required. As part of the process-driven structure, practical and hands-on activities are proposed, such as creating wireframes, prototypes and validations. These are introduced at certain intervals at each stage of the model or framework. A tool was designed based on this proposed framework. The framework was then validated based on the analysis of the usage data of this tool, which was collected using a survey.



Another foundational consideration when developing the BC was that of certain success factors, such as the time to market and product differentiation. Multiple segments within the BC address these success factors, owing to the nature of their importance from the standpoint of startups. The BC has the potential to aid startups in getting their solution concepts off the ground within a short time frame. The proposed design of the tool demonstrates how a possible implementation of the BC concept could work and highlights the possible benefits of such a realization.



At this point, the framework is designed specifically for startups in the software sector. The adoption of the agile philosophy for (software) product development, the identification of platform and infrastructure-as-a-service components, the success factors assessed, and the metric framework adopted were all considered from the viewpoint of the software sector. In the future, these can be adapted to better fulfill the needs of other sectors, such as education or manufacturing. Additionally, in the event that application usage data is collected via an “opt-in” mechanism, machine learning can be used to suggest components, such as a suitable platform-as-a-service, possible areas of IP protection, and possible competing entities, among other fields, which are most suitable for the startup using the tool. Besides these attributes, the framework itself can be extended to include end-to-end product development, which can potentially result in a more holistic framework for software startups to go from product idea/conception to operational realization.



As scope for future study, a functional specification, along with metrics, can be identified for the blitz canvas to aid in the implementation undertakings of the proposed tool design and to study the effectiveness of the framework. The proposed model could also be used to work through a case study by applying the framework as part of the startup development process with an inexperienced startup team. Such an implementation should provide a wealth of insight into the benefits of the model and scope for improvement. Based on such an implementation, further opportunities for refinement can be shortlisted and another iteration of the model can be proposed.



Another scope for future work can be to implement the framework in multiple scenarios in organizations of various sizes, rather than being used by only startups. The principles applied as part of the blitz canvas can be useful to an organization of any size to bring a product idea to the market in a reduced time frame. As noted, the proposed model is crafted to take advantage of the unique qualities of the software and information technology sector, in terms of the startups’ efforts with business model creation. Similar frameworks can be created to benefit startups working in other sectors, such as healthcare or transportation, wherein the framework can be created to take advantage of the unique traits of those sectors.



Finally, similar frameworks can be created to help software startups with other parts of their journey, such as product development, so as to help with the end-to-end startup development process. Such a holistic approach to startup development has the potential to lower the barriers of entry for inexperienced startup teams who might have a good product idea but who are unsure how to develop their concept and create a business model around it.
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Figure 1. A reconstruction of the Business Model Canvas (BMC) adapted from the works of Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) [16]. 
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Figure 2. The research methodology. 
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Figure 3. The stages of the blitz canvas framework. 
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Figure 4. Blitz canvas—foundational elements. 






Figure 4. Blitz canvas—foundational elements.



[image: Systems 10 00058 g004]







[image: Systems 10 00058 g005 550] 





Figure 5. Blitz canvas—user study. 
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Figure 6. An overview of the solution development process. 
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Figure 7. An overview of the business model stage. 
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Figure 8. An overview of the business model phase. 
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Figure 9. Dimensions for the determination of metrics as per the MESOPS framework. 
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Figure 10. Process flow for the web tool, based on the blitz canvas. 
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Figure 11. The developed business model, presented as a dashboard. 






Figure 11. The developed business model, presented as a dashboard.



[image: Systems 10 00058 g011]







[image: Systems 10 00058 g012 550] 





Figure 12. Graphical representation of the survey results for Section 1. 
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Figure 13. Graphical representation of the survey results for Section 2. 
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Figure 14. Graphical representation of the survey results for SQ3_1. 
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Table 1. Shortcomings of the BMC.
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	Shortcomings
	Source(s)





	Consideration of competing entities from the market
	(Kraaijenbrink, 2012 [28])



	Establishment of the unique selling proposition (USP)
	(Maurya, 2010 [29])



	Taking into account performance measurement, using metrics such as KPIs
	(Spanz, 2012 [30]; Maurya, 2010 [29])



	Consideration of synergies within the BMC
	(Spanz, 2012 [30])



	Formulation of strategic goals or objectives of the startup
	(Kraaijenbrink, 2012 [28]; Spanz, 2012 [30])



	Consideration of competence for solution development
	(Spanz, 2012 [30])
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Table 2. Relationship between the aims of this research to the SQs.
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	Research Questions (RQ)
	Corresponding SQ





	Could an easy-to-use, process-driven framework be proposed to aid in business model development and innovation for software startups around a product concept?
	SQ1_1, SQ3_1



	Would the resultant framework provide a foundation for rapid development of the business model for a clearly differentiated value proposition, while keeping in mind the management of startup capital?
	SQ1_2, SQ2_2, SQ2_4, SQ1_3, SQ3_1, SQ1_4



	Could the proposed framework be designed to address the shortcomings of the business model canvas outlined in Section 2.3 of this work?
	Addressed in Table 3
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Table 3. Mapping the shortcomings of the BMC to the corresponding SQs.
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	Shortcomings of the BMC
	Corresponding SQ





	Formulation of strategic goals or objectives of the startup (Kraaijenbrink, 2012 [28]; Spanz, 2012 [30]), consideration of competence for solution development (Spanz, 2012 [30])
	SQ2_1



	Establishment of USP (Maurya, 2010 [29])
	SQ2_2



	Consideration of competing entities from the market (Kraaijenbrink, 2012 [28])
	SQ2_4



	Consideration of synergies within the BMC (Spanz, 2012 [30])
	SQ2_5



	Taking into account performance measurement using metrics such as KPIs (Spanz, 2012 [30]; Maurya, 2010 [41])
	SQ2_3
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Table 4. Survey questions and corresponding descriptive statistics for all sections of the survey.
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	Survey Question (SQ)
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. Dev





	SQ1_1
	The tool provided a step-by-step pathway for the startup to create a business model from start to completion around their product idea.
	174
	1
	7
	6.14
	0.91



	SQ1_2
	The dashboard clearly presented the information, with a focus on why the product should matter to the customer/end-user.
	174
	1
	7
	5.94
	1.06



	SQ1_3
	The dashboard clearly presented the information, with a focus on getting the product to market quickly.
	175
	1
	7
	5.82
	1.14



	SQ1_4
	The tool covered the required areas needed to build a good business model.
	174
	1
	7
	6.01
	1



	SQ2_1
	The tool helped gather information regarding the strategic aspects of a startup, such as the mission of the startup.
	175
	1
	7
	6.04
	1.04



	SQ2_2
	The tool clearly highlighted the unique selling proposition (USP) of the product.
	175
	1
	7
	5.88
	1.08



	SQ2_3
	The tool helped collect metrics to measure various aspects such as the growth of the startup.
	173
	1
	7
	5.91
	1.02



	SQ2_4
	This tool made it easy to gather information regarding competing products and study them.
	174
	1
	7
	5.82
	1.13



	SQ2_5
	Using the tool, synergies between business segments could be captured.
	174
	1
	7
	5.88
	1.04



	SQ3_1
	Creating the business model using the tool was a quick and easy process.
	173
	1
	7
	6.02
	0.9
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Welcome to a business model development exercise using the Blitz Canvas methodology.

In the NEXT TEN STEPS, we will go through the steps of developing a SAMPLE business model using the Blitz Canvas
methodology. For the purpose of this exercise, the fictional product offered to the customer is a To-Do list application and

the business model will be built around this application concept.

PLEASE NOTE: THIS IS A DEMO BUSINESS MODELING EXERCISE. THE ENTRIES FOR EACH STEP HAS ALREADY BEEN

FILLED IN.

Please choose the "Let's get started" button in card 1 to get started with the process.

Q Step 1 - Build the Foundation
Defining the organization's
mission, vision and other

foudational elements.

LET'S GET STARTED

@ Step 2 - Studying the user
Studying the user, who they are
and understanding their pain

points.

BEGIN STEP 2

fg Step 3 - Defining the solution
Defining product goals, the
features of the product and

Creating a solution outline.

BEGIN STEP 3

Lxo

Step 4 - Unique selling proposition

Highlighting what makes the
solution unigue and the customer
touchpoints in focus.

BEGIN STEP 4

n Step 5 - The User's feedback
Capturing the user's initial
thoughts after they have tried out

the solution.

BEGIN STEP 5

Step 7 - Business model elements

Define the business mode|
elements, the IP and the services
used.

BEGIN STEP 7

< Step 8 - Synergies

Spot potential synergies between
different parts of the business
model.

BEGIN STEP 8

PAS
Step 6 - Studying the competition

Studying the current market
players and the solutions/features
they offer.

BEGIN STEP 6

~7 Step 9 - Managing Growth
Outlining how the business
intends to scale with growth and

plan parallel products.

BEGIN STEP 9

@ Step 10 - Metrics
List out the metrics which will be
used to keep track of the

business.

BEGIN STEP 10
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