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Abstract 

 

Virtual reality is a rapidly growing innovation that has many real-world applications in 

engineering, healthcare, education and much more. More startups are emerging, and some 

of these companies are developing virtual reality simulators that allows the user to 

immerse themselves completely in the virtual world with the use hardware devices. 

Companies like Infinadeck and Omnifinity have developed one such hardware known as 

the walking simulator. This paper studied virtual reality and the barriers that occur when 

launching a virtual reality walking simulator in the US for the entertainment industry. The 

research was conducted on B2B companies that manufacture and use virtual reality 

walking simulators with the addition of an industry outside of the entertainment industry 

to allow for comparison of the barriers. This study was a qualitative and comparative 

study based on a theoretical framework combined with empirical findings gathered from 

eleven interviews with individuals from the manufacturers, entertainment center and the 

military. By analyzing and comparing the findings throughout this study, the authors can 

conclude that there are several barriers that can occur and affect launching a virtual reality 

walking simulator process negatively. The barriers identified were price, hesitation to try 

and reliability. These findings when analyzed with the theoretical framework identified 

that the emergence of these barriers was due to VR being such advanced technology. The 

customers understanding of the value it creates is a determining factor when deciding to 

make the purchase which showed to be highly complex with the VR walking simulator. 

The study also offers suggestions that can be taken for future research. 
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1 Introduction 

 

This research focuses on the barriers which occur for a company launching a virtual 

reality walking simulator product in the US market. This chapter will provide a 

background on the subject including problem discussion and the specific purpose of the 

study.  

 

1.1 Background 

The concept of Virtual reality dates back to 1930’s when the first concept of the 

commercial flight simulator was created by Edward Link and the science fiction writer 

Stanley G. Weinbaum introduced the idea of goggles that makes the wearer experience a 

fictional world through holograms, smell, taste, and touch (Cruz-Neira, Fernández, and 

Portalés, 2018). Over the years, virtual reality has evolved into an effective technology 

for research and industry (Anthes et al., 2016). The definition of virtual reality can be 

understood in two parts. With ‘virtual’ being a person, place or thing that does not 

physically exist and ‘reality’ is true and unimaginative while having a state of being real 

(Muhanna, 2015). To put it bluntly, virtual reality is a ‘near-reality’ experience and 

presents an individual's senses with a computer-generated a virtual environment that will 

allow an individual to explore and interact with it in some fashion (Virtual Reality 

Society, 2018). 

  

VR is a crucial innovated technology being an entirely computer-generated three-

dimensional environment allowing the user to interact in a virtual environment (Backhaus 

et al., 2014). The user will be interacting with a virtual world in real time with the help of 

advanced display technologies such as projection walls, or a headset mounted display. 

(Backhaus et al., 2014; Ahmer & Peralez, 2014). The possibilities with virtual reality 

increase every year with more companies developing new hardware of output devices. 

Taxonomies include visual displays (mobile or wired adaption), haptic (bodysuits), 

multisensory (add-on components) and all input devices such as controllers, navigation 

devices (treadmills, rotational mills) and tracking devices (body, hand) (Anthes et al., 

2016).  
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VR can have a considerable impact by enabling the creation of virtual worlds that can be 

visited together with others. These worlds will allow for activities such as working, 

gaming, and meeting other users in spaces that will be incredibly lifelike but will also 

offer capabilities far beyond the real world (Rosedale, 2017). Real world application of 

virtual reality can be useful in areas such as entertainment, architecture, metrology, 

military, manufacturing, medicine, training, and many more areas (Muhanna, 2015). 

More companies are developing virtual reality simulators that allow the user to immerse 

their self in the virtual world to increase the realistic feel when using the simulation. 

However, a walking simulator for VR has only received limited attention in recent years. 

Companies like Infinadeck and Omnifinity have developed and launched the first walking 

simulator for VR without being constrained in any shape or form. Launching such a new 

and innovative product offers challenges and unanswered questions which this study will 

present. The study is focusing on innovative B2B companies which are due to the general 

complexity and pricing of such a product, and it is generally not intended for the sale of 

consumers, but rather companies that wish to use the technology sell its experience to an 

end user. 

  

The focus of this study is on virtual reality walking simulators within the USA 

entertainment market. Virtual reality in the entertainment market first started in the early 

90s by a company called Virtuality Group that attempted to introduce the first virtual 

reality gaming experience. Though the technology was highly advanced for its time, the 

large oversized unit only sold 55,000 units worldwide. In 2014 VR made headlines from 

a startup company named Oculus VR that developed a headset called “The Oculus Rift” 

with the help of the successful Kickstarter campaign. Kickstarter is the world’s largest 

funding platform to help start-ups with creative projects where anyone can donate and 

help them achieve their goal.  The Oculus Rift offered the possibilities for companies to 

incorporate the headset with other games in the market resulting in rapid growth and 

market potential within the VR entertainment industry. VR has been deemed a relevant 

technology for gaming purposes within the entertainment industry (Cruz-Neira, 

Fernández and Portalés, 2018). Virtual reality enables gamers to immerse themselves in 

a virtual environment where the gamers physical presence is simulated within a three-

dimensional environment (Virtual reality). With the use of VR accessories (wands, gun, 

simulators), the realistic feeling that VR provides is enhanced and allows the gamer to 

gain a more realistic VR experience. 
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Due to the growth of VR, several start-up companies are developing VR simulator 

prototypes to enhance the realistic feeling in VR games. One example is the start-up 

company Omnifinity located in Stockholm that is developing a walking VR simulator 

called “The Omnideck.” The Omnideck allows the user to walk endlessly without any 

restraints in the virtual world they are in, thus enhancing the realistic feeling when in the 

VR world. Being only a few years old, the VR entertainment market is growing at an 

astonishing rate being 1.26 billion in 2014 and is expected to reach 45.09 billion dollars 

by 2025 (Grandviewresearch, 2018). The Figure below shows the current growth of VR 

in the entertainment industry from 2017 to the expected growth in 2021. 

 

 
Figure 1: Growth of VR in the entertainment industry from launch to the expected growth 

(Roettgers, 2017). 
 

 

The report released by The Venture Reality Fund highlighted more than 450 companies 

are developing infrastructure, tools, platforms, and applications for virtual reality. The 

growing volume of VR can also be seen with companies in the market growing by over 

40 percent in 2016. The gaming and entertainment industry doubled in size with 

significant brands and well-funded startups entering the market. Such an increase in 

companies entering the market will result in higher competition that each company will 

face. 
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1.2 Problem Discussion 

 

In Western developed countries, scholars have expressed that companies do not use the 

conventional theories and assumptions that have been previously used due to the growth 

of innovation in newer markets (Sharma and Iyer, 2012). Company’s within these markets 

have realized that innovation is a critical factor for the company's growth and competitive 

advantage (ibid). Innovation is seen everywhere taking the development of the 

smartphone as an example; smartphones have been significantly enhanced since they first 

came out from Apple back in 2007. Apple gained a substantial market from launching the 

first smartphone. Apple was the first to launch the smartphone that opened up a whole 

new market allowing new possibilities to form. Apple developed a game changer and 

companies soon followed by introducing other smartphones to compete in the new 

industry. 

  

It is common for companies to seek innovative ways to develop new products to stay 

competitive (Pullen et al. 2012). Staying competitive in a market will increase the 

company’s survival allowing them to acquire a stronger market share and grow. By 

providing new products and services, it may enable companies to gain adequate 

competitive advantages (Hutt and Speh, 2013). Launching new products is not new to the 

world and has been a frequent occurrence for thousands of years. The process of 

launching a new product is challenging and critical, and empirical research claims that 

the rates of new product failures are high. Launch processes have been known to be 

resource-intensive and costly, although they have also been characterized as a critical 

phase in innovation management (Kuester et al. 2012). 

  

A product that is failing is problematic for most companies, but for smaller companies, it 

could have disastrous effects on the entire company and affect the future of the company 

(Kuester, 2012). It is crucial for companies to evaluate the potential threats and challenges 

that may come in the way of making a product successful. Most cases of successful new 

product launches have proven to be related to perceived exceptional skills, for instance, 

salesforce, research and development, and in marketing research. When the various 

departments are intertwined with cross-functional teams, making the critical decisions in 

marketing and manufacturing together, launches tend to be successful (Di Benedetto, 

1999). 
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As a market grows and more companies enter the market, the increase in competition is 

inevitable and is virtually present in every product and market (Hutt & Speh, 2013). Such 

a market can be VR with it having received a significant market growth in recent years. 

As stated earlier, VR grew by nearly 40% in 2016 alone, and there seems to no indication 

of it stopping. According to Hutt and Speh, (2013), a company should identify what 

competition exists within a market and what values does the company have that the 

competitors do not. Understanding this will help a company know where they can gain a 

competitive advantage and survive in that market, or if drastic changes must be met to 

survive. 

 

Including prices, a big problem with today’s VR systems is the system itself. While 

mobile systems (head-mounted displays) are relatively easy to use, they still require 

frequent updates, and they are still somewhat bulky. The more advanced systems, which 

offer by far the best experience, are also hamstrung by being the most troublesome: They 

are tethered to PCs by multiple wires, they require frequent updating, and there’s very 

little sense that they can be plugged in and used right out of the box, the way many 

consumer tech products can (Fast Company, 2018). 

 

The general perception of VR is quite low among the public. VR is not as mainstream yet 

as it is still in early development phase and promoting this VR adoption will be a number 

of factors, including maturing VR content (game developers gaining experience, VR 

video gaining traction) and use case development (e-commerce, multiple enterprise use 

cases), technological advancements, which will reduce the amount of equipment required, 

and hardware price reductions (Beccue. 2018).  

  

Since virtual reality simulators are new to the entertainment market, challenges have and 

will occur for companies attempting to launch new VR simulators into the market. There 

is a high risk of new products failing and is a frequent occurrence for small and medium-

sized enterprises due to restricted resources (Pullen et al. 2012). As previously mentioned, 

many SMEs have already identified a variety of barriers that may prevent them from 

growing and being innovative, and by knowing the importance of being innovative to 

sustain and develop the business, it is essential to know how to avoid these barriers.  This 
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study aims to identify barriers that occur when launching a VR walking simulator product 

within the entertainment B2B industry in the US market.  

 

1.3 Purpose  

 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the barriers that occur when launching a virtual 

reality walking simulator in the US for the entertainment industry. ` 

 

 
1.4 Research questions 

 

• RQ1: What barriers exist when launching a VR walking simulator within the 

entertainment industry in the US B2B market? 

- Are barriers expressed by B2B VR manufacturers the same as barriers 

expressed by Entertainment centers in the US market? 

• RQ2: What differences are there with a VR walking simulator in the entertainment 

industry compared to other industries? 

 

 

1.5  Delimitations  
 

This study focuses on the possible barriers that companies face when launching new VR 

walking simulators into a market. As previously mentioned, VR simulators are still new 

with a variety of markets being entered. Due to the limited time and resources available 

for the study, it was decided to focus on the barriers that companies may face within the 

entertainment market for VR walking simulators.  VR walking simulators are new to the 

market resulting in limited literature being available with VR simulators in the 

entertainment industry have not been significantly discussed in academic research, unlike 

the innovation and education area.  Also, in connection with the barriers, the study aims 

to identify how the VR walking simulator can be different in other segments other than 

the entertainment segment, especially compared to the military. Additionally, some 

interviews were conducted via Skype and not face to face as others were which may 

hinder the reliability of the data acquired from the interviewees compared to if having a 

face to face interview. 
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1.6 Outline of Thesis 

 

This paper is divided into five areas. Firstly, theories that are related to the research topic 

and can be used to delineate a sound analysis. Second, is the methodology and data 

collection that explains the research. Third, the empirical findings, which presents the 

findings of the study. Fourth, the analysis section, which shows how the data was 

analyzed with the theories and empirical data. Lastly, the conclusion, managerial 

implications and further research section of the paper are presented. 
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2 Theoretical Framework 
 

This chapter will present relevant theories and concepts concerning the chosen subject, 

and it will work as the theoretical foundation throughout this thesis. 

 

 
2.1 Innovation 

 

Innovation can be defined as an idea, practice or object that is perceived as ‘new’ by an 

individual or another unit of adoption (Rogers, 2005; Vaughan, 2013). Innovation can be 

a new process, product or service which solves a problem or improves an existing 

problem. When discussing technological innovation, it is referred to as a design for 

instrumental action that reduces the uncertainty in the cause-effect relationships involved 

in achieving the desired outcome (Rogers, 2005). Most technologies have two 

components hardware and software, with hardware being the physical object and software 

the knowledge base for that object to function accordingly. The characteristics of an 

innovation, as perceived by the members of a social system, determine its rate of adoption. 

These characteristics can be defined as relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, 

trialability, and observability (Rogers, 2005; Jahanmir & Lages, 2016). 

 

2.1.1 Disruptive Innovation 

Disruption refers to the idea that a small company with considerably fewer resources is 

successfully able to challenge established businesses. They focus on improving their 

products and services for demanding customers and manage to exceed the needs of some 

segments and ignore others. Entrants which prove to be disruptive, successfully target the 

overlooked segments and improve the functionality frequently at a lower price. They can 

create an offering that customers require, and when these customers start adopting the 

offering in volume, then there is a disruption (Christensen, Raynor, 2016; Vecchiato, 

2017). 

 

2.2 Diffusion of Innovations 

 

Diffusion is defined as the process by which an innovation is communicated through 

certain channels over time among the members of a social system (Rogers, 2005). 

Communication occurs when information is created and shared with others to reach a 
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mutual understanding and diffusion is concerned with the spread of new messages that 

contain new content (ibid). Individuals can minimize the degree of uncertainty when 

obtaining information that is new depending on the situation that exists. Innovative 

customers behavior suggests that they first discover and adopt the new product and then 

begin to influence others, mainly through social interaction (Talke and Hultink, 2010). 

Through social interaction the diffusion of the innovation proceeds. In explaining 

individual adoption decisions, diffusion theory has taken an adopter-side perspective, 

mostly ignoring influences of other stakeholders relevant to the innovation diffusion in 

the marketplace. In this perspective, only adoption barriers of potential customers are put 

in the center of interest (ibid). 

 

 
Figure 2: Diffusion of Innovation Model (Rogers, 2005) 
 
2.2.1 Communication Channels 

 

Communication channels are used as a medium by individuals to send messages to each 

other. Some forms such as mass media channels can be more effective than others in 

creating knowledge of a specific innovation (Rogers, 2005; Oke & Idiagbon-Oke, 2010.). 

There are interpersonal channels that act as an effective way to form and change the 

attitudes towards a new idea, and generally, the evaluation of these ideas are based on 

subjective research of close friends and peers that have adopted the innovation, rather 

than from a scientific viewpoint. Peers and close friends serve a role model where their 

behavior tends to get imitated by others around them. An aspect of diffusion which is 

known as heterophily is the degree to which two or more individuals differ with certain 

attributes like beliefs, social status and education (Rogers, 2005). Then there is homophily 

which is the degree to which two or more individuals who interact are similar in certain 

attributes. Communication will generally occur between two individuals that are 
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homophilous, due to the similarities in certain attributes allowing for more effective 

communication. Heterophily is the one present in the diffusion of innovations which leads 

to unique problems in achieving effective communication (ibid). 

 

2.2.2 Innovation Timing 

 

Time is involved in the rate of adoption for innovation-diffusion. There is a decision 

process involved which begins from the time of the first knowledge of the innovation to 

the overall attitude towards that innovation followed by a decision to adopt or reject, 

implementation of the new idea and confirmation of this decision (Rogers, 2005; Wang 

& Hu, 2017). There are processes involved in this decision-making process such as 

knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation, and confirmation. An individual will 

seeks information at various stages during the innovation-decision process to decrease 

uncertainty about an innovation's expected consequences. The first part of the decision 

stage leads (1) to adoption, a decision to make full use of the innovation as the best course 

of action available, or (2) to rejection, a decision not to adopt an innovation (Rogers, 

2005).  

 

2.2.3 Social System 

 

A social system can be defined as a set of interrelated units that are engaged in joint 

problem solving to accomplish a common goal. A system will have a structure, defined 

as the patterned arrangements of the units in a system, which gives stability and regularity 

to individual behavior in a system (Rogers, 2005; Oke & Idiagbon-Oke, 2010.). The 

communication and social structure of the system either facilitates or impedes the 

diffusion of innovations in the system. One main aspect of the social structure is norms, 

the established behavior patterns for the members of a social system (Rogers, 2005). 

Opinion leadership is the how the individual can influence informally other individuals' 

attitudes or behavior in the desired way with relative frequency. A change agent is one 

individual that attempts to influence clients innovation-decisions in a way that is deemed 

desirable by a change agency (Oke & Idiagbon-Oke, 2010; Rogers, 2005; Vecchiato, 

2017). An aide is a less than fully professional change agent that will intensively contact 

their clients to influence their innovation-decisions. There are three main types of 

innovation-decisions: (1) optional innovation decisions, decisions to adopt or reject an 

innovation that has been made by an individual and is independent of the decisions of 
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other members of the system, (2) collective innovation-decisions, decisions to adopt or 

reject an innovation that are made by consensus among the members within a system, and 

(3) authority innovation-decisions, decisions to adopt or reject an innovation that are 

made by very few individuals in a system that possess power, status, or technical 

expertise. There is a fourth category which consists of a sequential combination of two or 

more of these three types of innovation decisions: Contingent innovation-decisions are 

decisions to either adopt or reject that is made only after a prior innovation-decision. The 

final way in which a social system influences diffusion concerns the consequences and 

changes that occur to an individual or a social system as a result of the adoption or 

rejection of innovation (Rogers, 2005). 

 

 

2.3 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 

 

The theory proposed by Davis (1989) explains how users come to accept the use of new 

technology. It suggests that when users are presented with new technology, some factors 

can influence their decision and how they will use it. The first being perceived usefulness, 

which can be defined as “the degree to which a person believes that using a particular 

system would enhance his or her job performance (Ibid., p.320).” While the second being 

perceived ease of use which refers to “the degree to which a person believes that using a 

particular system would be free of effort (Ibid., p.320).” TAM states that the use of 

information is determined through behavioral intention but also the behavior is 

determined by the individual's attitude towards the use of the technology and their 

perception of its utility. Davis (1989) states that the attitude of an individual is not the 

only factor that determines the use of technology but also the impact on which it may 

have on their performance. As such, an employee may utilize a new technology if they 

perceive that the technology could improve their performance. 
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Figure 1: Technology Acceptance Model (Davis et. al. (1989), Venkatesh et. al. (2003)) 

 
 

2.4 Diffusion Barriers 

 

For a company that launches their product and attempts to reach their target market, there 

are potential barriers to diffusion which must be identified and overcome (Kuester et al. 

2012). Diffusion of innovation can be defined as a process by which “a new product 

spreads throughout a market over time” (Jobber and Fahy, 2006).  To achieve success, a 

company must overcome these barriers of diffusion. The implications of the barriers may 

negatively influence overall market potential, sales and customer relationships (Kuester 

et al. 2012). If customers do not adopt the innovation, diffusion will not occur. In diffusion 

research, various variables have been identified sharing a negative influence on the 

adoption decision (Talke and Hultink, 2010). 

 

2.4.1 Lack of Knowledge Adoption Barrier 

 

Innovative technology or radical innovation that is new to the mainstream requires 

technically capable employees that can readily absorb information as technology. The 

depth of knowledge that an individual may have is a predictor of radical innovation 

adoption (Vowles, Thirkell & Sinha, 2011). Work experience within a B2B organization, 

whether in sales, production or engineering, would provide an understanding of the nature 

of B2B selling and buying of radically innovative products. When an individual is without 

specific educational or work background, they are limited with their knowledge needed 
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for top quality research in the B2B domain, and will likely need to pursue research 

opportunities elsewhere or seek appropriate research partners (Lilien, G.L., 2016). 

  

When companies adopt a new product or service, they will face a variety of challenges. 

Whether the innovation is considered new to the world or merely new to the company, 

the company will face a myriad of unique multi-phase, multi-person, multi-department 

and multi-objective purchasing process barriers (Johnston & Lewin, 1996). Furthermore, 

due to increasing complexity, the innovation incorporates high technology that is 

radically different from previous, the adoption process becomes a challenge. High 

technology industries have an advantage as they typically exhibit a faster rate of 

technological change and a wide array of alternatives (Weiss & Heide, 1993). Acquiring 

knowledge can be particularly challenging for resource-constrained businesses. The 

ability to sense and respond when new technology and the depth of technical knowledge 

within the adopting company are significant across multiple stages of diffusion and 

showing that company-internal traits are particularly essential influencers of adoption 

(Vowles, Thirkell & Sinha, 2011). 

  

Perceived uncertainty is a variable due to the lack of knowledge about the product. In this 

case, it can lead to hesitation to purchase. Particularly for more innovative new products 

uncertainty exists with regard to expected benefits, the innovation's cost–value ratio or 

usage options. Several empirical studies show that communicating with customers at 

launch can reduce the negative impact of perceived uncertainty on the adoption of a new 

product (Talke and Hultink, 2010). 

 

2.4.2 Competitiveness Barrier 

 

Competitors can threaten a successful new product launch by creating diffusion and entry 

barriers to promote their products, therefore developing a strong competitor orientation 

during and after the launch is critical (Debruyne et al. 2002). The potential threat of 

competition can lead to, aggressive price cuts and promotional tactics, modification of 

existing product and other measures, from the competitor’s side. A firm can only control 

its external environment to some extent, but one thing they can do is to mobilize and adapt 
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resources in response to anticipated and perceived competitive threats (Di Benedetto, 

1999). 

  

For a product being launched in a competitive industry, the consequences can result in a 

loss of profit and sales while gaining a less competitive advantage due to customers 

having more options and companies to choose from. If a company has the strategies and 

tactics to develop and introduce new products faster and on time, they gain competitive 

advantage and a differentiation factor (Hendricks and Singhal, 1997). 

  

Actively managing relationships with customers can have an impact on the customers' 

motivation to recommend the product to third parties. To secure customer contribution to 

a new product launch, for example by acting as a reference for other customers, close 

cooperation with selected customers has been proven relevant. Therefore, it is suggested 

that targeted communication, active relationship management, and close cooperation with 

selected customers can help lower diffusion barriers related to customers when 

competition is a variable. 

  

Furthermore, a differentiated approach which incorporates cooperative and competitive 

behavior at the same time. Following this view, a combination of two behavioral 

alternatives is proposed for overcoming barriers related to competitors. The first being 

targeted communication and cooperation with competitors is essential to be able to offer 

value-adding compatible offers or to establish the new product as the industry standard. 

The second being establishing entry and diffusion barriers opposed to competitors by 

protecting proprietary know-how, securing exclusive access to relevant market partners, 

or establishing switching costs is necessary for minimizing competitive pressure. A 

cooperation approach is most promising when launching a new product (Talke and 

Hultink, 2010). 

 

2.4.3 Pricing Barrier 

 

Customers that tend to be the first to adopt a new product are known as the early majority. 

For them, price and value tend to be the primary criteria used when going to purchase a 

new product (Smith, 2012). These customers will also judge the value the product can 
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provide for the company in comparison to the price. This suggests that price is an essential 

factor which companies should take into account when launching a new product into the 

market (Smith, 2012). Since it is difficult for the buyer to compare the new product with 

others to evaluate the value and benefits, it may result in the price being in a more 

important factor when deciding to buy the product (Talke and Hultink, 2010). 

 

2.5 New Product Development 

 

The concept of new product development has been around for quite some time and given 

much-needed attention to management literature. It is commonly referred to as a 

subprocess of innovation since new products are the result of the innovative process. 

Products can be distinguished differently and take some forms since it is considered a 

multidimensional concept (Trott, 2012). Whether or not a product is considered new is a 

phenomenon that has been discussed by many researchers. Trott (2012), states that even 

though it is difficult to determine whether a product truly is new in regards to the passage 

of time, a product could also be new if it is perceived to be new. A significant number of 

new product activities are generally focused on improving already existing products. This 

shows that the highest amount of all new products is not innovative and only around 10% 

of new products are considered to be innovative (ibid). Classification of new products 

consisting of new categories was proposed by (ibid). 

  

New-to-the-world products - Represent entirely new products that are first of that specific 

kind and that create a new market, such as Apple’s iPad (ibid). 

  

New product lines (new to the company) - Products that are not new to the market but 

who are new to the specific company (ibid). 

  

Additions to existing lines - This category is a subdivision of the above mentioned new 

product lines, where a company already has a line of products in a market in which they 

add a new, different product, however not so different that the product would need a new 

line (ibid). 
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Improvements/Revisions to existing products - These types of products are 

replacements of the already existing products in a company’s product line (ibid). 

  

Cost reductions - This product category represents products that are only new to the 

matter of that the production costs are decreased and by that the company can offer their 

customers similar performance to a reduced cost with provides added value (ibid). 

  

Repositioning - The discovery of new applications for existing products, and concerns 

both branding, consumer perception, and technical development (ibid). 

  

It is common for problems to occur during the development process, most commonly is 

communication issues between departments. Differing departments have distinct tasks 

and ambitions for the product being developed, and this could potentially lead to a lengthy 

and challenging product development process. There are actions to take to prevent these 

issues such as employing a cross-functional team. With such an approach, communication 

issues can be reduced because each department or function will have a representative, 

which in addition to the other functions’ representatives will form a project team leading 

the product development process towards common goals (ibid). 

 

2.6 Five Forces Model 

 

The five forces model strategy is to understand and cope with competition; however, 

marketers outline competition too narrowly, as if it only appears through direct 

competitors (Porter, 2008; Dobbs, 2014). Therefore competition goes beyond established 

industry rivals but also include four other competitive forces described by Porter (1980) 

as customers, suppliers, potential entrants, and substitute products. 

  

The five forces model developed by Porter (1980) explains the impact of competitive 

rivalry where the threats are posed by competitive rivalry, powerful buyers, powerful 

suppliers, potential new entrants, and substitute products. According to Porter (1980, p. 

3), “the collective strength of the forces determines the ultimate profit potential in the 

industry.” The Forces and how they apply to the industry can allow for a company to 
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adjust its business strategy and use its resources better to generate higher earnings for its 

investors (Porter, 1980). 

 

  

Figure 3: Porter’s Five Forces Model (Porter, 1980) 
  
Industry rivalry - The importance of this force is the number of competitors and their 

ability to threaten a company. The larger the number of competitors, along with the 

number of equivalent products and services they offer, the lesser the power of a company. 

Suppliers and buyers seek out a company's competition if they are unable to receive a 

suitable deal. When competitive rivalry is low, a company has greater power to do what 

it wants to do to achieve higher sales and profits (Porter, 1980). 

  

The threat of new entrants into the industry - A company's power is also affected by 

the force of new entrants into its market. The less time and money it costs for a competitor 

to enter a company's market and be an effective competitor, the more a company's 

position may be significantly weakened. An industry with substantial barriers to entry is 

an attractive feature for companies that would prefer to operate in a space with fewer 

competitors (ibid). 
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Porter (2008) describes the entry barriers as advantages that occupants have relative to 

new entrants, which he then specify it into seven major sources. 

1. Supply-side economies of scale. 

2. The demand-side benefit of scale; in another word, this is also be known as the 

network effects by which the buyers are willing to pay for a company’s product 

increases with the fact of knowing that other buyers are also patronized the 

company. 

3. Customer switching cost; the fixed cost that customers face when switching 

supplier, usually occur with change processes or information system 

4. Capital requirement; the requirement for investing substantial financial resources 

in order to complete the entry condition, such as fixed facilities, build inventories, 

etc. 

5. Incumbency advantages independent of size; advantage can come from all 

different factors such as sources of proprietary technology, raw material 

preferential access, brand identities, etc. 

6. Unequal access to distribution channels; for a new entrant, they must secure the 

distribution for their products/service by limited the differences channels such as 

wholesale or retail and the more of those existed channels the competitors have 

tied up, the harder it will be for entering the industry. 

7. Restrictive government policy; government policies can sometimes delay or 

assistance mew entry openly, but it can also amplify some entry barriers. 

  

Power of suppliers - This addresses the ability of suppliers to drive up the price of goods 

and services. It can be affected by the number of suppliers of crucial aspects of certain 

goods or service, how unique these aspects are, and the amount it would cost a company 

to switch from one supplier to supplier. The less the number of suppliers, and the more a 

company depends on a supplier, the more power a supplier holds (ibid). 

  

Power of customers - The power aspect deals with the capability of customers to drive 

prices down. It is generally affected by the number of buyers or customers a may company 

has, the significance of each customer, and the amount it would cost a customer to switch 

from one company to another. The smaller and more powerful a client base, the more 

power it holds (ibid). 
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The threat of substitute products - Competitor substitutes that can be used in place of 

a company's products or services poses a threat. For example, if customers rely on a 

company to provide a tool or service that can be substituted with another tool or service 

or by performing the task manually, and if this substitution is relatively easy and of low 

cost, a company's power can be weakened (ibid). 

 

2.7 New Product Launch 

 

For a new product to be launched effectively requires investment and time in the product 

development phase. Launch success is often measured in financial success such as 

profitability, market share and sales of the new product (Di Benedetto, 1999) Tactics and 

strategies are involved with the process of developing the product launch. Strategic 

decisions are related to product and market issues and determine the products 

innovativeness, positioning, competitors and potential markets (Di Benedetto, 1999). 

Launch tactics determine the use of the right marketing mix, pricing, product, promotion, 

and distribution. When these activities work together simultaneously, a new product 

launch can be successful. The key driver for success is to consider the needs of all 

stakeholders involved and match the process accordingly (Di Benedetto, 1999). 

 

2.7.1 New Product Launch Phases 

 

When a new product is launched the process involves a variety of steps to be taken, and 

Lehtimäki (2012) indicates the four different phases throughout the launch process. The 

first phase is known as the launch-planning phase; this includes several planning activities 

such as planning which launch strategy to implement. While it also addresses issues 

concerning pricing, customer trials, project and resource planning. Furthermore, there is 

distribution, sales, communication, customer service in addition to branding, and the 

timing of the introduction are also issues that are taken into consideration throughout the 

launch planning phase (Lehtimäki, 2012). Launch preparation and test activities are the 

second phases, this is where the plan created in the previous phase of the strategy is 

carried out as well as the preparations for the introduction. In this phase of the process, 

marketing activities, materials, and events are tested and prepared. The process of testing 

the marketing activities, advertising, and the prototype or product, provides customer 



  
 

25 

 

feedback and prepares for the upcoming phase of the following launch process. The next 

phase is called the launch implementation phase, and this phase realizes that the 

introduction to the market is done by the previously planned and prepared activities, in 

addition to the sales and distribution support. The last phase involves the end of the launch 

process and is called the launch monitoring and evaluation phase. In this phase, marketing 

and sales activities are monitored until a long-term evaluation of the work has been 

carried out, and the launch process is completely terminated (Lehtimäki, 2012). 

 

2.7.2 Launch Strategy 

 

Launching new products is the process of introducing the product to the market for initial 

sale. This method is often poorly accomplished, and there is much risk involved. The 

purpose of launching new products is to make the most of the chances of achieving the 

anticipated demand outcomes, which has a significant effect on the product’s overall 

success. However, there are still high risks such as high costs, and a launch process with 

little or no structure is in itself a common challenge among companies (Lehtimäki, 2012). 

It is vital for companies launching new products that the process is organized when 

executed, to increase the chances of a successful launch and the performance of the 

product. Kuester et al. (2012) state that the concentration of the market launch program 

will have an overall positive impact on the new product performance. That involves 

distribution and advertising investments, fair pricing, strong brand reputation, as well as 

broader product assortments. This part is mainly because customers’ adoption of new 

products is strongly related to uncertainty, and therefore support from marketing activities 

is required for the customer's decision making (ibid). In the process of launching new 

products, it is often common to make the distinction between strategic and tactical launch 

decisions. Talke and Hultink (2010) describe these strategic launch decisions to often take 

place early in the new product development project, compared to the tactical launch 

decisions that tend to take place at later stages, often after the product is conceptually and 

physically developed. These launch tactics can be changed throughout the launch process 

and do mostly involve decisions concerning the marketing mix (ibid). Furthermore, the 

launch strategy is commonly defined as “comprising decisions that set the parameters 

within which the new product will compete: (1) define the objectives of the launch; (2) 

select the markets into which the new product will be introduced; and (3) determine the 

competitive position of the new product” (Talke and Hultink, 2010, p.223). When a firm 

has clear and well-defined launch objectives, well-defined target market, and positioned 
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the product distinctively, it will increase the chances of a successful new product launch 

(ibid). 

 

2.8 Product Life Cycle 

 

When a company launches a new product, profits are expected to be made to cover the 

costs associated with the initial investment. The product cannot be expected to sell 

forever, and Kotler and Armstrong (2012) suggest five different stages that the product 

will go through. Understanding these stages and knowing when the product enters the 

next stage is crucial in knowing what profits to expect. 

 

Figure 4: Product Life Cycle (Kotler & Armstrong, 2012, pg 306) 

 

  
The first is the initial stage with no sales, and the company begins to develop ideas for 

new products. Investment costs increase dramatically at this stage since money is used in 

developing prototypes and other overhead costs associated with it (Kotler and Armstrong, 

2012). The second stage is when launching the product into the market. Sales tend to be 

slow through this stage and profits have yet to be made because of the costs associated 

with product development. Marketing costs are also high in this stage when attempting 

spread the word about the product in the market (ibid). The growth period is when the 

market has accepted the product resulting in a rapid increase in market share and 

increasing profits (ibid). After the growth stage comes to the maturity stage, this is where 
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sales begin to decrease because the product has been accepted by most potential 

purchasers. Marketing activities increase in costs to defend the product against 

competition lowering potential profits (ibid). Lastly, there is the decline stage where a 

rapid drop in sales occurs. Profits drop massively and may even fall to zero (ibid). 

  

Not all products tend to follow these five stages (Kotler and Armstrong, 2012). A new 

product has the potential to attract various customers in various stages of its life cycle, 

and customers are categorized depending on what stage of they are attracted by the 

product. The introduction stage consists of tinkerers; who are people who consistently 

track new technology and product development and closely following their evolution 

while visionaries; are characterized as people who are constantly seeking for 

revolutionary products that can enable them to achieve their goals. Visionaries are the 

early adopters and derive enjoyment from the revolutionary products by using them to 

solve a problem or a challenge, while tinkerers tend to “toy” with new products (Smith, 

2012). In the growth stage of the product lifecycle, there are three customer categories, 

the early majority, late Majority, and laggards. The early majority is characterized to 

consist of people being value and price sensitive and people who seek gradual 

improvements and who appreciate the new product category for its capability to deliver 

value with controllable risk. The late majority and laggards segment consists of people 

who prefer tradition and continuity, and who have more or less been forced by reality to 

adapt to this new product (Smith, 2012). 

 

2.9 Marketing 

 

A marketing strategy that is well planned and defined is one of the most important success 

factors when a product is being launched (Di Benedetto, 1999). Kotler (2008, p.29) 

defines marketing as “A social and managerial process by which individuals and groups 

obtain what they need and want through creating and exchanging products and value with 

others.” The authors continue by narrowing down the definition into a business context 

and define it as “the process by which companies create value for customers and build 

strong customer relationships to capture value from customers in return.” The needs and 

wants of the customer have become more critical to understand to deliver value in the 

marketplace. The importance of marketing for a company's decision-making process has 

become an essential part of their strategy (Kumar, 2015). A business market will differ in 
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some ways from markets where the products can be directly sold for personal use. B2B 

marketing is a concept that acknowledges and incorporates the marketing of business 

products and services (Avlonitis and Gounaris, 1997). The many transactions within a 

business market significantly exceed considerably compared to the ones that are made 

ultimately within the consumer market, and the products are sold by businesses to 

businesses, organizations, and institutions. (Hutt and Speh, 2013). The main factors that 

distinguish B2B marketing from consumer marketing are the nature and motives of the 

buyers, in addition to the nature of the markets, products, and demand (Avlonitis and 

Gounaris, 1997). Hutt and Speh (2013) state that, even though a product is identical in 

both consumer, and business markets, it is the intended use of the product and the intended 

consumer, that differentiate the marketing approach. 

 

2.9.1 International Marketing Standardization 

 

It can be argued that the worldwide marketplace has become more homogenized that 

multinational corporations can market standardized products and services to all areas of 

the world using same strategies with lower costs and higher margins (Jain, 1989). 

Interestingly, the standardization issue is not new. The choice to standardize or to 

customize has been an issue which international marketers have wrestled since the 1960s. 

The world has gone on without the issue being fully resolved. The recent resurgence of 

interest in the international standardization issue is attributed to such global influences as 

TV, films, extensive travel, telecommunications, and the computer (ibid). 

 

2.9.2 Segmentation 

 

Segmentation is defined as the process of dividing various and large markets into more 

smaller segments that can be reached quickly and efficiently with products and services 

that match the unique needs and wants (Kotler et al. 2008). Segmentation provides a 

company the opportunity to increase their profits, by locating the customers willing to 

pay more for the value of the product and service, and also an opportunity for growth and 

expansion of their product lines (Jobber and Fahy, 2006). A market segment represents a 

group of current or potential customers, with common likenesses such as similar product 

preference and buying behavior. Segmenting in a B2B context differs from that in 

consumer markets. While criteria such as geographical location, demographics (age, 

gender, income), psychographics (social class, lifestyle, personality), and behavioral 
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segmentation (knowledge, attitudes, and usage of product) are commonly used in 

consumer market segmentation, they are still, to some extent, applicable in business 

markets (Kotler et al. 2008). Variables that are adapted to business markets, for instance, 

demographics are considered to be organizational factors such as company size and 

industry. The size of a company differentiates the buying organization from large to small 

and medium-sized companies. It is essential to distinguish this as the needs, buying 

behavior and processes differ in the large enterprises compared to the smaller ones 

(Jobber and Fahy 2006). Kotler et al. (2008) have four additional variables used in 

business market segmentation, which are operating variables, purchasing approaches, 

situational factors, and personal characteristics. Operating variables can include 

technology, what customer technology to focus on? User/non-user status, meaning which 

users to focus on, heavy, medium or light? Moreover, the customer capabilities. 

Purchasing approaches refer to the purchasing function of the company, what buying 

criteria are essential and who makes the decisions? Another variable is situational factors, 

where matters such as the size of the order and specific applications are taken into 

consideration. The last variable is personal factors like a buyer-seller relationship, 

attitudes towards risk and loyalty characteristics of the customers. 

 

2.9.3 Targeting 

 

After segmenting the marketplace, the company must also evaluate each market segment's 

attractiveness and decide which and how many segments they will enter, a concept known 

as targeting (Kotler et al. 2008). Jobber and Fahy (2006) claim that there exist four general 

target marketing strategies to choose from: undifferentiated, differentiated, 

focused/niched and customized(direct), marketing. Undifferentiated marketing is a 

strategy in which a company decides not to segment the market and go after the whole 

market with one offer (Kotler et al. 2008). Companies will sometimes go for this approach 

because of the cost of developing a separate marketing mix for different segments may 

outweigh potential benefits of meeting customers’ needs more accurately (Jobber and 

Fahy, 2006). Conversely, a differentiated marketing strategy is when firms decide to 

target their chosen segments and design their offers/approaches according to the needs 

and wants of the specific segment (Kotler et al. 2008). A business differentiates itself 

when performing value-adding activities in a way that leads to perceived superiority 

amongst the competition, in the eyes of the customers. For these activities to be profitable, 



  
 

30 

 

the customer willingly must pay a premium, for the benefits, which must exceed the added 

cost of higher performance (Hutt and Speh, 2013). Focused or niche marketing is when a 

company develops one marketing mix aimed towards one target market (Jobber and Fahy, 

2006). This strategy is more appropriate for smaller companies that have limited 

resources. By focusing on one a specific segment, the research, and development, as well 

as the management, can concentrate on understanding and meet the needs of the 

customers (Hutt and Speh, 2013). The last target marketing strategy, customized/direct 

marketing is when there is direct communication with individual consumers that are 

targeted, both to get immediate response and to promote lasting customers (Kotler et al. 

2008). Customized marketing involves close relationships between customer and supplier 

because the value of the order justifies massive marketing and sales effort being focused 

on each buyer. This strategy is most commonly used when individual customers within a 

segment are unique and that their purchasing power is sufficient enough to put all the 

effort into it (Jobber and Fahy, 2006). 

 

2.9.4 Positioning 

 

Positioning can be defined as the act of designing the company's offering so that it 

occupies a meaningful and distinct position in the target customer´s mind (Jobber and 

Fahy, 2006). Positioning can give the company's product advantage in selected target 

markets, and allow them to design a marketing mix to create positions. Usually, 

positioning the product comes after a firm has identified what market segments to enter 

(Kotler et al. 2008). The objective is to position the product to differentiate it compared 

to the competition allowing the product to have the greatest advantage within the target's 

market. Overall, the company gets to decide the place of the product in the customer's 

mind, rather than the customers own perceptions allowing the company to deliver greater 

value to their target group (ibid).  

 

 

 

 



  
 

31 

 

 

3 Methodology  
 

The methodology chapter will present various definitions and explanations of the methods 

used in this paper. That is to provide the reader with an insight of how this paper was 

conducted and also to explain why the used methods were chosen.  

 
3.1 Research Approach  

 

Research can be conducted in a variety of ways according to Bryman and Bell (2015). 

The section below will present what different ways can be used, the differences between 

them and give a detailed explanation of the approach that was used for this study. For this 

study, a qualitative method was used, and the reasons for this will be discussed in the 

4.2.2 section.  

 

3.1.1 Inductive vs. Deductive 

 

During the process of conducting research, a researcher can take a deductive approach or 

an inductive approach. Bryman and Bell (2015) describe a deductive approach as the 

process beginning with theoretical considerations and information that already exist 

within the specific subject area deducing a hypothesis or hypotheses that later must be 

subjected to empirical observations and findings by the researchers. However, an 

inductive approach is an approach where the process begins with observations where 

generalizable inferences are drawn from, and in which theory is the outcome of the 

research (Bryman and Bell, 2015). The main difference between the two is that the 

deductive approach tests theory while inductive approach generates a new theory that 

emerges from the data (ibid). 

  

This particular study has an inductive approach. Inductive was chosen due to the research 

that will be conducted. Literature is limited within Virtual Reality, and it was concluded 

by the authors of this study to gather most of the data first and then propose theories 

towards the end of the research process. However, it is unusual for research only to use 

one or the other research approaches. As Bryman and Bell (2015,p.25) point out; “just as 

deduction often entails an element of induction, the inductive process is likely to involve 
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some deduction.” Theories will emerge from the data, but the authors will also use 

existing theories to cross-reference with the data to come up with an in-depth conclusion. 

Merton (1967) summarized that using inductive theory may result in having empirical 

generalizations resulting in weak arguments for the results. To help strengthen the 

empirical findings and arguments, theories that emerge from the data will be retested with 

more empirical interviews. 

 

3.1.2 Qualitative vs. Quantitative 

 

Choosing research methods has been widely discussed within researchers, Sogunro 

(2001); claim that there is no accurate method for all research. Each research has different 

purposes which require the use of various research methods (Sogunro, 2001; Bryman and 

Bell, 2015). This paper is focusing in the field of business research, which is often 

distinguished between qualitative and quantitative research methods. The different 

characteristics of these two methods is defined in table 1 by Sogunro (2001). 

 

A different characteristic of qualitative and quantitative research methods 

Factor Qualitative Quantitative 

Data Collected Soft data Hard data 

Sample population Small population Large population 

Research variables Large number Small number 

Data collection On-going observation and 

interview 

Before and after training or 

experiment 

Data analysis Content/interpretive 

analyses through themes 

Statistical analyses (e.g., 

descriptive, inferential 

statistics) 

Table 1: Different characteristic of qualitative and quantitative research methods (Sogunro, 2001, 

p.5-6). 
 

Quantitative research is a way of quantifying the problem by generating numerical data 

or data that can be transformed into efficient statistics, generally involves a deductive 

approach in the relationship between theory and research. Quantitative data collection 

methods are much more structured and include various forms of survey, such as online 

surveys, longitudinal studies, and systematic observations. On the other hand, qualitative 

research is more of primarily exploratory research and has an inductive view on the 
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relationship between theory and research that is used to gain an understanding of reasons, 

opinions, and motivation. Qualitative data collection methods are varying using 

unstructured or semi-structured techniques, which include some common methods such 

as focus group, individual interviews, and observations. The sample size in qualitative 

research is typically small, unlike quantitative research that has a much larger number. 

(DeFeanzo, 2011; Sogunro, 2001; Bryman and Bell, 2011). 

 

In order to investigate the barriers a company faces when launching a virtual reality 

walking stimulator in B2B industry, the authors have chosen a qualitative research 

method as to be the most suitable for the in-depth information that is needed for this 

research. Therefore a thorough theoretical framework is needed, as well as detailed 

interviews to fulfill the purpose and to answer the research questions that was previously 

stated within the introduction section of this study. To gather detailed empirical data that 

can describe the potential barriers that might occur when launching a new innovative 

product such as a virtual reality walking stimulator in the US new market; a qualitative 

research approach is most likely to be more qualitative than quantitative since quantitative 

provide more quantified and generalized data.  

 

3.2 Research Design & Strategy     
 

According to Bryman and Bell (2015), five different research designs can be used when 

conducting research, these being experimental, cross-sectional design, longitudinal 

design, case study design and comparative design. This chapter will discuss which design 

will be used for this study. 

 
A case study design is a detailed and thorough analysis of one single case that is being 

researched (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The case being researched can be a single 

organization, location, person or single event. This research approach is ubiquitous in 

business research and many well-known studies in business have been based on this 

design (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). However, case study research does not have to 

be confined to just one single case. There has been a growing interest in using multiple 

case studies in business and management research (Bryman and Bell, 2015). Since 

multiple case studies have a purpose of comparing the cases that are included in the 

research, it is considered a part of the comparative research design. This research design 
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allows researchers to compare the findings acquired from each case and discover what is 

unique and common across each case (ibid). 

   

The design which entails the cross-cultural research in business and management is 

described as the comparative design. This design can be used when comparing two 

nations to inform a level of analysis (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The Comparative design is 

used to understand social phenomena better when comparing two or more cases together. 

Bryman and Bell (2015) point out that this research method should not be used solely for 

comparing two nations, but rather can be used for a variety of situations to gather and 

interpret data. It is common to compare two or more organizations when using a 

comparative study for researching businesses benefiting the theory building. As Bryman 

and Bell (2015) state “by comparing two or more cases, the researcher is in a better 

position to establish the circumstances in which theory will or will not hold” (Bryman & 

Bell, 2015, p.74). 

 

After careful consideration, it was concluded to use the comparative design approach for 

this study because it is deemed the most appropriate. Using this method for the study 

resulted in the design transforming into a multiple-case study since if using the 

comparative design to compare different organizations in a qualitative research strategy, 

it then becomes a multiple-case study (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Using this method allowed 

the same methods to be applied in the multiple cases that were used in this study and 

allowed each case to be carefully analyzed to see if there were any common grounds in 

each case. Comparing multiple cases with this method allowed relevant concepts to be 

discovered for an emerging theory. The limited research available for VR within the 

entertainment industry allowed the multiple case studies method to gather relevant data 

that was used for the analysis of this study. The authors followed the advice of Bryman 

and Bell (2015) to use this method to its full potential, “the key to the comparative design 

is its ability to allow the distinguishing characteristics of two or more cases to act as a 

springboard for theoretical reflections about contrasting findings.” (Bryman & Bell, 2015, 

p.75). 

 

 



  
 

35 

 

3.3 Data Collection Method  

 

Data collection is a crucial step in any research project. It is the approach used to gather 

and measure information from various sources to understand an area of interest that will 

help answer the aim of a study (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Primary data was collected 

through twelve interviews in the selected sample group. The secondary data was mainly 

collected from Linnaeus University computerized data library in addition to Google 

Scholar, and books. In the process of searching for literature, a variety of keywords were 

used in order to find suitable and valid literature. The keywords used include; Virtual 

Reality, Barriers in New Product Launch, Innovative Product Launch, Barriers for High 

Technology Product in US Market, Diffusion Barriers, Technology Acceptance, etc. 

When determining what specific articles and books to choose for this study, the authors 

considered the sources, and the authors of the articles and books, including their 

background, before determining the data to be reliable and accurate. Some secondary data 

is not from a scientific source due to VR being an area of research that is very recent. 

However, the theories presented and used in this study have been published, cited, and 

used in other studies. 

 

According to Bryman & Bell (2015), interviews in a qualitative study can vary depending 

on what the researchers want to accomplish. Below states the different interviews that can 

be used for qualitative research and provide information as to why a specific interview 

was chosen for this study.  

 
3.3.1 Interviews 

 

Interviewing when conducting a qualitative study can vary greatly. These mainly being 

structured, semi-structured or unstructured interviews (Bryman & Bell 2015). Each 

interview method offers different ways for the interview to be conducted. Unstructured 

interviews are used by researchers that may ask a single question to the interviewee. The 

interviews are similar to character conversations and the researcher uses aide memory to 

handle various topics during the interview (ibid).  

 

Semi-structured interviews are more structured than the previous method allowing the 

researcher to have a list of questions on specific topics that will be covered during the 

interview (ibid). This allows the interviewee to schedule how the interview will go but 

also provide a deal of leeway with replying to certain questions that may be asked that is 
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not apart of the schedule. Using this method allows new ideas to be brought up during the 

interview and the interviewee is not bound by following a strict set of questions that he 

or she must not divert from (ibid).  

 

Structured interviews aim to give the same context of questions to an interviewee with 

the aim to ensure that all interviews are conducted in the same way (Bryman & Bell 2015). 

Questions tend to be specific and often offer a limited range of answers usually being 

used for survey research according to Bryman & Bell (2015). 

 

Semi-structured interviews were chosen for this study. This method allowed the 

interviewers to adapt for each interview being conducted without having to follow a 

specific structure while presenting four main questions to every interviewee. The 

objective was to gather data on what the interviewee thought about VR simulators with 

an aim to understand possible barriers that exist when introducing VR simulators within 

the entertainment market. Further questions were asked and elaborated on depending on 

the significance of the replies received.  

 

3.3.2 Interview Guide 

 

As previously mentioned, semi-structured interviews were used when conducting this 

study. Presenting a list of questions that will be used in every interview can be used as an 

interview guide which allows both the interviewee and interviewer room to adapt to 

various questions on certain topics that are brought up (Bryman and Bell, 2015; Yin, 

2013). Given the flexibility with semi-structured interviews, interviewees had the 

freedom and were encouraged to explain concepts and patterns that they see as important 

based on the main questions that were presented to them, resulting inconclusive data that 

was used to answer the research question. Two sets of questions were used for this study, 

one being for possible B2B customers for a VR walking simulator (arcades, gaming 

centers). The second set of questions were used for the manufacturer of the VR walking 

simulator (Omnifinity, Infinadeck) and the innovative tech company (Eaton Bussmann). 

This gave the highest probability of identifying the barriers a company will confront when 

launching a VR simulator in the entertainment market. 
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Main questions that were presented to the interviewee were constructed based on previous 

studies and knowledge about VR in the entertainment industry. When conducting the 

interviews, warming up questions were first used with the aim to make the interviewee 

feel comfortable and not blindside him or her with a difficult question about a topic. The 

aim with these questions was to create order on the topics that was discussed so that the 

questions flowed between one another. Since semi-structured interviews were used, 

interviewees that began to discuss important concepts that were vital for the research, 

various types of questions were used to gain as much information out of the interview as 

possible when an interviewee began to discuss topics that they felt as important (see table 

2). 

   
Questions Examples 

Introducing (warming up) 

questions 
‘Tell me about when your interest in X began?’ 

Follow-up questions Direct questions specifying what has just been said. ‘Could 

you say some more about that?’ 

Probing questions Could you elaborate more about it? Give an example 

perhaps?’ 

Interpreting questions So, you mean that…? Is it fair to say…? 

Why-questions How do you mean? What do you mean? 

Table 2: Question Guide (Bryman & Bell, 2015,p 490). 
  
Questions that were used are divided into three different segments, which are innovative 

product launch, Barriers with launching VR walking simulators (VR simulator 

manufacturer), and entertainment center questions due to the participants that were 

interviewed are from different groups. The interview question guide can be found in the 

appendix.  
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3.3.3 Pretesting 

 

Before conducting the interviews, it is extremely important to pre-test the questions that 

will be used by allowing a consulted academic to approve. This will reduce the risk of 

spelling errors, leading questions that is not relevant to the topic and informal worded 

sentences. 

  

After the questions were approved from the academic, one additional person was 

presented with the questions to make sure that the questions were understood. The 

individual chosen had knowledge within VR and the entertainment market. The feedback 

provided from this person was positive and the individual strongly expressed that the 

questions were easy to understand and had a proper flow to it. He expressed that it would 

be wise to let the interviewee answer what barriers they believe will be encountered with 

a VR walking simulator and not ask questions about specific barriers like price, reliability 

or quality. Asking those questions may result in an inconclusive answer since it is not the 

interviewee that expressed the barrier but rather the interviewer. He expressed that if the 

interviewee met the criteria that was set for this study then every individual interviewed 

would provide valuable feedback on possible barriers for a walking VR simulator. The 

feedback was highly appreciated since authors thought about having questions about 

specific barriers for the interview but changed based on the feedback that was provided 

in the pretesting. 

 

3.4 Sample Selection 

Sampling is an important part of any study and can be done in a variety of ways. Bryman 

and Bell (2015) discuss two distinct ways being probability sampling for quantitative 

research and purposive sampling for qualitative research. Probability sampling is 

described as acquiring people that will be used for a study through random selection. This 

method ensures that each unit in a population has a chance to be selected resulting in 

minimizing sampling errors (ibid). The disadvantages of this method are that it is time-

consuming and requires random selection from a large population base. For this study, 

the purposive sampling method was used and will be discussed below. 
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3.4.1 Purposive Sampling 

 

Qualitative research usually involves purposive sampling of some kind. Purposive 

sampling is defined as the way researchers aim to sample case participants in a strategic 

way to choose participants that are most relevant to the research questions, and that will 

provide the most relevant data for the research (Bryman & Bell 2011). Using this method 

will allow the researchers to choose who they will interview based on criteria that must 

be met for the interviewee to be relevant for the study. An advantage with purposive 

sampling is the probability to generalize about the sample is easier than using the 

probability method since each unit may not have the criteria that are required for the 

interview. 

 

Purposive sampling was chosen to be used for this study. This method was chosen to 

allow the highest probability to gather valid and detailed information from every 

individual interview that is relevant to this study. Thus, purposive sampling was most 

suitable for this study since it gave the possibility to choose every participant carefully 

that are relevant to the area that was researched. 

 

For this research, criteria were developed to find relevant individuals to interview. For an 

individual to qualify to be interviewed for this study, the following criteria must be met 

in order to be interviewed for this study. 

• Minimum five years of experience with innovative product launch within the U.S 

B2B market. 

• Understanding of Virtual Reality and VR simulators. 

• Managerial position in a B2B company. 

• Understanding and trends within the entertainment industry (gaming) 

 

For an employee from a VR simulator manufacturing company to be interviewed, the 

employee must meet all four criteria to be considered valid to participate in the study. 

This will ensure that the data gathered from that individual is trustworthy and relevant to 

be used for the analysis. If a gaming center or VR arcade were chosen to be interviewed, 

the employee must meet criteria 2,3 and 4 to be considered valid to participate in the 

study. The reason why these individuals do not need to meet criteria 1 is due to the 

business that these firms are a part of. Gaming centers and VR arcades target consumers 
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and do not develop these products and launch them, they merely purchase or rent VR 

simulators from the manufacturers to allow their customers to enjoy the VR simulator and 

immerse themselves in the virtual world. 

 

For the military sector, an individual must meet criteria 2 and 4 in order to qualify for 

being interviewed. The main objective with gathering data from the military sector was 

to understand how VR simulators are different from other sectors other than the 

entertainment industry. Also, the questions that were asked were the same questions 

presented to entertainment centers within the U.S. After asking the questions, the right 

data required to answer the research question was obtained.  

 

3.5 Data Analysis  

After conducting a qualitative study, one main difficulty authors are left with is the large 

database that was generated from the study (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Data collected 

through interviews results in a lot of notes and hours of recording that must be gone 

through carefully to analyze and gather the right data from it (Jacobsen, 2002). Theory 

suggests a variety of ways to analyze data from a qualitative study. The most frequently 

used is the general strategies of qualitative data analysis being composed of two different 

approaches; analytic induction and grounded theory (Bryman and Bell, 2015). 

 

The first approach is known as analytic induction beginning with the definition of a 

research question which continues to the collection phase of the data. The approach is 

defined as, “the analysis of data in which the researcher seeks universal explanations of 

phenomena by pursuing the collection of data until no cases that are inconsistent with a 

hypothetical explanation of a phenomenon are found (Bryman and Bell, 2015.P.583). 

This approach is exceptionally rigorous if a single case is inconsistent with a hypothesis 

resulting in more data collection being required. Every data analytic approach has its 

flaws and analytic induction does not stray from this. Analytic induction may rarely 

specify the proper conditions as to why a phenomenon has occurred.  Bryman and Bell 

(2015) summarize that analytic induction may discover why companies become 

ecologically responsive but fail to state why certain companies became more responsive 

than others. Another fault is the lack of useful guidelines for the number of cases needed 

for the study that this method provides. 
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The second approach proposed by Bryman and Bell (2015) is grounded theory being 

described as theory that was retrieved from data by discovering patterns that develop from 

data. Grounded theory was originally developed by Glaser and Strauss in the 1960s and 

is now the most used approach to analyze qualitative data. Four tools are used for 

grounded theory which is; Theoretical sampling, coding, theoretical saturation and 

constant comparison. 

 

Theoretical sampling is the process of collecting data for the theory that is being 

generated, by analyzing data collected, the researchers can decide what data to collect 

next and where to locate that data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).   

 

Coding is considered the most important tool in grounded theory and is used to break 

down data into component parts which can then be analyzed and given names (Bryman 

and Bell, 2015). Coding data is used simultaneously as the researchers are collecting it. 

 

Theoretical saturation relates to coding and the collection of data in a qualitative study. 

A study has reached theoretical saturation when it has reached a point where no new data 

emerges from interviewing the participants used for the study (ibid). It is a point where 

data is described as no longer illuminating the concepts of a study, thus resulting in no 

further need to collect more data. 

 

The last tool is constant comparison and was suggested by Glaser and Strauss (1967). As 

the name suggests, constant comparison is the process of having data and 

conceptualization very close so that indicators are not lost between the different concepts 

for the study (Bryman and Bell, 2015). It encourages the researcher to constantly compare 

the process of grounded theory such as coding. This will result in theoretical elaboration 

to emerge from the data that is being coded. 

 

Grounded theory was used to analyse the data in this study. Due to limited theory 

available for walking VR simulators within the B2B entertainment industry, grounded 

theory provided the methodology to discover theory from data that emerged from 

conducting semi-structured interviews that had not previously existed in other research. 
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3.6 Quality Criteria  

It is important to reflect on the findings retrieved from any research that has been 

conducted. According to Bryman and Bell (2011), three criteria are most prominent to 

reflect on the findings being reliability, replication, and validity. 

 

3.6.1 Reliability 

Reliability can be defined as whether results of a study are repeatable (Bryman and Bell, 

2011).  Reliability is mainly an issue with quantitative research since the researcher may 

be concerned if a measure is stable or not. If there are significant flocculent changes when 

performing a quantitative survey, then the results may be unreliable, and a researcher can 

not have faith in its consistency (ibid). Throughout this study, steps have been taken to 

ensure that readers interested in repeating this study will be able to follow the steps and 

measures that were used to conduct the qualitative research.  

 

3.6.2 Replication 

Reliability and replication criteria are very close to one another. Replication is the process 

when researchers choose to replicate the results of another study (Bryman & Bell, 2015). 

There can be a variety of reasons for doing this, mainly being that the original results are 

inconclusive with other evidence that is relevant for the researcher’s study. A study must 

be capable of replication in order for it to be replicated. Researchers must describe the 

procedures in detail for other individuals to understand what steps were taken so that it is 

possible to replicate the study. According to Bryman and Bell (2015), it is uncommon for 

business research to be replicated and even quite rare. Nevertheless, researchers must 

ensure that each phase of their study is presented clearly and in detail for other researchers 

to replicate if so desired. As previously discussed, all procedures done within this study 

have been described in order to allow future readers to replicate this study.  

 

3.6.3 Validity 

The final criteria to measure the quality of a study’s findings is validity. Validity is used 

to measure the legitimacy of a study and is considered the most important criteria of the 

three (Bryman & Bell, 2015). It is applied in the research design of a study (internal and 

external validity) and the validity of measurements (Jha, 2008). According to Bryman 
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and Bell (2015), trustworthiness and authenticity are used to measure the validity of a 

qualitative study. 

  

Measuring validity applies primarily to quantitative research used to measure the social 

scientific concepts (ibid). To put it shortly, it is used to see if a measure used for a study 

reflects the concept that it is supposed to be tapping or not. This concept is related to 

reliability meaning that a study fluctuates and is unreliable than it cannot be providing a 

valid measure of the concept in questions. Measurement validity is the tool used to 

propose if a measure is reliable or not (ibid). 

 

Internal validity relates to the issue of causality, meaning if a conclusion that incorporates 

two or more variables is valid (Bryman & Bell, 2015). It is used to understand if one 

variable causes change in another or if other variables contributed to the outcome of the 

study. On the other hand, external validity is concerned with whether the conclusions of 

a study can be generalized beyond the research. This concept is why researchers 

conducting a quantitative study are so eager to gather representative samples (Bryman & 

Bell, 2011). 

 

To increase the validity of this study, the authors went back to reevaluate the research 

question several times helping the authors to evaluate the data gathered from the 

interviews to answer the research question. Multiple steps were taken to ensure that the 

methods used to gather data for this study were appropriate. As previously mentioned, an 

interview guide was conducted with specific questions that were presented to the 

interviewees. The questions used in this study were approved by multiple individuals both 

with an academic background and an international business background so that the 

questions are easily understood by the interviewees. To increase the external validity of 

this study, both primary and secondary data were used. Secondary data was collected 

from academic literature and through specific websites that have extensive information 

about the VR market and VR walking simulators. As previously mentioned, twelve 

interviews were conducted to gather the empirical data for this study while following the 

strict interview guide mentioned above. The questions that were used were developed 

based on extensive research done within the VR industry and evaluating previous 

research. Generalizing the findings from this study can be difficult. However other firms 

are able to use the data that was acquired from the twelve interviews that were conducted. 
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Further research can be done to test the validity of this study even more by using a 

quantitative approach instead of the qualitative approach used for this study. This may 

provide an easier way to generalize the findings compared to this study when using the 

quantitative method.  

 

3.6.4 Trustworthiness 

Some authors argue that the concepts used to measure the validity of quantitative studies 

are inapplicable and inappropriate for a qualitative study (Kirk & Miller, 1986. Lincoln 

& Guba, 1985). This is a qualitative study as stated earlier. Thus it is important to discuss 

the concepts used to validate a qualitative study. Trustworthiness has been proposed by 

authors as a criterion to see how valid a qualitative study is (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Four 

concepts are a part of trustworthiness; credibility, transferability, dependability, and 

confirmability. All of these will be discussed in detail below. 

 

3.6.5 Credibility 

Refers to the trustworthiness of the study being conducted and seeing if it is credible or 

not. The researchers should clearly link the findings of the research and tie them to reality 

for it to be believable and valid (ibid). To increase the credibility of this study, 

triangulation was used. Triangulation is the term used when involving more than one 

source of data in a research study (Bryman & Bell 2015). For this study, Books, academic 

articles, and media sources specifically within virtual reality entertainment were used to 

gather relevant data. It was decided to use this method because of the limited research 

available for virtual reality simulators within the entertainment industry. Furthermore, all 

participants interviewed for this study met specific criteria set by the investigators. This 

ensured that the data acquired is credible within the research area. 

 

3.6.6 Transferability 

Qualitative research usually composed of a small group or individuals that share specific 

characteristics that are studied by researchers (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The objective of 

transferability is whether the results acquired from a qualitative can be applied to similar 

situations or individuals. Geertz (1973) describe this as a thick description allowing others 

to make judgments about the possible connections the findings may have with other 

contexts. Data collected for this study will is relevant for future research, being able to 
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utilize certain concepts that were discovered from an interview the participants to 

incorporate them into their own findings. 

 

3.6.7 Dependability 

Alongside reliability in quantitative, dependability is an important part of trustworthiness 

by ensuring the findings from the study are consistent and dependable. Lincoln and Guba 

(1985) proposed to keep records from every phase of the research process. To ensure that 

the results of this study are dependable, records for each phase of the interview were 

documented and sourced. Each interview was recorded except for the military segment, 

and detailed information was written down to be later used for the results. 

 

3.6.8 Confirmability 

Researchers must show that they have acted in goodwill and have not allowed theoretical 

inclinations or personal feelings differ the outcome of the research and the findings 

derived from it (Bryman & Bell, 2015).  The authors have been determined to conduct a 

valid qualitative study and have documented the procedures of the study and strictly 

recheck every part of the study. This study is the result of the authors following criteria 

made by Bryman & Bell (2015) and have not tethered the results of this study due to 

personal feelings or other inclinations.    

 

3.7 Ethical considerations 

When conducting a qualitative study, it is extremely important for the investigators to 

follow the rules and ethics involved when interviewing participants for their research. 

Data collected can consist of sensitive information about companies and individuals, 

researchers must ensure that all data acquired follows the ethical standards.  This study 

followed the four main ethical categories that Diener and Crandall (1978) expressed as 

being important. 

 

• No harm to participants 

Harm to participants does not necessarily mean physical harm; harm can be in forms of 

stress, harm to participants carriers or to their self-esteem (ibid). Researchers that fails to 

follow this ethical category will be unacceptable to the majority population and will only 

harm the study. The AoM code of Ethical Conduct states that it is the duty of the 
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researcher to assess carefully the possibility that participants may be harmed, ensuring 

that it does not happen. 

  

• Obtain informed consent 

Obtaining consent is described as giving the interviewee as much information as needed 

to allow that individual to make an informed decision whether they would like to be apart 

of the study or to decline (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Any participant involved in the research 

should be informed about the research process and what the data will be used for at the 

end of the study. 

  

• No invasion of privacy 

For many, the right to privacy is a tenet that many hold dear and shot not be abused by 

any researcher.  Researchers should follow the SRA guidance on this issue, respect the 

values and sense of privacy by not intruding into their personal domains (Cassell,1982). 

  

• No deception involved 

If researchers present their research to a participant as something different than what it is 

then it is deceptive (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Using deceptive techniques is seen as 

unprofessional and can damage the reputation of the researchers resulting in difficulties 

gaining cooperation and financial support for future research (ibid). 

 

If a participant or company were to remain anonymous for this study, the authors would 

refer to that company as company A and would not disclose any information that could 

source back to that company. The individuals interviewed in military sector is an example 

of this, and no information presented in this study can lead back to the individuals 

interviewed, only being referred to as interviewee A and interviewee B. All other 

participants involved were willing to take part in the study and have their personal 

information within the study. 

 

Before every interview, the participants verbally gave consent to be a part of the 

interview, and the investigators briefly discussed the outline of the interview. Any 

questions that the participants had about the interview were dealt with before the 

interview took place ensuring that the participant did not feel deceived. Not doing so may 
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not only lead to being ethically wrong but also may lead to psychological damage to the 

participant (Yin, 2013). This study never jeopardizes the trust of the participants involved 

and respects the personal barriers that every individual has. 
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4 Empirical Findings 

 This chapter will present the empirical findings from the qualitative research used for 

this study. The results will be presented in three different categories. First being B2B 

innovators such as VR simulator manufacturers and interviewees that have extensive 

knowledge with launching new innovative products. Second being potential customers 

within the VR entertainment segment such as gaming centers and VR arcades. Lastly, the 

military was chosen to be interviewed to understand how the VR entertainment sector is 

different from other markets.    

     

Table 3: Participants interviewed 

 

 

4.1 High Tech Innovation 

Two VR simulator manufacturing companies were interviewed for this study, Infinadeck, 

and Omnifinity. The CEO and Sales Director from Infinadeck agreed to be 

interviewed.  For Omnifinity, the CEO, CTO and Sales Director agreed to be interviewed. 

Infinadeck creates a VR walking simulator called ‘Infinadeck’ being manufactured in the 

U.S it does not restrict the user in a harness compared to others in the market. Only 
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launching the product in February 2018, the company is very new in the market and is 

attempting to acquire a market share within the entertainment industry. Omnifinity is a 

VR simulator company that manufactures the walking simulator named ‘The Omnideck.’ 

The omnideck is substantially larger than other simulators like Infinadecks. However, it 

provides the ability to walk, crawl jump and run without any restraints. Omnifinity is only 

a few years old and has also launched its product in February 2018 attempting to acquire 

market share within the entertainment industry with the product. An additional interview 

took place with one separate individual that have extensive experience with launching 

new innovative products within a highly technical market which was Mr. Jeff Hardin 

from Eaton Bussmann. 

 

4.1.1 Barriers 

Infinadeck 

It was difficult for the interviewees to discuss this subject since the VR market is so new 

and barriers may be entirely different then what every interviewee has experienced before. 

Infinadeck launched its product in February and the firm described that the most 

significant barrier that they have come across is the hesitation to try the product. It is so 

new and many people that they have talked to did not see any benefit that it could provide 

them until they tried it. Infinadeck expressed that once a person tried the ‘infinadeck’ 

their attitude toward the product changed and some even wanted to order one on the spot 

for their entertainment center. 

 

Infinadeck explained the barriers that they have met while attempting to sell the 

infinadeck to entertainment centers. The main issue that the company faced was that 

people were hesitant to try the product out because not much was known about it and 

there is not much information about walking VR simulators in the market, so it is difficult 

to compare. 

  

If a prospect has not tried the product, the price barrier is dominant in this situation, 

and many prospects are more interested in knowing the price rather than the benefits 

that the product will provide them. However, once a prospect has tried the infinadeck, 

all the doubt about the product becomes excitement, and the desire to buy one increases 

significantly (Matt Earnest, 2018). 
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In this situation, price is no longer a factor but the concern for the reliability of the product 

begins to increase according to Infinadecks CEO. The most prominent barrier for a VR 

walking simulator like the ‘infinadeck’ is ensuring the customer that the product is 

reliable and if complications occur, they will be fixed swiftly and efficiently. Reliability 

is such a major barrier for infinadeck because VR walking simulators are so new to the 

entertainment market making it difficult for potential customers to acquire feedback from 

previous customers to help the firm compare different VR simulators currently in the 

market (Matt Earnest, 2018). 

  
Omnifinity 

Omnifinity also described that a significant barrier is ‘hesitant to try,’ mainly due to the 

product being so new and there are not many out in the world to provide feedback on. 

However, Omnifinity has sold a few omnidecks worldwide and discovered that a 

significant barrier is reliability. Many customers express grave concerns about the 

reliability of the product and how the customer service is. 

 

“Because the Omnideck is so new, many customers are scared to make the leap to 

purchase one; it is not like googling the review, and a thousand review guides pop up 

about a VR walking simulator”(Richard Guifoyle, 2018). 

 

Reliability tends to be a significant barrier for the customer since the product that 

Omnifinity offers is very new to the market, and many are hesitant to invest in the new 

technology that has not been developed before. When confronting potential customers, 

reliability tends to be an issue that is brought up during the first meeting. The software 

that is required to implement the omnideck with VR games is immense and can be very 

complicated, knowing this can create concerns with how reliable the omnideck is and 

how long it will work (Peter Thor, 2018). However, when it comes to the physical 

hardware of the omnideck, quality issues have never been an issue. According to 

Omnifinitys CEO, one challenge for the company is to get the customer to try a demo on 

the omnideck which will allow them to physically experience how the product works and 

the potential it has. The CEO expressed that potential clients are hesitant to try mainly 

because of the product being so new and the risks associated with investing in it are 

high.  Richard Guilfoyle described price as being a significant barrier that the firm must 
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deal with especially within the entertainment industry. The omnideck is one of the most 

sophisticated walking simulators for VR on the market today resulting in the price being 

much higher than the competition. 

 

“It all depends what the customer wants. If they want the most realistic VR walking 

simulator on the market today, then they will have to pay for that. If they want a basic 

simulator that holds the user in place with a harness for a cheaper price then a 

competitor is what they would want” (Jesper Palsson, 2018). 

  
Eaton Bussman 

According to Eaton Bussman, when launching a brand new innovative product in a 

market where there are no other products like it, reliability will be a significant barrier. 

However, if customers are concerned with the reliability, they are more likely to start 

looking at the price of the product rather than what the product will do for them according 

to Mr. Hardin. This will result in the price being a barrier, and a company must ensure 

that they have a proper value proposition and price the product based on what the 

customer believes it is worth. As stated, 

“having a value proposition is a crucial part when launching a new product because it 

allows a company to identify barriers that will be confronted after conducting the 

proper market research” (Jeff Hardin, 2018). 

  
4.1.2 The rationality behind a VR walking simulator 

Infinadeck 

Infinadeck summarized that the main reason for owning one of their products would be 

the increased immersion that the user experiences when using one. Trying new 

technology such as the infinadeck will leave the customer more entertained than using 

the standard VR headset nearly every time. 

 

Omnifinity 

There are many reasons for a gaming center to purchase an omnideck. The main reason 

the increased realistic feeling that the user will get when using the omnideck according 

to Omnifinity. Also, a company will acquire a significant competitive advantage allowing 

the firm to market the product to attract more customers. The omnideck has an impressive 

look to it as Richard Guilfoyle states, 
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“The omnideck is a sort of eye candy that will make anyone want to find out more about 

it once he or she sees it (Peter Thor, 2018).” 

 

Eaton Bussman 

According to Mr. Hardin, the main reason for owning a VR walking simulator would be 

a competitive advantage that it would provide the company. If the firm's target group 

desires to have a product that allows them to immerse themselves within the VR world, 

being one of the few companies providing that offers a significant competitive advantage 

over other firms in the market. 

 
4.2 Entertainment Centers 

Four entertainment centers were chosen for this study Glitchgaming, Escape Virtual 

Reality, Game Sync and Vortex Gaming that were located within the U.S.A. These firms 

gave valuable insight with barriers that firms offering a VR walking simulator would 

encounter when attempting to launch and sell their product within the U.S market. Top 

managers were interviewed within each company in order to provide valid data for this 

study.  

 

4.2.1 Barriers 

Glitch gaming 

Glitchgaming has invested heavily in VR technology compared to other gaming centers. 

Virtual reality opened new doors for the gaming industry and allowed for unique games 

to be played in pairs which increased Glitchgamings customer based. Expressed by the 

supervisor;  

 

“When VR came, it was not just about having good graphics anymore, companies could 

go back to the basics by just shooting an arrow at an orc but made the user feel so 

entertained” (Jason Carrillo, 2018). 

 

Glitchgaming owns two walking VR simulators called Virtux Omni. Owning these 

allowed the firm to increase the VR gaming prices significantly. It was important for 

Glitchgaming to purchase a VR walking simulator that was easy to transport since the 

firm host's events on multiple occasions at facilities and one primary criterion for the 
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company when evaluating whom to choose was the easiness to transport, reliability and 

price of the product. It is difficult to evaluate the reliability of a VR simulator for the 

entertainment industry since it is still very new and it is difficult to find previous 

customers that have owned one for a certain amount of time. Investing in a VR walking 

simulator was significant risk for the company due to the lack of information and reviews 

currently on the market.  

  

Game Sync 

The CEO of Game Sync found it difficult to express his thoughts about a VR walking 

simulator. As with every interview, he explained that VR simulators are such a new 

concept and there is not much information on them today. One barrier that the CEO 

expressed was the total cost of the simulator. It was stated that; 

 

“It’s not just about the price that is a concern for me, but also the additional costs that 

is required to run the simulator. I would have to invest in more employees possibly in 

order to keep the VR simulator up and running” (Agurgati Siegel, 2018). 

 

In order for game sync to consider purchasing a VR walking simulator, the firm must 

evaluate if the space and cost that is required justified than just adding a few more 

computers to that area. Many VR simulators require more space than the average 

computer resulting in firms taking how much space that they have available into account 

when deciding to invest in such products. The software side of VR is without simplicity 

and it is a concern for the product to be reliable and in working condition according to 

Game Sync. Another aspect is that the CEO must evaluate whether the companies target 

group is willing to try a VR walking simulator and pay a premium price for it, it was 

summarized that this could be the hesitant to try barrier due to not knowing the value that 

the simulator would provide an individual.  

  

Vortex gaming  

Vortex gaming currently owns a VR walking simulator called the vituix omni where the 

user is strapped into a harness and has special shoes to walk on the product giving them 

the immersion of walking in VR for their entertainment center. When evaluating whether 

to purchase the VR walking simulator for the firm, Vortex Gaming’s CEO offered 

valuable insight into the process. 
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“For me, price, reliability, and space were the biggest concerns that I had when 

deciding to purchase a VR walking simulator. Even when evaluating better VR walking 

simulator’s today, these three criteria are always on my mind. Out of the three, I think 

that reliable is the most important” (Sandy Mitra, 2018). 

 

Most entertainment centers have small budgets, and the price will be a significant concern 

for most companies. However, according to the CEO, the value obtained from owning a 

VR walking simulator outweighs the costs of one making it a good investment. The only 

barrier that is very difficult to overcome is ensuring that the product the firms purchasing 

is reliable. Vortex gaming still has reliability concerns after owning a simulator for nearly 

a year now. The company is always concerned with the reliability of the hardware and if 

it will hold for years to come. It is difficult to evaluate if a simulator is reliable or not if 

there are not many customers that currently have one and since it is such a new product. 

Space was the last barrier expressed by Vortex summarizing that this is something that 

would be on any companies mind when purchasing a VR walking simulator. Vortex had 

to evaluate whether it was worth sacrificing space for computers to install a VR walking 

simulator. Some simulators are rather large, especially the ones that offer a fully 

immersive experience and it will require a substantial amount of space to have one. 

  

Escape Virtual Reality 

Since VR walking simulators are so new to the market, there is a significant risk when 

going to invest in such a product. Price is a primary concern according to the firm’s CEO 

since if the product fails, the gaming center will lose a substantial amount of money. 

People may be hesitant to try the product because it is such a new area, and this may pose 

a problem for the gaming center when trying to acquire customers. As the CEO stated; 

 

“If my customers are not willing to come in to try the VR simulator paying a premium 

price then I am not willing to purchase one from a company for a premium price” (Nick 

Alcid, 2018). 

 

Reliability was expressed as being barrier, and the firm would consider if the VR 

simulator would be reliable enough for the firm to invest the money into purchasing one. 

Unless the VR manufacturing company provides the right customer service agreement to 
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fix any issues that may happen with the product quickly, purchasing the VR walking 

simulator would not be something that Escapes Virtual Reality would be interested in no 

matter how profitable it seems to be (Nick Alcid, 2018). 

  

4.2.2 The rationality behind a VR walking simulator 

Glitch gaming 

For glitch gaming, the core purpose of owning a gaming center is to make sure that their 

customers are entertained. People come to gaming centers to relax and become a character 

that they cannot become in the real world. Glitchgaming purchased a VR walking 

simulator to ensure that their customer based are entertainment, offering a more 

immersive realistic gaming experience. 

 

“Everyone knows how to play video games on controllers and a keyboard; it has been 

used for years now. The ability to walk within a game in a VR environment is very new 

and there has not been a single person that has come into our gaming center that has 

tried a VR walking simulator when gaming. The customer's express that they have not 

been this entertained for a long time” (Jason Carrillo, 2018). 

 

Game Sync 

Game sync also expressed that the main benefit of owning a VR walking simulator was 

providing more entertainment for their customers by giving them an entirely immersive 

VR experience. Also, owning such a product would bring a competitive advantage 

making them the only entertainment center in the state with a VR walking simulator. 

Currently, the company offers gaming PCs and consoles for their customers, being able 

to provide a VR walking simulator game, the company would bring in more revenue 

allowing them to grow according to Game syncs CEO. 

 

Vortex gaming 

The main reason why the company chose to own a VR walking simulator is that it 

provided the firm with a substantial competitive advantage. Vortex gaming was the first 

gaming center in the state to have such a device allowing them to attract more customers. 

Customers were willing to pay a premium price to try a VR walking simulator than just 
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the average simulator. All of this allowed the firm's customer base to be more entertained 

and come back. 

 

“If you ask me why I would purchase a better VR simulator, it would be to increase that 

realistic feeling that the user will get allowing them to be more entertained. The most 

important part for me and my business is to ensure that my customers are entertained 

and have a fun time, that’s what VR walking simulators can provide” (Sandy Mitra, 

2018). 

Escape Virtual Reality 

Owning a VR walking simulator would provide a potential competitive advantage over 

the other centers located in Los Angeles. The main issue according to the CEO is to find 

out if the companies customer base desires a VR walking simulator which will, in turn, 

lead to higher revenue from owning a VR walking simulator. Mr. Alicid had no doubt 

that a VR walking simulator would increase the entertainment and realism experienced 

with this product. That alone makes a VR walking simulator worth investing in as he 

expressed.  

 

4.3 Military Segment 

 

Two individuals agreed to be interviewed for this study from the military; one is an elite 

special forces soldier for the Swedish military (Interviewee A) and another being in 

charge of training and security over a base located in Sweden (Interviewee B). Due to the 

sensitive information acquired, no information is presented that could remotely lead back 

to any of the individuals that were involved or where they came from other than stationed 

in Sweden. Training was expressed as being a vital part of the military by both individuals 

interviewed. Training is a part of a soldier’s life in the army, and the primary objective of 

training is to ensure that the soldier is prepared for the challenges he or she will face on 

the battlefield. 

 

Simulators exist today that the military use in forms of pilot simulators and vehicle 

simulators. However, soldiers are left with training in animated demos with a mouse and 

keyboard. Interviewee A expressed that when training in specialized environments, the 

only way is with a computer, mouse, and keyboard. The most prominent drawback with 

this is that the realistic feeling is drawn back significantly by using a mouse and keyboard. 
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Interviewee A got to test the Omnideck and was overwhelmed with how realistic the 

simulation felt compared to using a mouse and keyboard. While using standard computer 

equipment offers strategic learning for soldiers, it does not provide a fully immersive 

experience to allow the soldier to experience the closest thing to reality. As interviewee 

A expressed “seeing a corridor that is 20 meters is one thing, to be able to walk 20 meters 

through a corridor physically is another” (Interviewee A, 2018). Interviewee B expressed 

the same challenges for soldiers training today as interviewee A expressed, describing 

that soldiers need the missing link to make training more efficient. 

 

4.3.1 Barriers 

For a VR simulator to be considered viable for the military to use, rigorous tests must be 

conducted to ensure that the product will not break according to interviewee B. Soldiers 

using the simulator will have full equipment on them and will be jumping and falling on 

their stomach, the company selling the VR simulator must pass all the tests required. 

 

“it is common for soldiers to carry extra weight up around 50+ kilos, I would not feel 

confident using a simulator that is unable to hold a weight of at least 200kg especially if 

I will be doing all the activities that I would normally do out in the field” (interviewee 

A, 2018). 

  

VR is still a new technology with a variety of uses that are being introduced into the 

market, and certain people may not be interested in learning about it if they have no 

knowledge about it or have never tried it. This concern could be concluded as a barrier 

relating to ‘the hesitant to try.’ Current suppliers that the military uses for training does 

not offer VR variations to help with the soldiers training. This will result in having to 

evaluate new suppliers who offer its own challenges.  Interviewee B summarized that 

relationship with suppliers is significant and it takes time to evaluate a supplier to decide 

to enter a business deal or not. The most prominent deciding factor that both interviewees 

expressed was that the quality/reliability of the product is high, and the customer service 

provided by the supplier meets their expectation. 
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4.3.2 The rationality behind a VR walking simulator 

 

There can be many reasons for owning different hardware for the military. The reason for 

owning a VR walking simulator would be to enhance the effectiveness of training of a 

soldier. Interviewee A stated: 

 

“Until recently, soldiers trained in different environments with a normal mouse and 

keyboard on the computer while the pilots got the flight simulators and all the fancy 

toys. With new technology like VR coming into play, soldiers have the possibility to get 

closer to a real-life simulation like the pilots which will help prepare them for the real 

confrontations.” (Interviewee B, 2018) 

  

A question was presented to both interviewees to understand how VR is different within 

the military compared to the entertainment sector. Both individuals expressed that for the 

military, VR simulators are used to train for real-life situations to prepare soldiers for 

what they will face and increase their chances for success. It is more likely that a soldier 

will be able to react quicker in a situation that he or she has already experienced before 

(Interviewee B). Both individuals are a part of the gaming community and expressed that 

the primary use for a VR simulator in the entertainment industry is for entertainment. The 

Omnideck would increase experience and entertainment for games when using it 

compared to the military which would help train and prepare the soldiers for dangerous 

confrontations. 
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4.4 Summary of the barriers from the interviews 

 

Barriers that were described as being crucial are marked to give an overall picture of the 

empirical findings, which in table 4 below shows the barriers that were expressed as 

being very important to each company interviewed. As shown in the table, three main 

barriers were described within the innovation segment whereas five barriers were 

expressed within the arcade segment.  

 

 

Innovation 

Company Price Hesitant to try Reliability 

Eaton 

Bussman 

X    

X 

Omnifinity X X X 

InfinaDeck   X X 

Arcade 

Company Price Hesitant to try Reliability Transportability Space 

Glitch Gaming X  X X  

Game Sync X    X 

Vortex 

Gaming 

X  X  X 

Escape VR  X X   

Other segment 

 Price  Hesitant to try Reliability 

Military  X X 

Table 4: Important factors from the interviews  
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5 Analysis  
 

This chapter will present an analysis of the collected data, retrieved from the interviews, 

and the theoretical foundation. The analysis is created by connecting and incorporating 

the empirical findings with the theories presented in the theoretical framework. 

Furthermore, the chapter will be divided into the following sections; VR simulator 

manufacturers, gaming arcades, military segment. This is done in order to provide the 

reader with an organized and structured analysis as well as it enhances the coherence of 

the paper.  

 

5.1 Virtual Reality Innovation 

A product that is new or perceived as being new can be defined as being innovative 

(Rogers, 2005) and VR has been defined as being a crucial innovative technology. It 

allows for the user to be immersed in an entirely computer-generated three-dimensional 

environment to interact in a virtual environment (Backhaus et al., 2014; Rogers, 2005). 

Within the last five years, more companies have started to develop fully functional VR 

walking simulators which are now starting to launch. Christensen & Raynor (2016) 

express that small company capable of disrupting established businesses with an 

innovative product is known as disruptive innovation. Both Infinadeck and Omnifinity 

are small companies only being comprised of four to ten employees, but the product they 

are offering can tap into a new untouched market that may pose a problem to other well-

established business that does not offer the same solution. However, with the notion that 

VR walking simulators are an innovative technology but also a disruptive innovation a 

company must present a way in which this technology can eliminate the uncertainty in 

the cause-effect relationships involved in achieving the desired outcome (Rogers, 2005). 

In this case, it is VR walking simulators being accepted by entertainment centers as a 

technology that will be beneficial to them. When considering that it is such a high-

technology innovation, it is clear to see why VR walking simulators has presented several 

barriers when launching into the B2B market. Talke and Hultink (2010) express that 

individuals will display a certain degree of uncertainty towards new products and 

generally only 2.5% of individuals adopt an innovation at the earliest stage (Rogers, 

2005). Porter (1980) summarize that firms should consider the threat of a substitute 

product when launching a new product and evaluate if it is high or low. One finding within 

the empirical data revealed that a potential arcade company would evaluate whether to 
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purchase a VR walking simulator based on how much space it would take and if it would 

be worth sacrificing the number of gaming PCs that would fit within a specific area where 

the VR simulator would be. This can be a threat of a substitute product since the 

entertainment centers primary business is to ensure that their target group is being 

entertainment and if a VR simulator takes too much space resulting in not as many people 

being entertained, another product will most likely be chosen to take its place. 

  

5.2 U.S B2B Market 

When talking about virtual reality, the general concept that comes to mind is products 

within B2C market such as innovation centers and new technology or product 

breakthroughs. However, innovation is as important in B2B as they are in B2C. Avlonitis 

and Gounaris (1997) define B2B marketing as it is a concept that acknowledges and 

incorporates the marketing of business products and services. For B2B American 

managers, two coexistent marketing capabilities were described to be part of the key 

challenges in the business, which are customer experience and customer education (Mora 

Cortez & Johnston, 2018). By which the issue defined as “customer journey to explore 

experience, defining experience as service perceptions through each touchpoint with the 

firm” (Lemke et al., 2011, p.846). Moreover, “customer education focuses on providing 

consumers with the skills for utilizing information rather than merely the presentation of 

information without any further support” (Mora Cortez & Johnston, 2018, p 601). Palmer 

(2010) suggests that firms need to consider differentiation by basing on the firsthand 

aspects. Before an arcade company purchases a VR walking simulator, they evaluate 

whether it will be a solid investment or not. The empirical findings showed that a few 

firms showed concern with finding out how much their target group would be willing to 

pay to use a VR walking simulator. Owning a simulator would allow an arcade company 

to charge a premium price to use their system, however knowing how much that premium 

price would be is the real challenge. Both VR manufacturing companies that were 

interviewed for this study offer their products specifically to B2B companies and that in 

itself is a challenge. 

 

5.3 Barriers 

According to theory, there can be many different types of barriers when launching a new 

product out into the market (Kuester et al. 2012; Porter, 1980). As discussed in the 2.4, 
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price, lack of knowledge and competitiveness are the most prominent barriers that a firm 

will encounter when launching new products. However, the data collected from 

interviewing twelve participants revealed that the most prominent barriers for VR 

walking simulators within the entertainment industry are reliability, price and hesitant to 

try. According to the interviews, reliability affects whether the price will be a significant 

barrier or not. If a customer believes that a VR walking simulator is reliable, then the 

initial price of the product is not as important compared to if the customer had concerns 

about the reliability of the product. 

  

5.3.1 Price 

Infinadeck and Omnifinity both expressed that price may be a significant barrier for 

gaming arcades when evaluating to purchase their product, by which Porter (1980) 

express that price is a contributing factor for a customer when evaluating whether to 

purchase a new product or not. Talke and Hultink (2010) summarized that if there are 

limited information available or current products to compare before purchasing a VR 

walking simulator, may result in the price being a vital factor. Both VR manufacturing 

companies express that price may be significant. However, both have come across that 

reliability out ways the importance of the initial price of the product. Entertainment 

centers look at a VR walking simulator as an investment and are usually concerned with 

the reliability of the product and if the company will fix issues quickly if they occur. This 

accusation is backed up by the data that was acquired from the entertainment centers that 

were interviewed for this study, summarizing that price would not be as significant if the 

product and the company are reliable. Empirical data collected have some similarity to 

what Smith (2012) claims, expressing that price and value tend to be the primary criteria 

that firms use when going to purchase a new product. If a new product does not perceive 

to offer value to the firm making the purchase, will result in the price being a significant 

factor when deciding to purchase the new product.   

  

5.3.2 Hesitant to try 

It was discovered from the empirical findings that many prospects and end users are 

hesitant to try a VR walking simulator due to the limited information that is available to 

them. If the customers do not see the value or reliability that they will get from owning a 

VR walking simulator, they are more likely to take price into account when going 
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purchase one (Jeff Hardin, 2018). According to Talke & Hultink (2010), not providing 

sufficient information and communicate clearly to the customer may result in the 

customer feeling uncertain about the product resulting in failing to adopt the new product. 

 

Rogers, (2005) explains that the first individuals that try a new product are referred to as 

innovators, spreading the message about the product throughout the target group which 

if successful, will result in the rest of the market to follow and try the product. Every 

gaming center interview expressed that many are hesitant to try because of the lack of 

knowledge about the VR walking simulator and the few that try without any knowledge, 

tend to believe in the product's capabilities. 

  

5.3.3 Reliability 

 As previously mentioned, reliability was a prominent barrier according to the empirical 

findings. Davis (1989) express that Individuals are deciding to accept a new technical 

product evaluate whether it will impact their performance in a right way or not. If the 

product fails to impress the potential customer, the probability for positive information to 

spread about the product will significantly be reduced. The empirical data showed that 

reliability was one of the most significant barriers that VR manufacturing companies will 

face when launching a VR walking simulator within the U.S B2B entertainment market. 

The main issue is due to not having enough information about the product. Entertainment 

centers tend to be concerned whether or not the product is reliable enough for them to 

receive their return on investment and if complications do arise, will the supplier be able 

to fix the issues quickly. Theory suggests that customers may not adopt a new product if 

there is a lack of knowledge about the product and the customer fail to see the benefit that 

the product will provide them Talke and Hultink (2010). Lack of knowledge brings 

uncertainty about the product. Entertainment centers were concerned about the reliability 

of the product due to the lack of knowledge available to the firm. Thus, resulting in the 

firm evaluating whether the price of the product is worth investing in with such high 

concern about the reliability of the product. 
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5.4 New Product Launch 

 

Di Benedetto (1999) explains that there are strategic decisions related to product and 

market issues that determine the products innovativeness. While launch tactics determine 

the right use of marketing determine the correct use of the right marketing mix, pricing, 

product, promotion, and distribution. When these activities work together simultaneously, 

a new product launch can be successful. The key driver for success is to consider the 

needs of all stakeholders involved and match the process accordingly (Di Benedetto, 

1999). After analyzing the empirical data, Omnifinity and InfinaDeck put little emphasis 

on marketing the VR walking simulator product as a barrier. However, marketing 

activities have shown to be essential according to theory (Di Benedetto, 1999; Kotler, 

2008) with the authors explaining that there is a need for a differentiated approach when 

compared to B2C marketing activities. Particularly regarding creating value and building 

strong customer relationships. Marketing activities, in general, can also help increase the 

communication and knowledge about the product throughout the market resulting in more 

information being present about the new product. The manufacturing companies 

Omnifinity and InfinaDeck explained that the main barriers to launching the walking 

simulator were mainly related price, hesitate to try and reliability. Two of these barriers 

could be linked to specific marketing mix launch tactics in the marketing mix which are 

pricing and product. Empirical showed that these barriers could be a result from the lack 

of knowledge that is currently present about a VR walking simulator due to the product 

being highly innovative and little information is known about it compared to other VR 

accessories. While the innovativeness of the product could also impact pricing and 

because when the customer has little knowledge regarding the product perceived 

uncertainty, it can lead to hesitation to purchase. Particularly for more innovative new 

products uncertainty exists about expected benefits, the innovation's cost–value ratio or 

usage options. Several empirical studies show that communicating with customers at 

launch can reduce the negative impact of perceived uncertainty on the adoption of a new 

product (Talke and Hultink, 2010). 
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6 Conclusion and Implications  
 

 Concluding the results of this study, the most prominent barriers that exist within the 

entertainment U.S industry are reliability, hesitant to try and price. As theory suggests, 

new products being launch are confronted with a variety of barriers that result in a high 

chance of a product failing. The lack of knowledge about a VR walking simulator can 

have an effect on a potential customer when evaluating whether to purchase the product 

or not. The empirical findings have shown that the reliability for a VR walking simulator 

is essential for entertainment centers within the U.S and if a firm believes that the product 

is not reliable, the price barrier may increase resulting in price being a substantial barrier 

when deciding to purchase a VR walking simulator. 

  

The purpose of this study was to investigate the barriers that exist when launching a VR 

walking simulator within the entertainment industry in the US. The purpose has been 

fulfilled by conducting qualitative interviews and investigating current literature to 

identify the barriers for this market. The barriers expressed by the literature are similar to 

the empirical findings of this study but are not conclusively the same as previously 

mentioned in this study. Barriers that have been expressed by theories have not been 

emphasized significantly by companies that were interviewed for the empirical findings 

such as competition. 

 

The research questions below were addressed after analyzing the empirical data acquired 

for this study: 

  
RQ1: What barriers exist when launching a VR walking simulator within the 

entertainment industry in the US B2B market? 

  
As mentioned above, the main barriers that were discovered from the empirical findings 

are price, reliability and hesitant to try. The barriers can affect one another resulting in 

one being stronger than the other. If a customer is concerned about the reliability of the 

product, then the price will be a more significant barrier than if reliability was not an 

issue. Hesitant to try tends to be a barrier since the product is so new and there is not a lot 

of knowledge or information about them resulting in potential customers not willing to 

try the product if they do not see any value. The entertainment centers concern was not 
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knowing if their target group would be willing to pay a premium price to try such a 

product which would hinder the firm to not invest in a VR walking simulator due to the 

risk involved. 

  

• RQ1.A: Are barriers expressed by B2B VR manufacturers the same as barriers 

expressed by entertainment centers in the US market? 

  

Data acquired from the empirical data revealed that the most prominent barrier expressed 

by the entertainment center is price and reliability. Price can be stronger in some cases as 

well as reliability being stronger in some cases. VR manufacturing companies expressed 

that reliability and hesitant to try are the most prominent barriers that the company will 

and have come across. The most significant difference is that the manufacturing 

companies do not express that price is a significant barrier compared to the entertainment 

centers. This can result in adverse consequences if a VR manufacturing company attempts 

to do business with a gaming arcade within the U.S. However, as this study has shown, if 

a potential customer is not concerned about the reliability of a product, then price is also 

not a primary concern according to both entertainment centers and VR simulator 

manufacturing companies. 

 

RQ2: What differences are there with a VR walking simulator in the entertainment 

industry compared to other industries? 

 

The military segment was chosen to evaluate the differences that may reside between the 

entertainment industry and military industry. There were many differences between the 

two but the most significant lies within the core function of the product. Entertainment 

centers use the VR walking simulator to entertain the user more allowing them to have a 

more entertaining time. On the contrary, the militaries core purpose of the product is to 

ensure that the soldier receives the best training possible to prepare them for dangerous 

real-life confrontations. Quality was perceived as being a more critical factor for the 

military than for the entertainment industry because of what the product will go through 

when a soldier is using it, running, jumping with full gear. Another significant difference 

is that price is more of a barrier for the entertainment sector and not for the military; the 
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military did not express any concern with the price since the budget for innovation and 

training tends to be high. 

 

6.1 Theoretical Implications 

 

The theoretical framework used in this study were based on the most probable outcome 

of the empirical results. The theory suggested a variety of barriers with theories being 

taken from innovation, technology acceptance, new product launch, B2B US market, 

marketing and diffusion barriers. When conducting the empirical research, the saturation 

point was reached and could then be clearly linked to the theories used. However, when 

looking at the details of a theory, it is clear that it can be applied beyond the range of 

conditions that the original observations were made under. This is because the theories 

used in this study can be applied to a variety of products that are new to the world and 

high-technology.  In this case, the theories stated above were the most probable based on 

an educated guess and also considering the existing literature on virtual reality products 

being limited. Therefore, it is clear to say that the expected results from this study are 

thought to be merely probable rather than possible. The theory that was used is valid for 

the VR walking simulator market due to the connections that were discovered with the 

empirical findings. This was done by using existing theories and connecting them to the 

empirical investigation, in which real cases have identified these barriers as problems. 

The findings do also give empirical implication to the literature which confirms and 

enhance the existing research on the barriers that exist. There are insufficient studies made 

within VR walking simulators being launched into the B2B entertainment market. 

However, this study can address a portion of this gap connecting existing literature with 

the empirical data that was acquired. The theories used in conjunction with the empirical 

findings were the most probable to fulfill the purpose of this study.  

 

 

6.2 Managerial Implications 

 

The findings from this study have shown the barriers that exist within the entertainment 

industry when launching a VR walking simulator within the U.S market. Companies 

offering such a solution can take the results of this study to help prepare them for the 

product launch of a similar or high technology product that is relatively unknown to the 

market. Knowing that reliability, hesitate to try and pricing will be the critical issues with 



  
 

68 

 

their product launch in the US market can allow the company to focus on activities that 

lessen these barriers. These activities as shown in theory have proven to be 

communication (Rogers, 2005) between the company and the customer with marketing 

activities which increases the customers trust in the product being reliable and show them 

proper customer service if the product breaks down. Furthermore, it is essential for firms 

to understand that if a potential customer is deeply concerned about the reliability of a 

product, the price will more likely be a significant barrier that the customer will consider 

as the empirical findings have shown.  

 

Due to the limited VR simulator products currently out in the market, potential customers 

may be hesitant to try a VR walking simulator and evaluate the benefits that the product 

will provide them. Firms attempting to enter this market should be aware of this and 

strategize accordingly so that the hesitant to try barrier does not impact the success of the 

product launch. Currently, few companies offer a VR walking simulator within the 

entertainment market which may provide a business opportunity for other firms 

attempting to enter the market. These findings can lastly be used for firms thinking about 

entering a market such as this to help evaluate whether the risks are worth the rewards.  

 

 

6.3 Limitations 

Time and geographical location were significant barriers to this study. Due to the time 

limit available to conduct the study, specific interviews were conducted over skype while 

other were face to face. This may result in the data not being as decent as it could have 

been if the interviews were done face to face. Also, VR walking simulators are relatively 

new to the market especially within the entertainment sector within the U.S. This resulted 

in limited academic research that can be used for the study.  As previously mentioned 

above, individual interviews were not done face to face which can weaken the reliability 

of the data acquired for this study.  

  
6.4 Future Research 

This study has identified various barriers that exist when attempting to sell a VR walking 

simulator towards the entertainment industry. This study used qualitative methods which 

can limit its generalizability, thus conducting more studies using both qualitative and 
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quantitative within areas such as innovation VR are necessary. Future research can 

perform a study on more arcade centers to strengthen the barriers that this study has 

identified. Performing a quantitative survey would reach a significant amount of 

entertainment centers within the U.S to gather data on the barriers that they feel are most 

important. Specifically, within reliability and price as this study has shown. This would 

strengthen the results that price, and reliability are barriers within the entertainment 

industry. 

 

Future studies can have an agenda to understand how to overcome the barriers that this 

study has identified. Since the results indicated price, reliability and hesitant to try as the 

most prominent barriers it can help firms determine the appropriate methods of launching 

the product and using the right marketing activities to achieve this, a multiple case study 

with a qualitative approach may be appropriate to validate the results that will be acquired. 

To strengthen the study’s results, future research can be conducted within the U.S using 

face to face interviews to gather more reliable data. As previously mentioned above, 

individual interviews were not done face to face which can weaken the reliability of the 

data acquired for this study. Researchers should conduct a study such as this to discover 

how firms can overcome the barriers and not just understand what barriers exist. 

Understanding how to overcome the barriers will increase the firm's probability to have 

a successful product launch. 

 

Furthermore, future research can also be that of a qualitative and quantitative study where 

the researchers conduct interviews with manufacturers and entertainment centers but also 

with the entertainment centers customers. This could be done through focus groups, 

structured interviews or surveys and would allow the research to determine or strengthen 

the argument that favors a need for owning a VR walking simulator in the entertainment 

market. The initial investment required to purchase a simulator is substantial and 

companies must evaluate whether the end users are willing to pay a premium price to use 

the product and if they will feel more entertained. Future research in this regard will help 

entertainment centers to be better informed regarding the possible outcomes of investing 

in a walking simulator and whether owning a walking simulator would provide a 

competitive advantage for the firm. 
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Appendix 
 

Innovative product launch 

− Have you been involved in the process of launching new innovative products? 

− Was the launch successful? 

a.    If yes, could you please elaborate why it was? 

b.   If no, could you please elaborate why it wasn’t? 

− What is crucial for the success of launching a new innovative product? 

 

Barriers with launching VR walking simulators (High Tech innovation sector) 

− What possible Barriers have you encountered when attempting to sell / launch the 

VR simulator (Omni Deck) within the entertainment market? 

− What are the most important barriers to deal with that you believe will be 

encountered when selling a VR walking simulator? 

a.    Could you please elaborate on the barriers that you have chosen. 

− Do you see similarities between the barriers of launching a VR simulator 

compared to other innovative products? 

Entertainment center questions 

− What are your thoughts about virtual reality in relation to entertainment? 

− Have you ever tried a walking VR simulator? 

a.    If yes, what were your thoughts? 

b.   If no, how come and would you be willing to try? 

− What do you think the possibilities are with a walking VR simulator? 

− How much do you think a VR simulator is worth? 

− Would you be interested in evaluating the possibility of purchasing / renting a 

walking VR simulator for your business? 

a.    If so, could you please elaborate as to why you are willing. 

b.   If not, could you please elaborate as to why you would not. 

 




