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Abstract 
 
 
Why should technology-based startups in the energy sector collaborate? How do they collaborate 
today? What is the incumbents’ perspective on collaboration with startups?  
Today these are issues of high interest for the energy sector in Sweden and for other startups in 
similar industries. This thesis considers the changing dynamics within the Energy sector in 
Sweden, the potential of innovation through startups, the market potential and barriers that these 
actors within the industry are facing. It also considers how collaborations and networks serve to 
seize opportunities and to overcome challenges and barriers faced by the industry today. 
Opportunity areas identified were: the trends within the industry concerning decentralized 
generation, the founders’ dedication for their startups, startup’s ability to act fast and flexibly, 
their technology contribution, and incumbents differentiating themselves through startups in a 
highly competitive market. Entry barriers identified were a traditional and slow market, 
dominative national champions, financial, regulatory, lead times, lack of experience, high risk, 
lack of system context and credibility. Finally strategic networks and collaboration prove to be 
an essential part for startups to overcome their liabilities and barriers to entry. 
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Introduction	  
The following section introduces the subject, briefly surveys previous research and a 
sustainability perspective of the topic chosen, and it is concluded by the two chosen research 
questions and a description of the outline of the thesis. 
There are few things in today’s society that are as essential as energy supply security. A secure 
energy supply is important because it is a prerequisite for functions in our world to work. It is 
defined as “the uninterrupted availability of energy sources at an affordable price” by the 
International Energy Agency. It is also described as having many dimensions where a distinction 
is made between long-term energy security and short-term energy security. Long-term energy 
security means the investments required to supply energy considering sustainable development 
needs. The short-term energy security is about the capability of the energy system to respond 
interactively to changes in the system balance of supply and demand of energy (IE Agency, 
2014).  According to Howells et al. energy refers mostly to “a fuel or energy carrier such as oil 
or electricity, however these energy carriers are only a means to an end.” That end being: 
providing energy supply, security, and services needed in today’s society. 
When discussing energy in today´s world, a thorough understanding of sustainability is required. 
Sustainability is defined as “development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland, 2010). It is 
commonly divided into three pillars of social, economic and ecological sustainability, where a 
balance between the three pillars is preferred. Energy is a factor that affects every pillar of 
sustainable development. For the social aspect it influences energy security and equity. For the 
economic pillar, the energy sector plays important roles in terms of the cost of energy supply and 
job opportunities related to the industry. For the environmental factor, the energy sector is a large 
contributor to the negative impact on the environment of the world today.   
There is anticipation for changes within the industry to make the whole industry more 
sustainable.  However what makes these changes difficult is the conservative market. There are 
political incentives to achieve sustainability within energy and, at the same time, technology is 
developing rapidly. An example of such political incentives is the 20 20 20 horizon goals 
(Swedish Energy Agency, 2013) which are encouraging the emergence of new firms (startups). 
A decentralized market is on the future horizon and consumer behavior is changing. Today for 
example, the ability to produce energy autonomously is allowing consumers to become 
prosumers (both producers and consumers). Therefore companies providing energy services are 
revising business models trying to respond to these changes, and startups are finding business 
and technology areas that need to be changed, where they can grow.  
 
Previous researchers have noted that changes in this market are difficult to achieve because "the 
energy system is integrated, and at various levels there is competition between energy carriers" 
(Howells et al., 2012). This is because the system is composed of discrete subsystems, each with 
its distinct set of regulations. There is, however, a need for change in the energy system to 
achieve higher levels of sustainability. Startups’ innovations can contribute to this change. 
According to Maxwell "innovation will not only be the driver for global growth in the future but 
will also have a profound impact on providing potential solutions to some of the most 
challenging issues that currently face the world such as climate change, environmental pollution, 
fossil fuel shortages, third world poverty, rising healthcare costs, massive urbanization and aging 
populations" (Maxwell, 2009). There is a valid point to innovation and startups playing a huge 
part in reaching goals and finding the balance of sustainable development. That is why startups 
can play a vital role in the energy system. 



7	  
	  

Startups can however not achieve the changes by themselves and are highly dependent on 
collaboration.  Indeed, only few startups survive and this is partly due to their being small and/or 
isolated.  
The achieved complementary benefits of a startup and collaboration with incumbents (large 
established companies) can therefore be the difference between failure and survival.  
Incumbents furthermore face a lot of difficult challenges when forced to renew themselves 
during technological discontinuities. Inter-firm cooperation between new entrants represents a 
valuable strategy for incumbents to adapt to the market changes (Rothaermel, 2002). 
Cooperation between these actors is furthermore valuable as it can enhance the innovative output 
of the firms (Schilling & Phelps, 2007) and contribute to technological progress (Vonortas and 
Zirulia, 2015). 
Despite this realization, there has been limited research of the role of startups in this sector.  The 
ultimate goal of this thesis is to fill this gap in previous research and to offer a perspective of 
startups and innovation in relation to incumbents within the energy sector.  
The more specific aim of this thesis is to analyze the role of startups and their collaboration with 
incumbents in the energy sector. Technology-based startups have been chosen for this analysis as 
they have an important role in the future of the energy distribution system. This is because 
technology-based startups are highly involved in the creation of new markets and technological 
discontinuities. The perspectives of startups, incumbents and experts within the energy sector are 
included to achieve the aim of this thesis. 
 

Research	  questions	  
Considering the role that technology based startups within energy are to take in the future, the 
following research questions have been designed to combat the expectations within the energy 
market of Sweden today. 
Q1) What opportunities and barriers are there for startups in the energy sector? 
Q2) How can technology based startups effectively overcome their liabilities and barriers to 
entry through collaborations and networks? 
In order to answer these questions a qualitative approach is taken with interviews and workshops 
to receive perspectives from startups, incumbents and experts within the energy sector. 
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Outline	  	  
	  Chapter 1 is an introduction of the thesis and explains why the energy sector and startups are 
interesting to research, it briefly goes through previous research and a sustainability perspective 
of the topic chosen, and finally it is summed up by the two chosen research questions. 	  
Chapter 2 is an introductory review of the Swedish energy industry and the energy sector in 
general, to give the reader a context and set the scene for understanding the energy market and 
the challenges startups and incumbents face. 	  
Chapter 3 is an extensive theoretical review for the thesis. It starts by generally explaining 
innovation and its impact on society, to further describe disruptive, radical and incremental 
innovations, this relates to the sought opportunities of the first research question. The chapter 
then goes on to describe the relation of innovation and policies, barriers to entry as well as the 
theoretical framework model of Porters five forces that shape industry competition- these also 
relate to the first research question. Finally, the third part describes the current discourse 
concerning the second research question of collaborations and strategic alliances. 	  
Chapter 4 describes the method chosen to conduct the thesis as well as reliability, 
validity, generalizability, limitations and a short description of the chosen participants 
interviewed for the qualitative study. 	  
Chapter 5 is an analysis combining empirical findings and theories within the literature to 
provide analytical insights to the research questions posed. The analysis is divided into two parts, 
where the first part aims to provide reflections on the first research question by identifying 
opportunities for the startups. The second part identifies barriers and analyses how these can be 
overcome through collaborations-relating to the second research question. 
Chapter 6 provides a conclusion of the results as well as suggestions for future research.	  
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The	  Swedish	  Energy	  Industry 
To provide the reader of this thesis context for the energy market, a general introduction to the 
energy value chain is presented here.  
In this context, energy is considered to be equal to electricity. The system and energy chain can 
be seen in figure 1 below: 

 
Figure 1. Overview of the energy industry. 
In the Swedish energy industry, large companies together with the government have long had 
control over all parts of the value chain, consisting of generation, transmission, distribution and 
then reaching the customer. Some additions have been made to the traditional value chain by 
integrating a market, by handling operations and having service providers for the customers. The 
yellow line shows the traditional energy value chain. Today with the trend of Customers 
becoming Prosumers, meaning that they will to a greater extent have the ability to generate their 
own electricity through solar panels, the yellow line could have to go both ways. With the 
integration of smart technology into the system, there are changes and improvements that can be 
integrated with every part of the value chain. 
 

The	  electricity	  value	  chain	  
The electricity market was deregulated in 1996 in Sweden to allow for a competitive market. The 
deregulation means that the customers can freely choose their electricity retailer. Electricity 
consumers are however not able to choose power line companies as they are owned according to 
monopoly due to geographical constraints and financial viability. The responsible party for 
regulating the monopoly is the Swedish Energy Markets Inspectorate1 
“Energimarknadsinspektionen”. An additional key government owned actor in the field of 
electricity is Svenska Kraftnät. 
Svenska Kraftnät2 (SvK) is responsible for the power transmission lines in Sweden and for 
managing the power balance between electricity consumers and producers, thus monitoring the 
grid every minute of the year. SvK furthermore owns Nord Pool, which is the marketplace for 
electricity producers and electricity vendors.  
In Sweden, the grid can be categorized into three voltage levels3; "Stam nät", "Regionnät" and 
"Lokalnät", these lines transport electricity from the source of production to the source of 

                                                
1  http://www.energimarknadsinspektionen.se/sv/el/ 
2   http://www.svk.se/ 
3  http://www.svenskenergi.se/Elfakta/Elnatet/ 



10	  
	  

consumption. The Stem lines (Stam nät) connects to the largest production sources and 
transports the electricity the largest distances- even transnationally. The lines are therefore of 
high voltage with effect ranging between 220K-400K Volt. These so-called transmission lines 
are as previously stated owned by SvK that has the role of Transmission System Operator (TSO). 
The Stam nät is connected to the regional line that transports the electricity to relatively more 
limited geographical areas. The regional lines "regionnät", with voltage level between 20K-130K 
Volt, supply and connect larger regions and cities with electricity. The majority of these lines are 
owned by the larger "distribution firms" such as E.ON Elnät, Vattenfall El distribution, and 
Fortum Distribution. Industries with high electricity consumption, i.e., the paper industry, 
usually get their electricity directly from the regional lines. The regional line is in turn connected 
to the local lines. 
The local lines "lokalnät" transports 400-volt electricity to the rest and most of the consumption 
sources i.e. households, companies & services, there are currently around 170 companies that 
own these power lines. The previously mentioned "gigants" in distribution; E.ON, Fortum and 
 

The	  Energy	  Industry-‐Trends	  &	  dynamics	  within	  the	  energy	  
market	  
The energy sector has experienced several innovations of radical nature as well as more 
frequent incremental innovations. Technological innovations that have revolutionized the energy 
sector are i.e. the steam engine, the combustion engine, and the electric engine. 
 
 In 1930, the economist Joseph Schumpeter developed a theory that predicted the pace of long-
run macroeconomic cycles. Ian Maxwell argues that there appears to be every reason to believe 
that Schumpeter theory to be correct and that the pace of innovation has been moving as can be 
seen in figure 2. 

 
Figure 2. The pace of innovation (Ian Maxwell, 2009) 
As you can see in figure 2., the fifth wave of innovations is reaching towards its end, and 
therefore Ian Maxwell (2009)argues that society is approaching the next innovation wave in the 
next five years.   
 The major innovations can additionally be mapped out in a Kondratieff cycle. This is a model 
developed by Nicolai Kondratieff that describes how productivity enhancing innovations lead to 
economic growth (Schumpeter, 1935). The Kondratieff waves (K-waves) help identify the 
techno-economic paradigm shifts. This perspective leads us to ask what the next major 
innovation could going be and whether it will be due related to "green" energies and 
technologies. 
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Mathews (2013) argues that the ongoing development of renewable energy can be seen as a 
surge from the 5th K-wave into the 6th K-wave which is categorized by information 
communication technology (ICT) and information technology (IT) integrated into the electric 
grid.  There are albeit barriers from the 3rd K-wave, which are represented by centralized power 
generation and fossil fuels.  
 

Changes	  in	  generation	  
The following section describes the dynamics and trends, foremost within decentralized 
generation, in the international energy industry.  
Due to evolving technology and environmental consideration the electricity value chain is facing 
several uncertainties and new opportunities. Changing the structure of the grid with more focus 
on Distributed Energy Resources (DERs) could imply a paradigm shift in the electricity 
distribution network and create a change in the existing grid structure (Dugan et al., 2010). This 
is an ongoing development as more and more of the energy comes from Distributed Generation 
(DG) (Braun, M., 2007). 
DERs can be categorized in three dimensions: Active demand (demand response), Electric 
Vehicles and Distributed Generation (Han et al., 2012). It should, however, be noted that there 
are various definitions of DERs and what they consist of. Here we follow Dugan et al. (2010) 
who include generation, storage and demand response as the key components of Distributed 
Resources. 
Active demand (demand response) implies a change in the electricity demand by residential 
consumers. This can be done by producing energy, adapting their usage to the electricity prices 
or by using new energy efficient housewares (Han et al., 2012). 
Distributed generation (DG) implies decentralized production and can be compared with the 
traditional centralized mass generation of energy, usually managed in oligopoly. Han et al. 
(2012) define DG to be a generation that is connected to the distribution network at the medium 
voltage level. Generation in the low voltage network by "prosumers" -energy consumers that also 
produce energy- is not regarded as DG but primarily as load reduction and not "pure production". 
Braun (2007) defines Distributed Generation more general as not being centrally planned, 
connected to the distribution network and with an effect between 50-100MW. 
There is, however, no consensus on the effect ranges that defines DG. Definitions from various 
sources vary with the maximum effect stated being between 1MW to 100MW and the minimum 
between "a few kW to 25MW (Ackermann et al., 2001). Ackerman et al. (2001) propose that the 
effect of a DG depends on the grid and that it thus is not relevant to the concept. The authors 
compare several existing definitions and suggest that DG should be categorized by its objective 
to produce electric power, and its location that is on the distribution network or customer side of 
the meter. 
The external drivers for distributed generation are both environmental and financial (Han et al., 
2012). Economically due to the development of energy generation technologies, such as PVs, the 
cost has dramatically lowered (Feldman et al., 2014. The reduced cost alongside subventions has 
resulted in further incentives the deployment of DG. Deployment of DG´s would implicate 
shorter transfer of electricity which would in turn result in fewer power losses and voltage drops 
(Han et al., 2012). 
Expanding DG that consists of renewable energies sources (RES) generates new challenges for 
the grid. This is partly due to renewable energies commonly being intermittent (Han et al., 2012). 
Due to the uncertain characteristics of DG it could present power losses and voltage drops. This 
implies that the Distribution System Operator is to a further extent required to balance the 
generation and demand. In a market with DG, the end consumers could also be more involved in 
the electricity generation and become a "prosumer". 
Developments in metering technology and new legislations have induced changes in the DSO´s 
management of electricity demand. Capabilities and possibilities are thereby created to respond 
actively to the electricity peaks and price changes at the consumer end (Han et al., 2012). 
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Braun (2007) argues that the ancillary services needed will be different due to DG and that there 
will be more requirements for the DSO in comparison to the TSO. Connecting DG to the 
network will mean that several risks will appear, Bollen (2011) categorizes most of these as: “ 
·  increased risk of overload and increased losses; 
·   increased risk of overvoltages; 
·   increased levels of power quality disturbances; 
·   and the impact on power system stability and operation."
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Theory	  and	  research	  background	  
The following section provides the reader with a theoretical review and research background of 
the chosen area to study.  
Firstly, this section goes through the concept of innovation as it’s; fundamental to the structural 
changes expected in the energy market, a foundation for the startups business, and central to the 
incumbents needs. Following is Entry Barriers and Competitive Forces to explain previously 
identified barriers. Lastly, the theory about collaborations and networks both for startups and 
incumbents is presented.  
 

Innovation	  
The innovation theory was studied to understand how startups can gain advantages through 
innovation. The studied fields within innovations are; sustainable development, disruptive 
innovation, radical, incremental and policies.  
The concept of innovation is not new, Thomas Edison said, "I find out what the world needs, 
then I proceed to invent it." He also said: Invention is 1 percent inspiration and 99 percent 
perspiration (Neff et al 2012). Joseph Schumpeter, made a difference between an invention (idea 
executed into being), and innovation that is according to Schumpeter an idea executed and then 
applied successfully in practice (Backhaus et al 2003) 
 
The	  success	  of	  innovation	  and	  sustainable	  development	  
The idea that innovation needs to be linked to new technology is too simplistic as there are 
several types of innovation that can be linked to a product, process, service and business models 
(Maxwell 2009). Innovation can also be regarded as the successful introduction of an invention 
into society as explained in (Vollenbroek, 2002). Therefore, there are factors to be considered in 
a successful innovation. Some of the primary factors identified are that a response to customer 
demand is driving technological innovation, that the founders have a considerable commitment 
to the mission of the company, they have perseverance and relate success to a personal 
accomplishment. Entrepreneurs that have merely an economic incentive have been seen to quit if 
they do not receive a payback quickly (Quinn, 1985).  
Sustainable development, as introduced in the introductory chapter, needs an integrated approach 
of the three pillars of sustainable development, social, economic and environmental 
sustainability and, therefore, the aim of innovation from a sustainable development perspective is 
to incorporate this in future innovation (Vollenbroek, 2002)). Innovation plays a large role in 
moving society forward and towards sustainable development (Vollenbroek, 2002). The 
following section will describe disruptive innovation further and its role in society. 
 
Disruptive	  innovation	  
The theory of disruptive innovation was largely contributed to by Clayton M. Christensen, who 
coined the term disruptive technology in his article "Disruptive technologies; Catching the wave" 
(Christensen & Bower, 1995). Christensen defines disruptive technologies as technologies that 
offer a new value compared to the mainstream technologies and that are initially regarded as 
inferior to the mainstream technology concerning the mainstream customer demands.   
A widely used definition of disruptive innovation is that it´s “a powerful means of broadening 
and developing new markets and providing new functionality, which, in turn, may disrupt 
existing market linkages” (Adner, 2002; Charitou & Markides, 2003; Christensen, 1997; 
Christensen & Bower, 1996; Christensen & Raynor, 2003; Danneels, 2004; Gilbert, 2003) 
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Christensen’s book “The Innovator´s Dilemma” (Christensen, 1997)- acknowledged for 
popularizing the theory of disruptive innovations (Yu & Hang, 2010)- investigates the 
phenomena when successful firms are outperformed by new competitors due to “good 
management practices”. These previously so called successful firms have in common that they 
paid attention to their customers, studied the market trends and invested in new technologies and 
innovations. 
All the previously mentioned principles followed were done to achieve the best 
products/technologies/processes, most value for the customers and highest financial return. 
Christensen argues that it is precisely due to these "good management principles" that the firms 
have lost their leadership position as in some situations firms have to ignore these principles to 
maintain their advantageous position. Christensen (1997) proposes "principles of disruptive 
innovation" derived from case studies from several industries that advise when "good managerial 
principles" should be applied and when alternative methods are preferred. 
In Christensen´s sequel Innovators solution (Christensen & Raynor, 2003) the term disruptive 
technology evolves to the modern term disruptive innovation. This is as the authors widen the 
concept to not solely include technologies but also services and business models. According to 
Markides (2006) this created a term that is too all-encompassing, and he argues that a finer 
categorization is needed.  
 
When referring to disruptive innovation it´s usually the incumbents business that is disrupted. 
Entrants, on the other hand, are known to be the ones driving the change. As incumbents have 
created a foundation in the current technological paradigm and tend to be unwilling to make 
changes in their established value networks -which they have made commitments to- it allows 
entrants a higher probability of succeeding (Macher & Richman, 2004). Incumbents do manage 
to identify the upcoming threats but react to slow as the market demand shifts faster than the 
incumbent strategy (Hannan & Freeman, 1984). Entrants are advantageous as they; 
·     face less internal resistance (inertia), 
·     don´t have the mentioned commitments to established value networks, 
·     can target niche markets, 
·     and have incentives to invest in unproven high-risk technology (Christensen, 1997; 
Foster, 1986). 
 
Radical	  &	  incremental	  innovation	  
Schumpeter (1934) classified innovations as radical or incremental. Radical innovations result in 
the creation of new or fundamental changes in technology. Incremental change can be described 
as continuous improvements on existing technology (Dahlin & Behrens, 2005; Damanpour, 
1996; Johannessen et al., 2001) 
Radical innovations can display a pattern (Schön, 2000) which includes two phases.  In the first 
phase, innovations usually appear in production. Depending on the development of additional 
innovations, incremental innovations that improve the performance/value, the second stage is 
initiated. This is where the infrastructure is developed according to the innovation that allows for 
wide deployment and high growth rates. It is not until this phase that the innovation becomes 
"pervasive technologies". The second phase opens up for new opportunities- complementary 
innovations.  
Turut and Ofek (2012) classify radical innovation as "embodying substantially novel and 
unproven technology and as targeting future customer needs and uses". Incremental innovations 
are defined as "improvements to existing technology derived from usage patterns of current 
customers; hence; very little uncertainty surrounds their development and reward". The authors 
have found that when an incumbent pursues a radical innovation it involves a lot of technological 
and market-related uncertainty (Turut & Ofek, 2012). As a radical innovation can make the 
previous technology and incremental innovations useless, it is, in particular, beneficial for 
startups. It has been observed that when the entrant`s possibility to enter a market is low the 
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incumbent will pursue incremental innovations even if it identifies the high market potential for 
radical innovations. Incumbents have been observed to stick to this safe strategy to discourage 
entry of new actors. 
de Leeuw et al. (2014) suggest that a portfolio of alliances are optimal in different cases and 
should be configured depending on whether a firm is pursuing radical or incremental 
innovations. For incremental innovations, a firm´s alliance portfolio diversity needs to be larger- 
including different types of actors- in comparison to radical innovations. Radical innovations 
require a further focus on the knowledge base and hence is facilitated by limited but stronger 
alliance ties. Belderbos et al. (2006) find that to achieve radical innovations a limited amount of 
partner types- different firms, institutions or universities- is optimal in the early stage of an 
innovations lifecycle. The types of alliances which usually are sufficient are customers and 
research institutes. Additional alliances can be important for the firm but also resource costly and 
not as relevant for radical innovations. It is, however, important to scan and keep track of a 
several sources in the search for innovation, but in the development of radical innovation a 
deeper alliance is needed with fewer partner types (de Leeuw et al., 2006). Ocasio (1997) 
supports the theory by arguing that decision-makers need to focus on a limited number of issues 
to achieve optimized capabilities required for radical innovations. However Arnold et al. (2010) 
finds that when a firm´s strategy is focused on acquiring new customers the performance of 
radical innovations is enhanced. If the firm, on the contrary, had a strategic focus on customer 
retention it was instead the incremental innovation performance that was improved. The reasons 
were derived to the development of customer knowledge and the reconfiguration of resources. If 
a firm's strategy focused on both customer retention and acquisition, its innovation performance 
would experience mixed results that can be due to undermining the configuration of resources.  
 
Innovation	  and	  Policies	  
Oughton et al. write about the important relations of business, education and government 
spending on R&D. Oughton et al. realize two important points which are “working both on the 
demand and the supply side of the system to increase both private and public sector investment 
in innovation activity; and (ii) integrate technology policy and industrial policy by encouraging 
expenditure on innovation activity within mainstream industrial policy programmes" (Oughton et 
al., 2002).  
"Government expenditure on R&D, business expenditure on R&D and spending by the 
education sector on R&D are all positively and significantly correlated; that is they are 
complementary" (Oughton et al., 2002). 
However Oughton et al. also bring forward the unlikeliness of Innovation and R&D to increase 
only through increasing government investment on R&D, what is needed is then policies that 
increase investment by the business and education sector as well.  
Relationships between government business and innovation have been considered important in a 
lot of literature considering innovation systems.  The relationships within business, government, 
and education are frequently discussed and highlighted as important in various areas of the 
literature concerning innovation systems (Cooke, 1998; Howells, 1999; Koschatzky, 1998).  
“The triple helix model of innovation”  (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1997, 2000; Leydesdorff, 
2000) also brings forward the importance of these relationships (Oughton et al., 2002). 
“The complementary relationship between government, education and business R&D indicates 
that the inter-relations between different actors and different parts of the system and the 
institutional framework provide synergy” (Oughton et al., 2002). 
 

Competition	  
Theory regarding competition is reviewed to understand the difficulties that startups encounter 
when entering a market. Theories of barriers to entry, porters five forces and liabilities of 
startups is reviewed. 
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Barriers	  to	  entry	  
The notion of barriers to entry were initially commonly used to analyze the size and amount of 
participants in a market (Weizsäcker, 1980). Bain (1956) gave the concept a more dynamic and 
encompassing definition that was based on identifying the conditions for entry and analyzing the 
market structure. Bain (1956) furthermore identified a correlation between his indicators to entry 
and industry profitability. Weizäcker (1980) however argues that other factors contribute to the 
industry profitability and proves there are exceptions when Bain´s indicators do not lead to entry 
barriers.  
Stigler (1968) defines the concept as “a cost of producing (at some or every rate of output) which 
must be borne by a firm which seeks to enter an industry but is not borne by firms already in the 
industry”. 
A similar and perhaps more modern definition was proposed by Besanko et al. (2007): "Barriers 
to entry are those factors that allow incumbent firms to earn positive economic profits, while 
making it unprofitable for newcomers to enter the industry”. 
There is no uniformity in the factors that are regarded as entry barriers, in a study conducted by 
Blees et al. (2003) a total of 37 barriers were identified. It should, however, be noted that these 
were not generic and that some are overlapping. Entry barriers can, in general, be divided into 
two categories; strategic barriers and structural barriers (Lutz et al., 2010). 
Structural barriers are commonly associated with the field of industrial organization. These 
barriers are created by the market structure characteristics, and the industry is regarded as the 
unit of analysis. Bain (1956) highlights the importance of structural barriers that prevent entrants 
as these influences the competitive forces and thereby determine the performances of firms and 
markets. 
Strategic barriers are in turn close to the theory of strategic management (Lutz et al., 2010). 
Entry barriers are within this theory regarded as resources that a firm can manage to enhance its 
competitive advantage. The unit of analysis, in this case, is hence the firm. 
Porter (1980) brings together the two traditional perspectives -strategic and structural- in his 
barriers of entry theories. Porter relates the two by proposing that market structures can cause 
entry barriers, but that firms are capable of reacting strategically. Porter describes seven critical 
entry barriers; economies of scale, capital requirement, access to distribution channels, 
government policy, cost disadvantages independent of scale, product differentiation and 
switching costs. 
Entrants can benefit from analyzing the barriers to entry. This is as entrants can better prepare for 
the competition that they will face through gained understanding of the existing barriers 
(Harrigan, 1981). The following section will describe Porters five forces and contribution to the 
field of literature further. 
 
Porters	  five	  forces	  
A significant part of the Strategic Management area is Porter’s industry analysis. One of the 
primary aims enterprises are to achieve a sustainable competitive advantage (Mathews, 2000). 
Porter's five forces framework describes how five forces interact and affect an industry. The five 
forces are, according to Porter: Internal rivalry, entry, buyer power, supplier power and 
substitutes and complements (Porter, 2008). These forces can provide a base for choosing the 
competitive strategic choice Mathews (2000) and Simón (2010). 
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Figure 2. The five forces that shape industry competition (Porter,2008) 
Porter argues that forces can be intense or benign and that the industry structure drives 
competition and profitability. It is the five forces that determine industry profitability in the 
medium and long run (Porter, 2008). Porter argues that the strongest force determines the 
profitability of the industry, and it, therefore, becomes the most significant one when formulating 
a strategy.  "Good industry analysis looks rigorously at the structural underpinnings of 
profitability" however Porter also emphasizes that one should see an industry in a holistic, 
systematic term regardless of the individual factors identified in the five competitive forces. The 
following will explain the five different competitive forces and their relation to an industry 
according to Porter and as seen in figure 2. 
 
Threat of new entrants 
"New entrants to an industry bring new capacity and a desire to gain market share that puts 
pressure on prices, costs, and the rate of investment necessary to compete" (Porter, 2008). The 
threat of a new entrant can put a limit to the available profit within an industry where strategies 
can mean decreasing prices to stay relevant on the market or to invest in new models before new 
entrants do. In this category barriers to entry becomes relevant because the higher the barriers to 
entry are and the larger the consequences of entering the market are, the threat lower the threat of 
entry is. Therefore, this literature considering barriers is related to the intensity of rivalry and 
competition in an industry.  
The power of suppliers 
"Powerful suppliers capture more of the value for themselves by charging higher prices, limiting 
quality or services, or shifting costs to industry participants" (Porter, 2008). This emphasizes the 
importance of knowing your suppliers and your dependency on them. There are different factors 
that can illustrate whether or not a supplier group is powerful. Those factors are: if the group is 
more concentrated than the industry it sells to, if the supply group is not dependent on the 
industry for revenues, if it is particularly expensive for industry participants to change supplier, 
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if the product offer can be differentiated, if there is no substitute for what the supplier offers, and 
if the suppliers have the possibility to enter the market themselves (Porter, 2008). 
The power of buyers 
"Powerful customers—the flip side of powerful suppliers—can capture more value by forcing 
down prices and demanding better quality or more service (thereby driving up costs)" (Porter, 
2008). The power of buyers depends on the negotiation power they have, this occurs when, for 
example, there aren't many buyers relative to the volumes purchased, if the product bought is too 
standardized, when changing vendor is simple, and if the buyers are very price sensitive. 
The threat of substitutes 
"Substitutes are always present, but they are easy to overlook because they may appear to be 
very different from the industry's product"(Porter, 2008). This considers different means of 
delivering the same value as the vendor but by a different mean. There is a need for the industry 
to differentiate itself from substitutes through performance, marketing or other ways. This threat 
is, therefore, significant for the case of a price vs. performance has a high value. When the cost 
of switching to a new substitute is insignificant. Changes in other industries are essential to keep 
under investigation to predict coming substitutes and to take opportunities of becoming a 
substitute as well.  
 
Rivalry	  among	  existing	  competitors	  
“Rivalry among existing competitors takes many familiar forms, including price discounting, 
new product introductions, advertising campaigns, and service improvements”(Porter, 2008). 
Internal rivalry brings up that price competition increases if many sellers are involved, if cost 
advantages exist, if some actors have excess capacity, etc. The intensity of competition and the 
basis on which companies compete is related to the effect of this force on profit (Porter 2008) 
The intensity is high if there is a large number of competitors. If industry growth is slow, exit 
barriers are high for highly committed rivals. The basis on which they compete can, for example, 
be through price competition. The factors driving price competition are also significant in this 
aspect. 
Porter continues to argue for consideration of other factors as well which are not part of the five 
forces but are necessary for the big picture: Industry growth rate, technology and innovation, 
government, complementary products and services and changes in industry structure. 
Strategy literature seems to mean that successful organizations can react and align to their 
external environment (Phillips, 2000). 
 
Age	  dependence	  
The literature suggests that there are a correlation and interactive effects between age and 
technology strategy. The question asked by Henderson (1997) is "How does firm performance 
vary with age?" with relations to the liability of newness, adolescence, and obsolescence. 
A liability of newness implies that older reliable actors are the ones more likely to survive in a 
selection process (Freeman et al, 1983) The theory brings up the fact that it is more complicated 
to create new routines than to exploit and develop old ones, and that is part of why older 
companies are more likely to be favored in a selection process. According to Freeman (1983) 
reliability and accountability are interrelated to older age. Therefore, failures are less common in 
older age whereas young companies have to invest resources in other matters than creating new 
routines and providing education. 
Liability of adolescence means that firms survive based on original acquired funding and can 
draw from that for a longer period avoiding failure. Therefore, an inverted U-shaped relationship 
between failure and age is observed. (Bruderl & Schussler, 1990; Fichman & Levinthal, 1991) 
And finally the liability of obsolescence is argued to imply that firms risk to get misaligned with 
the market over time and, therefore, a greater age would imply a higher risk of failure. 
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After considering all three theories, some reflections can be made about the selection pressures 
affecting companies. Baum (1989) notes that the three perspectives seem to be mutually 
exclusive of one another. Henderson (1999) views age dependence not as a general universal 
tendency but as "A pattern of performance outcome contingent on a firm's strategy". Henderson 
(1999) argues that the three theories are considered to complete instead of compete with one 
another. Henderson (1999) also considers how strategy creates a long-term effect between sales 
growth and failure and that patterns surface through the aging process. 
 

Collaboration	  between	  entrant	  and	  incumbent	  
Collaboration between entrants and incumbents is studied to understand how startups can 
overcome their liabilities. Within collaboration the following fields are studied; the network 
approach, structures, ties, technology based firms, participation in alliances, competition, 
profitability and lastly also credibility. 
In the early development of the entrepreneurial field entrepreneurs and their ventures were 
studied in isolation. Birley (1985) was one of the first researchers that placed the entrepreneurial 
firms in the context of networks and studied the networks catalyzing effects. Aldrich and 
Zimmer (1986) brought the research further by studying entrepreneurship embedded in a social 
context with linkages and relations between key components.  These researchers laid the 
foundation for an area that has grown and become integral in the study of entrepreneurship, 
largely due to the benefits that entrepreneurial organizations experience in access to resources 
(Slotte-Kock & Coviello, 2010) to help overcome the typical liabilities of newness and smallness 
that startups suffer from (Hannan & Freeman, 1984; Partanen et al., 2014). 
 
The	  network	  approach	  
The network approach to entrepreneurship was to a large extent initiated by Howard Aldrich 
(Bruderl & Preisendörfer, 1998). A network can be defined as the social structure of the 
relationships between individuals and organizations (Jonsson et al.,2009; Granovetter 1985).   
The network approach for entrepreneurs can be divided into two categories. In the first one "the 
personal network perspective," the founder is the unit of analysis, and the social relations are 
studied. The concept builds on the idea that the role of an entrepreneur is embedded in "social 
context, channeled and facilitated or constrained and inhibited by people´s positions in social 
networks" (Aldrich and Zimmer, 1986). For that approach it has been empirically demonstrated 
that new actors that can get more support from their network prove to be more successful albeit 
there are additional studies that display the no benefits (Bates, 1994; Bruderl & Preisendörfer, 
1998). 
In the second category, the “organizational network perspective” the organization is used as the 
unit of analysis and the relations between the firms in a network is studied (Bruderl & 
Preisendörfer, 1998). It is within this category that the thesis will have as focus. 
	  
Structure	  
The type of network impacts the opportunities that are created. A network can be described by its 
structure and content that have benefits that differ following the maturity of the firm. The 
structure refers to the patterns and linkages of the firms and individuals relationships while the 
content represents the relationships social attachment, the embeddedness of the firm.  The 
structure of newly established businesses is commonly in the context of family and friends due to 
difficulties entering the market with a low legitimacy (Jonsson et al., 2009; Dubini & Aldrich 
1991). As the firm expands, the network has to change and be adjusted to the new needs to 
achieve network benefits for further business development. When a firm has a track record and 
can obtain a higher legitimacy the opportunities for inter-firm networks are increased. The logic 
of the network relationship has at this phase shifted focus from being social to economic. The 
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requirement for the relationship to be successful is that the firm´s cooperation is aligned with 
both the company's business strategies and the level of flexibility in the organization and its 
technology (Spedale, 2003). Vonortas and Zirulia (2015) describe the network as dynamics with 
the firms (nodes) and networks co-evolving. 
The network type, i.e. the organization the startups have ties to, influence the liability that the 
startups want to overcome (Partanen et al., 2014; Zimmemmerman & Zeitz, 2002). The liability 
of newness is primarily overcome by ties with customers, universities and research institutes as 
these contribute to credibility.  The liability of smallness is overcome by ties to customer 
partnerships, suppliers, subcontractors, distribution partners, agents, universities, research 
institutes and complementary product providers (Partanen et al., 2014). 
 

Ties	  
Networks between firms influence the creation and access of opportunities. The company´s inter-
firm positions and connection impact the access to these opportunities (Jonsson et al.,2009). 
Elfring and Hulsink (2003) define the strength of ties in as dependent on time spend in the 
relation and frequency of contact. Strong ties are thus close and frequent relationships with 
related individuals that last. Uzzi (1996) refers to weak relationships as "market" or "arm´s 
length" ties and strong relationships as "special, close or embedded" ties. The level of strength of 
the network ties influence the firm's capabilities and can have both positive and negative 
consequences (Uzzi, 1996). Uzzi (1996) furthermore argues that there is a correlation between 
embeddedness and performance as increased embeddedness leads to higher performance and this 
relation proceeds until a critical point is reached when the performance starts to decrease. 
Granovetter (1973) highlights the benefits of weak ties as these leads to the transfer of 
information and ideas with a larger amount of sources than the strong ties do. The downside of 
strong ties are additionally increased isolation and constraint within the network which might 
affect the knowledge acquired and identification of potential opportunities (Uzzi, 1996; 
Granovetter, 1973). 
The closeness of firms in market and technology increase the probability of inter-firm 
collaboration (Vonortas & Okamura, 2009).  Technological proximity influences the firms as 
deep knowledge in the other firms expertise facilitates the absorptive capacity and ability to 
cooperate efficiently. Too much proximity might, however, have negative consequences for the 
collaboration as the complementary benefits are limited (Vonortas & Zirulia, 2015).  An inverted 
U-shaped relationship can be identified between technological proximity and the probability of 
forming an alliance (Mowery et al., 1998). 
 

Technology	  based	  and	  Innovative	  firms	  
It is regarded as particularly important for innovative firms to have networks based on direct 
firm-level level relationships. Networks are regarded as key for technology-based and innovative 
firms because they commonly need a complicated system for complementary products and 
services to be embedded in (Partanen et al., 2014). As their service/product usually is quite 
specific the need is greater to integrate it into a system with suiting partners. 
 The studies on networks of innovative firms state that the firms must be able to expand their 
network from technology oriented relationships focused on research institutes, universities to a 
further extent increase relationships with other tier, in particular, customers and large firms as 
these have market knowledge (Powell et al., 1996; Partanen et al., 2014). 
De Propris (2002) categorizes innovation as four types within two dimensions; process and 
product as one and radical and incremental as the other. According to her research incremental 
and process are correlated with supplier relations. Radical and product innovation, on the 
contrary, are related to both suppliers and customers.  



21	  
	  

Firms are not able to excel in all the processes needed to be innovative. Therefore, by finding 
complementary partners the introduction of new processes and products can be enhanced. 
(Vonortas & Zirulia, 2015). 
 
Participation	  in	  alliances	  
Strategic alliances can be defined as “agreements whereby two or more partners share the 
commitment to reach a common goal by pooling together and coordinating their activities” 
(Vonortas & Zirulia, 2015) 
Vonortas and Zirulia (2015) categorizes the level of analysis within a network consisting of 
alliances. The network and its structure are referred to as the Meso level while the organizations 
that the network constitutes of are in a so-called Micro level. The development and growth that 
the networks contribute to are furthermore on the Macro dimension. The organizations that are 
analyzed are also categorized as incumbents, new small firms, and public research institutes.  
At an organizational (Micro) level a firm's inclusion in alliance networks is correlated with three 
factors; size, R&D orientation and innovativeness as well as experience from previous 
collaborations (Vonortas & Zirulia, 2015). 
The correlation between size and the amount of alliances is one of the clearest when considering 
all sizes of firms. Incumbents usually have a larger number of alliances in comparison to smaller 
firms that have limitations in financial resources as well as bargaining power. However when 
only startups are analyzed the results are not conclusive, with some research suggesting that 
there is a negative correlation between size and number of alliances (Shan, 1990), while others 
conclude that there is no relation (Colombo et al., 2006) and yet other researchers find additional 
relations (i.e. inverted U-shape). Colombo et al. (2006) describe this phenomenon as driven by 
two forces acting against each other. One force, the spreading of transactional and managerial 
costs, yielding a positive correlation and the other, control of commercial assets, a negative 
correlation (Vonortas & Zirulia, 2015). 
Another common correlation is the one between the firms’ technological base (R&D, 
technological capabilities) and alliances (Stuart 1998; Bayona et al., 2001; Branstetter, 2002). 
Internal R&D facilitates the access to university collaborations (Bercovitz and Feldman, 2007) . 
This promotes the notion that R&D should be performed on both internal and cooperative levels 
as they should be regarded as complementary instead of substitutes. Thus in order to increase the 
absorptive capacity and to fully experience the benefits of strategic alliances firms needs to have 
capabilities within their technological field (Cohen & Levinthal, 1989, Zhao & Anand, 2009; 
Rothaermel & Hess, 2007).  
For startups the development of a technological capabilities and competencies is in many cases 
what the incumbents finds the most appealing for cooperation to take place (Stuart et al., 1999; 
Rothaermel, 2002). 
Lastly, there is a lot of research indicating that the more experience that firms have with previous 
collaborations the more will they collaborate in the future (Ahuja, 2000; Branstetter 2002; 
Sampson 2005). There are three explanations for this correlation. Firstly, the theory states that 
the experienced firms develop cooperative capabilities that allow them to collaborate more 
efficiently this increases the profitability of the alliances and thus there rate of their creation 
(Gulati, 1998; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999). The second reason is based on the notion that previous 
alliances facilitating and contributing to finding of new collaborations (Gulati & Gargiulo, 
1999).  Thirdly the experience matters as it contributes to reputational benefits which thus 
positively impacts the willingness of other firms to become partners, this is particularly the case 
for startups (Stuart et al., 1999). 
	  
Competition	  &	  Industry 
Environmental and industrial conditions influence strategic alliances. The higher the 
concentration is within the industry the more likely is that alliances take place in R&D 
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(Branstetter, 2002; Yu., 2013). There are several reasons for this phenomenon. In a concentrated 
oligopolistic market, it is easier to identify suiting partners. For startups, there is not a unified 
research but contradicting findings. Colombo et al.´s (2006) research indicates that the rate of 
formation of alliances is lower in competitive markets. Eisenhardt and Schoohoven (1996) on the 
other hand find that a higher concentrated industry results in a lower rate of alliances formed. 
The authors also find that an increased number of competitors in a segment result in more 
formed alliances. The identified reason that spurs the formation of alliances is the access to 
external resources during difficult market conditions (Vonortas & Okamura, 2009). 
The network structure is regarded to have an impact on the efficiency of an industry (Cowan & 
Jonard, 2003). The structure of alliances can thus influence the cross-sectional differences in 
technological development. The sharing and distribution knowledge in networks enhance the 
innovative ability through the provision of resources and knowledge which are normally 
unreachable for a firm individually (Powell et al., 1996). The optimal strength of ties varies 
depending on the evolution of the industry. Nootebom and Gilsing (2004) reflect that loose ties 
are advantageous for exploratory activities and knowledge identification. Strong ties are on the 
other hand necessary for transferring complex and very tacit knowledge. The optimal strength of 
ties is thereby to an extent dependent on the evolution and state of an industry. In the developing 
stages of an industry where variety is sought weak ties are advantageous through gained 
explorative abilities. Firms are furthermore active in exploratory activities to manage 
discontinuities firms during turbulent technological environments. 
In mature industries, strong links are rather preferred to exploit the knowledge to a further extent 
(Vonortas, 2009). It should also be noted that the evolution of the networks and industry can co-
evolve (Orsenigo et al., 2001; Vonortas & Zirulia, 2015). 
 
Profitability	  
The industry in total may benefit from cooperation between entrants and incumbents through 
enhanced industry performance (Rothaermel, 2001). Collaboration is additionally a viable 
strategy for entrants and incumbents during discontinuous technological change (Spedale, 2003). 
The economic benefits are achieved through shared resource pooling, cooperation, and 
coordinated adoption (Uzzi, 1996). When entrants collaborate and share their resources and 
skills, they can achieve a wider knowledge base, improved technological skills and enhanced 
access to markets (Baum et al., 2000). Oliver (1990) argues that firm´s legitimacy is commonly 
increased during collaborations that result in financial benefits.  Baum et al.´s research indicates 
that collaborations in vertical relationships between entrants and incumbent result in revenue 
growth. However, not all alliances are profitable when incumbent and entrant are competitors the 
effect have proven to be negative (Baum et al., 2000).  
 

Credibility	  
As startups have to cope with the liability of newness, it is, in particular, important for them to 
gain credibility. By selecting a partner with the good reputation, the startups can overcome their 
liability of newness (Partanen et al., 2014; Stinchcombe 2000).  Through cooperation with an 
incumbent with the good reputation, the startups will achieve recognition of their brand and 
product/service and enhanced credibility (Stuart 2000).  The attainment of credibility 
furthermore leads to facilitating the access of human and financial resources as well as support 
from the government and technological aid (Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002).  Through the 
attainment of these resources, startups can overcome the liability of smallness. Thus by 
overcoming the liability of newness the liability of smallness is easier overcome, and the 
attainment of resources facilitated. 
For a startup, cooperation with a recognized firm it symbolizes an acceptance of the startup´s 
products or services (Stuart et al., 1999). In particular ties to customers and financial ties can 
contribute to the most credibility.   
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Summary	  of	  literature 
First the innovation theory was reviewed to gain an understanding of the importance of 
innovation for society, to see how innovations influence startups, and to study the opportunities 
that startups achieve due to innovation.  
The concept of innovation is explained as an idea executed and then applied successfully in 
practice (Backhaus et al., 2003). Furthermore literature concerning the success of innovation and 
its correlation with sustainable development was reviewed. Factors noted for success included 
founders commitment to the mission (Quinn, 1985). 
Three types of innovations that impact startups and their environment that were reviewed are; 
disruptive, incremental and radical innovations. When a disruptive innovation occurs the 
incumbents business is typically influenced negatively due to their foundation in the current 
technological paradigm (Macher & Richman, 2004). Startups, however, are advantageous due to 
being relatively unestablished, smaller and more risk-seeking than incumbents (Christensen, 
1997; Foster, 1986).  
Radical innovations contribute to new opportunities as they can open up for complementary 
innovations (Schön, 2000). Due to a high level of uncertainty, incumbents will avoid radical 
innovations when the likelihood of new entrants is low (Turut & Ofek, 2012). The optimal 
structure of collaboration is dependent on what type of innovation is sought to be achieved 
(Belderbos et al., 2006; de Leeuw et al., 2014; Ocasio, 1997).   
Furthermore innovation and the effect of policies are reviewed where the relationships between 
government, business, and innovation are noted as very important (Oughton et al., 2002). 
After the innovation theory, literature regarding the competitive environment was reviewed to 
identify competition and barriers to entry for startups. 
Besanko et al. (2007) define barriers to entry as ”factors that allow incumbent firms to earn 
positive economic profits, while making it unprofitable for newcomers to enter the industry”. 
There is however, no uniformity in what the barriers to entry actually are. Blees et al. (2003) 
identified 37 barriers. Entry barriers can in general be divided into strategic and structural 
barriers (Lutz et al., 2010). Porter (1980) argues that there is an interrelation between strategic 
and structural barriers. Entrants can benefit from analyzing the barriers to entry through gained 
understanding (Harrigan, 1981).  
Porter’s five forces are considered a significant part of strategic management and therefore, they 
are reviewed as to find areas of sustainable competitive advantages for the startups in later parts 
of the thesis. The five forces are explained as being threat of new entrants, bargaining power of 
suppliers, threat of substitute products or services, bargaining power of buyers, and rivalry 
among existing competitors. 
An overview of implications of the liability of newness, adolescence, and obsolescence is 
surveyed. A liability of newness implies that older reliable actors are the ones more likely to 
survive in a selection process (Freeman et al, 1983) Liability of adolescence means that firms 
survive based on original acquired funding and can draw from that for a longer period avoiding 
failure. Therefore, an inverted U-shaped relationship between failure and age is observed. 
(Bruderl & Schussler, 1990; Fichman & Levinthal, 1991) And finally the liability of 
obsolescence is argued to imply that firms risk becoming misaligned with the market over time 
and, therefore, a greater age would imply a higher risk of failure.  
To identify how startups can overcome their liabilities, barriers to entry and competitive forces 
literature regarding collaboration was reviewed. 
Strategic alliances help startups overcome typical liabilities of newness and smallness (Hannan 
& Freeman). The type of networks influences the liability that the startups is intending to 
overcome (Partanen et al., 2014; Zimmemmerman & Zeitz, 2002). The startups can overcome 
their liability of newness by selecting a partner with the good reputation (Partanen et al., 2014; 
Stinchcombe 2000) and by overcoming the liability of newness the liability of smallness is easier 
overcome (Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002. A firm’s inclusion in alliance network is correlated with 
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three factors; size; R&D orientation and innovativeness, and experience from previous 
collaborations (Vonortas and Zirulia, 2015). 
Technology based startups have a higher need of being integrated in a system (Partanen et al., 
2014). The strength of ties between firms is related to the attainment of information (Uzzi, 1996; 
Jonsson et al., 2009). Financial benefits are achieved through collaboration (Oliver, 1990; Baum 
et al., 2000), however, when incumbent and startups are competitors the effects of collaborating 
have proven to be negative (Baum et al., 2000). The optimal strength of ties varies depending on 
the evolution if the industry and if the aim is to achieve exploratory or exploitative capabilities 
(Nootebom & Gilsing, 2004). Collaboration is a viable alternative during technological 
discontinuities (Spedale, 2003). The overall profitability of the industry can be seen to benefit 
from an entrant-incumbent cooperation (Rothaermel, 2001).  
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Methodology	  
This chapter explains the methodology utilized in the thesis. The process of data gathering and 
analysis is described and discussed in terms of implications for reliability, validity, and 
generalizability of the thesis´s results. 
The opportunities and barriers for entrants in the energy market as well how alliances and 
collaborations affect startups within the sector of energy is a complex issue of the investigation. 
The nature of the problem investigated, and area of research requires a holistic view of the future 
trends and current situations. Therefore, the research approach chosen is qualitative through 
interviews and workshops with carefully selected experts within large energy actors in Sweden. 
Figure 4. demonstrates the method and process of the thesis work, showing a circular process 
symbolizing the reiteration needed to achieve the best result. 

 
Figure 4. The method and process of the thesis work 
In figure 4, the red circles symbolize the raw literature and empirical data, the blue symbolize 
analyzing parts of the thesis and the conclusion and result is demonstrated by the color of purple.  
 

A	  qualitative	  approach	  
Some advantages and disadvantages can be observed considering qualitative methods in general. 
The qualitative method can result in subjective opinions to the matter (Collis and Hussey, 2010) 
A disadvantage of interviews in general is that they can be considered to be providing the 
researcher with biased information, e.g., affected the interviewees self-interests. Documents, 
observations and interviews can be used for a qualitative approach and this thesis triangulates 
these three methods to collect qualitative data. Two authors have worked on interpreting the 
data, feedback and reflections have been awarded by two evaluators and a seminar group, as well 
as the project group from the company KIC InnoEnergy. 
 

Interviews,	  workshops	  and	  secondary	  sources	  
Interviews were chosen as a data collection method as it would allow the collection of the most 
updated, relevant and specific information in regards to the research questions. A semi-structure 
interview method was chosen to allow the interviewee a certain degree of freedom as well as to 
gather in-depth information.  
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Interviewing different actors with different perspectives and large expertise is important to avoid 
subjective views of questions posed. Workshops are also used to collect qualitative data in 
general fields of the energy sector. Six workshops were created in association with a market 
creation project at KIC Innoenergy. These workshops allowed the energy sector to be covered in 
a broad sense to find a suitable approach where experts are discussing relevant issues with each 
other under our observation. This results in a dynamic way of collecting data with relevant 
selected respondents.  
To minimize the risk of individual and organizational bias interviews were performed with 
diversified set of key actors. Governmental organizations, private companies, market leaders and 
startups were all interviewed to achieve data triangulation, in order to provide unbiased and valid 
analysis. The respondents were selected through an analysis of the big actors within the energy 
sector in Sweden as well as in consultation with KIC InnoEnergy, the thesis instructor. Three 
levels of necessary perspectives were identified as the large energy companies in Sweden, 
relevant startups within the energy sector, and expert opinions.  
The largest energy companies identified were: Vattenfall, Fortum, and EON. The startups 
identified and interviewed were: Greenely, Expektra, Corpower, Ngenic. The expert opinions 
were acquired through interviews and participation of experienced consultants and experts from 
KIC InnoEnergy, the Swedish Energy Agency, the Swedish Market Inspectorate, SWECO, 
Svenska Kraftnät (TSO) and ABB. The participants of the workshops were experts within the 
energy sector, the project group, experienced consultants, startup representatives, and other 
stakeholders. 
Secondary sources consist of data from previous energy reports as well as academic literature 
within our main subject areas; innovation, strategic alliances & collaboration, startup dynamics, 
competitive forces and barriers to entry. The energy reports were gathered from key actors in the 
Swedish energy sector such as; The Swedish Energy Agency, Svenska Kraftnät (TSO), and the 
Swedish Energy Market Inspectorate. The academic literature was collected through Google 
Scholar and KTH:s search engine PRIMO. 
 
Limitations	  
It should albeit be noted that interviewing a contact person from KIC Innoenergy and startups 
within the incubator puts some limitations for the thesis. Middle large actors in the industry have 
not been considered. This is a limitation but by including the three largest actors large shares of 
the market are covered. Within incumbents the focus was within distribution which was related 
to most of the startups chosen from the incubator. Therefore a limitation chosen was to not 
include other parts of the value chain to a certain extent. The startups chosen were also based on 
the project assigned by KIC InnoEnergy and limited by the access to startups to interview. 
 
Reliability,	  validity	  &	  generalizability 
Overall it must be taken into consideration that the generalizability of the study is limited as the 
data collection was performed with a few key actors in the same country; Sweden. However with 
consideration to the environment and conditions that the study was conducted in a generalization 
to similar contexts can be argued to be possible.  
The interviews have all been recorded and transcribed to increase the reliability. None of the 
interviewees have furthermore asked to be anonymous which also strengthens the reliability of 
the study. However the study´s replicability is quite low as it is dependent on time, context and 
the people´s current opinions.  
The validity of a qualitative study is always questionable due to the potential bias of the 
interviewees. However the triangulation of the study based input from experts, incumbents and 
startups helped reduce the uncertainty and enhance the validity of the results. Some interviews 
were conducted through telephone which might have affected validity. 
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Startups 
Following is a short overview of the startups that participated in the thesis. 
 
Expektra 
Balancing service that offers precise predictions of electricity consumption and intermittent 
production. 
Founded: 2010. 
Employees: 8 (including 2 thesis students). 
Product/service release: 2012 
 
Corpower Ocean   
Produces high efficiency Wave Energy Converters (WAC).  
Founded: 2009. 
Employees: 12 (+simulation team). 
Product/Service release: Largest pilot last year. Full scale version will be deployed 2017. 
 
Greenely: 
Energy visualization service. Helps households reduce their energy consumption through a 
mobile application with information from smart meters.  
Founded: 2014. 
Employees: 13 (several conducting their thesis at the company) 
Product/Service release: Pilot launched in 2015. 
 
Ngenic:  
Balancing service that controls heating in households to save energy.  
Founded: 2010 
Employees: 9.  
Product/service release: 2014. 
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Analysis	  
The analysis combines empirical findings and theories within literature to provide analytical 
insights to the research question posed.  
The analysis is divided into two parts, where the first part aims to provide reflections on the first 
research question identifying opportunities and analyzing factors within. The second part 
identifies barriers and draws parallels to different kinds of collaborations discussed by 
interviewees and how these help overcome or have been created as a result of the potential, 
barriers of the current energy market in Sweden with the aim of providing reflections for the first 
and second research question.  
 

Market	  opportunities	  
In this section the created opportunities for startups from the market trends, dynamics and their 
abilities are studied.  
The opportunities analyzed are divided into four parts, the opportunities derived from; a 
decentralized market, the current rivalry, the startups technology and their ability of speed and 
flexibility. 
Innovations within the energy fields are ongoing and could lead to a new techno-economic 
paradigm shift (Mathews, 2013). Sources from our interviews describe the current energy 
industry as very traditional, slow and not at all dynamic. However, all interviewees indicate that 
a structural change in the energy system is on its way. The new, small and "optimistic" startups 
as well as the major actors in the field all regard the decentralized generation of electricity as a 
development that will happen and consequently influence the industry and their own business. 
Dugan et al. (2010) describe this dynamic as a paradigm shift in the electricity distribution 
network.  Startups are furthermore in agreement that a decentralized generation and market will 
be beneficial for them.  
The market opportunities for entry of new firms are related to startup´s modern and forward 
thinking products and services that are created with the changing market trends and dynamics in 
mind. As these trends develop, and future dynamics is realized the need for their product/service 
is augmented. The underlying business opportunity is further development of IT supports 
Matthews (2013) argument that the ongoing development within renewable energy is a surge 
into a new K-wave categorized by ICT and IT integration in the grid.  
The startup Greenely is one example of a startup initiated in accordance with the technological 
development and roll-out of smart meters in Sweden. A development leading towards 
decentralized production and its consequent construction of smaller grids would benefit Greenely 
by allowing an easier collection of data (under the condition that there is a central hub for the 
measurements). The startup Expektra is another example. Expektra has a business concept based 
on forecasts and demand response, services that they see will become needed to a further extent 
in a decentralized market with a higher level of renewable energy. Both of these startups have 
thus been initiated due to development in modern technology and are aligned with the expected 
upcoming market trends. In addition to being "aligned" with the future trends, the startups regard 
themselves as advantageous in responding to market changes in comparison to incumbents due 
to their benefits sprung from being small and new. Also from the incumbent's perspective there 
is a higher need for new service and products in a decentralized market due to the challenges that 
will arise. 
Han et al. (2012) argues that expanding decentralized generation consisting of renewable energy 
sources will generate new challenges for the grid, partly due to the renewable energy´s 
intermittent nature. The incumbents recognize these challenges and identify a lot of uncertainties 
in the future market. 
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Fortum, E.ON and Vattenfall refer to the complexity that a decentralized market will pose on the 
system and believe that the changes in the markets structure will contribute to a lot of questions 
and consequent need for new advanced solutions. Anders Persson from Vattenfall also believes 
that that the market will become more complex consequently leading to more complicated 
solutions for the customers. Solving the customers' complexity is, therefore, a field that he 
identifies as a business opportunity for new entrants. Anders Persson furthermore identified the 
need for demand response solutions and IT integration in the grid in a decentralized market. IT 
development is seen as vital to monitor and control the system i.e. when there are blackouts and 
to allow for a closer relationship with the customers that will become prosumers. The DSO will 
have a need to control the production of the prosumers, and Anders Persson identifies the need 
for Vattenfall to have more external partners to create capabilities to manage the prosumers.  
E.ON identify the need for more partnerships and solutions to take advantage of the creativity 
that exists in consideration to the market changes. Johan Mörnstam (E.ON) notes that the 
competitive environment is tough in Sweden and that there are new actors looking at the market, 
the smart home market consists of new actors such as NEST with Google and Tesla with home 
storage of electricity. He also describes challenges with smaller and faster actors who are finding 
opportunities and new areas to grow. Anders Persson from Vattenfall is also seeing new 
possibilities within energy services where a market has not been established yet, and he believes 
that a market needs to be created. 
Han et al. (2012) argue that the development of metering and new legislations have induced 
changes in the DSO´s management of electricity demand and that possibilities are created to 
respond actively to the electricity peaks and prices changes at the consumer end. The startups 
Ngenic, Expektra, and Greenely, have all capitalized on areas within these mentioned 
opportunities. A decentralized market would according to incumbents amplify a number of the 
challenges they face, implying a greater need for technology-based services and therefore for 
collaborations with high technology that startups such as Greenely, Ngenic, and Expektra. 
Vonortas and Zirulia (2015) state that the optimal strength of ties in networks varies depending 
on the evolution of the industry. In mature industries strong links are preferred to exploit the 
knowledge (Vonortas, 2009). The energy industry in Sweden is in the interviews categorized as 
mature, which promotes strong network ties, however the expected industry dynamics and 
structural changes identified support the structure of weak ties which are advantageous during 
technological discontinuities in order to enhance explorative activities (Vonortas & Zirulia, 
2015). 
 
Need	  for	  differentiation	  of	  incumbents	  due	  to	  rivalry	  	  
This section provides an overview of the market rivalry, how it creates opportunities for startups 
and how startups through collaborations can gain competitive advantages over their main 
threats. 
The three perspectives provided through our data collection come from the three largest actors 
within the energy sector, four different startups and several experts within the area. The analysis 
is related to literature taking into consideration age, competitive forces and the notion of 
incremental and radical innovation in a market. 
There are large actors in the energy market in Sweden consisting of Vattenfall, Fortum, and 
EON. These actors are referred to as incumbents. 
Incumbents interviewed have a positive approach towards startups. They all agree that 
competition from startups is advantageous for the industry´s overall development. Johan 
Mörnstam (E.ON) emphasizes that competition drives efficiency and development, startups are a 
part of this competition, and it is very important that new ideas and companies are pushing for 
new development. This is also in line with literature within disruptive innovation and its effect 
on the market (Adner, 2002). 
Johan Mörnstam from EON notes that the incumbents are the obvious competitors in the market. 
However, he states that the new less obvious competitors are becoming important due to the 



30	  
	  

market changes. The Swedish Energy Market Inspectorate furthermore thinks that startups in a 
small scale decentralized market would have an easier time as the barriers to entry in the large 
traditional market are very high.  
All the interviewees regard the level of competition as very high in the traditional energy market. 
The high competition in the energy industry influences the probability of alliances being created 
in R&D (Branstetter, 2002; Yu, 2013). In a concentrated oligopolistic market, which the energy 
market has been described as, it is more likely that alliances are formed in R&D for companies 
in general. When it regards startups, the correlation is not as clear, and it might imply that larger 
companies have access to more R&D networks than the startups do in the Swedish energy sector.  
 
The startups have however not directly experienced the high competition as they do not compete 
in the traditional markets. Niclas Ehn (Expektra) examplifies this by describing the competition 
between electricity retailers as high but that they have found several areas in the value chain to 
compete in, where there a few direct competitors. Niclas	  Ehn	  notes	  that	  many	  power	  utilities	  
lives	  in	  a	  highly	  competitive	  market	  and	  put	  a	  lot	  of	  effort	  in	  trying	  to	  be	  unique.	  Startups	  like	  
Expektra	  help	  them	  to	  differentiate	  their	  business	  by	  providing	  an	  added	  value.	  Expektra sees 
that they are needed because their product within forecasts is differentiated, and provide several 
added values for customers. Greenely are in a similar situation, they describe the retail business 
as very competitive with low margins and they also believe that their services can provide an 
added value. Greenely conclude that they look upon the rivalry between the energy companies as 
advantageous because it makes the retailers want to differentiate themselves. 
The high competitiveness in the industry can, therefore, be thought of as positive for the startups 
as their products or services allow their customer´s, the energy companies, to differentiate 
themselves from their competitors. That the incumbent energy companies are not competitors is 
also positive for the formation of alliances as when incumbent and startups are competitors the 
effects of collaborating have proven to be negative (Baum et al., 2000).  
Out of Porters five forces, suppliers and threat of new entrants were seen as essential ones for the 
startups. These two forces are vital as they provide a base for choosing the competitive strategy. 
Suppliers were seen as very important by Corpower and Expektra. Patrik Möller (Corpower) 
found the suppliers as vital as they are a development and product company relying on close 
collaboration with large component suppliers. Expektra also finds suppliers important as they 
have an outsourced operation and data centers. Ngenic, however, only sources components from 
their suppliers, and as they have no technical dependency their impact on the startup´s business 
is low. 
The startups find the existing or potential competition from new entrants with substitute products 
as the focal competition. Niclas Ehn (Expektra) finds the threat of substitutes as the biggest 
threat. Patrik Möller (Corpower) finds the strongest competition in alternative energy sources 
such as offshore wind production, i.e. substitute products. Mohammed	  Abassi (Greenely) 
likewise identifies new entrants from the U.S as the largest competitors. Mohammed states that 
the market competition for their business is limited in Sweden in comparison to the U.S where 
the market is more mature. 
 As the threat of substitutes is the largest threat for the startups, it should, according to Porter 
(2008) be the base for formulating a competitive strategy.  That strategy could regard the 
collaboration with incumbents and other startups as a proactive way of gaining access to 
resources and achieving a competitive advantage. 
 

Adapting	  to	  change-‐speed	  and	  flexibility	  
The following section describes why and how the startups ability to act fast and flexible provides 
opportunities. The disadvantages of these abilities are also explained. Finally, the incumbent’s 
perspective and countermeasures are regarded. 
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The interviewed startups mention their speed and flexibility by which their organizational 
structure allows them to adapt to change in comparison to incumbents as key. This enhances 
their ability to respond to customer demand which according to Quinn (1985) is one of the 
factors in creating successful innovations. The startups have the conditions that make them 
capable of reacting quicker than incumbents as they face less internal resistance, can target niche 
markets and don't have commitments to established value networks (Christensen, 1997; Hill & 
Rothaermel, 2003; Foster, 1986). The startups interviewed agree that they experience these 
advantages in comparison the incumbents. 
Niclas Ehn (Expektra) point out that they are quicker, more flexible and more opportunistic 
when it comes to reacting to change. Patrik Möller from Corpower regards their ability to be fast 
as a clear competitive advantage in comparison to the larger actors. 
Greenely highlight their organizational structure as a competitive strength due to their ability to 
adjust to trends and customer needs quicker than incumbents. Patrik Möller (Corpower) similarly 
identifies advantages in their quick decision processes and their ability to adapt and make 
changes to their technology and development. EON also recognizes that as startups are a few 
people in their organization that are passionate for a certain question they have a strong drive and 
are thus able to be fast and flexible. Vattenfall regards the startups competitive advantage as 
beneficial to them in a collaboration as it enhances their ability for them also to be fast and 
flexible. Vattenfall recognizes that they are slower than small companies that can easily niche 
themselves and act faster. The firm believes that startups are much faster than larger companies 
due to their short decision making. 
That startups are capable of taking advantages of their smallness and newness is in accordance 
with the disruptive innovation theory which states that the incumbents foundation in the current 
technological paradigm provides a hindrance for them and gives entrants a higher chance of 
success during a disruptive innovation (Macher & Richman, 2004). The theory identifies the 
incumbents’ disadvantages in their unwillingness to make changes in their established value 
networks as well as their consequent slow reaction. The startups fast response is advantageous as 
the incumbents do commonly identify the upcoming threat but due to the market demands 
shifting faster than the incumbent strategy they are too slow. The Energy Market Inspectorate 
sees that the dynamic capabilities of startups can also have negative consequences in 
collaborations. He believes that while startups may be happy to enter in collaboration, there is a 
risk of eventual culture shocks between startups and larger actors as “startups might think 
processes go too slow, and large companies have their processes and think startups can take it 
easy.” 
E.ON are aware of the experienced disadvantages of largeness and have therefore with regards to 
the market trends divided their company into two; NewCo and E.ON. NewCo will handle the 
traditional business while E.ON will operate according to the new energy trends, be customer 
centric and focusing on local and renewable solutions. 
 

Conditions	  for	  adoption	  of	  new	  technology	  
In this section the startups gained opportunities related to their technology and the difficulties 
with being technologically advanced are studied.  
New technology is a central resource for startups and a catalyst for incumbent-collaboration. The 
Energy Market Inspectorate believes that large companies would benefit from startups to get new 
ways of thinking and access to innovations and new technology. Especially now, that the budget 
for research and development for the energy market has shrunk; it´s believed that the only way to 
get something really new is through collaboration with startups. Olle Hansson (Fortum) values 
startups’ technologies -if spectacular- because it gives a chance to receive information about new 
products and development. The incumbents’ opinions are aligned with previous findings that the 
development of technological capabilities and competences is often what incumbents find most 
appealing for cooperation to be initiated with a startup (Stuart et al., 1999; Rothaermel, 2002). 
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Karl Elfstadius from ABB notes that new technology often is developed through startups and 
that it is important for larger companies to keep track of the upcoming innovation. Karl sees 
collaborations as a way for companies to monitor startup's projects. The benefit of monitoring 
startups are described by Karl as "seeing this [new] technology in time and updating your own 
portfolio, so that you don't get caught off guard when the new technology takes over from the old 
one." Therefore, one does not adopt a startup into the organization but rather follows the startup 
through smaller investments. This provides a potential for established companies to develop 
something for the future and strengthen their role in the market and then at the right moment buy 
the technology and integrate it into your business if the technology is believed in. The support 
from incumbents is, in particular, important for innovative and technology-based startup is as 
they due to their specialized technology commonly need a network to be embedded in (Pertanen 
et al., 2014). 
There are however difficulties that startups face in commercializing their innovation due to the 
market structure. E.ON describes that it takes time to create an understanding and demand for a 
new technology as the market is conservative, large and difficult to navigate through. This can be 
related to incumbent’s unwillingness to take large risks experience uncertainties that radical 
innovations involve. Turut and Ofek (2012) argue that incumbents will stick to their safety zone 
developing incremental innovation when the entrant´s possibility to enter the market is low even 
though it identifies a high market potential for radical innovations. The authors argue that this is 
due to that radical innovations would make previous technology and incremental innovations 
useless. As the energy market is by the interviewees described as conservative and concentrated 
the incumbents, thus relatively unthreatened by new entrants, they might then see a value in a 
slow market development with incremental improvements. This would then be negative for 
startups with technologically advanced solutions as they have a high need for a system or 
network to be embedded in but the incumbents potential negative attitude towards radical 
innovations would consequently make them neglect the startup.  
 

Entry	  barriers	  and	  how	  to	  overcome	  them	  
The following section analyzes barriers of entry identified throughout the literature and empirical 
findings to relate to effectively create a setting for answering the first and second research 
question and analyzing ways of overcoming these barriers. 
The structural barriers (Bain, 1956) for entrants in the energy market are seen as high as startups, 
incumbents and experts regard the Swedish energy market as traditional and slow. The strategic 
barriers are the other hand do not represent as a great obstacle for the startups as they regard the 
incumbents as opportunities rather than threats as they can overcome several of the critical entry 
barriers (Porter, 1980) through cooperation with the incumbents. The interviewed startups 
identified that they would be capable of gaining access to distribution channels and economies of 
scale and overcoming the barrier of capital requirement. 
Björn Klasman from Energy Market Inspectorate speaks of national champions that have a 
dominative role. Barriers recognized by Björna Klasman are financial, regulatory and related to 
lead times. Startups are exposed to these factors in the same way that larger companies are, 
which makes financial resources a bottleneck for smaller companies according to Björn and this 
is argued for as an entry barrier by Porter 1980 as well. Energimyndigheten also mentions the 
lack of business experience and that new actors get affected by a long time to market, 
perseverance is then vital however Johan Mörnstam note the lack of experience can be an 
advantage as well because it leaves room for creativity and seizing different opportunities. 
This leads to an idea of what other entry barriers are and how these large champions affect the 
startups on a strategic level. Johan Mörnstams states "From one perspective you can think of 
startups as disruptive that can become great competitors in the future, but what we have chosen 
to focus on is collaboration and the positive effects of acknowledging the creativity can bring to 
our customers."  This quote shows that there is potential in overcoming strategic barriers from 
these larger firms through collaboration. However Baum et al. (2000) have argued that when 
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incumbent and entrant are competitors the effect of alliances has proven to be negative (Baum et 
al., 2000). That means it is positive that incumbents do not view the startups as competition as 
seen in the interviews. The topics of a traditional and slow market and dominative national 
champions, financial, lead times, lack of experience have been discussed above, the following 
sections analyze further structural entry barriers of regulations and policies, high risk, lack of 
system integration, and credibility.  
 

Regulations	  &	  Policies	  
The government and policy makers have a central role and large influence on all the actors 
dealing with energy and electricity. Porter 1980 argues for government and regulations being an 
important factor to consider which is not a part of his five forces, and empirical data show that in 
the Energy industry, this seems to be particularly true. Therefore this subject is of high interest to 
analyze further. 
 Kenneth Johansson from KIC InnoEnergy describes energy as a societal question as well as a 
security policy question with a lot of regulations involved. The workshops conducted also 
support this notion. Kenneth regards the governmental and European policy makers as very 
important but difficult to foresee for KIC. The Swedish Energy Markets Inspectorate Björn 
Klasman highlights the importance of regulation makers by stating that it will foremost be the 
climate and CO2 goals that will influence the market in Sweden. He explains that the way that 
the market trends and changes will influence actors depends on the direction of the politics. He 
also sees the need for the laws to change to allow the incorporation of a lot of renewables and for 
the technological development and law development to interact. Olle Hansson at Fortum believes 
that except for intense electricity consuming industry it is regulations that will drive the future 
changes in the energy market. Fortum associated the development of a decentralized market to 
subventions from the state and drew parallels to Germany´s energy reform. 
Startups are as well as incumbents influenced by governmental policies to a large extent. 
Greenely´s ability to collect data is limited or facilitated by the laws. The safety policies 
regarding the data can additionally be regarded as a constraint for the startup. Successful 
organizations can react and align to their external environment (Phillips, 2000), which means 
that startups need to be able to foresee, and react to the governmental impositions. Mohammed 
Abassi  (Greenely) recognizes these barriers as strength as well because startups from other 
markets such as United States have little knowledge of the regulations in Nordic countries, 
giving regional and national startups and advantage. 
A major advantage that larger companies have is that they have an increased ability to influence 
the decisions and politics, Björn Klasman. All large companies are in different contexts involved 
in trying to influence the direction of energy politics forward. Johan Mörnstam state that they 
believe in dialog and are very active in different forums and debates. This can be seen as 
competitive advantage and a structural entry barrier as argued by Bain 1956, that larger 
companies have a larger possibility of affecting EU. Every actor affects policy makers in their 
way, startups might be part of networks that represent them, but it is harder for startup says Björn 
Klasman. This is also supported by the workshops. 
Björn Berg from Ngenic agrees by noting that regulations and state affect because there is not 
enough investment done in green tech innovation if you compare to for example the United 
States. The technological development needs to be invested upon to export the innovations in the 
future. This relates to Christensen (1997) speaking of entrant's larger willingness of investing in 
unproven high-risk technology than incumbents, this leads to the question of other actors 
responsibility in investing in these as well, such as educational institutions and government as 
supported by Oughton et al. (2002). Niclas Ehn (Expektra) agrees on the regulations importance 
and effect when it comes to opportunities and directions that their products can take. "It takes 
time, but things are starting to happen I think that will be beneficial to us because our work is 
interrelated to certain climate goals to achieve a sustainable society" However regulations affect 
the business as well because laws could unintentionally create hinders for the technology to be 
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used. One can here relate to the triple helix model of innovation describing the interdependencies 
and potential of collaboration between government, business, and academia (Etzkowitz & 
Leydesdorff, 1997, 2000; Leydesdorff, 2000) Therefore there is a risk associated with 
policymaking and regulations. The state and regulations affect Corpower as well because support 
for wave energy is needed. Due to the high level of investment needed and the uncertainty of 
commercialization, the first parks are not expected to be entirely commercial.  
The importance of dynamics and relationships between government, business and education, has 
been discussed in various literature and emphasized as argued and supported by academic 
literature Oughton et al. (2002) this is reflected in interviews with the Energy Market 
Inspectorate and the Swedish Energy Agency who realize that the state has an important role for 
the energy markets and that the EUs effect on regulations is very large as well.  
Among the startups, Ngenic is a prominent example of a firm which has worked a lot to make 
sure governmental policies and technology are developing at the same pace in collaborative 
projects to show the effects of regulations on the Swedish energy market. CEO of Corpower 
Patrik Möller states that Sweden might be a market for Corpower in the near future but that the 
current conditions do not favor the country because of the available resource. "The technology is 
more suited for markets having a coast line with higher average wave energies compared to 
Sweden". 
 

Need	  for	  a	  system	  integration/	  Finding	  a	  context	  
Startups, experts, and incumbents all mention the need for a system integration as key for new 
actors within the field of energy. The workshops also amount to the same conclusion.  As 
mentioned in the introduction Howells states the complexity of the energy system as well. "The 
energy system is integrated, and at various levels there is competition between energy 
carriers."(Howells et al., 2012) and "They have specific regulations, extensive markets, and 
strong important utilities."(Howells et al., 2012) are statements that seem to be aligned with the 
reality of the energy market in Sweden. Therefore the following section considers the need for 
startups to be integrated into a system or finding a clear context. 
E.ON identifies a symbiosis between startups and themselves as the new technical solutions are 
not able to "stand on their own legs" but must be integrated into a system. Johan also sees the 
potential of E.ON of providing this system. This is argued for by Partanen et al. (2014) as well as 
they identify technology-based and innovative firms needing partners to embed their technology 
into a complicated system. Johan Mörnstam sees the advantage of cooperating and integrating 
other actors in their system instead of trying to figure everything in house with own capabilities. 
He believes that by improving their ability to cooperate and integrate solutions they will be able 
to increase the speed of their operations. EON work together with a few startups today, and they 
understand that they can contribute to a context by explaining that they can create a market for 
the startups and make use of their products. 
Kenneth Johansson from KIC InnoEnergy believes that startups cooperating in a system 
interaction will be able to deliver in higher volumes, larger transactions and over longer periods.  
Networks are regarded as key for technology-based and innovative firms because of their 
common need of complementary products and services to be embedded in (Kander, 2007; 
Lechner & Downling, 2003). This can be seen as the case as well in the Swedish energy market, 
Boris from the Swedish Energy Agency states that not finding a current context within the 
system is a problem that technological startups can face as the market might be somewhere else 
or because the technology is too advanced for the current market. Corpower with wave power 
technology is one example of a technology that has had a hard time being embedded in Sweden 
The problem according to the Swedish Energy Agency is that there is no industrial structure 
for the startups to work within. When this occurs there is a risk that the end customer is in a 
different market than in Sweden says Boris. This is related to Patrik Möller´s (Corpower) 
reflection of noting that the market for their technology might not be in Sweden because the 
technology is more suited for countries with more energetic wave resources. 
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According to Boris, a large problem for the startups is finding the right way out, the startups are 
in need of finding a network, finding customers that are ready to run and test their system, and 
actors that might be ready put in some consultancy work and some time to evaluate. What can be 
categorized as the organizational network perspective as discussed by Bruderl & Preisendörfer 
(1998). Boris from the Swedish Energy Agency means that by finding a context where startups 
fit in it shows that their work is important, and it creates legitimacy. This is in accordance with 
Speedale´s (2003) theory of network relationship affecting legitimacy in a positive way. 
The interviewed startups are already or would like to be part of a system of strategic alliances. 
When speaking to the startups of a system integration Niclas Ehn (Expektra) notes "We are 
always a part of a system, our strategy has been since the beginning to come in as a component 
in a larger context." Björn Berg (Ngenic) explain that they deliver a service and secure an 
efficient grid and they can also deliver a service to the end consumer as well, in that way they 
have created a context in the system and are acting as an aggregator in the system as well. 
Corpower also have an ambition to be part of a system where wave power has the potential of 
creating an interesting balance together with wind however Corpower are not looking to provide 
this system but rather working with larger established players to accomplish this in the future. 
And Mohammed Abassi (Greenely) see themselves as a natural part of the integrated energy 
system within energy visualization. "It is very interesting, we would be the interface to the users 
a link in between. We have a natural role in the system as such a link. That could elevate our 
service “. 
 

Credibility	  
Throughout the literature and interviews, credibility is considered fragile for startups, therefore 
pilots and demonstrations are a large part of increasing credibility within the energy sector, as 
well as collaborations. This section reflects upon the different viewpoints and discusses how to 
achieve greater credibility. 
A barrier for startups commercializing their products in the energy market is that the industry 
actors often want the technology and product to be tested and reassured to receive credibility as 
discussed by Karl Elfstadius from ABB. This is a way to overcome the liability of newness as 
argued by Partanen et al. 2014. Karl argues that the need for reassurance can prove difficult for 
startups as the amount of time they can go between a pilot project and commercialization is 
limited. 
Mohammed Abassi from Greenely expresses the need for credibility as: "Our service has not yet 
been verified, we have been developing it, but we want to show it in a live setting, and this is 
necessary because as a new actor you need to communicate the reliability of your product or 
service". 
Expektra explains that one benefit of collaborating with incumbents is the achievement of 
legitimacy. "A respected name in the market can, for example, give legitimacy for different 
consultancy projects," says Niclas Ehn. This is according to Jonsson et al. (2009). 
Björn Berg (Ngenic) states their brand has been strengthened due to collaborations. 
Collaborations have made them more known within the energy sectors. Their collaboration with 
energy companies has been very strategic. By collaborating with companies with a good 
reputation that show belief in their product, it results in legitimacy, as argued by Partanen et al. 
(2014). Corpower expresses their desire of having more pilots and more customers when they are 
done with their current pilot. As a startup, they see the need to collaborate with larger more 
established actors to increase the credibility and decrease the risk. Patrik Möller furthermore 
regards the collaborations and credibility as crucial for their acquisitions investments. This is in 
line with earlier research stating that as a startup cooperates with a recognized firm it symbolizes 
an acceptance of the startups products or services (Stuart et al., 1999). From the incumbents 
perspective Olle Hansson believes that Fortum can contribute to giving startups a seal of quality, 
which can help them in the future. 
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Karl also says that from the small company’s perspective collaboration with a larger company 
provides a brand advantage at an early stage, which makes the legitimacy greater and the 
potential higher. This can help the company get new investors. Collaboration can mean having a 
partner or sponsor for a later stage when development is needed. It does not have to be an exit, 
but it can be a long-term partnership. Boris Gyllhamn at Swedish Energy Agency also agrees 
stating "Collaborations are also important as they create legitimacy for what the startups are 
working with, it shows that their work is important".  
Incumbents are however not the only source of credibility; incubators can also help the startups 
gain credibility. Olle Hansson (Fortum) believes that collaborating with incubators like KIC 
InnoEnergy is interesting because a startup coming from KIC InnoEnergy has been tested and 
reviewed for their commercial potential. The startup Corpower supports the notion and believes 
that the incubator has been very important for Corpower in the creation of a seal of quality. 
Incubators are in a unique position of acting within the triple helix model of innovation creating 
a relationship between government, education and business (Oughton et al., 2002). 
 

Risks	  in	  collaboration	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  incumbents	  
Incumbents see high risks as a major concern in collaborations with startups. Therefore a 
reflection is made on the reasons for this phenomenon and how it can help startups or pose 
barriers.  
Olle Hansson (Fortum) mentions that people in startups are probably people who have an intense 
belief in their product, a large involvement and that are willing to take a large economic risk. 
Quinn, 1985 highlights this as a reason of success for founders of innovations. However, 
according to Björn Klasman energy companies cannot want to invest in 10 startups to have one 
succeed as they can't afford that, he states "Large companies want to take less risk and want 
startups to mature a bit before investing." This is in accordance with Christiansen as well as 
Rothaermel (2003) who discuss the incumbent’s strategy and misalignment with the 
development of startups. Olle Hansson (Fortum) states that they indeed do see some challenges 
with startups "we need to know who we are dealing with and if they will still exist in 5 years." 
He agrees that this might be a problem that limits collaborations. According to Freeman and 
Carrol (1999) reliability and accountability are interrelated to older age of a firm, and this is 
reflected in this view of collaborating with young startups. 
Vattenfall also sees the downsides of sharing the risk with startups. Vattenfall explains that 
startups contribute to vulnerability because if they are a small company and go bankrupt then the 
corporation is without a product. Therefore, they see the need for reliability and financial 
stability when it comes to sensitive products. 
Incumbents can be more interested in collaborating with a setup of several startups. A system 
integration of startups is very interesting because it means a smaller risk if startups are working 
together. Kenneth from KIC InnoEnergy shows a great understanding for the incumbents' 
hesitation to take on risk and say that the incubator works hard to deal with the risks to help the 
startups with commercialization. Incubators can then play an important role in reducing or 
sharing the risks with incumbents. 
 
Collaborations	  and	  Type	  of	  networks	  
Throughout the previous chapters and the factors discussed in market opportunities and barriers, 
a silver thread of collaboration can be detected. The following section discusses collaborations 
and types of networks in greater detail to further answer the second research question. 
Boris Gyllhamn at the Swedish Energy Agency considers incumbents and startups, to be in a 
relationship of symbiosis rather than in competition. This relates to the argument of Rothaermal 
(2001) whereby the industry as a whole can benefit from cooperation between entrants and 
incumbents. This means that the actors within the energy market are in the system together and 
are dependent on each other as well. 
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Expektra also acknowledges that KIC InnoEnergy's access to large networks, opportunities and 
input has been advantageous. At the same time you do not want too many collaborations, you 
want this kind of collaboration if it leads to something. "I think it is valuable to have a mix, large 
companies, and small companies, it depends on what you are doing." This is in accordance with 
de Leeuw et al. (2014) suggestion that a portfolio of alliances is optimal in different cases and 
should be configured depending on whether a firm is pursuing radical or incremental 
innovations. 
When Expektra is considering desired collaborations, they realize the value of a demanding and 
specific customer that can act as a developing partner through an efficient relationship.  When it 
comes to collaborations for Greenely, they are considering collaborations that work with smart 
appliances, collecting solutions and have access to a large market. There is a desire to reach out 
to the end customer directly. "It would be interesting to have a partner with an established 
market position," says Mohammed Abassi. This is something that E.ON for example note where 
they realize that they can contribute with an established market position for new entrants. This 
can also be considered a way to overcome a liability of smallness through ties to customer 
partnerships, suppliers, subcontractors, distribution partners, agents, universities, research 
institutes and complementary product providers (Partanen et al., 2014). Oliver( 1990) and Baum 
et al. (2000) also support that a firm's legitimacy is usually increased during collaborations. 
When it comes to Ngenic, Björn Berg states that they are looking for broad and new customers, 
mainly within Europe, like Corpower and Expektra they have found partners through to KIC 
InnoEnergy. They are mostly looking at energy companies and complimentary companies.  The 
qualities sought for by Ngenic are progressive and agile energy companies and the energy 
companies that need to find new ways of earning income because of the low prices in Sweden. 
Mohammed Abassi (Greenely) sees potential in cooperating with startups that offer 
complementary solutions. For example other actors within KIC, their visualization service can be 
connected to different services and the together with their service a general and holistic view of 
the energy consumption could be provided. The studies on networks of innovative firms for 
example supports this (Macher & Richman, 2004). and states that the firms must be able to 
expand their network from technology oriented relationships focused on research institutes, 
universities to a further extent increase relationships with other tier, in particular, customers, and 
large firms as these have market knowledge (Powell et al., 1996; Partanen et al., 2014 ). 
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Conclusion	  and	  suggestions	  for	  future	  research	  
The following section concludes the findings of this thesis, discusses the sustainability aspect, 
and the contribution of the thesis, as makes recommendations for further research. 
This thesis studies the role of incumbents, startups, and governmental agencies in the 
development of the energy sector in Sweden and their effect on each other. Opportunities and 
barriers for entrants in the sustainable energy sector are identified and how networks affect 
startups in this sense. 
 
Q1) What opportunities and barriers are there for startups in the sustainable energy sector? 
How are startups influenced and how can they take advantage of these opportunities? 
Opportunities are identified through an analysis of the current industry. The current industry is 
changing due to evolvement in technologies and a paradigm shift of decentralized production is 
expected of being integrated into the market in the future. It also provides the notion of 
consumers becoming prosumers (both producers and consumers of energy). The current energy 
industry is affected by the development of information technology and the integration of 
digitalization of society. New information technology needs to be used in the system to achieve 
larger intelligence in the traditional system. This implies new opportunities for new technology-
based entrants within the energy sector.  
In relation to this, there is a need for incumbents within the energy sector to collaborate with 
startups. This is because startups might be ahead with their technology and more aligned with the 
coming changes in the industry than older actors. Another aspect is that startups can help 
incumbents differentiate themselves in a situation where competition is high. Startups are 
considered to be a more important source for development than before because of high 
competition in the market, prices, CO2 regulations, and the decrease of budget for R&D. This is 
why there is a likelihood of alliances to be formed.  
Opportunity areas for startups identified were: the trends within the industry, concerning 
decentralized generation, startups ability to act fast, their founder’s dedication to the business, 
their technology contribution, and incumbents differentiating themselves through startups in a 
highly competitive market. 
 A focus and further analysis was made on four opportunity areas: the opportunities that lied 
within the decentralized market, the need of incumbent differentiation in the current market, the 
need of incumbents to adopt new technology, and the strength that lies within startup’s ability of 
speed and flexibility. 
Entry barriers identified were a traditional and slow market, dominative national champions, 
financial, regulatory, lead times, lack of experience, high risk, lack of system integration and 
credibility. The latter four were analyzed further in this thesis as literature and empirical data 
supported and required a further reflection upon these barriers and how to overcome them. 
Regulations and policies is an important barrier to reflect upon. European policy makers are 
difficult to foresee, regulations drive future changes for energy companies, and an ability to 
collect data is either limited or facilitated by the law. 
High risk in collaboration was the second focus area where it is noted that mainly it is the fear of 
failure of startups and their contribution to vulnerability that worries incumbents within this 
sector. 
The need for system integration and finding a context was the third barrier considered. The 
complexity of the energy system is a barrier. It is found that it is hard for new technical solutions 
to be integrated. Therefore the market relevant for the startup’s product/services might not be 
easy to find or create. 
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Lack of credibility is the fourth barrier that was focused upon. The lack of credibility comes 
from considering startups as fragile. Startups really need to communicate the reliability of their 
product and need a seal of quality. 
 
Q2) How can (technology based) startups effectively overcome their liabilities and barriers to 
entry through collaborations and networks?  
Network alliances and collaboration prove to be an essential part for startups to overcome their 
liabilities and barriers to entry, this is in line with literature concerning the subject and 
encourages startups, incubators, research institutions, incumbents and governmental policies to 
align and simultaneously work to develop the energy sector further into the future. Through 
collaborations with incumbents the startups are overcoming both their liabilities and barriers.  
Considering the barrier of regulations and policies, large companies have an advantage to 
influence decisions and politics. In this area networks can represent startups. Governments and 
institutions play an important role and need to make investments in green technology 
innovations. Startups should work in line with climate goals and collaboration between 
government, business, and academia is necessary.  
To overcome the barrier of high risks of collaboration incumbents and experts recognize 
incubators for managing certain risks and that set ups of startups can lower the risk. 
To overcome the need to find a system integration startups can benefit greatly from incumbents 
who are a natural provider of this system.  
To overcome lack of credibility, a respected name in the market can, for example, give 
legitimacy for different consultancy projects. Strategic collaboration with energy companies can 
strengthen the brand of the startup. And incubators are in a unique position to act within triple 
helix model of government, business, and academia, providing a seal of quality. Finally 
credibility is gradually increased through pilots, demonstrations, and collaboration. 
The startup’s ability to act fast and their technological contribution is identified by incumbents, 
experts and startups as the key capability that allows them to overcome their liabilities and 
contribute to strategic networks. 
 

Sustainability	  &	  contribution	  	  
The importance of these findings for sustainability is significant. Because innovation has the 
potential of improving the energy system in Sweden today, this can be done through startups.  
The startups and their surroundings need to understand the liabilities and barriers they need to 
overcome. A conclusion that can be made is that innovation is needed for the sustainability of the 
system, and startups contribute with favorable qualities. Innovation is not always sustainable but 
sustainability requires innovation. Innovation is needed for finding new solutions to existing 
unsustainable realities and issues. These issues can especially be found within the energy sector.  
The contribution to current literature through this thesis is the perspective of incumbents, 
governmental authorities, and startups concerning potential, barriers, and collaboration in a 
context in Sweden. Within the energy sector, this three-dimensional perspective has been lacking 
and for the energy sector in Sweden, these results are of significant value and insight for many 
stakeholders.  
 

Further	  research	  
Further research can be made concerning middle size companies within the energy sector to get a 
broader view of the area as this thesis focused on the dominant actors in the Swedish market. 
Other parts of the energy value chain could be further analyzed as this thesis focused on the areas 
relevant to the startups interviewed. Detailed implications of the system on sustainability are also 
an area interesting for further research. A further research of different gender perspectives on 
sustainability, the energy system, and startups could also be interesting for the future. 
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Appendix	  
	  
Interviewees:	  	  
	  
Within	  startups:	  	  	  
Abassi,	  Mohammed:	  Project	  Manager,	  Greenely	  	  
Berg,	  Björn:	  Chairman	  of	  the	  board,	  Ngenic	  	  
Ehn,	  Niclas:	  CEO,	  Expektra	  	  
Möller,	  Patrik:	  CEO,	  Corpower	  Ocean	  
	  
Within	  larger	  energy	  companies:	  	  
Hansson,	  Olle:	  Manager,	  Fortum	  Distribution	  	  
Mörnstam,	  Johan:	  CEO,	  EON	  Distribution	  	  
Persson,	  Anders:	  Business	  Developer,	  Vattenfall	  	  
	  
Experts	  within	  the	  energy	  sector:	  	  
Gyllhamn,	  Boris:	  Expert,	  Swedish	  Energy	  Agency	  	  
Klasman,	  Björn:	  Expert,	  Swedish	  Energy	  Market	  Inspectorate	  	  
Johansson,	  Kenneth:	  CEO,	  KIC	  InnoEnergy	  	  
Elfstadius,	  Karl:Former	  global	  manager,	  business	  development	  Smart	  grid	  ABB	  	  
Lindén,	  Magnus:	  Consultant,	  Energy	  Markets	  SWECO	  	  
	  	  
Project	  team:	  
Karl	  Elfstadius	  
Senior	  Advisor	  in	  Strategy	  and	  Business	  development	  
Arshad	  Saleem	  
Technical	  expert,	  KIC	  InnoEnergy.	  
Fredrik	  Billing	  
Project	  leader	  &	  business	  coach,	  KIC	  InnoEnergy.	  
Erling	  Gustafsson	  
Senior	  Advisor	  in	  Strategy	  and	  Business	  development	  
	  
The	  Project	  team	  had	  the	  following	  expert	  opinions	  in	  the	  business	  model	  canvas	  workshops	  
(BMC):	  

 BMC	  1:	  Magnus	  Lindén,	  SWECO	  
 BMC	  2:	  Ferroamp	  +	  Expektra	  
 BMC	  3:	  Greenely	  
 BMC	  4:	  Project	  team	  
 BMC	  5:	  Sture	  Larsson	  SvK	  (TSO)	  
 BMC	  6:	  Tomas	  Wall,	  Desiderate	  AB	  

	  
	  
Interview	  questions	  
Expert	  questions:	  
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Intro	  
Vad	  har	  du	  för	  roll/befattning?	  
	  
Marknadsförändringar	  
*Vilka	  är	  de	  främsta	  förändringarna	  inom	  en	  närframtid	  på	  energimarknaden	  som	  kommer	  att	  
påverka	  Sverige?	  Inom	  en	  långsiktig	  framtid?	  	  
*Hur	  tror	  ni	  att	  trender	  och	  förändringar	  inom	  energimarknaden	  kommer	  att	  gynna/hindra	  
olika	  aktörer?	  
Hur	  skulle	  en	  mer	  descentralicerad	  marknad	  påverkar	  Sverige?	  	  
Vad	  kan	  du	  identifiera	  för	  utmaningar	  inom	  energimarknaden?	  
Hur	  är	  ni	  delaktiga	  i	  utvecklingen	  av	  de	  pågående/kommande	  marknadsförändringarna?	  
Leverantör	  påverkar	  pris	  
Vilka	  främsta	  förändringar	  kommer	  ni	  att	  genomgå	  med	  tanke	  på	  marknadstrenderna?	  
Vart	  finns	  det	  störst	  potential/behov	  för	  förändring?	  
	  
Konkurrenskrafter	  (baserat	  på	  Porters	  five	  forces)	  
*Hur	  ser	  du	  på	  konkurrensen,	  konkurrensen	  generellt	  inom	  energimarknaden?	  
*Hur	  ser	  ni	  på	  konkurrensen	  från	  nya	  aktörer	  och	  startups?	  
*Vilka	  är	  de	  främsta	  barriärerna	  för	  nya	  aktörer	  på	  energimarknaden?	  
Hur	  tror	  du	  er	  verksamhet	  påverkar	  nya	  aktörer?	  Främjande,	  hämmande?	  
*Vad	  är	  företags	  främsta	  konkurrensfördelar/nackdelar	  gentemot	  startups?	  
Hur	  påverkar	  reglering	  och	  staten?	  
	  
Samarbeten	  
Vilka	  samarbeten	  (strategiska	  partnerskap)	  har	  ni	  för	  tillfället?	  Hur	  har	  det	  påverkat	  er	  
verksamhet?	  
Hur	  ser	  ni	  på	  att	  samarbeta	  med	  startups?	  
	  
*Hur	  skulle	  etablerade	  företag	  gynnas	  av	  strategiska	  samarbeten	  med	  startups?	  Vilka	  
nackdelar	  finns	  det?	  
*Hur	  ser	  ni	  på	  samarbetet	  mellan	  start	  ups	  och	  etablerade	  företag	  för	  att	  driva	  utveckling	  och	  
innovation?	  
Vilka	  fördelar	  anser	  ni	  att	  startups	  har	  jämfört	  med	  andra	  företag?	  Vilka	  nackdelar	  har	  de?	  
*Vad	  är	  främsta	  anledningen	  för	  ett	  sådant	  samarbete?	  (Ny	  teknik/innovation,	  kunskap,	  högre	  
risk,	  ökat	  utbud	  m.m)	  
	  
Hur	  ser	  ni	  på	  ett	  samarbete	  mellan	  olika	  aktörer	  inom	  ett	  systemsammanhang?	  Om	  ja,	  hur	  
skulle	  ett	  sådant	  samarbete	  kunna	  se	  ut?	  
	  
Disruptiva	  innovationer	  på	  energimarknaden?	  Påverkan	  på	  startups?	  De	  som	  driver	  den?	  
	  
Internt	  (Extra)	  
Hur	  främjar	  ni	  innovativa	  affärsmodeller/produkt/tjänster?	  
	  
Incumbent	  questions	  
Intro	  
Vad	  har	  du	  för	  roll	  på	  företaget?	  
Kan	  du	  berätta	  lite	  om	  dig	  själv?	  
	  
Marknadsförändringar	  
Vilka	  är	  de	  främsta	  förändringarna	  inom	  en	  närframtid	  på	  energimarknaden	  som	  kommer	  att	  
påverka	  er?	  



46	  
	  

Hur	  ser	  det	  ut	  inom	  en	  långsiktig	  framtid?	  
Hur	  skulle	  en	  mer	  descentralicerad	  marknad	  påverka	  ert	  företag?	  
Hur	  tror	  ni	  att	  trender	  och	  förändringar	  inom	  energimarknaden	  kommer	  att	  gynna	  er?	  
Vad	  kan	  du	  identifiera	  för	  utmaningar	  inom	  energimarknaden?	  
Hur	  är	  ni	  delaktiga	  i	  utvecklingen	  av	  de	  pågående/kommande	  marknadsförändringarna?	  
Vilka	  främsta	  förändringar	  kommer	  ni	  att	  genomgå	  med	  tanke	  på	  marknadstrenderna?	  
	  
Konkurrenskrafter	  (baserat	  på	  Porters	  five	  forces)	  
Hur	  ser	  du	  på	  er	  konkurrens,	  konkurrensen	  generellt	  på	  energimarknaden?	  
Vad	  har	  ni	  för	  konkurrenter?	  
Hur	  ser	  ni	  på	  konkurrensen	  från	  nya	  aktörer	  och	  startups?	  
Vilka	  är	  de	  främsta	  barriärerna	  för	  nya	  aktörer	  på	  energimarknaden?	  
Hur	  tror	  du	  er	  verksamhet	  påverkar	  nya	  aktörer?	  
På	  vilket	  sätt	  främjar	  er	  verksamhet	  nya	  aktörer?	  
På	  vilket	  sätt	  hämmar	  er	  verksamhet	  nya	  aktörer?	  
Vad	  är	  era	  främsta	  konkurrensfördelar	  gentemot	  startups?	  
	  
Vad	  har	  leverantörer	  för	  roll	  i	  er	  verksamhet?	  
Hur	  påverkar	  reglering	  och	  staten	  ert	  företag?	  
Hur	  blir	  ni	  mottagna	  av	  era	  kunder?	  Vad	  har	  köpare	  för	  roll	  i	  er	  verksamhet?	  
	  
Samarbeten	  
Vilka	  samarbeten	  (strategiska	  partnerskap)	  har	  ni	  för	  tillfället?	  
Hur	  har	  det	  påverkat	  er	  verksamhet?	  
Vilka	  samarbeten	  letar	  ni	  efter?	  
Vilken	  typ	  av	  samarbetspartner	  skulle	  ni	  vilja	  ha?	  Startup,	  energiföretag,	  kompletterande	  
företag,	  leverantör?	  
Hur	  skulle	  ni	  gynnas	  av	  strategiska	  samarbeten	  med	  startups?	  Vilka	  nackdelar	  finns	  det?	  
Vilka	  fördelar	  anser	  ni	  att	  startups	  har	  jämfört	  med	  er?	  
Vad	  letar	  ni	  efter	  när	  ni	  vill	  samarbeta	  med	  startups?	  
Vad	  är	  främsta	  anledningen	  för	  ett	  sådant	  samarbete?	  (Ny	  teknik/innovation,	  kunskap,	  högre	  
risk,	  ökat	  utbud	  m.m)	  
Hur	  ser	  ni	  på	  att	  ingå	  i	  ett	  samarbete	  inom	  ett	  systemsammanhang?	  Om	  ja,	  hur	  skulle	  ett	  sådant	  
samarbete	  kunna	  se	  ut?	  
	  
Internt	  (Extra)	  
Hur	  är	  er	  affärsmodell/produkt/tjänst	  innovativ?	  
	  
Startups	  questions	  
Intro	  
Vad	  har	  du	  för	  roll	  på	  företaget?	  
Hur	  länge	  har	  din	  startup	  varit	  verksam?	  
Hur	  många	  arbetar	  på	  företaget?	  
När	  lanseras/lanserades	  er	  produkt/tjänst	  på	  marknaden?	  
	  
Marknadsförändringar	  
Vilka	  stora	  förändringar	  tror	  du	  kommer	  ske	  i	  energimarknaden	  inom	  en	  närframtid	  som	  
kommer	  att	  påverka	  er?	  Inom	  en	  långsiktig	  framtid?	  
Hur	  skulle	  en	  mer	  descentralicerad	  marknad	  påverka	  ert	  företag?	  
Hur	  tror	  ni	  att	  trender	  och	  förändringar	  inom	  energimarknaden	  kommer	  att	  gynna/hindra	  er?	  	  
Hur	  utvecklar	  ni	  som	  startup	  en	  potential/förmåga	  att	  anpassa	  er	  bättre	  (snabbare)	  till	  
marknadsförändringar	  än	  etablerade	  storföretag?	  
Vad	  kan	  du	  identifiera	  för	  utmaningar	  inom	  energimarknaden?	  
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Konkurrenskrafter	  (baserat	  på	  Porters	  five	  forces)	  
Hur	  ser	  du	  på	  er	  konkurrens,	  konkurrensen	  generellt	  på	  energimarknaden?	  
Vad	  har	  ni	  för	  konkurrenter?	  
Anser	  ni	  att	  ni	  har	  konkurrensfördelar/nackdelar	  gentemot	  etablerade	  företag?	  I	  sådana	  fall	  
vilka?	  	  
Hur	  blir	  ni	  mottagna	  av	  stora	  etablerade	  företag	  inom	  Energi?	  
Hur	  blir	  ni	  mottagna	  av	  kunden?	  
Vad	  har	  leverantörer	  för	  roll	  i	  din	  verksamhet?	  
Hur	  påverkar	  reglering	  och	  staten	  ert	  företag?	  
Vad	  har	  köpare	  för	  roll	  i	  din	  verksamhet?	  
	  
Samarbeten	  
Vilka	  samarbeten	  (strategiska	  partnerskap)	  har	  ni	  för	  tillfället?	  
Hur	  har	  det	  påverkat	  er	  verksamhet?	  
Vilka	  samarbeten	  letar	  ni	  efter?	  
Vilken	  typ	  av	  samarbetspartner	  vill	  ni	  ha?	  Startup,	  energiföretag,	  kompletterande	  företag,	  
leverantör?	  
Hur	  ser	  ni	  på	  att	  ingå	  i	  ett	  samarbete	  inom	  ett	  systemsammanhang?	  Om	  ja,	  hur	  skulle	  ett	  sådant	  
samarbete	  kunna	  se	  ut?	  
	  
Internt	  (Extra)	  
Anser	  ni	  att	  ni	  har	  en	  innovativ	  affärsmodell/produkt/tjänst?	  
Var	  finns	  affärsnyttan	  (inkomst	  källor),	  hur	  kommer	  den	  att	  utvecklas?	  
	  
Inkubatorn	  (Extra)	  
Vad	  har	  inkubatorn	  för	  roll	  i	  din	  verksamhet?	  
Hur	  påverkar	  det	  dig	  att	  vara	  i	  en	  sådan	  miljö?	  
	  
	  
	  


