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Abstract 

The Luxury Sailing Yacht industry has been severely affected by the global economic crisis 

since several Luxury Sailing Yacht companies have experienced significant downturn. There 

is an increasing number of companies, which are moving the world into a more innovation-

based economy since it offers more opportunities. Therefore, there is a growing interest for 

innovation since it can be used for keeping a strong position in the fast growing Luxury 

Sailing Yacht market. 

This Master’s thesis explores how Luxury Sailing Yacht producers within the Luxury Sailing 

Yacht industry can create, reach, and sustain the position of innovation leadership in order to 

gain further growth and success. Furthermore, it shows to the Luxury Sailing Yacht industry 

how value innovations can be used to open up new growth opportunities in new-found 

markets. 

In specific, this thesis explores the creation of new market within the LSY industry through 

the usage of value innovation. Therefore, an understanding of the Luxury Sailing Yacht 

market’s perception of innovation is necessary, which shows differences and similarities 

between Luxury Sailing Yacht producers and users. 

The theoretical basis for the research is constituted by developing new markets through value 

innovation and the blue ocean strategy. Thereafter, the research empirical findings are 

collected in numerous steps. First the perception of innovation on both the users and 

producers is collected through a survey so as to compare their opinions and create value 

curves. Based on the user survey the most innovative Luxury Sailing Yacht producers are 

selected for our multiple-case study in order to get their various views on how innovation can 

be used in the Luxury Sailing Yacht industry. 

 

Key Words: blue ocean strategy, customers-as-innovators, first mover, growth through 

innovation, innovation network, lead-users, networking, new product development, perception 

of innovation, value curves, value innovation, value network 
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1. Introduction  

This chapter introduces the reader to the research topic and clarifies the research 

background. First a description of the luxury sailing yacht industry, the market, blue oceans 

and value innovation is provided to lead the reader to the purpose of the study. The 

concluding part is a definition of the problem, delimitations and research model. 

1.1 Research Background 

“Twenty years from now you will be more disappointed by the things that you didn’t 

do than by the ones you did do. So throw off the bowlines. Sail away from the safe 

harbour. Catch the trade winds in your sails. Explore. Dream. Discover .” 

(Mark Twain, 1835 – 1910). 

Research from Lucintel (2009) indicates that the current global recession has had a negative 

impact on the European Luxury Sailing Yacht (LSY) industry as well as the boat industry as a 

whole. Tore Becker from Dufour believes that nonetheless a positive trend is recognisable and 

that those, who really want to have a boat, also have the money for it. The Lucintel’s (2009) 

market intelligence report therefore denotes that there is a rising demand for luxury cruisers 

and new innovations in the LSY market and thus new growth opportunities are arising. It 

states that the LSY industry is now going through a shift and extends their product mix with 

more boats, which are larger and more expensive. Chung-Sheng and Chong (2006) clarify that 

there is an increasing number of companies, which are moving the world into a more 

innovation-based economy since it offers more opportunities. Loewe and Dominiquini (2006) 

explain that the interest for innovation will grow further since innovation is often perceived as 

the main source for new found opportunities. This is in line with Koudal and Coleman (2005), 

who clarify that companies see innovation as their main source to reach, sustain and create 

growth opportunities. Therefore, the authors urgently advise companies in the LSY industry 

to implement and manage innovations to be able to compete with the other players in the 

market. But who decides whether an innovation is really an innovation? Guagnano, Hawkes, 

Acredolo and White (1986) hold that innovation is in the mind of the receiver, what means 

that innovation can be perceived differently depending on who is approached.  

Haour (1999) explains that innovations can be hard to grasp since they do not come naturally 

and demand, for instance, passion, knowledge and a good connection between the Research & 



INTRODUCTION 

2 

Development (R&D) and the management department. Anthony, Johnson and Sinfield (2008) 

hold that innovation is difficult for businesses, especially today since the financial crisis 

tighten budgets and stakeholders, who do not tolerate big risks. Kim and Mauborgne (1999b) 

hold that managers, who are operating on a market, which is growing slowly and has a 

number of strong competitors, want to get out of the situation and find a better place to 

operate. The authors indicate that this can be done through strategic thinking and thus find the 

way to breakthrough value innovations (VIs) and new market space. They further explain that 

this means that nothing should be accepted as it is and that boundaries are meant to be crossed 

to find new opportunities. Kim and Mauborgne (1999b) state that LSY companies are not 

only competing with companies within their business since other companies with substitute 

products are also a threat. However, the authors have identified that the space in-between the 

substitute industries and the LSY industry offers new opportunities for VI. Kim and 

Mauborgne (1999b) state that users are positive towards VIs since its aim is to meet their 

needs and provide them with new and better solutions to problems. 

1.1.1 Analysis of the Market 

According to Kim and Mauborgne (2005), a never ending progress of developing new 

technologies and demands can be recognised since customers’ demand fast changes. There is 

a shared opinion among the LSY producers as they stated at different boat shows that this 

progress is also taking place within their industry. Kim and Mauborgne (2004) have identified 

the trend towards globalization and increasing competition and yet again the LSY 

manufacturers are united in their opinion that the globalization and the vast product range do 

pressure their much conservative industry to perform better. Kim and Mauborgne (2004) state 

that brands are becoming more and more similar and the LSY producers Niels Jeppesen, 

director of design and marketing as well as owner of X-Yachts, Erik Stromberg, worldwide 

product director of Jeanneau, and Magnus Ridderstad, sales and marketing director of Najad 

indicates that the way to survive in the LSY industry is for companies to find a balance 

between traditional and classical sense of sailing and new development of innovations. In 

order to gain sustainable business, Kim and Mauborgne (2004) stress the importance of 

knowing how to manage innovations successfully. 

The experienced boat journalist, Curt Geling (2009 Segling no 10) has observed the LSY 

industry’s development for the past 25 years. He indicates that the boats have improved in 

many aspects such as speed, design and layout and he adds that he thinks that the sailors today 

get 10 percent more sailing, 20 percent more volume, 40 percent better comfort, 50 percent 
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better finish, 60 percent nicer lines and 75 percent better total experience compared to boats 

during the 80s. He further explains that during 1984, when there were not many boats on the 

market, Sweden could only choose from 30 different models. However, this has changed 

dramatically due to the globalization. Even though there are more boats on the market, Emma 

Hammenstig (2010 Segling no 2) indicates that there are still needs, which are not met. She 

gives the constructor Jesper Weissglas as a good example, who could not find any boat, which 

met his needs. Therefore, he decided to design his own boat, Journeyman 60, a long distance 

boat, which is a combination of a luxury family boat and an extreme racing boat. 

1.1.2 Innovation in the LSY Industry 

According to Kim and Mauborgne (1999a, 2004, 2005a, 2005b), innovation can be used for 

keeping a strong position in the LSY’s fast growing market and further it can be used to enter 

new business areas in order to achieve more success. As discussed by Kim and Mauborgne 

(1999a, 2004, 2005a 2005b), innovation means on the one hand to strengthen a company’s 

core business and on the other hand that it is an exploration of new areas and opportunities in 

order to be able to distinguish the company from strong competitors in a fast changing 

environment. Furthermore, they indicate that innovation means new values for key 

stakeholders. 

Maloney (1991) holds that the LSY industry experienced a great innovation with the 

fibreglass construction 50 years ago. However, he indicates that there was, 30 years later, a 

lack of innovation regarding new technologies and design for the LSY industry. Furthermore, 

Maloney (1991) discusses Olaf Harken, a Pewaukee engineer, who decided in the early 90s to 

build his personal dream boat, the 65ft Ammoco Procyon, since he could not find a LSY, 

which fulfilled his needs. He explains that the boat was built with innovative features such as 

a carbon fibre mast, a canted hydraulically operated keel, advanced materials and design, and 

state-of-the-art electronics. This boat was, according to Maloney (1991), outstanding in regard 

to its innovative aspects. However, the LSY producers point out that these innovations are 20 

years later already conventional and it seems as the LSY industry is yet again suffering from a 

slow technological development. 

Mats Göthlin (2010 Segling no 2) uses the carbon fibre mast as an exceptional example of a 

great innovation and states that every user wants to have it. He calcifies that it is the weight of 

the carbon fibre mast, which is revolutionary since it weighs 50 percent less than the 

traditional aluminium masts. He explains that this innovation could offer a more stable and 
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thus faster boat and because of these improved aspects, it is perceived as an exceedingly 

valuable innovation. However, he explains that its price is its clear drawback since it is 

generated from a handmade procedure and thus twice and even triple as expensive as the 

aluminium masts and therefore, the carbon fibre mast does not come as standard on boats. 

1.1.3 Growth through Innovation 

Kim and Mauborgne (1999a) point out that innovation can be used for both developing 

existing and completely new markets and is thus perceived as a good opportunity for the LSY 

industry. Reichwald and Piller (2006) and Harryson (2006) explain therefore that the strategy 

of open innovation (OI) can be used meaning that the users play a supporting role for the 

development of new innovations. Furthermore, Reichwald and Piller (2006) state that the 

identification of innovative users and their involvement in the innovation process is called the 

lead-user-method. By using the customer-as-innovator, the LSY producers has the possibility 

to expand the idea generation in order to coordinate the customers’ needs and reduce 

development costs as it is explained by Reichwald and Piller (2006). According to Harryson 

(2006), the result can be a revolutionary innovation that provides new super value. If latter is 

given through an innovation to both the producer and the user, Kim and Mauborgne (1999a) 

explain this as a VI, which plays an important role for the strategy regarding the development 

of new markets. 

Mats Göthlin (2010 Segling no. 2) clarifies that a new market emerged within the LSY 

industry when carbon fibre was introduced as a material for sailing masts. He further explains 

that carbon fibre is today more common, but still too expensive to be used as standard 

material. 

Haour (1999) states that it is common that companies grow through already existing 

technologies and products rather than growing through new found innovations. The reason, 

say Haour (1999) as well as Anthony, Johnson and Sinfield (2008), is mainly because of 

companies are more efficient through repeated production and less so when creating new 

things. However, Anthony et al. (2008) hold that innovation can also be made repeatable with 

the use of right structures and systems. Haour (1999) further indicates that firms are cautious 

with innovations since they are afraid that it will affect their success if it would fail somehow. 

Anthony et al. (2008) can only confirm that today’s being competition intense, companies 

notice that they have little margin of errors.  
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Aspect 40 was first introduced to the market at the Stockholm International Boat Fair in 

March 2010. The LSY is completely made out of carbon fibre from close cooperation with 

Marström Composite AB, the world leading company in development of carbon fibre 

products. Malin Tannergård clarifies that her father, Rolf Tannergård, is the inventor of 

Aspect 40 and besides the carbon fibre, she explains that he provided the LSY with other 

aspects of innovation such as carpets made out of artificial fibre, removable cockpit table for 

safety use and much more. She states that her father could not find a boat that met his needs 

and therefore, he decided to build it himself. She explains that he wanted a fast and easy to 

sail LSY, nevertheless, still family friendly with innovative features. His creation can very 

much be the beginning of a new market creation. 

1.1.4 Networking 

Harryson (2006) holds that networks can be very useful when wanting to create radical 

innovation faster since global know-who has become more important than internal know-how.  

Lusch, Vargo and Tanniru (2010) indicate that this awareness is becoming bigger since 

producers are starting to realise that radical innovation can mainly be created with external 

expertise. Therefore, Lusch et al. (2010) and Lazarotti et al. (2008) also recommend network 

innovation in order to have access to different knowledge, information and capabilities, what 

makes, according to Ling (2010), networks very homogeneous. Harryson (2006) states that 

competitors can be beaten with dynamic networks since timely innovations are created 

through ongoing collaboration between the involved parties to gain external creativity. As a 

result, Harryson (2006) states that networking can support the process in generating new 

markets and create new value. 

Furthermore, Christensen (1997) explains that networks can be seen as value networks, which 

are defined as a nested commercial system, where many parties are involved in the 

contribution of assembling a product or service. He deepens by saying that each value 

network is designed to make a product as valuable as possible. Christensen (1997) highlights 

that companies learn a lot from their value networks and develop new experiences and 

capabilities as well as improved organizational structure. 
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1.2 Research Purpose 

According to Mallet (2009), the LSY industry has been severely affected by the global 

economic crisis since several companies have experienced significant downturns as well as 

bankruptcy, what in turn has eroded many LYS producers’ ability to perform innovation. He 

mentions as well that there are indications that a tipping point may be approaching with an 

increasing demand for LSYs, however, there seems to be limited hope that the industry will 

ever get back to its glory days. While this is a threat to many LYS producers, it is also an 

opportunity for those, who dare to invest in innovation to create and exploit new markets 

within the LSY industry as it discussed by Kim and Mauborgne (1999a) in order to manage 

bad times as well as gain success and further growth. 

For having the right focus on VI, it is important that the producers involve the users’ opinion 

about innovation. In order to achieve this, two major approaches exist: the ‘customers-as-

innovators’ method after von Hippel (1988, 1995) and the ‘value innovation curves’ method 

after Kim and Mauborgne (1999a, 2005b). Both approaches require the ability to sense, assess 

and quantify the perceived value of innovation in general and distinct features of innovation 

in particular. Kim and Mauborgne (2004) point out that while the former is about 

understanding and delivering what lead-users want, the latter is about anticipating or creating 

new needs in the market by developing something unique, what creates a position of 

innovation leadership. After an extensive survey on more than 550 companies, Loewe and 

Dominiquini (2006) have witnessed that there are still firms that do not know how they should 

handle innovations. A LSY is a very complex product with a wide range of designs, 

technologies, materials, and functions and thus it can be suitable to use innovation networking 

to reach what Harryson (2006) calls it, know-who and know-how, which work like sources 

for resources and capabilities needed for companies’ survival. 

As a result the purpose of this research study is to analyse how innovation is perceived within 

the LSY industry and how LSY producers can create new markets through using value 

innovation in order to gain further growth and success. 
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1.3 Research Questions 

Given the research background and the research purpose of this thesis the main question can 

be identified: 

 

 

 

 

The main question can be divided in the following research questions: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.4 Delimitations 

In this thesis, there is be a specific focus on leading LSY producers in Europe and thus it is 

not intending to cover the global boat industry as a whole. 

The research’s innovative focus lies on both technological and organizational innovations. 

These two types of innovation are related and important to all organizations in order to be 

able to master competition and new opportunities. The word innovation refers, in this 

research, to both of the above mentioned innovative types. We therefore intend to have a 

general picture about innovations in new found markets. 

Main Research Question: 

How can LSY producers create, reach, and sustain the position of innovation 

leadership in order to gain further growth? 

Sub-question 1: 

How can innovation support exploration of new markets within the LSY industry? 

 

Sub-question 2: 

How is innovation within the LSY industry perceived, respectively, by users and 

producers of LSYs? 

Sub-question 3: 

How do leaders in the LSY industry assess and create the value of innovation? 
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1.5 Research Model 

 

 

Sub-Question 3: 

How do leaders in the LSY industry assess and create the value of innovation? 

Main Research Question: 

How can LSY producers create, reach, and sustain the position of innovation 
leadership in order to gain further growth? 

 

Sub-Question 2: 

How is innovation within the 
LSY industry perceived, 
respectively, by users and 

producers of LSYs? 

Sub-Question 1: 

How can innovation support 
exploration of new markets 
within the LSY industry? 

 

Value Curves: 

• User Questionnaire 
• Producer Questionnaire 

Theoretical Framework: 

• Perception of Innovation 
• Growth through Innovation 
• Open Innovation 
• Innovation Networks 
• Blue Ocean Strategy 

Interviews 

Conclusion 

Case Companies 

Recommendation 
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2. Methodology 

The methodology chapter gives an introduction of the methods and approaches, which are 

used in this thesis, and illustrates a guideline and direction throughout the thesis to ensure 

consistency and credibility. There is a collection of theories, concepts and ideas, whereby the 

different approaches are illustrated in a comparative study. Through a discussion of their 

benefits and weaknesses, the most suitable ones for this thesis are chosen and the reason for 

this decision explained. The methodology chapter starts with the scientific research approach 

and the research method. In a further step the research strategy and the case study design are 

illustrated, before the case companies are presented. Further, the sampling and the data 

collection are described and finally, there is a discussion regarding validity and reliability in 

order to ensure trustworthiness. 

2.1 Scientific Research Approach 

We began our research by formulating the scientific standpoint since Andersen (1998) argues 

its importance. Patel and Davidson (2003) explain that the research approach is the way the 

researcher chooses to examine the surrounding world and before the choice of research can be 

made correctly, it is important to understand all the different approaches. Therefore, before 

going deeper into our choice of methodology, we define the most common approaches and 

what it is that classifies these approaches as well as similarities and differences between them. 

Brannick and Coghlan (2007) define the positivism and the interpretivist as the two main 

approaches. The authors describe them as the two opposites, whereby the positivism believes 

that an external reality exists and that an independent realist researcher, who is free from 

values, can approach it. The interpretivist approach is expressed by Brannick and Coghlan 

(2007) as a belief that the researcher is involved and not separated from the research process 

and that the external reality is not based on objective or single knowledge. Fisher (2007) 

describes the positivistic methodology as a way to gather tangible information about human 

behaviour. Therefore, no interpretation is made on human underlying thoughts and behaviours 

and thus no intangible aspects are taken into consideration. Fisher (2007) defines the 

interpretive approach as a way to interpret the underlying influences, which make people 

behave in certain ways and provides a deeper understanding of the reality. 
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Fisher (2007) discusses the realist approach and argues that both the positivism and realism 

believe that science and rational thoughts are the way to understand and control the world. He 

also explains that realists do not believe that the knowledge you gain from studying an object 

are a complete reflection of the object since they believe in the one sided nature of research. 

Burrell and Morgan (1979) and also well as Fisher (2007) hold that the two are treated equally 

and go under positivism. 

With this in mind we interpreted our research study from a neutral position since, regarding 

the interpretivism, each of our case companies could be interpreted, but a general 

interpretation would not be possible. When looking at the positivism, it would mean to 

quantify the reality, what is not possible for this research. 

2.1.1 Qualitative vs. Quantitative Research Approach 

According to Bryman and Bell (2005), Andersen (1998) and Holliday (2002) qualitative and 

quantitative are the two most common used research methods. Alvesson and Sköldberg 

(2002) as well as Patel and Davidson (2003) explain that these two types of methods divide 

the research into two categories depending on how the data characteristics are influencing the 

study.  

The most suitable scientific approach for this multiple-case study is a combination of the 

qualitative and quantitative research method. According to Patel and Davidson (2003), it is 

common that people do not believe that these two approaches can merge, however, they 

clarify that most of the research, which is carried out today, has a combination of the 

qualitative and quantitative approach. The two authors state that the problem formulation of 

the problem influences the decision on the most suitable approach. Since one of our research 

questions is based on finding out, how value innovation is perceived respectively, by users 

and producers, we identified that we were in need of statistical facts. Therefore, this 

quantitative approach was the best way to compare the two parties’ opinions. Furthermore, we 

were in need of deeper knowledge since the research was formed to find out, how LSY 

producers asses and create the value of innovation and therefore, a qualitative research 

approach proved its importance. 

Alvesson and Sköldberg (2002) as well as Patel and Davidson (2003) clarify that qualitative 

research is not based on standardized material like quantitative research since qualitative 

research is more focused on open and ambiguous material. 



METHODOLOGY 

11 

Qualitative research is interested in understanding how people interpret their 

experiences, how they construct their worlds, and what meaning they attribute to their 

experiences (Merriam, 2009, p5). 

Olsson and Sörensen (2007) indicate that qualitative research provides data, what is 

describable and thus allow the researcher to characterise something. Patel and Davidson 

(2003) further explain that the qualitative method allows the researcher to get a different and 

deeper knowledge about the research area than the quantitative method would offer. Berg 

(2007) states that the quantitative approach is used to get statistical numbers and tables and 

that in certain contexts can be more credible than the qualitative research method. However, 

he says that the qualitative research method is more time demanding as well as in need of 

more structure and effort and makes clear that the qualitative method is of greater quality and 

level of innovation. Holliday (2002) adds that qualitative research opens up the opportunity to 

find unexpected areas. He clarifies that quantitative research has its origin in positivism, 

which was identified in the previous chapter being one of our philosophical basis for this 

research. Holliday (2002) gives questionnaires as an example of quantitative research and this 

is also our chosen quantitative research approach. He highlights that people’s broader social 

perceptions and backgrounds are not taken into consideration in the same way as this is the 

case in qualitative research, being another drawback for quantitative research. In conclusion, 

Holliday (2002) adds that quantitative research is very valid since the source of validity is 

identified. The results from the quantitative analysis for this thesis did not only identify 

differences in perception of innovation it also identified the LSY industry’s most innovative 

shipyards. These shipyards were approached in a qualitative research approach since 

interviews were carried out with each company. 

2.1.2 Inductive, Deductive and Abductive Approaches 

Researchers can produce knowledge from three different approaches, which are, according to 

Yin (2009) as well as Patel and Davidson (2003), inductive-, deductive- and abductive 

approaches. Patel and Davidson (2003) explain that these different approaches connect theory 

and reality in different ways. 

Bryman and Bell (2005), Hultén, Hultman and Eriksson (2007), Denscombe (2009) as well as 

Olsson and Sörensen (2007) clarify that the inductive approach is very common in qualitative 

studies meaning that the researcher explores the reality to be able to generate theory. Bjereld, 

Demker and Hinnfors (2002) and Grønmo (2006) claim that the deductive approach starts 
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with theory and explain further that a good deductive approach is empirically testable. Yin 

(2009) and Fisher (2003) hold that this approach draws its conclusions from existing 

principles and theories. Yin (2009), Merriam (2009) and Grønmo (2006) clarify that a 

researcher is using a deductive approach if he draws on theory as guidance when collecting 

the empirical data. Alvesson and Sköldberg (2008) discuss that the main weakness of the 

deductive approach is the negligence of the underlying situation and to rather focus on the 

mechanical and external conditions.  

This research has applied an abductive research approach, which is, according to Dubois and 

Gadde (2002), a combination of the inductive and deductive approach. They argue that this 

approach is suitable for researchers, who intend to discover new things. Since this was our 

intention, we allowed our empirical results to influence theory development and vice versa. 

Dubois and Gadde (2002) explain that the continuous movement, which characterises the 

abductive approach, is very useful in case studies since it contributes with in-depths 

understanding of both the empirical findings and the theoretical framework. Our aim was 

always to allow ourselves to be influenced by the reality in order to modify our research in 

correct manners. Therefore, we let both the LSY industry and the theory influence our 

empirical research questions, which later served as a ground to our final theoretical 

framework. We believe in the abductive concept since it helped us finding answers and 

guidance in many different places and not just one. 

2.1.3 Explanatory, Descriptive, and Exploratory Approaches 

There are, according to Gummesson (2000), Yin (2009), Scholtz and Tietje (2002) as well as 

Patel and Davidson (2003), three ways to approach a case study and these are exploratory, 

descriptive and explanatory. We have chosen the exploratory approach for this research since 

no pre-research had been made on the research chosen topic and the intention was to explore 

the LSY industry and discover new findings, which could be the ground for future success as 

well as research in the LSY industry. Gummesson (2000) explains that the exploratory case 

study can be used in pilot studies, where specific questions are formulated and hypotheses 

tested on a certain phenomenon, which can be the ground for further research. Malhotra and 

Birks (2007) as well as Patel and Davidson (2003) indicate that an exploratory approach is 

suitable when no pre-knowledge exists about the chosen research area and thus this approach 

helps the researcher to gain as much knowledge as possible. They further clarify that 

creativity and inspiration are important aspects since researchers make a comprehensive 

analysis of the specific problem, seeing that these types of research are often the foundation 
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for future research. Malhotra and Borks (2007) also explain that the exploratory approach is 

characterized by adaptability and flexibility since no pre-knowledge exists and new ideas and 

insights can divert the research into unforeseen areas. Since we had no pre-knowledge about 

the LSY industry, we started our research by studying and reading about the LSY industry 

and soon formulated questions and hypotheses, which were generated through a pilot study in 

the shape of a questionnaire. This questionnaire served as guidance for our next approach, 

which was to explore the most innovative LSY producers from on-site and telephone 

interviews. Based on this, we could explore how innovation is and can be used in the LSY 

industry in order for them to gain further growth. 

2.2 Scientific Research Strategy 

Yin (2009) explains that there are five main methods, which can be used when conducting 

research: surveys, case studies, experiments, archival analyses and histories. This study is 

based on a survey and case studies. The users were asked in the user survey which LSY 

producer they perceived to be the most innovative in the market. The results identified six 

LSY companies and thus served as a ground when selecting the research case companies. 

Both the LSY producers as well as the users were asked in a quantitative survey how they 

perceive innovation in the LSY industry. Yin (2009) clarifies that case studies allow the 

researcher to explore empirical subjects, which is done from a set of pre-specified activities 

and procedures as well as asking ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions. This is in line with Dubois and 

Gadde (2002), who say that case studies can support new development of theories from 

exploring the empirical phenomenon. Yin (2009) further states that case studies are a 

favoured method to use when wanting to understand a complex, contemporary and 

uncontrollable phenomenon by using multiple sources of evidence. This is also discussed by 

Gummesson (2000) and Fisher (2007), who explain that case studies provide the researcher 

with the opportunity to see a holistic picture over the process, what is perceived as important. 

Merriam (2009) agrees and says that  

A case study is an intensive, holistic description and analysis of a single entity, 

phenomenon, or social unit (Merriam, 2009, p46). 

According to Fisher (2007), survey methods can be used to present an accurate as well as a 

generalised representation of the selected field of study. Fisher (2007) urge researchers, who 

plan to use surveys in their study, to prepare themselves beforehand and he recommends 
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standardized measurements with mainly closed questions to keep a structured approach. He 

also discusses the importance of making sure that the survey is not influenced by certain 

aspects, which can manipulate the answers so that the results cannot be used. Fisher (2007) 

explains that the aim is for the researcher to be able to define characteristics and properties 

about the studied phenomenon, which help them to accurately measure and categorise it.  

2.3 Case Study Design 

Case studies can, according to Yin (2009), be divided into four basic types of designs as can 

be seen in table 2-1. Thus Yin (2009) urges researchers to first distinguish if their research is a 

single-case study or designed to be a multiple-case study. Secondly, Yin (2009) insists that it 

has to be decided whether the study is holistic or embedded. Yin (2009) explains that single-

case studies only focus on one case whereas a multiple case study focuses at different cases. 

He continues and clarifies that if a multiple-case study is chosen, then the cases within the 

study must replicate each other in either predicting or contrasting findings. Since Yin (2009) 

indicates that multiple-studies are preferred when wanting strong results, we decided to use 

this method. Thus our analytical conclusions are derived from several cases and not just one, 

which has given us interesting and robust results. Yin (2009) describes the holistic analysis as 

a study that is taking a case company as a whole into consideration. The case study design for 

this study is based, as mentioned above, on a multiple-case study through a survey of users 

and producers with a holistic analysis of six selected LSY producers. 

 
SINGLE-CASE 

DESIGN 
MULTIPLE-CASE 

DESIGN 

HOLISTIC Type 1 Type 3 

EMBEDDED Type 2 Type 4 

Table 2-1: Case Study Design (according to Yin, 2009) 

2.4 Selection of the Sample 

Merriam (2009) states that a sample is selected through visiting sites, observing events and 

activities, and reading documents in order to collect relevant empirical data. Therefore, the 

researcher has to decide what, where, when and whom to observe to discover an adequate 
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sample for the research study. Further she explains that there are two basic types of sampling, 

which are probability and non-probability. The former type is used for quantitative research in 

order to generalize result of the study from the sample to the population from which it was 

drawn (Merriam, 2009, 77) whereas the non-probability sampling is used for qualitative 

research. Within these two forms of sampling there are, according to Merriam (2009), 

different types: typical, unique, maximum variation, convenience, and snowball sampling, 

which can be used to learn, discover, understand and get insights most effectively. Merriam 

(2009) explains that sampling takes place before the data is collected. 

Another form is theoretical sampling, which is according to Merriam (2009), directly 

connected to the data collection. 

The purpose of theoretical sampling is to collect data from places, people, events that 

will maximize opportunities to develop concepts in terms of their properties and 

dimensions, uncover variations, and identify relationships between concept (Corbin 

and Straus, 2002, p143). 

Therefore, Merriam (2009) argues that a primarily sample is created according to the 

relevance of the main research problem of a study and based on this the researcher are led to 

the next questions to be asked as well as documents, sites, people, and events to be studied. 

As Corbin and Strauss (2002) explain, theoretical sampling is based on concepts, which are 

derived from data and as a result it is an open and flexible method, which is used until all 

concepts are well defined and explained. 

This research is based on a quantitative as well as a qualitative study. For latter one the non-

probability sampling was used. Since with a probability sampling a whole universe should be 

represented and our quantitative study only represents a certain quantity of user, we also used 

a non-probability sampling therefore. Thereby, the maximum available sampling is used, 

whereby a universe is defined, which represents the LSY users, and as a result we could see 

the maximum opinion. Furthermore, the theoretical, the convenience, and the unique sampling 

as well as the snowballing were used. Our choice of the sampling for this thesis is further 

illustrated in figure 2-1. 
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Figure 2-1: Methods of Sampling (according to Merriam, 2009) 

The motivation for choosing the theoretical sampling is based on the fact that the LSY 

industry is affected through the current economic crisis. Thereby, an obvious relevance to our 

main research question how LSY producers can gain further growth through innovation can 

be recognized. In order for us to be able to answer our main research question, the 

quantitative study provided us with the perception of innovation of both the LSY producers 

and the users. Furthermore, interviews with our case companies showed us how the LSY 

producers, which were perceived to be the most innovative in the LSY industry by the users, 

assess and create value of innovation. 

When using the convenience sampling, we have chosen the European LSY industry based on 

factors as tie, money, location and availability. The geographical closeness facilitated getting 

an overview of the LSY industry as well as an access to all important producers within this 

industry and as a result a network could be built up. Through visiting different European boat 

shows, on the one hand we could get in contact with all important LSY producers in the 

European market in order to be able to have interviews later on. On the other hand we could 

ask visitors with highest interest in the sailing industry about their perception in order to get a 

representative opinion for the users. 

Given the disadvantages of the convenience sampling as a lack of credibility and that the 

results might not be representative, additionally the snowballing has been chosen. This means 

that we gave our contact details to producers and users within the LSY industry to gain 

important data. Additionally, we asked these direct contacts to refer to other producers and 

Sampling

Non-
Probability

Purposeful and
Probability

Theoretical 
Sampling

Convenience 
Sampling

Snowballing Maximum
Available 
Sampling
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users, who might have knowledge about our main research question in order to provide us 

with further important information. Through this method we were able to reach contacts, 

which otherwise would have been difficult to access, and we were able to build up a vast 

network throughout the whole European LSY industry. 

2.5 Case Companies 

In case that a sample has to be selected for a case study, Merriam (2009) explains that there 

are two levels, first the choice of the case itself and then the sample collection. Further she 

states that certain criteria have to be set up to be able to find the best case to study, whereby 

the case, which meets the criteria the most, is chosen. According to Merriam (2009), a 

multiple-case study applies to the same approach as a single case study, just that several cases 

are selected on the basic of the chosen criteria. Within every case, sites, people, events, and 

documents have to be chosen to study and samples are selected in the same way as explained 

above. 

The selection criteria for the chosen case companies have been the users’ perception of the 

most innovative LSY producers, which was identified through a user questionnaire. 
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Company Ranges 

Bénéteau (Group) 
France 

• Oceanis 31-58ft. 

• First 21-50ft. 
• Bénéteau 57ft 

• OneDesign: 
Figaro 33ft. 
Bénéteau 25ft. 

Dehler (Included in the 
Hanse Group) 
Germany 

• 29-60ft 

• Varianta 18 

Hanse (Group) 
Germany 

Hanse 32-63 ft 

Jeanneau (Included in the 
Bénéteau Group) 
France 

• Sun Odysee DC 39-50ft. 
• Sun Fast 32ft. 

• SunOdysee 30-49ft. 
• Sun 20-25ft. 
• Sun Odysee Performance 30-49ft. 

• Jeanneau Yachts 53-57ft. 

Najad 
Sweden 

Najad 35-57 ft 

X-Yachts 
Denmark 

• XCruising 38-50ft 
• XPerformance 34-65 ft 

• XRacing 35-41ft 

Table 2-2: Case Companies 

The above mentioned case companies were confronted so as to hear their perception of 

innovation in the LSY industry. Each company represent their own business and therefore, 

they do not speak for other companies within their marine groups. However, at one specific 

case in this research, Hanse Group is used when describing an example, involving Varianta 

18.  

2.6 Data collection 

Yin (2009) advises researchers to use as many sources as possible to be able to conduct a 

good research and to strengthen the case study. He further explains that no sources are 

dominant over the others and clarifies that there are in total six different sources to choose 
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from when collecting data for case studies: documentations, archival records, interviews, 

direct observations, participant observation and physical artefacts.  

The collected empirical data is, according to Svenning (2003), the basis of every study. 

Svenning (2003) and Webb (2002) explain that data can be collected from both primary and 

secondary sources. 

2.6.1 Primary Data 

Webb (2002), Christensen, Engdahl, Grääs and Haglund (2001), Jacobsen (2002) and 

Andersen (1998) clarify that primary data is collected by the researcher himself and has not 

been used before. Christensen et al. (2001) and Jacobsen (2002) explain that primary data can, 

for instance, be collected through interviews and observations. The primary data collected for 

this research has been collected through interviews with various innovative LSY producers 

and through user and producer surveys.  

2.6.2 Secondary Data 

Webb (2002), Jacobsen (2002), Patel and Davidson (2003) as well as Andersen (1998) 

explain that secondary data is produced by someone else than the researcher and is based on 

sources, which already exist. They clarify that secondary data is collected for a specific 

purpose. We have collected secondary data from relevant books, LSY magazines, articles, 

websites, LSY catalogues and journals as well as other dissertations. The library of the 

Linnaeus University has been the main place, where we have collected our literature and 

made inter-library loans. The LSY magazines and catalogues has been given and sent to us 

from different companies in the LSY industry. The electronically articles and journals for this 

research have been found through different database such as ELIN@Lnu.se, EMERALD, 

ABI/INFORM Global, Business Source Premier (via EBSCO Host), EconLit, WISO and 

Google Scholar. Our main intention has been to use only trustworthy and valid Internet 

sources. Gummesson (2000) points out that excess information is not always good since it is 

hard to filter out what is relevant and what is not relevant information. He clarifies that if the 

filtering is not done properly, it affects the quality of the research and adds that the same goes 

for situations when access is hard to get. Our empirical data collection is therefore a 

combination of different qualitative and quantitative data so as to reach information, which 

are of significant use to us. We have managed to receive a lot of excess information, which 

has been difficult to filter. However, we worked hard to include only relevant and interesting 

information in the research. Additionally, we always sought to collect data, primary as well as 
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secondary, which could provide us with a clear understanding about the perception of 

innovation in the LSY industry and how innovation can be used to reach further growth 

opportunities. This way we could design relevant and supported conclusions and 

recommendations. 

2.6.3 Interviews 

One important qualitative data is the one received from interviews.  

In all forms of qualitative research, some and occasionally all the data are collected 

through interviews (Merriam, 2009, p87). 

There are three kinds of interviews, explained by Merriam (2009), Kvale and Brinkmann 

(2009), Andersen (1998) as well as by Fisher (2007), which are structured or standardized 

interviews, unstructured or open interviews and semi-structured interviews. Merriam (2009) 

and Fisher (2007) as well as Andersen (1998) explain that researchers have to predetermine 

questions for structured interviews to be able to follow a structured manner. Structured 

interviews and questionnaires are, according to Andersen (1998), the two most common 

quantitative techniques to gather verbal answers. He clarifies that all the answers are asked in 

the same manner to all of the respondents. He further states that interviews can either be face-

to-face or carried out through the telephone. Merriam (2009) and Fisher (2007) clarify that 

this approach is the opposite to open interviews, which are carried out with open-ended 

questions so as to allow a great extent of flexibility. The authors describe semi-structured 

interviews as a mixture of the above mentioned interview types.  

The semi-structured interview type was used in this research since we saw more advantages 

than strictly using one of the other two approaches. Thereby, given questions were prepared to 

provide us with a guideline during the interview but allowed the LSY producers with the 

possibility to answer freely so as to find unexpected information. Additionally, we were able 

to react to the answers and ask additional questions earlier not thought of. 

The main advantages with interviews are, according to Andersen (1998), the high willingness 

of participation, intimate and vast questions are often answered, high validity, the reassurance 

that the right person is answering the question and the opportunity to judge in which manner 

the question is answered. 
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Kvale and Brinkmann (2009) recommend researchers to both record and transcribe interviews 

not to miss out any important information. They clarify that recording is a clearer picture of 

the reality since certain aspects are hard to put in writing. 

2.6.4 Research Questionnaires 

Yin (2009) perceives surveys, which are carried out with questionnaires as a specific kind of 

interview, whereby a certain number of structured questions are asked in order to achieve 

quantitative data. Our questionnaire was designed with closed as well as open questions so as 

to bring out the users’ and producers’ opinion about innovation. This information was crucial 

in order to finalise the research. Holliday (2002) and Andersen (1998) defines certain 

downfalls with questionnaires and clarifies that it is hard to know if the questions are 

interpreted correctly or not, if the respondent are telling the truth or not and if the questions 

are set to give leading answers. Holliday (2002) further explains that the complexity increases 

when the researcher and the respondent are face-to-face.  

With this knowledge in mind we created a survey as a research strategy, which provided us 

with the same information as our case companies. Thereby, we made sure that none of our 

questions was misleading or difficult to interpret so as to get as clear and real answers as 

possible. Andersen (1998) holds that questionnaires are used by researchers, who have the 

intention to measure peoples’ attitudes and opinions. He states that the main difference from 

interviews is that the respondents answer the questions privately and hand it in when 

completed. Andersen (1998) recommends the researchers to collect the questionnaires to 

reduce waste.  

Our quantitative survey was partly collected through online questionnaires and partly gathered 

through hard copy questionnaires, which were given face-to-face to the respondents. 

However, the majority of our completed questionnaires were filled in through our online 

survey since it was more convenient for the participants. Since Andersen (1998) indicates that 

the waste is bigger when the questionnaires are not collected personally, we decided to 

accomplish one third of the questionnaires face-to-face at different boat exhibitions. To get as 

many online questionnaires filled in as possible we took help from people in the LSY 

industry, who could forward the questionnaire to people in their surrounding. However, we 

made it clear that the survey was only meant for sailing people, who have an interest to 

improve the LSY industry. Segel.de therefore gave us the opportunity to post our online 
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questionnaire on their webpage, which resulted in an increased participation in our survey 

since Segel.de has monthly over 12 000 visitors, who are all interested in sailing.  

Andersen (1998) lists five main advantages researchers can benefit from when using 

questionnaires, which are low cost, easy to administrate, few researchers needed, no influence 

from the researchers and lastly the respondents have the possibility to fill it in when it is 

suitable for them. 

2.6.5 Documentation 

Another source of evidence can be found in company documentation and Merriam (2009) 

explains that the most common ones are public records and personal documents. Furthermore, 

she clarifies that popular culture documents and visual documents such as films, videos and 

photography are other examples of documents used when collecting data.  

According to Yin (2009), documentation has an overall value and plays an important role 

when collecting data. However, Yin (2009) states that there is also an increasing problem with 

the vast amount of information available over the Internet. His reasoning concerns the 

difficulty of noticing what is important and not important for the researcher since the 

researcher has so much material to go through. Yin (2009) therefore recommends researcher 

to critically examine the data to be able to take out the most important and valid information 

for the study. 

2.7 Interviewee presentation 

Based on the user survey we could identify the most innovative LSY producers. All of the 

LSY producers were confronted and interviews were arranged and held.  
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Company Name Position 
Type and Date of the 

Interview 

Bénéteau, France 
 

Bruno Belmont Sail Product 
Development 

Bénéteau Group 

Email (29-04-2010 and 
14-05-2010) 

Dehler, Germany 
 

Ralf Tapken Executive Director Telephone (22-04-2010) 
Email (14-05-2010) 

Hanse, Germany 
 

Jörn Bock Marketing Director Telephone (26-04-2010) 
Email (14-05-2010) 

Jeanneau, France 
 

Erik Stromberg Worldwide Product 
Manager 

Telephone (13-04-2010) 
Email (14-05-2010) 

Najad, Sweden 
 

Magnus Ridderstad Sales & Marketing 
Manager 

Personal (15-04-2010) 
Email (13-05-2010) 

X-Yachts, 
Denmark 

 

Niels Jeppesen • Shareholder of X-
Yachts. 

• Designer and 
Director of design 
and marketing in 

Denmark and 
UK. 

Telephone (13-04-2010) 

Table 2-3: List of Interviewees 

2.8 Quality of Research 

In order to prove this research logical set of statements we tested it, according to Yin (2009), 

by using validity and reliability, which judge the quality of the design. Yin (2009) explains 

that this includes testing the research credibility, trustworthiness, confirmability, and data 

dependability. Validity and reliability are used, according to Merriam (2009), to maintain a 

good quality on the research. Yin (2009) presents four common ways of testing different 

counter measurements of the quality of the research, which are: construct validity, internal 

validity, external validity and reliability.  

2.8.1 Construct Validity 

Kvale and Brinkmann (2009) refer to construct validity as measurements of how well the 

theoretical construct, such as authoritarianism and intelligence, correlates with other measures 

of the construct and how their relationship is logically analysed. Yin (2009) and Andersen 

(1998) clarify that the language of science should work together with everyday life and Yin 

(2009) has thus set up three tactics to add construct validity to the case research. The first 

tactic is to use various sources of evidence, which Berg (2007) is in line with. Berg (2009) 



METHODOLOGY 

24 

explains this phenomenon as triangulation, where the sources are combined to provide the 

researcher with a better understanding of reality. The second tactics of evidence is to develop 

a chain of evidence and the last tactic is to allow key informants to read the case study report 

to make sure that the information is accurate.  

This study has an abductive research approach and to ensure the consistency of the research 

findings we have adapted the theory to the empirical part. We have furthermore, taken the 

three tactics into consideration in order to increase the validity of the research. Therefore, we 

have used multiple sources of evidence by interviewing six different LSY companies and 

carried out an extensive survey on 188 sailors in Europe and in Scandinavia. Our aim has 

been to establish a chain of evidence since it supports the research results and have therefore 

composed questions of relevance to the topic to confront the participants with. Furthermore, 

we have analysed the data collection carefully to ensure accurate interpretation.  

2.8.2 Internal Validity 

Fisher (2007) and Yin (2009) describe the internal validity as the determinants for identifying 

cause and effect relationships within a study. Bryman and Bell (2005) and Grønmo (2006) see 

internal validity as how credible the data material is. Merriam (2009) states that validity is 

about capturing what is really there and to measure what is believed to be measured. Since our 

research is based on an exploratory concept, which means that we have simultaneously been 

learning during the research, we had to continuously adapt, as mentioned above, the 

theoretical chapter with the empirical findings, what is necessary when performing an 

abductive research approach. Due to this, the theoretical findings are matching the reality.  

2.8.3 External Validity 

Yin (2009), Merriam (2009), Bryman and Bell (2005) and Grønmo (2006) imply that research 

can be made in a generalized manner to make sure that the findings of the research can be 

used beyond the case study, referred to as external validity. The intention with this study has 

been to offer results that can be used by every company, which is interested in finding new 

markets and new innovations to reach further growth opportunities. The findings of the 

research are therefore applicable beyond the case study. The participated case companies were 

selected from the user survey, which identified the most innovative LSY companies on the 

market. We identified their operation through interviews, which was later combined with the 

survey and theoretical framework, which provided the research with a wider context. 
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2.8.4 Reliability 

Yin (2003) and Merriam (1998) clarify that if a study can be repeated and reaching the same 

findings and conclusions, it is considered to be reliable. Merriam (1998) also adds the 

importance of consistency when it comes to reliability since it is the consistency between data 

collection and the results, which determine how reliable the study is. Jacobsen (2002) 

recommends researchers to find out if the respondents, who participate in a study, have a 

certain knowledge and competence in order to keep a high reliability of the study. 

In terms of the user survey, we only approached people with an interest in sailing and people 

with an extensive knowledge about the LSY industry so as to keep a high reliability. The 

majority of the participants were found at boat exhibitions in both Europe and Scandinavia, 

but also from sailing clubs spread out over the world. They all showed a curiosity towards our 

topic and took their time before answering a question to make sure that their true opinion 

came across. However, we are fully aware that the boat fairs that we visited and the user 

survey we carried out while present at the exhibitions, is an environment that can be both busy 

and disturbing to the respondents. For that reason, we tried our hardest to understand each 

situation in case the questionnaire had to be removed from the survey. We also provided an 

online questionnaire for the once, who preferred to do it at home, where they could focus 

better on the questions which additionally helped us to maintain a high reliability. 

In terms of the interviews with the LSY producers, we always identified and approached the 

most appropriate person at each LSY company. Furthermore, we always ensured that both of 

us were present at each interview and that it was recorded. This facilitated future 

interpretation and made sure that we understood the data correctly since we could discuss it 

with each other and listen to it while analyzing it. We share the understanding of how the 

mind matters while combining data and therefore, we found it important to have all the data 

reachable at any given time to facilitate interpretation.  

We have also chosen to use more than one author in all aspects of the theoretical framework 

to ensure the authentic of one author’s theory. Grønmo (2006) holds that this increases the 

stability of the research. Furthermore, we did not only rely on the executed interviews and 

surveys since we took advantage of our own observations and additional documentations. 

 



3. Theoretical Framework

This chapter is dedicated to present the theoretical concepts relevant for this study consisting 

of growth through innovation, perception of innovation, value innovation and the blue ocean 

strategy, which are the pursuing and relevant topics of the research. The topics were selected 

so as to answer the research main problem and sub

foundation for the empirical findings

proceeded. 

3.1 Analysis of the Market

In order to develop competitive advantages and create customer value and relationships 

through analysing a company’s environment

Koller (2009), that the company gets insight into the customers’ 

well as their needs and demands. 

and the market analysis are the cornerstones of company’s planning process. To support the 

decisions within this process, Aaker (2005) points out

illustrated in figure 3-1, which clarify

market. 
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Aaker (2005) explains that through the product-market investment strategy the scope of a 

company’s business is defined in order to see what resources are needed for a successful 

competition. Additionally, he states that the dynamics within this business scope shows which 

business sectors will be increasingly important for the future and therefore will receive 

required resources. 

Regarding the customer value proposition, Aaker (2005) argues that functional, social and 

self-expressive benefits can be achieved through a company’s products and services when 

understanding the users’ perception of innovation in order to create customer value. This 

value must be sustainable over time and different regarding the competitor’s products and 

services to support the strategy successfully. Furthermore, Aaker (2005) describes the 

strategic assets and competencies as a basic for sustainable competitive advantages. Finally, 

functional strategies and programs support the two latter strategies, which are implemented by 

different short-term methods. 

In order to develop a business strategy, Aaker (2005) clarifies that a strategic analysis is 

required and he explains that the strategy consists of both an external and internal analysis. 

Through the former the customers’ perception of innovation, the market, and the environment 

are analysed whereas in the latter the performance and the determinants of strategic options 

within the company are discovered. As a result, the company can identify opportunities, 

threats, trends, and strategic uncertainties from the external environment and an understanding 

of strategic strength, weaknesses, problems, constraints and uncertainties within the company 

itself. Based on this information a strategy for the company can be identified, selected and 

finally implemented. 

Armstrong and Koller (2009) also point out the importance of a local as well as global 

analysis of the market, considering that many companies are affected by the rapid 

globalisation and influences, what is required to understand customers’ needs, demands and 

their perception of innovation. 

3.1.1 Analysing Foreign Country Markets 

To manage and analyse the environment, from an institutional network perspective, in foreign 

country markets, Jansson (2007a) has formed an institutional network approach, which allows 

a company to interpret and understand a country through a country’s many institutions. He 

explains that this type of analysis absorbs the complexity and as a result the environment can 

easier be controlled. This approach is described by Jansson (2007a) in his basic institutions 



model, illustrated in figure 3.2

most relevant institutions. Further he clarifies that these institutions

connections can be identified and its actions, trends, and patterns can be analysed.

Figure 3-2: The Basics Institutions Model (

Jansson (2007a) explains that a company

relevant institutions based on their relevance and potential and then the environment of these 

institutions is analysed. Further he clarifies

their possible influences on the company are described, whereby they are seen as a rule 

system, separated into formal and informal rules. Jansson (2007a) recommends them to be 

related to the international business system of the company in order for the normative, 

cognitive, and regulative aspects of the institutions can be analysed. 

The third step is, according to Jansson (2007a)

the organizational fields and in the final step predictions are studied of the relevant 

institutions, whereby it is important to understand that the external environment is dynamic. 

Furthermore, Jansson (2007a) clarifies

of the institutions is analysed and for this analysis, he points ou

is used, which identifies opportunities and threats for the company. Jansson (2007a) indicate

that by relating these opportunities and threats of each scenario, strength and weaknesses of 

the company can be defined, and as a

given. 
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most relevant institutions. Further he clarifies that these institutions’ major relations and 

connections can be identified and its actions, trends, and patterns can be analysed.

The Basics Institutions Model (according to Jansson, 2007a)  

2007a) explains that a company’s first step on a new market is to identify the most 

relevant institutions based on their relevance and potential and then the environment of these 
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system, separated into formal and informal rules. Jansson (2007a) recommends them to be 

related to the international business system of the company in order for the normative, 

cognitive, and regulative aspects of the institutions can be analysed.  

according to Jansson (2007a), to analyse the impact of the social sector on 

the organizational fields and in the final step predictions are studied of the relevant 

whereby it is important to understand that the external environment is dynamic. 

Jansson (2007a) clarifies that the risk for the company itself as well as the risk 

analysed and for this analysis, he points out, usually a scenario planning 

is used, which identifies opportunities and threats for the company. Jansson (2007a) indicate

that by relating these opportunities and threats of each scenario, strength and weaknesses of 

the company can be defined, and as a result, qualitative judgments about its future can be 
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3.1.2 Segmentation as Analyzing Technique 

Segmentation is one important technique when examining marketing information and users’ 

perception of innovation, which plays, according to Aaker (2005), an important role for 

achieving sustainable competitive advantages. Another significant aspect, Thanner (2006) 

states, is the society’s continuous development, which is becoming more and more complex 

and as a result, companies have to look for new segments. Cahill (1997) explains that 

segmentation is used when wanting to divide the market as a whole into different constituent, 

what is performed by a certain scheme. 

Wilson, Gilligan and Pearson (1993) point out that there are numerous ways of segmenting a 

market, however, it usually starts with exploring the market in order to find natural segments, 

which already exist. Further, they explain that new segments are identified by examining the 

sequence of variables that consumers consider when choosing a product (Wilson et al., 1993, 

p196). These segment variables can either be or not be product-related, as described by Aaker 

(2005), whereby it is important for both to have a wide range of variables in order to define 

the segments in an effective way.  

The studies of Wilson et al. (1993) show that there are two common methods for how a 

market can be segmented and the first method is the so called priori segmentation. Wilson et 

al. (1993) clarify that this type of segmentation is used prior to any research and the 

segmentation criteria are based on, for instance, usage patterns, demographic characteristics 

and psychographic profiles. Wilson et al. (1993) add that in an additional step, a research 

programme identifies the size, location, and potential of each segment in order to decide 

which segment is the most effective one and should be focused on. The second method to 

segment a market is, according to Wilson et al. (1993), the post hoc segmentation, whereby 

research findings are the basis in order to highlight particular attitudes, attributes, and benefits 

for particular groups of customers. The information, which comes out of the post hoc 

segmentation, is discussed by Wilson et al. (1993) to be used to divide the market in a best 

and most useful way. Wilson et al. (1993) clarify that both strategies offer certain values, 

however, which of them is used depends on the existing knowledge of the analysed market. 

3.1.3 Resources and Capabilities 

Resources and capabilities are, according to Jansson (2007b), an important basic to 

accomplish sustainable business since they are the conclusive influence on competitive 

advantage. How long this competitive advantage can be maintained depends on the durability 



THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

30 

of the resources and capabilities and how easily these competitive advantages can be imitated 

by the competitors, says Jansson (2007b). 

Christensen, Anthony and Roth (2004) have identified a theory called the Resources 

Processes Values (RPV) theory. They clarify that resources, processes and values together 

characterize companies’ strengths, weaknesses and blind spots and further they are the 

building blocks of capabilities. They explain that companies’ resources are the assets they can 

buy, sell, build or destroy, such as information and technology. Processes are, according to 

Christensen et al. (2004), a company’s way of turning resources into products or services like, 

for instance, manufacturing. Values are explained by the authors to be the prioritized criteria, 

which are looked upon when decisions are made, for instance, customers’ demands and size 

of opportunity. Christensen et al. (2004) imply that the RPV theory help companies to tackle 

opportunities and manage disruptive innovations. They explain that for a company to 

understand users’ perception of innovation and to manage innovative opportunities 

successfully the right resources are required and this has to be facilitated by the right 

processes. Lastly, they imply that company’s values must priority certain innovative 

opportunities over other aspects and demands, which also requires company’s resources. 

3.2 Innovation 

There are, according to Terziovski (2007), many different definitions of innovation. Below 

are two quotations, which are included in Terziovski’s book. The first quotation is made from 

an organizational perception and the latter from a customer’s perspective. 

The adoption of an idea or behaviour, whether a system, policy, program, device, 

process, product or service that is new to the adopting organization (Damanpur, 1991, 

as cited in Terziovski, 2007, p1). 

 



The transformation of knowledge into new products, processes, and services 

involves more than just science and technology. It involves discerning and meeting the 

needs of the customers 

Terziovski (2007) includes that 

facilitates manufacturing of new products and processes. He

means products and processes

improved qualities and lower costs. 

3.2.1 Different Types of Innovation

Terziovski (2007) as well as Markides and Geroski (2004; 2005) clarify that innovation is not 

one unit since there are different kinds

innovations can either be radical or of incremental nature. Markides and Geroski (2004; 2005) 

hold that an innovation can be 

strategic innovations, as illustrated in 

Figure 3-3: Different Types of Innovation (
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people. They also aim to prove, as mentioned above, that there are different kinds of 

innovation and that some are more radical than other innovations. Innovations of incremental 

character are discussed by Terziovski (2007) as well as Markides and Geroski (2005) as 

minor changes within organizations, which are taking place continuously and lead to product 

and process improvements. They indicate that these continuous changes are activities, which 

are, for instance, improvements in the manufacturing industry to simplify the production 

process. Terziovski (2007) adds that continuous innovations are the most important driving 

force for any type of improvements. Major innovations are, according to Markides and 

Geroski (2004; 2005), innovations, which offer major new value, change existing users’ 

behaviours and habits as well as disrupt competitors’ operations. Radical innovations are 

pointed out by Terziovski (2007) to be very strategic in focus, breakthrough and more long-

term than incremental innovations. Terziovski (2007) explains that the aim of these 

innovations is to change companies’ key capabilities and make sure that critical processes are 

set in motion. Markides and Geroski (2004; 2005) further outline that radical innovations are 

the basic to find new radical markets and they present mobile phones and televisions as two 

examples of typical radical innovations. Terziovski (2007) believes that an organization is in 

need of both incremental and radical innovations, however, to create new markets, Markides 

and Geroski (2004; 2005) hold that radical innovations is the only option.  

Markides and Geroski (2004; 2005) further indicate that radical innovation normally derives 

from a supply-push process, which rarely involves customers’ needs and demands as well as 

lead-users and market-leaders, but mainly the once responsible for the development of the 

technology. They hold that radical innovation therefore happens in disorganised and 

independent manners by scientists  

3.2.2 Perception of Innovation 

Guagnano, Hawkes, Acredolo and White (1986), James and Hicks (1978), Pankratz, Hallfors 

and Cho (2002) as well as Ostlund (1974) state that, depending on who is approached, 

innovation is perceived in different ways.  

Guagnano et al. (1986), Pankratz et al. (2002) as well as Ostlund (1974) outline six various 

attributes users take into account when examining innovations, which are: risk, relative 

advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability. They clarify that the risk 

attribute has to do with users, who take into account how their personal, economical and 

social life is likely to be affected if they adapt the innovation. They further discuss that a 
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relative advantage is a comparison users make between different innovations to find out what 

they gain from choosing one innovation over another concerning economical, safety, prestige 

or convenience aspects. Guagnano et al. (1986), Pankratz et al. (2002) as well as Ostlund 

(1974) discuss that it is important that an innovation is matching users’ values and needs 

concerning social and cultural beliefs, whereby the compatible attribute comes into the 

picture. Furthermore, Guagnano et al. (1986) and Pankratz et al. (2002) add that innovation 

can either build up high or low compatibility, whereby the high is the most preferred. The 

authors also explain that users look at how complex an innovation is and whether it is possible 

to perform some experimentation with it and thus the degree of trialability is tested. The last 

attribute is the observability, which stands for how visible the users think the benefits of 

innovation are.  

Guagnano et al. (1986) conclude that it is the receiver’s perception of the attributes, which 

answer, according to Pankratz et al. (2002) and Ostlund (1974), for up to 49-87 percent 

whether an innovation will be adopted or not. However, Guagnano et al. (1986) say that it is 

unclear if there are more attributes, which are important for customers. Ostlund (1974) 

explains that users’ perceptions can be gathered either before or after adoption is made. He 

states that companies, which choose to collect the perception before the innovation is 

launched, can stimulate adoption by questioning likely adopters about the innovation. 

3.3 Growth through Innovation 

Harvard Business Review (1998) explains that most companies want to grow, but they do not 

know how. Fasnacht (2009) believes in linking growth and innovation and Trott (2005) has 

witnessed financial benefits from the use of innovations and therefore, he also sees its 

potential in offering growth opportunities to companies. 

Innovation has long been argued to be the engine of growth (Trott, 2005, p7). 

Trott (2005) presents Paul Romer as the main founder of the modern theory of economic 

growth and he claims that competition is the main source for sustained growth to occur. Trott 

(2005) clarifies that the modern theory of growth and the underlying assumption of innovation 

management is focused on allocating resources to new innovations and creating new ways of 

producing existing products. 

Companies have, according to Anthony et al. (2008), the potential to drive growth through 

innovation (GTI) if they learn how to master the translation of known patterns, which are 
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made by many other companies’ failures, and to succeed the principles and practices in order 

to set them into action. Anthony et al. (2008) explain that this can be done through three steps, 

which starts with an identification of how the company is ready for innovation, then a process 

has to be implemented so as to be able to create new and growing businesses and finally, 

innovation capabilities have to be implanted internally within the company. Trott (2005) 

clarifies that new innovative product offering has long been the main driver of growth and 

even seen as more important than, for instance, changes in competitors’ product prices. 

In order to clarify why growth is so important, Fasnacht (2009), Trott (2005) and Treacy 

(2003) state that growth is a way to uphold a competitive position, to gain market share, to 

win new stakeholders and to survive. Trott (2005) further adds that innovation is today an 

established phenomenon, which is widely used by many companies to be able to evolve. 

Therefore, he explains that companies have learnt to accept that new innovations are 

continuously entering the market and therefore continuously changing the terms of 

competition. Haour (1999) holds that innovation management is often very controlled within a 

company and for GTI to take place certain aspects have to be managed. His first identified 

aspect is internal innovation, which has to be managed to be able to spin off new 

technological projects of innovation. The second aspect, which is presented by Haour (1999), 

is co-development, what means that the company has to look externally to find new 

innovations and technologies, which can be possible spin-ins. Successful internalisation of 

outside innovation projects is Haour’s (1999) third aspect for successful GTI, what implies 

that once a potential spin-in has been purchased, it has to be integrated into the company. 

Haour (1999) therefore recommends companies to explore, scan and evaluate the market 

closely not to miss out valuable innovations. Haour (1999) explains that these processes 

demand many participating actors and thus the complexity increases, what makes good 

management skills extremely important. He advises to ensure an R&D department, which is 

committed and skilled through a continuous communication and trust. Treacy (2003) agrees 

and adds that companies, which have a motivated R&D department, are able to produce new 

VIs, what leads to new growth opportunities. However, Treacy (2003) holds that customer VI 

is nothing only one department can manage and further states that it is a mission for every unit 

within a business to sense what customers value the most. 
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3.3.1 New Product Development as a Strategy for Growth 

The development of new products plays, according to Ledquith and O’Dwyer (2008), an 

important role to survive and gain success in a market. Reichwald and Piller (2006) further 

add that the globalisation has increased the competitive pressure and state that this shortens 

product life cycles and precipitate product obsolescence. Additionally, they indicate that the 

globalisation offers greater market segmentations. Due to the globalisation, Reichwald and 

Piller (2006) urge companies to adapt to the situation by creating new products and develop 

new markets through market intensification and market- or product expansion since it is 

required to maintain a competitive position, whereby market segmentation can be used to find 

competitive opportunities. 

Trott (2005), Wickham (2000) and Thomas (1993) perceive new product development (NPD) 

to be a good growth strategy and to present the strategy Trott (2005) and Wickham (2000) 

used Ansoff’s matrix, illustrated in table 3.1 below.  

 
Current Products New Products 

Current Markets 1. Market penetration strategy 3. Product development strategy 

New Markets 2. Market development strategy 4. Diversification strategy 

Table 3-1: Ansoff’s Matrix (according to Trott, 2005, p387) 

This matrix is well known and, according to Trott (2005) and Wickham (2000), the matrix 

combines an increase in market opportunities and an increase in product opportunities, which 

are the two most significant aspects, which enables a business to grow. Thereby, each cell is 

related with a mixture of product and market options. 

Trott (2005) argues the need of market research before launching a new product in order to 

avoid pitfalls and failure due to unmet customers’ needs. Therefore, Trott (2005) clarifies that 

there is a long process before a new innovation can be launched. First he explains that 

opportunities are explored to come up with new innovation opportunities and then teams are 

formed to explore the products’ future possibilities before it is sent out for testing. Trott 
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(2005) points out that the testing function is, where customers’ needs and values are 

understood, which then are modified into the product before it is launched on the market.  

By looking at Ansoff’s matrix, it can be identified that this research’s focus is upon new 

products and how producers can develop and diversify them with innovations to enter either 

current or preferably new markets. These strategies are according to Mercer (1996) filled with 

greater risks than strategies, which operate with current products and on current markets and 

which are familiar to the company. He clarifies by saying that the more a producer moves 

away from these known quantities the more uncertainties arise, for instance, if there will be a 

success or not, since it is new to the company.  

Market penetration is the first cell of Ansoff’s matrix, described by Trott (2005) and 

Wickham (2000), whereby this strategy focuses on penetrating an already existing product on 

an already existing market. The two authors explain that the penetration process can be used 

in order to increase the sales by stimulating the market with different advertising. The second 

cell is, according to Trott (2005) and Wickham (2000), not very risky since the company are 

using their current products to find new market opportunities by introducing the product to the 

new found market. Cell number three is discussed by Trott (2005) and Wickham (2000) to be 

a normal and ongoing strategy for many companies. They further explain that new growth 

opportunities lie in new innovative products, which have never been on a market before, what 

may lead to difficulties. The forth and last cell in the matrix has, according to Trott (2005) 

and Wickham (2000), many opportunities for companies since this strategy allows companies 

to divert into new found markets with innovative products. The authors state that companies 

can divert and grow in different ways, such as forward, backward and horizontal. The forward 

diversification is discussed by Trott (2005) and Wickham (2000) to be, for instance, a 

producer, who move forward and open a retail store. A backward approach can, for example, 

be a producer, who starts performing activities, what involves adding inputs to the company, 

such as production components.  

3.3.2 Open Innovation 

Trott (2005) indicates that innovation is not anything taking place in an isolated event, instead 

companies seek know-how and operate among external players of different degrees and thus 

all of these factor influence innovation. Therefore, Trott (2005) sees innovation in an 

organisational context since they emerge from the organisation as a whole and not from 

individuals within the company. 
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...today’s innovations are associated with groups of people or companies. Innovation is 

invariably a team game (Trott, 2005, p11). 

Christensen et al. (2004) explain that a company has the possibility either to integrate, and 

thus perform most of the activities by themselves, or they can specialize by outsourcing 

certain activities to suppliers, which are able to add value to the product or service. 

Christensen et al. (2004) have identified both positive and negative aspects for the different 

approaches. They clarify that integrated companies react slower than companies, which 

perform outsourcing activities. However, they state that integrated companies have complete 

control over the process of innovation and thus allow valuable experimentation. Christensen 

et al. (2004) explain that specialized companies should not outsource critical activities, which 

are of great value to the customers or affecting the character of the product or service since it 

demands specialized knowledge and expertise to manage those aspects of the value chain. 

Therefore, Christensen et al. (2004) recommend companies to outsource activities, which are 

of least value to the customer and thus minor the risk of not delivering value of high quality or 

prevent unpredictable interactions between different components, which are designed by 

different parties. 

Westergren (2010) and Kuschel as well as Remneland and Holmquist (2010) explain that 

today’s companies have to rethink and reshape in order to keep up with the ongoing 

globalisation. Westergren (2010) further claims that this is crucial to be able to integrate new 

technology information into the company and present itself as an organisation, which is 

flexible, on-line and efficient since this is expected of them. What Westergren (2010), 

Kuschel et al. (2010) as well as Gassmann and Enkel (2004) have witnessed is that companies 

look externally to manage the pressure. They clarify that there is an increased interest in 

cooperation and co-dependency in the search for value added elements for the business and 

mutually beneficial performance. Westergren (2010) as well as Almirall and Casadesus-

Masanell (2010) both state that joint ventures, such as OI, can be used by companies to 

develop new products, to discover new specialist technologies and to advance innovation, 

which is the basic for NPD.  

Almirall and Casadesus-Masanell (2010) as well as Kuschel (2010) explain the difference 

between closed as well OI. The former means that decisions regarding the product 

development completely are made within a company whereas through the latter developments 

from other firms are adopted. Westergren (2010) and Kuschel et al. (2010) clarify that OI 

opens up the opportunity of havening a meaningful flow of external as well as internal ideas 
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and knowledge. Furthermore, Almirall and Casadesus-Masanell (2010) state that through OI, 

product features can be created and combined in a way, what would not be possible with 

closed innovation. The two authors indicate that the variety of products can be increased and 

as a result customers’ needs can better be coordinated and covered by these products. 

Lazarotti, Manzini, and Pizzurno (2008) indicate that OI is perceived by many companies to 

be essential for successful innovations and therefore, Westergren (2010) Kuschel et al. (2010), 

and Reichwald and Piller (2006) explain that there is an increased interest towards openness.  

More openness in the innovation process has been adopted by organizations with the 

aim of developing more complex, creative and value-driven innovations in shorter 

time and with lower costs (Kuschel et al. 2010, p1). 

One of the reasons for the increased interest towards OI is, according to Westergren (2010), 

Kuschel et al. (2010), Gassmann and Enkel (2004), and Reichwald and Piller (2006), that it 

provides the companies with an increased generation of ideas from an enhanced innovation 

process and thus more opportunities can be seen in these types of networks. As a result, 

Westergren (2010) holds that more ideas approach the current market, what put more pressure 

on everyone, who operates in it. However, Lazarotti et al. (2008) make clear that OI is not 

always easy and that it can be complicated for companies to master. This is in line with 

Westerberg (2010), who provides the companies with three challenges for companies to use 

OI: find ways to make use of their internal innovation, integrate external knowledge and 

innovation into their internal progress, and thirdly to be able to encourage an external party to 

continuously contribute them with external innovation. She highlights that openness can be 

necessary for a project to be successful. However, there must be a mutual value creation 

within the open network built on trustworthy relationships and emergent contextual factors.  

Westergren (2010) claims that since OI is sometimes not the most suitable approach to use, 

there are different trends and developments, which persuade whether OI is likely to be 

adopted: globalisation, knowledge leveraging, technology intensity, new business models and 

technology fusion. Westergren (2010) and Kuschel (2010) also state that OI can fail and since 

more research is needed in this area, it can be hard to know when it should and when it should 

not be used. Thus Westergren (2010) states that contextual factors must be taken into account 

for OI not to fail, which have to be identified in the beginning of the project, but also as they 

emerge along the process. Westergren (2010) indicates that social and technological structures 

as well as experiences and thoughts from the involved people are the basis for detecting these 

factors. She provides five examples of contextual factors: value creation, cooperation, 



competence, complexity and 

when companies within an OI

due to the reason that they are afraid 

Below is a model by Gassmann and Enkel (2004)

innovation process, what can be used to boost the innovativeness within a company. 

Figure 3-4: De-coupling the Locus of Innovation Process

Figure 3-4 above demonstrates three different core process archetypes

OI, according to Gassmann and Enkel (2004). They state that the first archety

outside-in process, which is used to gather new knowledge into the company from external 

sources, such as suppliers and customers

that this approach is good when seeking to increase the innovativeness. The second archet

is explained by Gassmann and Enkel (2004) to be the 

focus is to earn money on kn

generated from within the company. The third process is, according to the authors, the 

coupled process, which is a combination of the outside

continuous give and take approach. 

Below the two authors assemble
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and control. Westerberg (2010) has witnessed that 

OI network ignore the identified and upcoming contextual factors 

due to the reason that they are afraid of loosing control.  

Below is a model by Gassmann and Enkel (2004), which illustrates

can be used to boost the innovativeness within a company. 

coupling the Locus of Innovation Process (according to Gassmann and Enkel, 2004)

above demonstrates three different core process archetypes, which

, according to Gassmann and Enkel (2004). They state that the first archety

is used to gather new knowledge into the company from external 

such as suppliers and customers, by opening up company boundaries. They clarify 

that this approach is good when seeking to increase the innovativeness. The second archet

by Gassmann and Enkel (2004) to be the inside-out process

focus is to earn money on knowledge and ideas, which are brought to the market and 

generated from within the company. The third process is, according to the authors, the 

is a combination of the outside-in and inside

roach.  

Below the two authors assemble a model, which summarise the three different 
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Westerberg (2010) has witnessed that OI often fails 

the identified and upcoming contextual factors 

s a de-coupling of 

can be used to boost the innovativeness within a company.  

 

(according to Gassmann and Enkel, 2004) 

ich are correlated to 

, according to Gassmann and Enkel (2004). They state that the first archetype is the 

is used to gather new knowledge into the company from external 

by opening up company boundaries. They clarify 

that this approach is good when seeking to increase the innovativeness. The second archetype 

out process, where the main 

are brought to the market and 

generated from within the company. The third process is, according to the authors, the 

in and inside-out method for a 

summarise the three different OI processes. 



Figure 3-5: Three archetypes of open innovation processes

The authors clarify that all three of these processes symbolize an 

important to understand that their importance varies between companies. Gassmann and 

Enkel (2004) further explain that companies choose the 

for them and after that, they can collect elements from the other processes when needed.

Reichwald and Piller (2006) hold that 

and Casadesus-Masanell (2010) indicate that 

costs since cooperation between numerous suppliers and collaborators is required in these 

types of networks. Furthermore, if these collaborators have different aims to achieve, the 

ability to create an innovative

can occur when using OI, is,

knowledge can be transferred to competitors. However

possibilities and advantages since

design and the identification of new products.

3.3.3 Lead-Users and Costumers

Hildreth (2004) points out two difficulties with NPD

lack sufficient technological knowledge about the new product to be able to evaluate its 

benefits correctly. Hildreth’s (2

difficulties with expressing themselves through traditional market 

share their specific needs. Hildreth (2004) therefore call
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Three archetypes of open innovation processes (according to Gassmann and Enkel, 2004)

The authors clarify that all three of these processes symbolize an OI 

important to understand that their importance varies between companies. Gassmann and 

Enkel (2004) further explain that companies choose the OI process, which 

for them and after that, they can collect elements from the other processes when needed.

Reichwald and Piller (2006) hold that OI may reduce development costs, h

Masanell (2010) indicate that OI can instead lead to increased coordination 

costs since cooperation between numerous suppliers and collaborators is required in these 

Furthermore, if these collaborators have different aims to achieve, the 

ability to create an innovative product development process can be limited. A threat

 according to Reichwald and Piller (2006), 

knowledge can be transferred to competitors. However, they clarify that OI

ties and advantages since, for instance, users can be used as a contribution to both the 

design and the identification of new products. 

and Costumers-as-Innovators 

out two difficulties with NPD. The first difficulty may ar

lack sufficient technological knowledge about the new product to be able to evaluate its 

s (2004) second claimed complexity is users

expressing themselves through traditional market research and thus 

share their specific needs. Hildreth (2004) therefore calls for a change and he and Von Hippel 
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he first difficulty may arise when users 

lack sufficient technological knowledge about the new product to be able to evaluate its 

users, which have 

research and thus cannot 

for a change and he and Von Hippel 



(2005) state that users are better at tackling issues and generating ideas in contexts

familiar to them. Von Hippel (2005) 

the manufacturing industry to let the end

innovation. However, Hildreth (2004) state

can be among the companies 

Von Hippel et al. (1999) explain that the lead

users’ opinions since developing teams within companies assume that e

lead-users have already created complete and ready innovations. He explains that 

company’s mission is to find these 

business’ needs. However, Von Hippel et al.

innovation or solution is rarely enough for a company and therefore

several lead-user experts, who

the company is looking for. The process for fi

below.  

Figure 3-6: Networking to Lead-Users (according to Von Hippel, 1999)

Von Hippel et al. (1999) indicate with figure 

through contacts within networks

relevant for the breakthrough to happen. He therefore urge

target market and then find, through its pyramid of

finding other experts within other key fields needed for breakthrough.

Von Hippel (2005) further adds that it is also an effi

expertise, what can be used as input to NPD and this valuable contribution is one reason for 

the growing interest in customers

innovation communities have been formed to allow 
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(2005) state that users are better at tackling issues and generating ideas in contexts

Von Hippel (2005) further indicates that there is a growing interest within 

the manufacturing industry to let the end-user be the innovator of the product, also called 

Hildreth (2004) states that it has not been applied to the extent 

 and highlights that it is a good way to understand user

l. (1999) explain that the lead-user approach is a different way of collecting 

opinions since developing teams within companies assume that external know

have already created complete and ready innovations. He explains that 

s mission is to find these lead-users and their innovations, and adapt it to

Von Hippel et al. (1999) clarifies that one lead

innovation or solution is rarely enough for a company and therefore, they have to contact 

, who can provide them with an understanding of the breakthrough 

looking for. The process for finding lead-users can be found in figure 3

(according to Von Hippel, 1999) 

Von Hippel et al. (1999) indicate with figure 3-6 that the best way to find expert 

through contacts within networks, which assist the project team to scan every field

relevant for the breakthrough to happen. He therefore urges project teams to first identify their 

target market and then find, through its pyramid of expertise, lead-users 

other experts within other key fields needed for breakthrough. 

Von Hippel (2005) further adds that it is also an effi cient way to get access to lead

can be used as input to NPD and this valuable contribution is one reason for 

customers-as-innovators. Von Hippel (2005) explains that 

innovation communities have been formed to allow lead-users to share their intellectual 
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that the best way to find expert lead-users is 

assist the project team to scan every field, what is 

project teams to first identify their 

 that can help them 

cient way to get access to lead-user 

can be used as input to NPD and this valuable contribution is one reason for 

innovators. Von Hippel (2005) explains that customer-

to share their intellectual 
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interest regarding different innovations. He argues that innovation processes should be 

redesigned since it offers manufacturers great advantages to innovate openly and not in a 

traditional closed manner. Additionally OI helps producers to better distinguish current 

market trends. Von Hippel (2005) also points out that the outcome of the innovation will be of 

greater value also to the users since their needs are fulfilled. Hildreth (2004) explains that 

customers-as-innovators differs from the traditional way of developing new innovations since 

it is about a linkage between people, who generate valuable resources to the producers they 

otherwise would miss out. Hildreth (2004) clarifies that internal and closed NDP strategies 

only take in consideration what the company possess itself in terms of knowledge and 

resources, which may restrict the development.  

All processes designed to generate ideas for products begin with information collected 

from users. What separates companies is the kind of information they collect and from 

whom they collect it (Von Hippel et al., 1999, p5). 

Von Hippel, Thomke and Sonnack (1999) indicate that lead-user innovations can lead to great 

competitive advantages. Von Hippel et al. (1999) provide two good reasons why lead-users 

want to share their knowledge and expertise with the companies: either the lead-user is active 

in another field and do not want to witness any negative effects from revealing her knowledge 

or the lead-users’ production is in need of the innovation and requires a supplier. Von Hippel 

et al. (1999) clarify that it is normal that lead-users want to make sure that their invention is 

not given or shared with competitors. However, it is very common that they want to share 

their innovations. 

3.3.4 Transforming Ideas into Innovation 

Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) clarify that all too often ideas never reach all the way and 

become real executions. The authors indicate that the reason is that companies often do not 

complete the whole innovation process, which starts with an idea and ends with the execution, 

what may lead to a successful innovation. Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) state that the 

perception of a strategy has changed since before it was all about protecting existing 

competitive advantages and now finding the next competitive advantage is the main priority. 

Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) have realised from an extensive survey that companies are 

normally very good at generating ideas, but they do not make the same effort executing them. 

Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) further hold that since the future is extremely unpredictable 

most radical ideas as well as even the finest business plans are presumed and that executions, 
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but also the skill of fast learning are required to be able to respond to changes in the business 

environment. The authors clarify that old assumptions and approaches are no longer valid and 

strategies are often imitated and therefore, execution has gained in importance. The reason for 

this is discussed by the authors to be that innovation is the only way to stay ahead and 

therefore, ideas are not enough instead real innovations are required to capture upcoming 

opportunities. Since Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) also claim that strategic innovations 

are immensely important for a long-term growth and survival, companies have to be both 

creative for idea generation and able to perform execution.  

Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) provide three difficult execution challenges: forgetting, 

borrowing and learning. Therefore, they explain that these challenges allow ‘new’ companies 

to forget old successful and established formulas generated by the founder’s ‘core’ business. 

Forgetting is, according to Govindarajan and Trimble (2006), a requirement to be able to 

learn, what is still not easy since ‘core’ business’ behaviours have to be modified and 

organisational memories erased. However, some borrowing from the ‘core’ business is 

allowed as explained by the authors, as long as it is not exaggerated to avoid the ‘core’ 

business to influence the ‘new’ company and its ideas too much. They clarify that the learning 

process is difficult since the ‘new’ company is operating in a new and unsure market. 

Schilling (2007) states that after generating ideas for a NPD, these ideas have to be 

transformed into innovation and this happens through a so called innovation funnel. Schilling 

(2007) clarify that all generated ideas are tested step by step until the most innovative and 

potential idea is left, which will then be implemented. This is in line with Cooper’s stage gate 

model, which was created in 1986 and can be found in figure 3-7 below. Cooper’s (1993; 

2002, 2006; 2008) intention with the model was to support companies in the development and 

launching of innovative products by optimising the innovation process. This model is further 

supported by Kleinschmidt, Geschka and Cooper (1996) as well as Harryson (2007).  



Figure 3-7: Stage-Gate Model (according to 

Cooper (2002; 2006) explains that the 

process into numerous so called stages of certain activities and between each stage a gate can 

be found. Further he elucidates

project, the project team has to d

and go to the next stage or if it will be terminated and completely killed. 

The original stage-gate model can, according to Cooper (1993; 2002; 2006)

quality of the process development by using market results and trends and a cross

departmental team. Furthermore, through setting the right focus on priorities and a higher 

speed by a parallel running of different task

created. Since every stage works cross

units have to undertake responsibilities. The main advantage with this model is, according to 

Kleinschmidt et al. (1996), that important steps in the process cannot be

result, there is a better control and increased focus on quality. She further states

the ‘go-kill-process’ for each stage, the company’s resources can be divided throughout the 

whole project and thus the effectiveness is opt

Cooper (2008) clarifies that companies can modify the stage

which are important to them in the process of idea generation, right through

provides figure 3-8 below, which

suit open innovators. He discusses how the model helps them to handle the flow of internal 

and external ideas in their open environment as well as the development and 
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according to Cooper, 2002) 

Cooper (2002; 2006) explains that the stage-gate model divides the product development 

process into numerous so called stages of certain activities and between each stage a gate can 

be found. Further he elucidates that at each gate, which also works as a milestone for the 

team has to decide by using defined criteria if the project will be continued 

and go to the next stage or if it will be terminated and completely killed.  

gate model can, according to Cooper (1993; 2002; 2006)

e process development by using market results and trends and a cross

departmental team. Furthermore, through setting the right focus on priorities and a higher 

speed by a parallel running of different tasks, a product with competitive advantages can be 

ated. Since every stage works cross-departmental, Cooper (2002) state

have to undertake responsibilities. The main advantage with this model is, according to 

that important steps in the process cannot be

result, there is a better control and increased focus on quality. She further states

for each stage, the company’s resources can be divided throughout the 

whole project and thus the effectiveness is optimized. 

that companies can modify the stage-gate process by adding

are important to them in the process of idea generation, right through

, which illustrates how the stage-gate model has been modified to 

suit open innovators. He discusses how the model helps them to handle the flow of internal 

and external ideas in their open environment as well as the development and 
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result, there is a better control and increased focus on quality. She further states that through 

for each stage, the company’s resources can be divided throughout the 

by adding elements, 

are important to them in the process of idea generation, right through to launch. He 

gate model has been modified to 

suit open innovators. He discusses how the model helps them to handle the flow of internal 

and external ideas in their open environment as well as the development and 



commercialisation. Cooper (2008) deepens b

as well as realised along the process. 

Figure 3-8: Stage-Gate Has Been Adapted to Become an Open Innovation Model (

Cooper (2008) demonstrates 

company looks internally and externally for idea generation

customers’ problems and unmet needs. 

various sources are explored to find new technologies

in a joint venture. The development stage is explained by Cooper (2008) 

for specific needs in the development process to find external

technology problems or find external and already finalised innovations. He further holds that 

companies may also perform out

rights, which are not used by the company its

stage-gate model as the launch or commercialisation

choose from. He clarifies that they can either out

is recognised that it is of more value to another area or they can in

new growth opportunity from an already commercialised product. 

Cooper (2008) indicates that the stage

be able to market quickly, efficiently and profitability. However

companies have not been as successful since they ha
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commercialisation. Cooper (2008) deepens by saying that thereby more value can be created 

as well as realised along the process.  

Gate Has Been Adapted to Become an Open Innovation Model (according to Cooper, 2008)

 with figure 3-8 that within the initial stage

internally and externally for idea generations, which can be future solutions to 

problems and unmet needs. He describes this stage as the discovering stage

various sources are explored to find new technologies, which can either be used internally or 

in a joint venture. The development stage is explained by Cooper (2008) as 

for specific needs in the development process to find external scientists

technology problems or find external and already finalised innovations. He further holds that 

companies may also perform out-licensing in this stage if they have intellectual property 

are not used by the company itself. Cooper (2008) defines the final part of the 

gate model as the launch or commercialisation, where the company 

choose from. He clarifies that they can either out-license or sell commercialised products if it 

of more value to another area or they can in-license to receive instant 

new growth opportunity from an already commercialised product.  

Cooper (2008) indicates that the stage-gate model has been used by numerous companies to 

efficiently and profitability. However, he points out that some 

companies have not been as successful since they have struggled with this concept.
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concept. 
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3.3.5 First Mover 

By using all the methods explained above in order to create a new and innovative product, the 

company can achieve the position of a first-mover.  

Lieberman and Montgomery (1988), Cottrell and Sick (2002), and Boulding and Christen 

(2001) clarify different advantages with being a first mover, which are brand legitimacy and 

technological leadership. Lieberman and Montgomery (1988) as well as Boulding and 

Christen (2001) state that pre-emption rights and the possibility to take advantage of users’ 

high switching costs, which create a customer lock-on, are two other positive outcomes. 

Additionally, they indicate that increasing return on investment is another first mover 

advantages. Most researchers generally agree on the above mentioned advantages. 

Thereby, Lieberman and Montgomery (1988) outline that high research and development 

costs, problems with undeveloped supply and distribution channels, immature serving of 

technologies and complements, and uncertainties about customers’ needs are some examples 

of first mover disadvantages. Cottrell and Sick (2002), and Markides and Geroski (2004; 

2005) deepens by saying that followers have the advantage to learn from the first-movers’ 

mistakes and operations. They further indicate that it is hard to make clear decisions about the 

market since there are a lot of uncertainties when no pre-exploration has been made by other 

companies. Robinson and Min (2002) explain that first movers always meet a lot of 

uncertainties, which the followers will gain from and might threaten with an enhanced 

solution. The authors indicate that for a follower to stand a chance against the first mover, 

they have to approach the market with a better offering since the first mover have, for 

instance, built up customer loyalty with an established product line and set up a distribution 

network.  

Markides and Geroski (2004; 2005) clarify that many of today’s ‘first movers’ are actually 

not the real first movers since they overtook the market with better designed and standardised 

products to lower prices, what is relatively common. Markides and Geroski (2004; 2005) 

further explain that theses consolidators normally equip and prepare themselves with 

distribution networks, improve the production by scaling up with resources and perform 

market segmentation and advertisement campaigns. They explain that many of the followers 

can, compared to the actual pioneers, stand a greater chance to win the race since many of the 

first movers do not survive when the pressure from the followers become too big.  
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The consolidators, who ultimately win, are rarely the first in the new market. Their success is 

based precisely on not moving fast – but by choosing the right time to move (Markides and 

Geroski, 2004, 29). 

3.4 Networking 

Markides and Geroski (2004; 2005) advice bigger companies not to focus on the creation part 

since this task is more appropriate for smaller start-up firms, which have the necessary skills 

and approach to manage it successfully.  

Established firms should, instead, concentrate on what they are good at – which is to 

consolidate young markets into big mass markets (Markides and Geroski, 2004, p29). 

Markides and Geroskis’ (2004; 2005) solution for the established companies is to set up a 

network, which can offer them the creativity they are in need of and thus involve young 

specialized entrepreneurial firms. What the two authors positively elucidate is that all parties 

involved in the network will be beneficial since the established firms will have access to new 

ideas and developments and the specialized firms will receive financial help. Markides and 

Geroskis (2004; 2005) mean that both parties are of value to each other since the smaller 

firms often do not have enough resources, distribution, marketing or power to expand their 

creations and the bigger firms have the possibility to create a new mass-market.  

3.4.1 Innovation Network 

It is argued that invention and innovation occur in networks not within but between 

firms (Easton and Axelsson, 1992, p24). 

Network innovation is, according to Lazarotti, Manzini and Pizzurno (2008), and Ojasalo 

(2008), used by many companies to handle technology innovation. Ojasalo (2008) states that 

technology and innovation are often the main reason for that innovation networks are 

formatted and he holds that innovations are the final result from several actors’ collaborations.  

The division of labour builds upon the strengths of each participant and is a solution 

that maximises the welfare of everyone involved (Markides and Geroskis, 2004, p30).  

Lazarotti et al. (2008) agree and further outline that many different capabilities and 

competencies are required to handle the expensive process of technology innovation. 

Therefore, Lazarotti et al. (2008) explain that enterprises combine their expertise in network 



innovations to get the support they need.

and Ling (2010), who explain network innovations as very homogeneous since many different 

entrepreneurs participate and contribute with diversified personalities, backgrounds, 

knowledge and skills. Ling (2010) clarifies that the structu

decided by the variety of participants and by how their relationships are combined. He 

includes that some enterprises within a network innovation are stronger since they have better 

knowledge than the others. Ling (2010) the

innovation network and thus extremely important for the networks’ future development. 

Hellström and Malmquist (2000) stress that most innovations are developed over an extended 

period of time and during this p

what can contribute to new innovations. Radjou (2005) shares Hellström and Malmquist’s 

opinion that network innovation is very homogeneous and he explains this with a model 

called ‘Networked Innovation revitalizes Invention

below. 

Figure 3-9: Networked Innovation revitalizes Invention

Radjou (2005) explains with his figure that companies collaborate both internally and 

externally within innovation networks and show that there is a combined role between 

different actors, such as inventors, transformers, financiers and brokers. Radjou (20

indicates that network innovations create and market customer

network assists companies to manage both opportunities and threats. What can be seen in the 

model is that Radjou (2005) recommends companies to anticipate, respond 

customers and the market. He explains that it is the inventor’s and the transformer’s job to 

collaborate with the users to be able to develop and market new innovations. Radjou (2005) 
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innovations to get the support they need. This is in line with Hellström and Malmquist (2000) 

and Ling (2010), who explain network innovations as very homogeneous since many different 

entrepreneurs participate and contribute with diversified personalities, backgrounds, 

knowledge and skills. Ling (2010) clarifies that the structure within network innovation is 

decided by the variety of participants and by how their relationships are combined. He 

includes that some enterprises within a network innovation are stronger since they have better 

knowledge than the others. Ling (2010) therefore classifies them as the main core of the 

innovation network and thus extremely important for the networks’ future development. 

Hellström and Malmquist (2000) stress that most innovations are developed over an extended 

period of time and during this process the involved parties share their thoughts and expertise, 

to new innovations. Radjou (2005) shares Hellström and Malmquist’s 

opinion that network innovation is very homogeneous and he explains this with a model 

nnovation revitalizes Invention-to-Innovation Cycles’ and is presented 

 

Networked Innovation revitalizes Invention-to-Innovation Cycles (according to Radjou, 2005)

Radjou (2005) explains with his figure that companies collaborate both internally and 

externally within innovation networks and show that there is a combined role between 

different actors, such as inventors, transformers, financiers and brokers. Radjou (20

indicates that network innovations create and market customer-valued products since the 

network assists companies to manage both opportunities and threats. What can be seen in the 

model is that Radjou (2005) recommends companies to anticipate, respond 

customers and the market. He explains that it is the inventor’s and the transformer’s job to 

collaborate with the users to be able to develop and market new innovations. Radjou (2005) 
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opinion that network innovation is very homogeneous and he explains this with a model 

Innovation Cycles’ and is presented 

Innovation Cycles (according to Radjou, 2005) 

Radjou (2005) explains with his figure that companies collaborate both internally and 

externally within innovation networks and show that there is a combined role between 

different actors, such as inventors, transformers, financiers and brokers. Radjou (2005) 

valued products since the 

network assists companies to manage both opportunities and threats. What can be seen in the 

model is that Radjou (2005) recommends companies to anticipate, respond and learn from 

customers and the market. He explains that it is the inventor’s and the transformer’s job to 

collaborate with the users to be able to develop and market new innovations. Radjou (2005) 
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illustrates that this process is facilitated by brokers and financiers, what is a cycle of 

anticipation and learning to respond quickly to changing environments. In conclusion, Radjou 

(2005) clarifies that network innovation has two underlying principles, which companies 

should follow to engage customers as partners, source and market anywhere and anticipate as 

well as respond to changes. 

Ojasalo (2008) has identified five important factors, which are needed for successful 

innovation management: collaboration between network members, harmonization of 

activities, communication between people, creativity and level of chaos. Ojasalo (2008) 

explains that when the network participants set up an effective and efficient management of 

activities, noticeably benefits will come out of the cooperation. He further adds that an 

important requirement for this to happen is that timely intra- and inter-organisational 

communications are properly managed and maintained. Ojasalo (2008) also implies that chaos 

can be controlled in the innovation process by collaboration, harmony and communication. In 

conclusion he says that innovation networks contain a lot of knowledge and for this 

knowledge to have a meaning and for it to make sense, it has to be discussed among the 

network members. 

Ojasalo (2008) calls for further research on hierarchies in innovation network since 

hierarchies have a tendency to restrict the access to external resources as well as to reduce the 

speed of product development. Further can be recognised that companies prefer, according to 

Ojasalo (2008), having somebody in charge over the coordination as well as the final decision 

making within the network. 

Innovation networks can, according to Ojasalo (2008), be used for different purposes, such as 

business, social and self-fulfilment purposes. Ojasalo (2008) indicates that when an 

innovation network is used for income purposes, an enterprise’s main goal is to successfully 

assemble key resources they do not possess themselves. He clarifies that certain resources can 

be of great importance for a company, however, when it is too expensive to have in-house, 

they collect it externally.  

3.4.2 Value Network 

Lusch, Vargo and Tanniru (2010) hold that innovations are generated more openly today and 

this in mainly because of value networks. Lusch et al. (2010) clarify that producers are more 

aware that external players may possess greater expertise than themselves and that their own 

knowledge might not be sufficient enough to produce radical innovations. Habib (2009) also 
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states that the increased global competition has made it difficult for, especially the smaller 

enterprises, to possess the right capabilities and ways to master challenges. Habib and 

Marimuthu (2009) add that the financial recession has also pressured companies to lower their 

operational costs. Therefore, Lusch et al. (2010) call for the increased interest in value 

networks to get access to knowledge, information and capabilities. Habib and Marimuthu 

(2009) explain that companies’ intention is to create value networks, which have a planned 

capacity to reduce as much of the unnecessary operational costs as possible.  

According to Eriksson, Åkesson, Bergquist and Ljungberg (2009) as well as Habib and 

Marimuthu (2009), value networks are formed to meet the participants’ interests by 

combining relationships between stakeholders. Habib and Marimuthu (2009) further add that 

the participants within a value network have a related user offering package and their 

grouping with each other is combined under one network environment, the value network. 

Habib and Marimuthu (2009) point out that the fast changing customers’ needs as well as high 

expectations can be managed with value networks, which are combined with various key 

players and therefore, value networks are perceived as a source for increased opportunities. 

Eriksson et al. (2009) further hold that it is the participants’ contribution to the network and 

the comparison to other value networks, what determines how strong it is. The authors also 

explain that new value networks are created for new innovations to happen. Lusch et al. 

(2010) state that value networks are a helpful tool to respond quickly to changing customer’s 

and market’s needs, what is an important ability to have when wanting to stay competitive 

and to have offers of great value to users. Lusch et al. (2010) describe a value network with 

many loosely coupled relationships between social as well as economical actors and together 

they continuously sense and respond to changes in the environment. Therefore, Habib (2009) 

indicates that value networks are very likely to be a future standard norm for most companies. 

Lusch et al. (2010) state that value networks have three main objectives, which are to co-

produce service offerings, to exchange service offerings and to co-create value. Habib (2009) 

clarifies that value networks are in need of regular updates in order to maintain a strong 

system and Lusch et al. (2010) further indicate that for a company to be able to maintain its 

position within a given network economy, it has to prove itself to be essential to the value 

network. He finally reminds that value networks can be combined globally given that the 

communication can be made electronically and thus any company can join the network. 
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3.5 Blue Ocean Strategy 

Kim and Mauborgne are the founders of the Blue Ocean strategy, which is a strategy used to 

create new demands in new found markets. This means that competitors are left behind and 

new customers are found. 

Kim and Mauborgne (2004, 2005a) divide the market universe into two components, the blue 

and the red oceans. They define existing industries with clearly defined boundaries and 

competitive rules as red oceans. These industries are characterized by a high level of 

competition and in order to achieve market share, companies have to outperform their rivals. 

By contrast, Kim and Mauborge (2004, 2005a) describe blue oceans as not existing industries, 

whereby companies create new demands in order to gain profitable and rapid growth. Within 

this ocean, there is a large unknown market space, which is not affected by any competition. 

Competing in red oceans means, according to Mientka (2006) and Sheehan and Vaidyanathan 

(2009), that a company’s offering can easily become commodities with an increasing 

narrowed profit margin and a decreasing loyalty of the customers as a result. 

Therefore, Kim and Mauborgne (1997; 1999a; 1999b; 2004; 2005a; 2005b; 2005c) delineate 

that it is essential to recognise that  

To win in the future, companies must stop competing with each other. The only way to 

beat the competition is to stop trying to beat the competition (Kim and Mauborgne, 

2005, p4). 

They further state that therefore the companies have to move from ‘bloody, red oceans full of 

competition’ to unexplored blue oceans. Additionally, Shelton (2010) is convinced about 

using the BOS to create new and unexploited market space in order to reach further growth as 

well as greater profit as mentioned by Sheehan and Vaidyanathan (2009). Hereby, Mientka 

(2006) points out that the essence of the BOS is the ability to urge for exploration in order to 

make something new. Also by optimising already existing ideas, new customers and as a 

result new market space can be found. Mientka (2006) holds that especially the First World 

can use this strategy when wanting to compete in the global economy.  

Kim and Mauborgne (2005) indicate that a BOS should not be a static process since once a 

company have entered a blue-ocean, followers will imitate and pursue and with time the blue-

ocean will turn into a red-ocean. The authors recommend companies to use a dynamic 
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approach since it is hard for competitors to follow a moving behaviour. Furthermore, the 

authors indicate that once the blue ocean is turning red, the dynamic approach will help the 

company to move forward and find new markets and new market shares.  

This can only be reached, says Sheehan and Vaidyanathan (2009), if companies start changing 

their perspective. They further explain that instead of fighting head-to-head for market share 

as well as seeking for growth through endless market segmentation, new markets should be 

exploited and unique offerings should be created. Furthermore, new demands from the 

customers should be discovered.  

Market share through increasing quality leads to lower cost-effectiveness and a race 

by competitors to a thinner and thinner margin of profit (Mientka, 2006, p32). 

Sheehan and Vaidyanathan (2009) therefore explain that companies typically reduce their 

productions costs while increasing their marketing efforts in order to reach better profitability. 

These value renovation tactics, as called by Sheehan and Vaidyanathan (2009), usually do not 

lead to success since competitors are using the same strategy with a so called zero sum game 

as a result. Instead, they further outline that a company should focus on value innovation. 

Thereby a company’s offerings are redefined and as a result, un-served customers can be met 

through unique features and expert knowledge. Value innovation means, according to Kim 

and Mauborgne (1997, 1999a, 1999b, 2004, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c) value creation for both the 

companies and the customers. Finally, Sheehan and Vaidyanathan (2009) denote that a 

company can also gain first-mover advantages, which are offered by using the blue ocean 

strategy. 

Besides the popularity of the BOS, there are also some weaknesses to highlight. In particular, 

the BOS is based on a fundamental belief in the first-mover advantage, which is not always a 

given.  

While Kim and Mauborgne (2005) suggest to search for blue oceans in order to create 

uncontested market space, London (2005) criticize that is not that easy to leave red oceans 

beyond since it is difficult to alter the basis of competition in any industry. Furthermore, it 

cannot be assumed that ‘uncontested market space’ will be found and exploited without 

sooner or later facing competition.  

Innovation is about diversity, openness, experimentation and being prepared to let 

ideas bubble up from below (London, 2005, p10). 
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London (2005) denotes that the analytical frameworks and tools given by Kim and 

Mauborgne (2005) provide a classical method to formulate a corporate strategy. He further 

states that it requires more than these frameworks to create innovation. 

This section below clarifies the structure of the BOS so as to go deeper into VI and how blue 

oceans can be created by value curves. 

3.5.1 Description of Value Innovation and Value Innovation Logic 

This section describes what VI is and what it can be used for. Furthermore, VI logic is 

explained so as to describe the idea of VI, which clarifies how value innovators reflect and 

act. 

3.5.1.1 Value Innovation 

Harvard Business Review (1998) as well as Kim and Mauborgne (1997; 1999) hold that VI is 

a strategic logic, used by many high growth companies. Kim and Mauborgne (1999) and 

Mello, Mackey, Lasser and Tait (2006) further represent VI as the main strategy for 

competitive advantage.  

Kim and Mauborgne, (1999; 2004; 2005a; 2005b) therefore explain that VI integrates 

different ideas from different sources, which work well together. Hitt et al. (2007) clarify that 

companies often get access to innovations through external players, who have innovative 

capabilities they are in need of to be able to increase their revenues through extended product 

lines. Companies, which acquire innovations from other actors, can, according to Hitt et al. 

(2007), also gain valuable capabilities from the acquired company. They further point out that 

shared values between cross-functional teams also play an important role so as to deliver VI 

to both users and stakeholders. 

Kim and Mauborgne, (1999; 2004; 2005a; 2005b) clarify that VI can be an opportunity for 

those, who dare to invest in it and that innovation must be combined with customer value for 

it to work. Hitt et al. (2007) and Fasnacht (2009) further indicate that companies, which give 

emphasis to VI and use their entrepreneurial mind, are most likely to stay innovative as well 

as possessing greater ability of identifying new opportunities to reach new-found markets. 

Fasnacht (2009) concludes that new business opportunities should always be an on going 

tactic for companies. 
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3.5.1.2 Value Innovation Logic 

Below is a table presented by Kim and Mauborgne (1997), to offer the reader a better 

understanding of the basic idea of VI and how companies should approach it. The two authors 

have presented five basic dimensions to clarify the differences between the strategic logic of 

conventional companies and the strategic logic of value innovators. The differences between 

them are explained by Kim and Mauborgne (1997) to assist companies to know which 

questions they need to answer, which opportunities they have and which risks they have to 

master to manage VI.  

The Five 
Dimensions  
of Strategy 

Conventional Logic Value Innovation Logic 

Industry 
Assumptions  Industry’s conditions are given Industry’s conditions can be shaped 

Strategic 
Focus  

• Building competitive 
advantages 

• Aim: Beat the competition 

• Competition is not the benchmark. 
• Instead pursuing a quantum leap in 

value to dominate the market 

Customers  

• Retaining and expanding 
customer base through further 
segmentation and customization 

• Focus on difference what 
customer value 

• Targeting the mass of buyers and 
willingly letting some existing 
customers go 

• Focus: Key commonalities in what 
customer value. 

Assets and 
Capabilities  

Leveraging existing assets and 
capabilities 

• Not being constrained by what 
already having 

• Instead: ‘What would we do if we 
were starting anew?’ 

Product and 
Service 
Offering  

• Traditional boundaries 
determine the product and 
services a company offers 

• Aim: Maximize the value of 
those offerings 

Thinking in terms of the total solution 
customers seek, even if that takes the 
company beyond its industry’s 
traditional offerings 

Table 3-2: Two Strategic Logics (according to Kim and Mauborgne, 1997) 

Kim and Mauborgne (1997) demonstrate in their table and the Harvard Business Review 

(1998) explains that many companies take their conditions as given and the negative aspect of 

doing this is that it restricts their future development. Kim and Mauborgne (1999a; 1997) 
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clarify in table 3-2 above that value innovators think differently to the majority of the 

companies. They explain that value innovators do not look at what capabilities and resources 

they have and they do not look at differences between customers’ opinions, they rather look at 

how they can start anew and which values are shared between the majorities of the customers. 

Kim and Mauborgne (1997) and the Harvard Business Review (1998) explain that this is 

made to stir around the identified strategic logic and to face it by identifying everything that is 

taken for granted. Such things can, according to them, be company’s assumptions and 

approaches towards customers, assets and capabilities and how it can be changed to achieve 

new VIs and offerings to customers.  

Harvard Business Review (1998) and Kim and Mauborgne (1999a; 1997) state that many 

companies struggle to gain growth through sustained profitability and a common pattern for 

the once, who do not reach this kind of growth, is that they focus too much on benchmarking, 

which is evident in table 3-2 above. This is, according to Kim and Mauborgne (1999a), a 

creation of imitation and no innovation. Furthermore, they hold that companies, which imitate 

competitors’ practices, will lower the odds of reaching sustained profitable growth. 

Innovation is defined by Mello et al. (2006) to be the ‘new value’, which is provided to the 

users and introduced to the market. However, Fasnacht (2009) states that imitation is used 

often as a way to reach innovation. Value innovators perceive, according to the Harvard 

Business Review (1998) and Kim and Mauborgne (1999a; 1997), their competitors as 

irrelevant to be able to provide the market with unique offerings, which has never been on the 

market before.  

Mello et al. (2006) clarify that the involvement of customers in the development of new value 

innovative products is genius since customers will always purchase products, which are of 

great value to them, no matter the price. Mello et al. (2006) define customer value as how 

well a solution meets users’ needs and that it is often the main reason for decision-making. 

Mello et al. (2006) recommend companies, which seek sustainable profitability, to focus more 

on customer value and thus offer innovations, which delight the users and fulfil their needs. 

Treacy (2003) explains that companies, which keep winning customers from continuous value 

improvements, are highly committed to innovation since they know how to manage 

innovation for different value categories. Mello et al. (2006) and Terziovski (2007) suggest 

companies to use customer VI as a strategic tool since Terziovski (2007) states that 

customers’ value opinion should always be considered when developing new Vis, because it 

affects whether the innovation will be successful or not. Mello et al. (2006) recommend that 
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resources should be allocated, where VI can be can generate the best. This creates, according 

to Mello et al. (2009), value for users as well as economic value for stakeholders.  

In conclusion the review holds that VI is the ultimate way to provide the customers with 

radically superior value and, according to Kim and Mauborgne (1997), to lower costs for the 

companies since, for instance, VIs generate word-of-mouth and thus VIs provide value to both 

the users and producers. 

3.5.2 Creating a Blue Ocean 

When it comes to creating a BOS, Kim and Mauborgne (2005) give six principles, divided in 

formulation principles and executive principles as shown in the table 3-3 below. 

Formulation Principles Executive principles 

• Reconstruct market boundaries (less 
search risk) 

• Focus on the big pictures, not the 
numbers (less planning risk) 

• Reach beyond existing demand (less 
scale risk) 

• Get the strategic sequence right (less 
business model risk) 

• Overcome key organizational hurdles 
(organizational risk) 

• Build execution into strategy 
(management risk) 

Table 3-3: Six Principles for Creation a Blue Ocean (according to Kim and Mauborgne, 2005) 

They further states that the most important component of the blue ocean strategy is the value 

curve. 

3.5.2.1 Value Curves 

Kim and Mauborgne (1997) explain that once VI has taken place a value curve is shaped. A 

value curve is according to Kirt Mead (2006) in the eyes of the consumer and it display a 

company’s offering to the customers compared to its competitors’ offering. Kim and 

Mauborgne (1999b) state that the shape of the value curve is decided by how the offering to 

the customer is constructed. Kim and Mauborgne (1997) further make clear that a value curve 

should have a different shape to other value curves of other companies since the authors have 

explained above that competitors are not to be replicated or focused upon when VI is 

practiced. They continue that the value curve is focused to provide high standards on aspects 

mass customers value the most, and lower standard on aspects mass customers value the least. 

Value curves should, as described by Kim and Mauborgne (1999b), be used as a tactical tool 
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Below is an illustration of what

Figure 3-10: Value Curves (according to Kim and Mauborgne, 2005)

Figure 3-9 pictures two different value curves and Kim and Mauborgne (1999b) make clear 

that a company have to select dominant substitute offerings from other companies and 

industries and place them into the value curve model. That way competitive space becomes 

visible in-between the marked out value curves

as space, where there is a lot of opportunities to work with. Kim and Mauborgne (1999b) and 

Kirt Mead (2006) clarify that the horizontal axis of figure 

customers perceive as valuable 

level of the offering.  

Reorienting the strategic focus from competitors to a

noncustomers of the industry

They further outline that outcompeting competitors would not lead them to unknown market 

space and the creation of blue oceans. Instead, a company has to focus on how it can redefine 

a problem in the known industry and enhance the factors influencing user

3.5.2.2 Analytical Tools and Frameworks

Additionally, Kim and Mauborgne (2005) provide analyti

explained in the following, in order to support and ease the process of creating a blue ocean 

strategy, whereby, according to Mientka (2006), the level of operational risk is minimized. 
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VI if they are too similar to competitors’ ones. 

what such value curves can look like:  
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Reorienting the strategic focus from competitors to alternatives and from customers to 

noncustomers of the industry (Kim and Mauborgne, 2005, p28). 

outcompeting competitors would not lead them to unknown market 

space and the creation of blue oceans. Instead, a company has to focus on how it can redefine 

a problem in the known industry and enhance the factors influencing users’

and Frameworks 

, Kim and Mauborgne (2005) provide analytical tools and frameworks, which 

explained in the following, in order to support and ease the process of creating a blue ocean 

strategy, whereby, according to Mientka (2006), the level of operational risk is minimized. 
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The strategy canvas, which is a diagnostic and action framework, 

situation within the known market space. Thereby, a value curve shows, 

where the industry is currently investing, the factors the industry currently competes 

on in products, service, and delivery, and what customers receive fro

competitive offerings on the market (Kim and Mauborgne, 2005, 

The four actions framework, illustrated in figure 

Mauborgne (2005), a company with an analytical tool consisting of four questions

challenge the strategic logic and the business model within a company in order to create new 

value curves. 

Figure 3-11: The Four Action Framework (

Kim and Mauborgne (1999b; 2005) and the Harvard Business Review (1998) explain that 

companies have to decide which of their established factors 

should be changed to reach higher or lower standards. Furthermore

look at what they can offer, w

Mauborgne (2005). Furthermore

new sources of value and demands are discovered. Since Kim and Mauborgn

that the new offer can be adjusted to meet the most important identified values and needs

which can generate new demands

The eliminate-reduce-raise-create grid 

analysed questions from above are accomplished

Therefore, the authors clarify that 
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, which is a diagnostic and action framework, gives a current view of the 

situation within the known market space. Thereby, a value curve shows,  

where the industry is currently investing, the factors the industry currently competes 

on in products, service, and delivery, and what customers receive fro

competitive offerings on the market (Kim and Mauborgne, 2005, p27).

illustrated in figure 3-10 below, provides, according to Kim and 

Mauborgne (2005), a company with an analytical tool consisting of four questions

challenge the strategic logic and the business model within a company in order to create new 

The Four Action Framework (according to Kim and Mauborgne, 2005)  

Kim and Mauborgne (1999b; 2005) and the Harvard Business Review (1998) explain that 

companies have to decide which of their established factors have to be removed

should be changed to reach higher or lower standards. Furthermore, it urge

, what has never been offered by them before

Mauborgne (2005). Furthermore, they hold that these questions can easier be answered when 

new sources of value and demands are discovered. Since Kim and Mauborgn

that the new offer can be adjusted to meet the most important identified values and needs

which can generate new demands and keep a low cost structure. 

create grid supplements the four action frame work, whereby 

analysed questions from above are accomplished, state Kim and Mauborgne (2005). 

the authors clarify that all factors that the industry competes on are examined and 
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unconscious assumptions in competing are discovered in order to fill in the grid with actions 

and create a new value curve. Once these four basic questions have been answered the authors 

indicate that a new value curve is created since a new offering is launched on the market, 

different from all the other offerings. 

This should further guide a company’s strategic profile towards three characteristics of a good 

strategy, which are according to Kim and Mauborgne (2005) focus, divergence and 

compelling tagline. 

Kim and Mauborgne (2005) clarify that a company’s strategic profile should clearly show its 

focus. A lack in focus means that a company’s cost structure might be too high and its 

business model too complex regarding implementation. Furthermore, they explain for having 

a blue ocean value curve, it always requires to stand apart and the four actions have to be 

applied. As a result a company differentiate its profile from the industry’s average profile. 

Hereby, a lack in divergence means that the same strategic profiles and value curves are 

shared with competitors in the market. At least, they state that a good strategy has to have a 

persuasive tagline. Hereby, a lack is shown to the users that a company seems to be internally 

driven and its innovation without potential to be outstanding. 

3.5.2.3 Six Path Analysis 

Additionally, Kim and Mauborgne (1999b) have set up a necessary and structured six paths 

analysis, which is also necessary to follow when creating VI and new value curves and which 

is described in detail in the section below. The authors hold that this analysis can help 

producers to sense the level of value with each innovation and where and how to innovate.  

The first path is, according to Kim and Mauborgne (1999b), to look across industries and 

identify all the products, which can be perceived as substitutes to a company’s innovation. 

Their second path for innovators is to look across strategic groups and identify where they 

best can position themselves not to cluster with companies with comparable value curves and 

mental vision. The two authors advise companies with their third path to look across the chain 

of buyers in order to identify different groups of customers, which are spread out on this 

chain. They further indicate that new market space can be found along this chain and once 

earlier overlooked opportunities has been identified, the value curves can be modified. Kim 

and Mauborgne (1999b) have witnessed that each buyer group along the chain has a different 

opinion about what value is. For instance, Kim and Mauborgne (1999b) explain cases when 

the buyer is not the end-user and thus value the price more than the product’s functions and 
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ease of use. The authors recommend producers to identify the most important players along 

the chain and focus on their values when creating a value curve. Kim and Mauborgne’s 

(1999b) forth path is to look across complementary offerings since innovations can arise by 

looking at a customer’s whole process when consuming a product. That way the authors 

clarify that producers will witness users’ problems and thus have a chance to provide a 

valuable and complete solution. Kim and Mauborgne’s (1999b) fifth path is to look across 

functional or emotional appeal. The authors mean here that the LSY producer can reconsider 

the traditional appeal of the industry and create a value curve, which is very different to the 

other actors. Kim and Mauborgne’s (1999b) sixth and final path to sense the value of 

innovation is to look across time. The authors clarify that trends are very powerful since they 

affect users’ perception of value and thus value curves should be adapted to the trends once 

they arise or, even better, the producers can create new trends with their innovations.  

Managers can actively shape their future and lay claim to new market space (Kim and 

Mauborgne, 1999b, p92). 

The Harvard Business Review (1998) as well as Kim and Mauborgne (1997) indicate that 

once all questions, opportunities, risks and the six path analysis have been completed, a new 

value curve is created and the potential for profitable growth is high. 

In case that a company’s value curve is equal to one of its competitors, Kim and Mauborgne 

(2005) explain it as a signal that this company might be caught in a red ocean and competes 

on the decision between costs and quality. As a result, the company can experience slow 

growth. If the value curve of a company is high-levelled, regarding all factors, it could be, 

according to Kim and Mauborgne (2005), that the users are oversupplied by its offerings. 

Finally, they further outline that there is no consistent strategy, if the value curve shows an 

incoherent trend. 
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3.6 Summary of the Theoretical Framework 

This is a summary of the theoretical chapter, which is assembled to assist the reader with a 

clear picture of what the theoretical chapter was mainly about before moving on to the 

empirical chapter. 

To be able to understand the perception of the users and their needs and demands, it is 

important to analyse the market. It is also important to be able to build up a competitive 

advantage from external and internal analysis. One possible technique to use when examining 

marketing information and users’ perception of innovation is segmentation. The two most 

common methods to segment a market is through priori segmentation or post hoc 

segmentation. Furthermore, resources and capabilities are an important basic to accomplish 

sustainable business since they are the conclusive influence on competitive advantage. The 

RPV theory clarifies that resources, processes and values together characterize a companies’ 

strengths, weaknesses and blind spots, additionally, they are the building blocks of 

capabilities.  

There are many different definitions of innovation, however, some perceive innovation as a 

device, which facilitates manufacturing of new products and processes as well as offering a 

customer something new they have never seen or used before. Innovations can be of four 

different types: major, radical, incremental and strategic.  

Depending on who is approached, innovation is perceived in different ways. Users take into 

account six different attributes when examining an innovation, which are: risk, relative 

advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability. These attributes answer 

for up to 49-87 percent whether an innovation will be adopted or not. 

Innovation has long been argued to be the engine of growth and therefore, innovation and 

growth can be linked together. Companies has the potential to drive GTI if they learn how to 

master the translation of the known patterns made by many other companies failures and to 

success the principles and the practices in order to set them into action. New innovative 

product offering have long been the main driver of growth and even seen as more important 

than, for instance, changes in competitors’ product prices. Growth is a way to uphold a 

competitive position, to gain market share, to win new stakeholders and to survive 

NPD plays an important role to survive and gain success in a market. The globalization 

shortens product’s life cycles and therefore, it is vital to create new products and develop new 
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markets since it is needed to maintain a competitive position. The Ansoff matrix can be used 

to see how current as well as new market and product opportunities can be assessed to enable 

a business to grow.  

Innovation is not something, which takes place in an isolated event. Companies seek external 

know-how of different degrees, which influences the creation of innovation. Companies have 

the possibility to either integrate or outsource certain activities.  

Today’s companies are strained by the ongoing globalization and therefore, they have to look 

externally to manage the pressure. OI can be used by companies to develop new products, to 

discover new specialist technologies and to advance innovation, which is the basic for NPD.  

There is a growing interest within the manufacturing industry to let the end-user be the 

innovator of the product, also called user innovation. The linkage between people generates 

valuable resources, what can contribute to great competitive advantages. The final innovation 

will be of greater value to the users if their opinion is considered in the development process. 

Transforming ideas into innovations is crucial in order to be able to respond quickly to 

changes in the business environment. Companies must therefore be both creative for idea 

generation and able to perform execution, whereby a process tests generated ideas step by step 

until the most innovative and potential idea is left and can implemented. 

Companies, which enter the market with a completely new product, are classified as first 

movers. First movers are often imitated by followers that have the advantage of learning from 

their mistakes. However, first movers have, for instance, the advantage to build up brand 

legitimacy and increase their return on investment. 

Value networks are often created when wanting to develop innovation since several actors’ 

collaboration result in creative thinking. Different capabilities and competencies are required 

to handle the expensive process of innovation. Value networks are very homogeneous since 

many different entrepreneurs participate and contribute with diversified personalities, 

backgrounds, knowledge and skills.  

The BOS is useful for companies, which want to leave their competition behind, to find new 

market space and new costumers to satisfy. The strategy divides the market into red and blue 

oceans, where the red oceans are full of competition and the blue oceans are new market 

space with unmet customers’ needs. The BOS encourages companies to enter the blue oceans 

to find new market and growth opportunities.  
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Value innovation is used by companies to integrate different ideas from different sources to 

be able to stay innovative and possess greater ability in order to identify new opportunities 

and new found markets. Therefore, value innovation can be seen as one of the main strategies 

for competitive advantage. Value innovators do not take their industry conditions as given, 

competitors are not their benchmark instead they target mass customers and are willing to 

leave customers behind. Furthermore, they are not constrained by what they have and seek to 

provide total solutions beyond their traditional offerings. Each offering has its own value 

curve and the shape of the value curve should be different to the one of the competitors in 

order not to offer the same solution in the same market.  
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4. Empirical Findings 

This chapter presents the empirical findings based on the data collected from user and 

producer surveys. The user survey was partly used so as to identify the most innovative luxury 

sailing yacht producers. The identified multiple-cases were interviewed and are here 

presented together with the findings of the surveys. The empirical result is presented in order 

to prepare the material for the upcoming analysis. 

Interviewed respondents: 

� Bruno Belmont, Sail Product Developer, Bénéteau.  

� Erik Stromberg, Worldwide Product Manager, Jeanneau.  

� Jörn Bock, Marketing Director, Hanse. 

� Magnus Ridderstad, Sales & Marketing Manager, Najad.  

� Niels Jeppesen Shareholder, Designer and Director of design and marketing, X-

Yachts.  

� Ralf Tapken, Executive Director, Dehler 

4.1 Analysis of the Market and of the Perception of Innovation 

When it comes to analysing the market in order to obtain the perception of innovation as well 

as current needs and trends, Ralf Tapken explains that Dehler regularly analyses needs and 

demands from the customers and therefore, they mainly use their Dehler network to do this. 

He further indicates that they never sell directly to the final customer instead they are selling 

directly to their dealer network in Europe and overseas. 

“We have regular meetings with our dealers, we are collecting their ideas, their 

questions from the market, which are very different between dealers in Sweden and 

let’s say a dealer in Italy. There are normally very different needs. Then we try to find 

the best compromise to satisfy all the markets. Our strategy is quite simple, it comes 

from the gut feeling and it is not very sophisticated since it is all about collecting ideas 

but it is also based on experience, which is very important” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-

2010). 
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By contrast, Jörn Bock clarifies that Hanse’s way of analysing the market is to be present at 

boat exhibitions, where they can see what their competitors are doing as well as listening to 

customers’ needs.  

“We are building private owner boats. So the strategy is to talk to all the owners, 

which you can reach at exhibitions or where ever and try to find out what they think, 

like and miss. To hear their opinion about your boat is important” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-

2010). 

Erik Stromberg and Magnus Ridderstad both explain that Jeanneau’s and Najad’s market 

analysis is mainly communication with dealers all over the world to find out what the current 

customers’ needs are. They further hold that they also communicate with final customers at 

boat exhibitions or owners at different events, where they get the opportunity to listen to their 

expectations. 

 

Stromberg further elucidates that the majority in the LSY industry has been affected by the 

financial recession and says that each country, region and segment was affected differently. 

Therefore, Jeanneau performed a lot of tracking of small changes and witnessed that the 

general marine market itself was down by between 50 and 55 percent last year, in 2009. He 

clarifies that Jeanneau’s sells went down between 42 to 45 percent and he is relatively pleased 

with how well they managed the crisis. 



EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

66 

“We have the advantages of being seen as a big player in the market and we see that 

that advantage has had a good affect on our sales this year and the past 6 month. The 

market seems to get a little bit more stable and what we see are people buying boats 

from Jeanneau, because they know that we are a big company and that we will be 

there in the future. People are nervous about buying a boat from a smaller company 

that is maybe in some type of financial trouble” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010). 

The financial crisis also affected Najad very badly, describes Ridderstad, since they had been 

investing for five years in many different models, which had not yet been launched in autumn 

2008. 

“Just before this thing happened, I said to myself, ok, if the market drops or gets 

weaker, I pray to God that it doesn’t happen now” (Magnus Ridderstad, 15-04-2010).  

He continues that they were affected a lot, however, they were not the worst affected LSY 

producer and classifies themselves somewhere in the middle. Ridderstad explains that when 

the market dropped, it was a full stop and their sells plunged with more than half, which he 

sees as a fast and dramatically drop. However, Magnus holds that the market is recovering 

and their sells are increasing.  

“We are of course lucky that we did the investment back then, because we would not 

have been able to do anything now. We have the range, so we can develop without 

doing too much products the next two years. That is good” (Magnus Ridderstad, 15-

04-2010). 

Furthermore, Ridderstad denotes that they have a new owner with more capital since half a 

year back. The year before the crisis, he states that the LSY industry had a record year and 

during the crisis the industry was operating on a very low level.  

Also Dehler was, according to Tapken, hit by the financial crisis so badly that they even went 

bankrupt two years ago. He explains that Dehler had a different owner and management when 

it happened and that they concentrated very much on the luxury side of sailing and invested a 

lot in small details to make the boat more attractive. Their goal was, according to Tapken, to 

produce models that were perfect in all details.  
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“They were very successful selling the boats, but they were never able to get the 

money, which they invested in these extra small details that were meant to make the 

model perfect, perfect. When the day came and the money were gone they went 

bankrupt” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010).  

Hanse Group decided to buy Dehler and this is how the company survived explains Tapken. 

He further states that they reversed the development process and made again their LSYs just 

perfect and no more.  

“We got the return and are currently on a good way again” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-

2010). 

In order to analyse the users’ current needs, expectations and demands within the LSY 

market, a survey has been carried out for this study, whereby 188 users of great interest in 

sailing have been confronted.  

Thereby, the first question clarifies that 56 percent of the participants already own a boat, 

which further have been confronted in the first part of the survey. 

 

Figure 4-1: What kind of boat do you currently have? (145 given answers) 

 

Figure 4-2: What size does your boat have? (147 given answers) 
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Figure 4-3: Which shipyard is your boat from? (152 given answers) 

 

Figure 4-4: Where is mainly the berth of your boat? (175 given answers) 

 

Figure 4-5: How do you mainly use your boat? (184 given answers) 
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answers is regatta with 17.39 percent, holidays with 15.22 percent, weekend with 12.50 

percent and recreation with 11.41 percent. 

In a second part of this survey users, who already own a boat, have been asked about their 

opinion in case that they would have the possibility to make an investment in a new boat. 

 

Figure 4-6: Which size would you choose for a new boat? (147 given answers) 

 

Figure 4-7: Which shipyard would you choose for a new boat? (147 given answers) 
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Figure 4-8: What kind of boat are you looking for? (62 given answers) 

 

Figure 4-9: What size are you looking for? (57 given answers) 

 

Figure 4-10: Where will mainly be the berth of your boat? (61 given answers) 

 

Figure 4-11: How will you mainly use your boat? (68 given answers) 
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The question about what kind of boat they are looking for was answered by 62.90 percent of 

the participants with that they are looking for a sailing boat. Thereby, the most preferred size 

is again up to 12 metres, whereby the most given answer is a size between 7.51 to 12 metres 

by 49.12 percent of the respondents. Regarding the choice of the shipyard for a new boat, the 

respondents are not able to give a clear answer. However, 55.74 percent of the respondents 

indicate that the main berth of their new boat will be the coast whereas 44.26 percent stated 

inland. When asked about the main usage of the new boat, the most given answer again is 

regatta with 20.59 percent. Furthermore, the new boat will be used for recreation, private, for 

holidays and long-time trips. Since the question regarding the usage of the boat was an open 

question, only those answers are listened in this research study, which were named the most 

by the users. 

4.1.1 Segmentation as Analyzing Technique 

Tapken and Stromberg clarify that every market has its own mentality and this mentality as 

well as the geographical location is therefore Dehler’s and Jeanneau’s segmentation criteria. 

They both explain that the sailing interest is very different depending on where in the world 

you look. For instance, Tapken indicates that the kind of sailing between Northern Europe and 

Western South Europe is very different since in Northern Europe sailing yachts are normally 

bought by families and used more regularly for weekends and long distance sailing. South 

Europe is, according to Tapken, a more day sailing community, where the typical user is the 

man within a family, who perceives his LSY as a trophy for social events. Tapken has 

observed that the Scandinavian and German users see their LSY investment as a family 

project and therefore, the whole family is involved when the purchase is taking place. 

Stromberg states that they perform market analyses worldwide and find specific requirements 

at the different locations. Tapken and Stromberg conclude that the types of solutions that are 

given to the LSY should match the conditions that are required on the specific market.  

Another kind of segmentation is performed by X-Yachts. Niels Jeppesen therefore explains 

that their segmentation criteria are mainly based on market analysis, which is collected from 

their client base, as well as from the many market research reports they conduct from the 

International Boat Industry (IBI). Nevertheless, Jeppesen indicates that a combination 

between these types of analysis is good since the market research reports can be difficult to 

rely on in situations like today. 
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Ridderstad claims that Najad performs segmentation consciously and unconsciously. He holds 

that they do not have a specific system in place, but they use their clients’ information to find 

out what they want and in that way they segment the market. He adds that he would like to 

segment more and have better resources to do it.  

4.1.2 Resources and Capabilities 

Resources and capabilities can, according to Tapken, provide a LSY producer with greater 

advantages. He holds that Dehler’s main competitive advantage over the other LSY producers 

is their advanced handcraft knowledge. He holds that this capability is currently unbeaten in 

the market when looking at the quality of LSY building and the Generalized Inner Product 

(GIP) process. He strongly believes that not many companies are operating on the same level 

as them and ends by saying that they are respected as a very high quality LSY producer.  

“Labour is the most valuable good we have” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010). 

Jeppesen holds that X-Yachts’ financial resources in times like these can limit them from time 

to time and therefore, they cannot develop everything they would like to. He clarifies that they 

are therefore very careful not to negatively affect their economical resources by for instance 

developing an extensive amount of new products.  

“It is a very tough market right now and the outlook for the yachting industry as such 

is not very positive. I personally don’t believe that the yachting industry is going 

towards easier times it’s going to be very difficult in the future. Because, and not only 

because of the economical depression, which is going to last for longer than we think. 

Also because, there are a lot of boats out which are second hand” (Niels Jeppesen, 

13-04-2010).  

Since Jeanneau is a very big company, Stromberg clarifies that this provides them a lot of 

resources in terms of development abilities. He explains that they, for instance, perform all 

their cooling and model building in-house. Further he states that they have an extensive 

network that demands LSYs from Jeanneau, which together with their development abilities 

create a competitive advantage that they have built up over the years. However, he states that 

it is not always an advantage to be a big company since they have to go through many 

different momentums to push out a new model. Smaller firms on the other side can do that 

much faster.  
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Najad is described by Ridderstad as a small but yet a decent sized company that has still 

managed to enter the global market, what is somehow unique. However, this put a lot of 

pressure on their shoulders since he feels that they are in need of more resources to handle 

what it takes to be global. Therefore, he clarifies, for instance, the importance of always be 

able to provide the customer with an impressive service network. 

“In many ways it is an impossible mission to do that, to fulfil the level of service that 

the clients are demanding, because it is a very high profile product” (Magnus 

Ridderstad, 15-04-2010). 

Ridderstad further holds that a global approach demands a lot of resources and capabilities in 

marketing efforts such as being visible in all the sailing magazines and exhibitions. 

Additionally, they have to set up agents all over the world, what is necessary for Najad’s 

business to function properly. Therefore, he also would prefer if his marketing department 

was bigger and had more resources to do more like bigger market analysis. Furthermore, 

Ridderstad lists their extraordinary craft-machine and their very skilled in-house production as 

advantages, which are also mentioned by Najad (2010a). Additionally, he holds to have a very 

good reputation in the LSY market, because of being a Swedish producer since Sweden 

represents high quality. Najad has over the years become a strong brand name since they 

know how to deliver the quality they want to represent.  

Bock explains that Hanse is operating in a similar region like Najad, which is a clear sailing 

culture. Bock sees it as Hanse’s advantage to have the resource of sailors performing the 

operation, which have the experience and the respect for the sea. This way Bock clarifies that 

they can build “sailor made” and “industrial made” boats. He explains that Hanse improves 

their capabilities by moving around and be present at different sailing events to pick up ideas 

from any type of cruising as well acknowledge that is needed to build an outstanding LSY. 

4.2 Innovation and Value Innovation 

Tapken has difficulties with clarifying what innovation really is, however, he states that if a 

company can deliver and fulfil the needs for a faster and easier handling LSY they will be 

perceived as innovative since these aspects are very important to the user.  

“There are so many things to understand when it comes to innovation. It is very 

complex but still important, but how important is it?” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010). 
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Furthermore, Tapken believes that their customers do not expect Dehler to use too radical 

innovations or carbon for their production. However, Dehler still believes that innovation to 

some extent is important to them since they are a small company that need to prove 

themselves and their ability to build improved LSYs.  

Innovation is also perceived by Jeppesen to be very important for the LSY industry however, 

he states in line with Tapken that it is hard to say what it really is.  

“Innovation is very important. But, innovation, what is innovation” (Niels Jeppesen, 

13-04-2010)? 

He also agrees with Tapken that innovations regarding easier handling LSYs are extremely 

important to the users. He further outlines that increased comfort on deck, improved systems, 

air conditioning as well as better installation are other important areas, which need to be more 

innovative and thus this is something X-Yachts is working with. Jeppesen has witnessed over 

the years that for example, French LSYs are more innovative than Scandinavian LSYs. He 

clarifies that French customers demand innovation more and can therefore say that the 

importance of innovation and design differ between markets.  

Stromberg contends that innovation does not have a straight forward explanation.  

“Innovation is always a term that is difficult to define. But what people are looking for 

in terms of innovation is something that improves the experience aboard” (Erik 

Stromberg, 13-04-2010). 

He sees the whole boating and yachting as a pleasure experience and therefore, the areas of 

innovation they work on are aspects that improve the experience aboard such as faster and 

easier handling LSYs, what is again in line with the above mentioned producers. Stromberg 

continues that also better engines and better sail technologies are important innovations for 

the users.  

Both Jeppesen as well as Stromberg state that their inspiration for new innovations comes 

mainly from visiting boat exhibitions.  

“We are visiting about 20 boat shows each year with our own products and of course 

we look at the competition. We also look at all the magazines we’re getting. And it’s 

not difficult to get inspiration” (Niels Jeppesen, 13-04-2010). 
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In the opinion of Bock innovation contains different aspects and further states that the biggest 

innovation within the LSY industry during the past 25 years has been the changing of 

materials. As a result it is possibly today to build lighter LSYs since lighter materials have 

been invented.  

“New materials are a really big step forward for the boats. Boats are faster, behave 

better and they don’t load up so much like in the old days” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-2010). 

Bock concludes for example that the LSY keel design is different from 20 years ago and 

believes that the next big innovation will concern electric winches.  

4.2.1 Perception of Innovation 

Bock and Tapken both strongly believe that innovation is in the eyes of the users and 

therefore, it is for them to decide whether an innovation is really an innovation. Ridderstad 

agrees with them and explains that Najad therefore includes the customers in the building 

process to deliver almost custom-built LSYs. He clarifies that it is important for Najad to 

know what their customers really want and therefore, they establish close relationships with 

their customers to be able to listen to their ideas and perceptions. 

“When you choose Najad you join a family of people who share your passion for the 

very best” (Najad, 14-05-2010). 

Different demands and perceptions, which are acknowledged from potential customers, 

current customers and dealers, are working, according to Stromberg, as driving forces for 

Jeanneau where they should create innovation. He explains that the feedback comes in from 

many different directions and says that it is important to listen to the people that will purchase 

or use their products. As an example he states that Jeanneau has identified hydride technology 

to be a trend in other industries and that they have also seen it from their suppliers and 

dealers, but there is no big demand for it on the market since people accept and prefer older 

technologies. Nonetheless, Stromberg states that they will follow the movement and start 

using hydride technology.  
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“Today, the biggest demand we have on the sailing part in terms of innovation and 

what people get excited about when you speak to them or what they are looking for, is 

to make the boat easier to handle while under power, for docking the boat and moving 

the boat around. There is more and more systems that are coming that help to make 

the boat much easier to control in a narrow environment like a marina” (Erik 

Stromberg, 13-04-2010). 

Furthermore, Stromberg and Bock are both very much interested in developing LSYs that can 

be controlled with a joystick for easier handling in tight environments like a marina. They 

indicate that there are a lot of technologies available for this sort of problem but it has not yet 

been tried out on for example a normal 40 ft sailing boat. 

 

 “It is a big step for people since they have difficulties 

coming in and out of the dock so this is a big step to bring 

this joystick steering system into sailing boats. We have 

the technique, but nobody really has a solution which is 

cheap and easy. So this will be the next step we will see I 

guess. So if Volvo is not doing it, we will do it” (Jörn 

Bock, 26-04-2010). 

 

Stromberg holds that Jeanneau is working very closely with this to be able to offer their 

customers an improved control over the LSY while under power. Many of Jeanneau’s 

customers are older than 60, what makes the easier handling even more important. Therefore, 

Stromberg mentions also other examples such as installing sails that deploy or roll back in 

automatically, having hydraulic systems or electric systems, which are easy to use, makes a 

boat safer as well as faster and requires less running back and forth.  

“The majority of the innovation that we focus a lot of our time and energy on comes 

directly from the customers and the dealers and so forth” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-

2010). 

In general, Stromberg clarifies that customers like new ideas and classify innovation as very 

important. However, he says that they are extremely cautious with which parts they want to be 
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innovative since there is a safety factor involved. Stromberg therefore explains that sailors 

tend to be conservative with, for instance, parts like an engine.  

“So they might think that your new idea for a motor is very innovative, but they know 

the old technology works fine all the time. So they are cautious moving towards things 

that directly affect the very safety of the boat or the feeling of the sea and so forth” 

(Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010).  

He indicates that customers are more willing to accept new types of fabrics or wood, which do 

not directly affect the safety aboard.  

The numbers of sales are, according to Tapken, an indicator for Dehler whether a certain 

innovation was successful or not and if it was of value to the customers. He further states that 

they also look at the response from the press and the media to see what they though about the 

innovative aspects of the LSY. However, he clarifies that positive reactions from these 

channels does not help them to sell more boats. Tapken also says that they perform after sales 

communication with their dealers to hear their reactions and perceptions of products. He holds 

that this is one way to hear the perception of innovation since Dehler (2010) states that it is 

the dealer network, which provides the customers with after-sales service.  

Jeppesen also states that X-Yachts use this type of communication tool and clarifies that they 

further have a Customer Relationship Management (CRM) system to be able to retain a good 

and valuable communication with their customers. He explains that they interview their 

customers half a year after they have received their LSY in order to listen to their critics or 

ideas, which helps X-Yachts to learn for the future. He says that it is very important for X-

Yachts to know if their innovations were appreciated or not and states that their CRM system 

is a very simple way of doing this.  

Jeanneau performs, as clarified by Stromberg, a combination of the above mentioned 

techniques when tracking down whether an innovation is valuable or not to a customer. He 

further claims that if an innovation is an option on a LSY, Jeanneau can identify from the 

amount of sales if an innovation was perceived as good. Additionally, he clarifies that a good 

method for tracking is the communication, which they perform with their dealers and clients 

to hear their opinion of what they think are mistakes and needs to change. Therefore, he 

exemplifies that every customer receives, three months after they have received a LSY, a 

survey, which is filled in for Jeanneau to receive their perceptions.  
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This is in line with Bock’s approach since they visit different exhibitions to talk to the 

customers and find out what they think about the latest innovations. 

“They might think that something needs a change since it has been in a certain way 

for a long time and then they tell us” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-2010).  

Finally, Bock explains that Hanse is a big yacht, but still they like to have the family idea and 

thus tend to keep their contact with most of their customers. He therefore states that this 

process is not easy since Hanse is present in 35 various countries and therefore, they use 

dealers, who helps them with customer feedback and information. However, he clarifies that 

sometimes European customers even come to visit their yard and give them helpful feedback.  

4.2.1.1 Users’ Perception of Innovation within the LSY Industry 

A user survey was conducted in order for the research to obtain the perception of innovation 

within the LSY market.  

 

Figure 4-12: How important is innovation for you as a user? (126 given answers) 

On the first question, shown in figure 4-12, nearly 67.46 percent answered that they perceive 

innovation to be important or very important for the LSY industry. Since the survey shows 

that the majority of the LSY market request innovations, the shipyards have an indicating sign 

of what to focus more in the future.  

The users were also asked to name various examples of existing innovations in the current 

LSY market. Most users perceive lift-able keel, canting keel, carbon-fibre, foils, or rollfocks 

as innovative LSY features. However, the respondents mainly indicate general aspects of 

innovations or innovations they would like to have. 

According to the users, who participated in this survey, innovation means 

“...everything that makes a sailor independent.” 

41.27%

26.19%

17.46%

15.08%
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When asked what types of innovations they are looking for, the users indicates that they 

prefer innovations that offer good sailing as well as living conditions. They also find 

innovations that improve the safety aboard as very important. Additionally, users explain that 

they look for useable features that make sailing easier to handle and more comfortable to use. 

Thereby, hidden technology, installed USB-connections, separated USB-charger, current 

transformers for external appliances or an easy access to important areas such as log, valves 

and engines were given as important aspects for easier handling, comfortable and safer LSYs. 

 

“I am of the opinion that the maritime industry still can learn a lot of the aeronautic 

industry and as a result the average boat could be made faster”. 

Speed is also demanded by the respondents since they perceive many of today’s cruising 

yachts to be too slow for their needs. Besides improved innovations concerning the speed, the 

users want a boat that is family friendly. 

Innovations for environmental care play also an important role to the respondents since the 

survey designate their request for environmental-friendly production and technologies. They 

seek for instance more environmentally friendly engines, seawater toilets and antifouling for 

the hull. This argues the need for more innovation within the above mentioned areas, which 

serves as guidance for the LSY producers. 

“The numbers of sales will disappear with the old, fancy people”. 
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Some participants argue in the user survey that the LSY industry is decades behind in 

innovative technologies and holds for instance that a technical-intransigent boat with focus on 

the younger generation is completely missing in the portfolio of the shipyards. As we have 

found from our qualitative survey is that the majority of the LSY producers’ customers are 

elderly people. It can be assumed that their needs are therefore prioritise to keep them as 

customers. 

Nonetheless, criticism towards innovations can also be found in the user survey since some 

participants think that innovation is only important as long as it is affordable. 

“Who would otherwise be able to buy any boats then?” 

4.2.1.2 Users’ perception of Innovation and its Importance 

In another part of the user survey, the perception of innovation and its importance within 

certain LSY areas was collected. The users were then told to rate from one to five how 

innovative they think the LSY industry is in each area and then rate from one to five how 

important this area is to them to be further focused on in the future. The scale of the rating 

was accordingly; very low (1), low (2), medium (3), high (4), and very high (5). 

Value curves were then created so as to clearly illustrate and analyse the average user opinion. 

Each figure represents two value curves, one with the users’ perception of innovation and one 

with the users’ perception of personal importance so as to compare the two with each other. 
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Figure 4-13: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Exterior and its Importance 

Figure 4-13 illustrates that the respondents of the survey perceive LSYs exterior to be 

relatively innovative since the area is rated with the perception medium-high. However, the 

value curve, which pictures the participants’ perception of its importance, is evaluated slightly 

higher. Nevertheless, its progress is similar to the perception of innovation, what indicates 

that the users are relatively satisfied with the current situation. The respondents value for 

instance the importance of practical solutions the most, followed by new speed solutions, a 

timeless look and seating solutions. When comparing the two value curves it is evident that 

the competitive space is also most recognisable for these areas. It is therefore essential for the 

LSY producers to focus on them in the future since they are of value to their customers. 

Furthermore, the value curves also picture a recognisable negative trend towards modern 

looks and new window solutions. This means that these areas are less important for LSY 

producers to focus on in the future. 

 

Figure 4-14: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Interior and its Importance 

As can be seen in figure 4-14, the perception of innovation for LSY’s interior is also 

perceived as medium-high. It can also be seen that the participants demand more from the 

LSY industry since the competitive space between the two value curves are bigger for new 

seating- and bed-solutions, flexible solutions, customized features and timeless look. These 
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areas are requested to be more innovative since they are of importance and value to the 

customers. The findings state that the LSY producers should therefore concentrate more on 

these areas in the future. In contrast the respondents want less focus on modern look and new 

design since it is of least value and importance to them. Given that the competitive space is 

vast for these two areas, the LSY producers can choose to allocate their time and effort into 

the more important areas as mentioned above. 

 

Figure 4-15: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail and its Importance 

The medium-high perception continues also for the rig and sail area as can be seen in figure 4-

15. The progresses of the two value curves are very similar, what indicates that the 

respondents seem to be content with the LSY industry’s performance of meeting their needs. 

Therefore, there are few competitive spaces visible in the figure above. Even so they can be 

found when looking at the areas of UV-resistant sails and new rig solutions, which are highly 

valued and important to the respondents. Given to that the respondents do not think that the 

LSY industry have done enough on these areas, it is vital that LSY producers take advantage 

of the competitive space and focus more on these areas in the future.  

 

Figure 4-16: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care and its Importance 

Figure 4-16 pictures the participants’ perception of environmental care in the LSY industry. It 

is clearly illustrated that the participants value environmental care more than the LSY industry 
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since they show a low perception of environmental friendly innovativeness in the LSY 

industry. The participants demand that all given areas above are improved in the future. This 

shows that the environmental care further plays a more and more important role in our society 

and therefore the LSY producers should take advantage by offering more of in the future.  

 

Figure 4-17: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Others and its Importance 

Figure 4-17 illustrates various different aspects on a LSY, which the participants rate medium 

concerning how innovative they are in the LSY industry right now and highly on how 

important they are to them. Wide competitive spaces can be seen for short-hand solutions, 

engine rooms set apart for noise reduction and for safety systems. Less space can be seen for 

keel and rudders constructions, what argues for more focus on highly rated than lower rated 

areas that are less important to the users. 
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4.2.1.3 Users’ Perception of the most innovative Shipyards 

The user participants were additionally asked to rate the importance of some factors they 

value when choosing a shipyard. They thereby follow the same rating system as above: very 

low (1), low (2), medium, (3), high (4) and very high (5). 

 

Figure 4-18: Important Factors when choosing a Shipyard 

Thereby, the respondents clarify that they look for LSYs, which offer high quality, good 

workmanship, longevity, high levels of security and a good price-performance-ratio. 

The final question the respondents had to give answer to is their perception of the most 

innovative shipyard in the LSY industry. The results are presented in figure 4-18 below. 

 

Figure 4-19: Most Innovative Shipyards within the LSY Industry (264 given answers) 

Some participants nominated more than one LSY producer as the most innovative, therefore, 

the high number of 264 of answers were reached with 188 as the total number of participants 

in the user survey. The most innovative shipyards, according to the participants, are X-Yachts 

with 7.58 percent, followed by Hanse with 7.20 percent and Najad with 6.44 percent. 

Interesting to note is that 21.59 percent were not able to give a single example of an 

innovative shipyard. It can be valuable for the LSY producers to be aware of this since they 

all have a very conservative picture of the industry, which might be coming to an end 
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4.2.1.4 Differences in Perceptions between LSY Producers and Users 

The LSY producers were also asked to rate their perception of innovation and importance 

within the same areas as the users. This was done to compare the perception of the users with 

the perception of the LSY producers to see where differences in opinion occur. They follow 

the same rating system as above: very low (1), low (2), medium (3), high (4), and very high 

(5). The following section provides an analysis of the average LSY producer perception 

compared to the average user’s perception. 

 

Figure 4-20: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Figure 4-21: Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

Figure 4-20 demonstrates how innovative the producers versus the users think the exterior 

areas are in the LSY industry. Figure 4-21 on the other hand illustrates their opinion of the 

areas’ importance. Starting with figure 4-20 it is slightly evident that the average LSY 

producer perceives each area to be more innovative than the users think it is. However, their 

opinions are similar, what indicates that they have a shared opinion about exterior innovation. 

The same can be said about the perception of how important the areas are to them for future 

development.  
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The most diversified opinions of importance are that the LSY producers perceive new 

window and light solutions, timeless look and modern look to be more important than the 

users think. Since the average user perceives these fields as less important, it is not essential 

for the LSY producers to develop them further in the near future until the users’ perception of 

importance has increased. However, the value curves indicate that the users find seating 

solutions to be slightly more important than the LSY producers, which they can put more 

resources and capabilities into.  

 

Figure 4-22: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Interior 

 

Figure 4-23: Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Interior 

In figure 4-22 the perception of innovation within the area of LSY interior can be found, 

which illustrates two almost identical value curves for both the average LSY producer and the 

average user. This shows that the LSY industry has managed to please the mass customer 

needs in a suitable manner.  

When moving over to figure 4-23 we see that the average LSY producer has a higher 

perception than the average user. Interesting to note is that the average LSY producer 

evaluates new design as high whereas the average user perceives this field as second least 

important. This argues that the users do not want these areas to be developed to the same 
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degree as the LSY producers would like them to. The same can further be said for modern 

look since the average producer’s perception of its importance is high, even though it is the 

least valued aspect of interior by the average user. Furthermore, the average LSY producer 

also perceives flexible solutions for individualized layout and timeless look as highly 

important. The timeless look is also in accordance to the average user’s opinion and since 

there is also some competitive space to be found in between their perceptions, it can be an 

essential field for the LSY producers to invest more in. However, the LSY producers should 

further concentrate on new seating- and bed solutions since this field is valued the most by the 

average user. 

 

Figure 4-24: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail  

 

Figure 4-25: Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail 

The value curves for rig and sail show very similar opinions between the average LSY 

producer and the average user. The perception of how innovative this area is right now is 

illustrated in figure 4-24. Figure 4-25 demonstrates that there are hardly any competitive 

spaces between their opinions. However, since the users find rig solutions, new sails materials 

and UV-resistant sails to be more important than the producers, there are some competitive 

advantages to be found. Furthermore, since UV-resistant sails are valued the most by the 

average producer, they are in line with the users’ perception. As a result, it is essential for the 
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LSY producers to focus on further development of rig solutions and UV-resistant sails due to 

the competitive space and the potential for increased sales. 

 

Figure 4-26: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 

 

Figure 4-27: Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 

The average producer’s perception of innovation within the area environmental care, which is 

shown in figure 4-26, is almost identical to the perception of the average user for 

environmental friendly manufacturing methods, materials as well as features while for low-

emission engines and carbon-neutral energy the perception of the average user is higher. The 

value curves of the average user and the average LSY producer of the opinion about how 

important environmental care is in the future are very similar and show a very high perception 

as illustrated in figure 4-27. 

All fields within the area environmental care are perceived as highly important by both the 

average LSY producer as well as the average user and since there is furthermore a lot of 

competitive space, it indicates that a main focus on this area is important for the LSY 

producer’s future. 
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Figure 4-28: Perception of Innovation within the Area: Others 

 

Figure 4-29: Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Others 

In final, very similar progresses can be seen in figure 4-28 as well as in figure 4-29. The value 

curves in figure 4-28 demonstrate that the users find short-hand sailing and engines set apart 

to reduce noise to be somewhat more innovative in the LSY industry than the LSY producers 

think. However, when it comes to the perception of these areas’ importance, it is clear that the 

users and the LSY producers have the same opinion. It can then be understood that the LSY 

producers have carried out successful market analysis to understand the needs of the 

customers. The average LSY producer values safety systems and short-hand solutions the 

most, what is in line with the average user’s opinion. They could even innovate more 

concerning safety systems since the customer values it highly, what creates competitive space 

to take advantage of. 

4.2.1.5 Most innovative shipyards’ Perceptions of Innovation and its Importance 

The following section individually analyses and compares the most innovative shipyards 

perception of the LSY industry with the average user’s perception. This is made so as to 

identify each company’s opinion towards various areas on a LSY and whether their opinions 
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should be modified and diverted into other areas, which are more important to the needs of the 

market. Once the similarities and differences are identified and analysed, recommendations 

are given to each individual company. Since innovation is stated to be in the eyes of the 

customer, it is vital for LSY producers to perform surveys of this kind to realise in time when 

the LSY producers’ perceptions are too different to the users, which can financially have a 

major affect. Customers will be content with the situation once their needs are fulfilled and 

when their interests are looked after. Each company’s wish should be to create value curves, 

which are equal to the value curves of the average user. When answering the questions they 

used the same rating system as mentioned above: very low (1), low (2), medium (3), high (4) 

and very high (5). 

4.2.1.5.1 Bénéteau’s Perception compared to the average User 

 

Figure 4-30: Source: www.beneteau.com (19-05-2010) 

LSY Exterior 

When examining appendix 3-1, it is evident that Bénéteau perceives LSY’s exterior to be 

more innovative than the average user does. Bénéteau finds practical, speed, seating, window 

and light solutions as well as timeless and modern look to be of medium-high innovativeness 

in the LSY industry, what does not correlate to the average user’s low-medium perception. 

Only for new deck solutions Bénéteau’s perception is distinctly lower. When exploring 

appendix 3-2, it is apparent that Bénéteau also finds many areas of a LSY’s exterior to be 

more important than the average user thinks they are. Seating and deck solutions are rated by 

Bénéteau to be the most important exteriors. Windows and light solutions are also rated by 

Bénéteau as high to very high in importance to the LSY industry. The average user also rates 

practical solutions as the most important external area and therefore, Bénéteau perception of 

its importance is right and should focus on it in the future. Bénéteau should also focus more 

on timeless and modern look due to the users’ perception of its importance is higher than 

theirs. Since Bénéteau’s perception of exterior innovativeness and importance does not 

“It is also our job to bring new comers on 
sailboats, and innovation is the best way to 
achieve this.” (Bruno Belmont, 29-04-2010). 
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correlate with the opinion of the user, it seems that Bénéteau runs the risk of being mislead. 

The reason is based on the fact that they will prioritise and develop areas of the exterior the 

market is content with or find something innovative when really it is not. The users’ 

perception of exteriors’ innovativeness correlates with their perception of its importance and 

therefore, they do not expect Bénéteau to do more than slight improvements.  

LSY Interior 

Appendix 3-3 demonstrates that Bénéteau does not think that the current interior of LSYs are 

very innovative since they rate very low to medium on lightweight and new materials, on 

seating/bed and flexible solutions, on customized features and on new design. The users, 

however, rate low to medium on these areas and have therefore an opinion that theses areas 

are more innovative than Bénéteau. Bénéteau and the users share the same opinion about 

timeless and modern look and give it low to medium in innovativeness. Appendix 3-4 

illustrates that Bénéteau finds the interior to be very important, even more important than the 

users. Though, Bénéteau gives most value to the fields seating- and bed-solutions and flexible 

solutions, followed by a timeless look, whereby also the average user perceives these fields as 

most important, what indicates that it is essential for Bénéteau to focus on them. Also 

perceived as highly important by Bénéteau is the field new design, which is valued by the 

average user as the second least and as a result it is less important for Bénéteau to make it 

more innovative in the future. 

LSY Rig and Sail 

Appendix 3-5 shows that users rate the importance of rig and sail higher than Bénéteau. Only 

when it comes to new designs for optimized pull effect, Bénéteau has a greater opinion of its 

importance and rate it as very high in importance compared to the users’ medium to high 

rating. UV-resistant sails are rated as very important by the users, what indicates that they 

want to see more improvements made on this area in the future. Bénéteau has therefore the 

chance to improve this field in the future and to satisfy a need, which is visible in the market.  

Environmental Care within the LSY Industry 

Appendix 3-6 demonstrates interestingly that Bénéteau perceives the current state of 

innovation within the area environmental care as low whereas the average user perceives it as 

medium-high and thus believes that the current environmental care in the LSY industry is 

more innovative than Bénéteau thinks it is. Furthermore, it can be seen in appendix 3-7 that 
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Bénéteau also thinks that it is very important to improve the environmental care aspects in the 

future. This correlates with the users’ perception since they also demand more developed 

environmental friendly manufacturing methods, materials, features, low emission engines and 

carbon neutral energy and rate these areas as high in importance compared to Bénéteau’s very 

high. This proves that Bénéteau will focus more on environmental care in the future since 

they have realised the high market demand.  

Other important LSY Areas 

When moving on to Bénéteau’s and the users’ perception of short-hand solutions, noise 

reduced engines, safety systems, keel constructions and rudder constructions, which are 

demonstrated in appendix 3-8, the average user has a perception that these areas are 

innovative to a degree of low to medium. Bénéteau shares their opinion when it comes to 

short-hand solutions, safety systems and rudder constructions. However, Bénéteau finds noise 

reduced engines and keel constructions to be of very low innovativeness. Further, Bénéteau 

shows in appendix 3-9 that they stress the importance of developing these areas more in the 

future. The users indicate the same, however, the survey designates that they are content with 

today’s rudder constructions. Bénéteau should further focus all of the above mentioned areas, 

especially on the short–hand solutions and new safety systems since these areas are most 

important to the market needs. 

4.2.1.5.2 Dehler’s Perception compared to the average User 

 

Figure 4-31: Source: www.dehler.com (19-05-2010) 

LSY Exterior 

As can be seen in appendix 4-1, Dehler has a relatively similar perception about LSY exterior 

innovativeness as the users have. However, when examining the findings closer it can be seen 

that Dehler perceives practical, speed and light solutions and modern look to be highly 

innovative in the LSY industry while the users only think that it reaches the ranking of 

“We have periods, where everything has to be round 
and we have periods when everything has to be 
corny, now it looks like it is some kind of a mixture” 
(Ralf Tapken, 22-04-2010) 
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medium in innovativeness. Furthermore, they also show different opinions concerning the 

areas of deck, seating and window solutions since the users think these areas are more 

innovative than Dehler perceives them to be. Moving over to the perceptions of the exterior’s 

importance, it is illustrated in appendix 4-2 that Dehler does not find seating solutions to be of 

very high importance since they rate it as low. The users on the other hand value it higher 

since they rate it with medium in importance. There is even a positive trend evident when the 

users find seating solutions to be less innovative than important. Dehler can therefore fulfil a 

need by improving the seating solutions. Window and light solutions as well as modern look 

are other aspects, which differ their opinions apart since Dehler perceives them as more 

important than the user. There is even a negative trend evident when the users perceive 

window and light solutions and modern look to be more innovative than important, which 

means that Dehler should rather focus on practical solutions and timeless looks on top of 

seating solutions, because that would mean that they invest in areas users value the most.  

LSY Interior 

For the interior Dehler has a slightly higher perception of innovation than the average user for 

lightweight materials, seating and bed solutions as well as for new materials, which is 

illustrated in appendix 4-3. Furthermore, Dehler has a lower perception for flexible solutions 

than the average user. However, Dehler shares a similar perception with the users concerning 

new design, timeless and modern looks. The similarities continue also when moving onto 

appendix 4-4. However, it can be seen that Dehler’s perception of the importance is a little 

higher in most fields, except for seating and bed solutions. What also can be read out is that 

the users find lightweight and new materials, new design and modern looks to be slightly 

more innovative than they are important to them. Further, it can be seen that there is a positive 

trend towards seating and bed as well as flexible solutions, customized features and timeless 

look since these areas are perceived to be slightly more important than they are innovative. 

Dehler is in a good position to please the market.  

LSY Rig and Sail 

When looking at the perception of innovation within the field rig and sail, as demonstrated in 

appendix 4-5, it is visible that the value curves of Dehler and the average user are similarly 

shaped. Dehler’s perception for lightweight materials, carbon mast as well as new sail 

materials is higher than of the average user. Interesting to note in appendix 4-6 is that the 

users perceive theses areas as more important than Dehler perceives them to be. Dehler values 
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sail materials, UV-resistant sails and new designs for optimized pull-effect the most. 

However, beside that the average user seems to be satisfied with the development within this 

area. The only field perceived as highly important to develop more in the future is the field 

UV-resistant sails. As a result, it can be said that Dehler should have a focus on that in the 

future. 

Environmental Care within the LSY Industry 

Dehler’s perception of innovation within the area of environmental care in the LSY industry 

is much higher than the average user’s opinion, as illustrated in appendix 4-7. The only 

exception is carbon-neutral energy, which innovativeness is perceived similarly by Dehler and 

the average user. Dehler therefore perceives environmental features within the LSY industry 

to be more innovative than the users find them to be. Appendix 4-8 clearly demonstrates that 

the users demand more development concerning environmental friendly manufacturing 

methods, materials, features and carbon neutral energy. Even so the value curves between 

Dehler and the average user is very similar since their perception of environmental care’s 

importance is high. Only for low emission engines it is interesting to see that Dehler perceives 

it apparently less important then the average user does. Since there are only positive user 

trends concerning environmental friendly manufacturing methods, material feature, low-

emission engines and carbon-neutral energy, Dehler should focus on all of these aspects in the 

future. Dehler’s opinion that low-emission engines are more innovative than important should 

be modified and changed in perception to meet the needs of the market.  

Other important LSY Areas 

Appendix 4-9 illustrates that Dehler perceives short-hand solutions and noise-reduced engines 

to be more innovative than the average user perceives them to be. However, they are unified 

that safety systems are innovative to the degree of medium and when it comes to keel and 

rudder constructions the average user finds them to be more innovative than Dehler thinks 

they are. The differences disappear completely once their perceptions of the area’s importance 

are compared and illustrated in appendix 4-10. Dehler should maintain their shared perception 

with the users so as to fulfil their needs. Tapken states, for instance, that easier handling 

features are extremely important to their users, what these findings support. 
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4.2.1.5.3 Hanse’s Perception compared to the average User 

 

Figure 4-32: Source: www.hanseyachts.com (19-05-2010) 

LSY Exterior 

Appendix 5-1 demonstrates the average user’s and Hanse’s perception of how innovative 

certain exterior areas are. Their value curves are very similar, what indicates that Hanse and 

the average user have a similar opinion about how innovative practical, speed, deck, seating, 

window and light solutions as well as timeless and modern looks are in the LSY industry. The 

only exception is that Hanse perceives deck solutions to be more innovative than the average 

user thinks it is. However, the users find window solutions to be more innovative than Hanse 

perceives them to be. When moving on to look at Hanse’s and the average user’s opinion 

about these area’s importance it is presented in appendix 5-2 that the perception of Hanse is in 

general little bit lower than the one of the users except when it comes to deck solutions, where 

their opinion is very high in importance. Since a positive trend can be seen for practical and 

speed solutions as well as timeless look, Hanse should focus more on them and less on deck 

solutions. Hanse also values modern look as highly important, but since this area is valued the 

least by the average user, Hanse should not prioritise investments towards this direction. 

LSY Interior 

Hanse on the one hand perceives interior areas, such as lightweight and new materials, 

seating, bed and flexible solutions, new design as well as timeless and modern looks, to be 

highly to very highly innovative, what is evident in appendix 5-3. The average user on the 

other hand has a medium to high perception, what does not correlate with Hanse’s opinion. 

Once looking at appendix 5-4, the interior’s importance is visible for both Hanse and the 

average user and evidently the same progress can be seen since Hanse perceives all areas to 

be more important than the average user perceives them to be. The users show a demand for 

increased development in all areas except modern look, what indicates that their interest 

towards LSY’s interior is positive. Seeing that the value curves illustrate that Hanse values 

“The people that we sell the boats to, are mostly 
design oriented” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-2010) 
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seating and bed solutions the most, they share the same opinion as the average user, who also 

values these areas the most. This proves that Hanse is on a right track of understanding the 

needs of the market. Furthermore, Hanse values new designs very highly and since this area is 

valued the second least by the average user, it is recommended for Hanse not to see this as 

their main focus in the future. The users also think that new design is more innovative than it 

is important.  

LSY Rig and Sail 

Interesting to note is that within the area rig and sail the average user perceives the current 

state of innovation to be better than it is perceived by Hanse. This is illustrated in appendix 5-

5. When moving to the value curves representing Hanse’s and the average user’s perception 

of how important innovation is in these fields, it is very similar value curves that are shaped 

and seen in appendix 5-6. Therefore, little competitive space can be found within all fields 

since the value curves are so united. However, there is one exception for new design for 

optimized pull-effect, which is valued by Hanse the least and in contrast highly by the users. 

This clarifies that Hanse should add more attention to this in the future to satisfy the users’ 

desires. Within the field rig and sail Hanse gives most value to the importance of new rig 

solutions and UV-resistant sails and these areas are also valued the most by the average user. 

As a result, it is essential for Hanse to further focus on these fields in the future and improve 

them as the needs rise.  

Environmental Care within the LSY Industry 

Appendix 5-7 demonstrates two similar value curves, which specify that both Hanse and the 

users perceive environmental care currently to be of medium innovativeness in the LSY 

industry. When looking closer it can be seen that both Hanse and the average user perceive 

environmental features to be more innovative since Hanse rates it as high and the average user 

as medium to high. Appendix 5-8 reveals the value curves for Hanse’s and the average user’s 

view on how important they think the various environmental care areas are and to which 

degree they want it to be more developed in the future. Both value curves confirm that both 

parties value environmental care highly to very highly. Nevertheless, the competitive space is 

wider for environmental care features and low emission engines as Hanse has rated these 

areas as very high in importance and the average user as high. The other fields indicate that 

Hanse shares the same opinion as the users.  
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Since the users request a change in all areas within environmental care, Hanse can see this as 

a sign to focus much more on this area in the future to make improvements and urge for more 

developments to happen.  

Other important LSY Areas 

In appendix 5-9 it is evident that Hanse feels that short-hand solutions, noise-reduced engines 

as well as safety systems are very innovative in the LSY industry. Their perceptions differ a 

lot seeing that the average user rates the innovativeness in these areas to be of medium 

innovativeness. Keel and rudder constructions are perceived with the same ratings and thus 

Hanse and the average user hold opposing views.  

While looking at Hanse’s and the average user’s opinions about environmental care’s 

importance in the future, it is yet again a case of shared meanings, evident in appendix 5-10. 

Their opinions are similar for all fields, what creates two value curves with little competitive 

space in between. Hanse indicates that they perceive short-hand solutions to be less important 

than innovative, which designates a negative trend in their mind-thinking. However, Hanse 

gives within this area most value to the importance of short-hand solutions, noise-reduced 

engines and safety systems, which are also the most valued fields by the average user. To 

match the users’ value curves better, Hanse can provide more resources and capabilities to 

these areas. 

4.2.1.5.4 Jeanneau’s Perception compared to the average User 

  

Figure 4-33: Source: www.jeanneau.com (19-05-2010) 

LSY Exterior 

Appendix 6-1 demonstrates that Jeanneau perceives a LSY’s exterior to be apparently higher 

in innovativeness than the perception of the average user in almost all provided fields. 

Nonetheless, there are also similarities in perception since both parties find practical 

solutions, timeless and modern looks to be of the same level of innovativeness. Appendix 6-2 

“This market is very wide and in general 
the sailing market is quite conservative 
whereas the motorboat market accepts 
bright yellow boats or things like this, 
you never see in the sailing market.” 
(Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010). 
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points out with the use of value curves that Jeanneau wants to see more being done to 

practical and speed solutions as well as on timeless look. The average user is in line with this 

given that the users rate these areas to be less innovative than they should be since they are of 

importance to them. There are also large competitive spaces between practical, speed, window 

and light solutions, which designates that Jeanneau’s and the users’ perception are very 

different concerning these areas. Jeanneau perceives them to be much more important than the 

average user find them to be, what indicates that Jeanneau locates too much effort into some 

areas. Jeanneau should strive to have value curves equal to the average user to use their 

resources efficiently.  

LSY Interior 

The perceptions of Jeanneau and the average user are very similar within the area interior as 

illustrated in appendix 6-3. Their value curves are almost united, which is a good sign of a 

company understanding the needs of the market. When moving onto the importance of this 

area, it is shown in appendix 6-4 that Jeanneau perceives all fields to be more important than 

the average user. This is especially evident for new design and timeless look, where Jeanneau 

rates them as very high in importance while the average user rates medium to medium-high. 

When comparing Jeanneau’s and the average user’s value curves, most competitive space can 

be found under new design and timeless look since the differences are biggest there. Jeanneau 

gives most value to new design and timeless look since the latter is also valued as high in 

importance by the average user. This gives Jeanneau the sign that their prioritisation is correct 

though to a degree, which is higher than necessary. Furthermore, since the average user 

perceives new design as second least in importance, Jeanneau should concentrate less on this 

field and instead focus more on new seating- and bed-solutions, because this fields is valued 

the most by the average user. 

LSY Rig and Sail 

Within the area rig and sail it is interesting to note that the average user perceives the current 

state of innovation as higher than Jeanneau, as illustrated in appendix 6-5. On the opposite, 

they have very similar opinions about rig and sail’s importance for future innovative 

developments, what can be seen in appendix 6-6. Both Jeanneau and the average user rate rig 

solutions, lightweight and new sail materials, carbon mast, UV-resistant sails and new designs 

for optimized pull effect to be of high importance. What Jeanneau, for instance, can learn 

from the average user’s value curve is that they rate lightweight materials and carbon masts 
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higher than Jeanneau thought the market would do. Furthermore, UV-resistant sails and new 

rig solutions are fields, which are valued most by both parties, what indicates that Jeanneau is 

on the right track and stand a good chance to please the user’s needs.  

Environmental care within the LSY industry 

What can be read out of the value curves, provided in appendix 6-7, is that the average user 

thinks environmental care is slightly more innovative in the LSY industry than Jeanneau 

thinks it is. When examining appendix 6-8, it is evident that Jeanneau yet again shares the 

same opinion of the average user since both parties perceive environmental care to be of high 

to very high importance for future development. Jeanneau perceives environmental friendly 

features, low-emission engines and carbon-neutral energy to be even more important than the 

users. Jeanneau can therefore work with the competitive space visible in between these areas 

to move closer to the minds of the users. Jeanneau values environmental friendly features, 

low-emission engines and carbon-neutral energy the most. However, since all fields within 

environmental care are perceived as highly important to the average user, Jeanneau should see 

environmental care as one of their most essential future development. 

Other important LSY Areas 

Jeanneau has yet again created a very similar value curve to the average user once looking at 

their perception of how innovative short-hand solution, noise reduced engines, safety systems, 

keel and rudder constructions are. Though, what can be seen in appendix 6-9 is that Jeanneau 

is of the opinion that short-hand sailing is of high innovativeness in the LSY industry when 

the average user perceives it to be of medium innovativeness. Their opinions also differ for 

rudder constructions given to that the users rate this area as medium while Jeanneau finds the 

area to be low innovative. For all the other fields both have a very similar perception. The 

similarities in perception continue once moving over to this area’s importance, demonstrated 

in appendix 6-10. The average user wants to see that all areas will be improved in the future 

except for rudder construction. Jeanneau also wants all of the areas to be improved including 

rudder construction. However, they should favour other areas more since this is an area the 

users are content. For instance, both the average user and Jeanneau value the importance of 

safety systems and short-hand sailing the most, what indicates that Jeanneau should 

concentrate on these fields. Additionally, there is competitive space found for the former 

field, which designate that Jeanneau can modify slightly to be of the exact same level as the 

average user. 
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4.2.1.5.5 Najad’s Perception compared to the average User 

 

Figure 4-34: Source: www.najad.se (19-05-2010) 

LSY Exterior 

Within the area exterior Najad is in general of the opinion that the exterior is more innovative 

than the average user perceives it to be. This is illustrated in appendix 7-1. Their perceptions 

are, however, shared for new deck solutions since both parties perceive it with medium 

innovativeness. Najad finds new seating solutions to be of low innovativeness, which is 

slightly less than the average user finds it to be. When moving on to their perceptions of the 

exteriors importance, presented in appendix 7-2, it is visible that Najad has a relatively similar 

opinion as the average user. However, competitive space is visible for seating, window and 

light solutions as well as timeless and modern looks, whereby Najad perceives seating 

solutions to be of low importance while the average user perceives it as medium-high. This 

provides Najad with the insight that they should focus more on this area to move closer to the 

market’s need. Furthermore, Najad’s perception that modern look is of high importance 

should also be modified due to the fact that the average user rates it low to medium. This will 

decrease the competitive space between their value curves and Najad will have solutions, 

which match the needs of the market. 

LSY Interior 

Najad also shares a similar opinion about LSY interior with the average user since appendix 

7-3 illustrates that new lightweight materials, new seating and bed solutions and new 

materials have been rated to be medium innovative by both parties. Najad has a higher rating 

for the other interior fields, because they find flexible solutions, customized features, new 

design, timeless and modern looks more innovative than the average user find them to be. 

Once looking at their perception of the interior’s importance, which is demonstrated in 

appendix 7-4, it is visible that Najad and the average user have very similar value curves. 

However, competitive space can be found under new design and modern look since Najad 

“And there we really wanted to, almost I 
would say, to provoke people to maybe 
understand that there should be a difference” 
(Magnus Ridderstad, 15-04-2010). 
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values them highly and the average user values them low to medium in importance. If Najad 

lowers their opinion and performs slightly less development on these areas, they can meet the 

value curves of the users. Najad’s development process will then be more efficient since their 

prioritization will be improved. The average user values, for instance, new seating and bed 

solutions as well as timeless look the most and this correlates with the opinion of Najad. It can 

therefore be said that Najad is on the right way and that they have interpreted the needs in the 

market correctly. 

LSY Rig and Sail 

When examining the area rig and sail, visible in appendix 7-5, it is illustrated that Najad’s 

perception of innovation is apparently lower than of the average user for rig solutions, 

lightweight materials and carbon mast. The users therefore believe that these areas are much 

more innovative than Najad finds them to be. Their perceptions of the other areas are similar 

and do not demonstrate any major differences. The trend continues when looking at appendix 

7-6, where it can be seen that Najad’s perception of each field’s importance within the area of 

rig and sail is clearly less than the perception of the average user. This indicates that Najad is 

not aware of that rig and sail are of such a value to the users. The average user values UV-

resistant sails the most and he also thinks that each area is slightly less innovative than it 

should be and thus Najad should value rig and sail more even though the average user seems 

to be fairly satisfied with the efforts made in LSY industry. However, if this is done, Najad’s 

value curves will be modified to the average user’s value curve, what is essential for needs to 

be satisfied. 

Environmental care within the LSY industry 

The perception of the current state of innovation of Najad and the average user is very similar 

for all areas within environmental care demonstrated in appendix 7-7. Najad’s perception of 

innovation is slightly higher for environmental features and carbon-neutral energy and 

somewhat less for low-emission engines compared to the average user. Once moving over to 

appendix 7-8, which explains Najad’s and the users’ perception of environmental care’s 

importance, it is clear that Najad and the average user share the same perception of 

environmental friendly manufacturing methods, materials, features and carbon-neutral energy. 

Only for low-emission engines Najad’s perception is obviously lower than of the average 

user, who perceives it so be highly important while Najad only rates it to be of medium 
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importance. Since the overall rating made by the users are of high importance, it is essential 

for Najad to have a great focus on environmental care in the future. 

Other important LSY Areas 

Appendix 7-9 shows to which degree Najad and the average user rate different important LSY 

aspects. Short-hand solutions, noise-reduced engines and safety systems are perceived by 

Najad to be highly innovative. The users do not fully agree due to the fact that they think the 

LSY industry has made these areas innovative to a degree of low to medium. Both parties are, 

however, united when it comes to keel and rudder constructions and rate them to a degree of 

medium. The similarities continues once looking at appendix 7-10, where two similar shaped 

value curves are presented for how important these areas are to Najad and to the average user. 

There are hardly any competitive spaces because of this. Najad gives most value to the 

importance of short-hand solutions, noise-reduced engines and safety system, which is in line 

with the opinion of the average user and as a result, it can be recommended to Najad to have a 

focus on these fields in the future to make them even more innovative. In general it is 

interesting to note that Najad’s perception is similar to the perception of the average user in 

almost all areas above. 

4.2.1.5.6 X-Yachts’ Perception compared to the average User  

 

Figure 4-35: Source: www.xyachts.dk (19-05-2010) 

LSY Exterior 

Appendix 8-1 illustrates the average user’s and X-Yachts’ perception of how innovative 

LSY’s exterior are in the LSY industry. The value curves in appendix 4-79 demonstrates that 

X-Yachts has a similar opinion as the average user of how innovative deck as well as seating 

solutions are whereas the other fields are perceived as more innovative by X-Yachts than by 

the average user. When investigating this area’s importance to X-Yachts and the average user, 

similarities in their opinions can be found for practical as well as seating solutions as 

illustrated in appendix 8-2. What is also evident here is that both parties value these fields the 

“We are playing around with small details like 

trying to make the sail-handling easier for clients.” 

(Niels Jeppesen, 13-04-2010). 
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most. Therefore, it can be seen as important for X-Yachts to concentrate on these fields in the 

future. For the other fields of exterior, speed, deck, window and light solutions as well as 

timeless and modern looks, the perception of X-Yachts is again higher. X-Yachts finds speed 

solutions to be more innovative than important, which is a perception that should be modified 

due to the fact that it is rated the second highest by the average user. X-Yachts also perceives 

deck solutions to be less innovative than they should be and since the users have rated a minor 

positive trend in this area it can be wise to pay more attention to it. X-Yachts also values 

window solutions and modern looks highly, which are valued the least by the average user 

and therefore, these fields should be less important for X-Yachts in the future. 

LSY Interior 

The average user’s and X-yachts’ opinion of how innovative LSY’s interior is, is provided in 

appendix 8-3. The opinion of X-Yachts is similar to the opinion of the average user in all 

areas. However, when looking closer it can be seen that X-Yachts perceives all areas to be 

more innovative than the average user thinks they are. The importance of the area interior is 

presented in appendix 8-4, which shows that X-Yachts perceives lightweight materials, 

flexible solutions and customized features as less important than the average user whereas in 

the other fields X-Yachts’ perception is higher. What is interesting to note is that X-Yachts’ 

perception that customized features are more innovative than it is important does not correlate 

with the average user’s opinion, who states that it should be more innovative due to its 

importance. When comparing the value curve of X-Yachts with the value curve of the average 

user, it is clear that both parties value seating and bed solutions highly. Therefore, X-Yachts 

should maintain this field. X-Yachts also finds new materials, new design, modern and 

timeless look of high importance, however, since the average user only perceives timeless 

look to be a field, which is less innovative than important, X-Yachts should prioritise this over 

the other areas. 

LSY Rig and Sail 

As illustrated in appendix 8-5, the average user’s perception of the current state of innovation 

within the area rig and sail is higher in all fields than the perception of X-Yachts. Regarding 

the two parties’ perception of rig and sail’s importance for future development is displayed in 

appendix 8-6. There can be seen that X-Yachts has a slightly higher perception than the 

average user that rig solutions, lightweight materials and carbon mast are more important. 

Nonetheless, both X-Yachts and the users perceive this area to be less innovative than 
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important. Both parties therefore urge more developments in the future. Interesting to see is 

that X-Yachts finds new design for optimized pull effect to be satisfied and has thus rated the 

area as low in importance. The users on the opposite argue for more development in this field 

due to the fact that they rated it as less innovative than important. For X-Yachts to modify 

their value curve closer to the one of their users, they should improve this area, which will 

satisfy market needs. Most valued by both X-Yachts and the average user is the importance of 

UV-resistant sails, which is a positive sign for X-Yachts to prioritise this field.  

Environmental Care within the LSY Industry 

X-Yachts’ perceives most fields within environmental care to be of high innovativeness, 

which does not correlate with the answers from the users, who find environmental care to be 

of low to medium innovativeness, as illustrated in appendix 8-7. The only field, where X-

Yachts has a perception lower than the average user, is for environmental friendly 

manufacturing methods. When examining both parties’ perception of environmental care’s 

importance, it is evident in appendix 8-8 that their value curves are very much united from a 

similar progress. This argues that X-Yachts has a good understanding of what is important in 

the market. Due to the reason that the average user has a high to very high perception of 

environmental care, X-Yachts should encourage more development in this area to be able to 

fulfil the needs in the market. 

Other important LSY Areas 

Once moving over to X-Yachts’ and the average user’s perception of short-hand sailing, 

noise-reduced engines, safety systems as well as keel and rudder constructions, it is 

demonstrated in appendix 8-9 that X-Yachts finds all fields to be more innovative than the 

average user. The exception is, however, keel constructions, where the average user finds it to 

be more innovative than X-Yachts. Furthermore, they share the same perception of rudder 

construction. The perception of how important this area is right now is shown in appendix 8-

10, where the average user demands short-hand sailing, noise reduced engines, safety systems 

and keel constructions to be more improved in the future. Since X-Yachts shares the same 

ratings in all of the fields except for keel constructions, they prove that they have a good 

understanding of what the users perceive as important. Since X-Yachts does not think that 

keel construction is of very high importance, they should nevertheless increase their 

perception and effort so as to please the users’ needs. Due to the fact that short-hand 

solutions, noise-reduced engines and safety systems are valued the most by both X-Yachts 
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and the average user, it seems clear that X-Yachts understands the market’s needs. If they 

improve these fields, they will also fulfil these needs. For that reason, it is recommended that 

X-Yachts improves them and makes them more innovative. 

4.3 Growth through Innovation 

One way to reach further growth opportunities is through the usage of innovation, states 

Stromberg. He explains that Jeanneau’s strategy is to find a balance between praising and 

working with their existing product lines, especially their mature product lines. Stromberg 

indicates that this is done to avoid the risk of being less dynamic, which leads to less attention 

in the press. He holds that Jeanneau tries to keep the development of existing products up to 

80 percent and the development of replacement products up to 20 percent to make sure that 

they always have new products, new ideas and new concepts in their portfolio. 

Bock states that Hanse’s big goal and unwritten rule for the past 15 years has been to “Break 

Rules and set Trends” since this brings them new possibilities to grow.  

“We set trends, this is our big goal and we will continue setting trends in the future” 

(Jörn Bock, 6-04-2010). 

Bock believes that differences are made by both small and big innovation. Therefore, he 

claims that Hanse was the first, which invented the self-tacking genoa for series production 

and concludes that this made their product outstanding. Because of the high costs innovation 

brings, Ridderstad admits that Najad has not been focusing on creating new innovations since 

they were hit by the financial crisis in 2007. He describes that Najad and the LSY industry 

was very innovative up until 2007 and says that it was then possible to design and do pretty 

much anything, because people would buy. This brought Najad and the LSY industry new 

growth advantages. He states that they had a peak in 2007 since there was a real hype to grip 

innovation and do different things. However, it came to a complete stop two years ago when it 

became more difficult to push out new innovations, states Ridderstad. At present, he clarifies 

that they want to slow down a bit and work on smaller details that might not be so innovative. 

He further says that they will improve practical aspects of usage and therefore, plan to 

develop a lot of things in the future. 

Tapken explains that Dehler is not based on creating growth instead they are based on filling 

their production as much as possible. Therefore, they are for example present at boat 

exhibitions to influence potential customers in their decision of purchase a LSY. This 
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generates, according to Tapken, more orders and as a result also bigger success. However, he 

points out that their production is limited and therefore, cannot manage too big orders. 

The LSY industry is perceived by Stromberg to be very conservative, but he denotes that 

Jeanneau wants to be different and use as much innovation as possible. He further states that 

Jeanneau uses innovation fairly regularly and that it is their aim to always renew their boats 

and bring out something totally new each time they build a new model in order to get the 

attention from the press. As an example he states that they improved the ease of motoring the 

boat through electrifying the sailing system, which they know are appreciated by the market 

and will therefore generate more sells. Stromberg also states that innovations regarding design 

can bring new growth opportunities and therefore, they renew the interior design and 

ergonomics as well as the exterior cockpit ergonomics to bring out new concepts of designs 

and fabrics materials.  

Jeppesen clarifies that innovation is not the only way to reach growth since he defines that 

marketing, but also most importantly the ability to provide after-sales-service are extremely 

important and makes a parallel with the car industry.  

“Let’s compare with a car that costs 20 percent of the price of a new yacht, they 

customers get a fantastic service of BMW, or Audi, or Mercedes, or Volvo and of 

course all our clients have nice cars. So, when they buy a boat, which costs many 

times more than their car, they expect the after-sell-service and the quality also to be 

on the same level as the car and that is very difficult” (Niels Jeppesen, 13-04-2010). 

He continues that the way X-Yachts handles after-sales-service and the guarantees are very 

important in order to prove their ability to serve high standards and quality, what encourages 

customer to invest in them.  

Bruno Belmont sees innovation as a tool to reach further growth opportunities since he states 

that it is Bénéteau’s way to keep up with new needs and demands in the market. 

4.3.1 New Product Development as a Strategy for Growth 

Tapken indicates that not a lot has changed in the LSY building production since 1965 when 

GIP materials were modernised and it became possible to build LSY in serial production to a 

much lower price level than it was at times before. 
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“As it went from wooden or metal building to GIP building, the most dramatic change 

was and that was in the 60s that the price of a boat fell rapidly. With this, sailing boats 

came to a complete different level in the public. So in the earlier times only “Mr 

Krupp” had a boat and in the 60s also mid higher or higher mid income were also 

able to buy a boat and I think that was the biggest change and since then the basic 

technique for building boats hasn’t changed” (Ralf Tapken, 21.04.2010.  

This is not completely in line with the opinion of Stromberg, who believes that in terms of 

new players within the LSY market the industry has grown very quickly and changed a lot. 

He describes that the LSY industry ten years ago was much smaller compared to today. He 

further holds that LSY producers that entered the market in 2005, 2006 or 2007 have 

difficulties staying in the market today. The reason he explains is that they do not have an 

established name or an established record which is a problem when today’s customers 

purchasing behaviour is very cautious.  

A clear distinction is made by Tapken between “formula one” boat building and “mass serial” 

building. He holds that the formula one boat building is more innovative and thus produces 

more expensive products that mass serial producers cannot do. He clarifies that shipyards like 

Jeanneau, Bénéteau, Bavaria or Hanse have a production number of one thousand and more 

boats per year and then it can be hard to build mainly on innovation like the formula one do. 

Further he explains that Dehler as well as Hanse instead have a few smaller projects, where 

they start with completely new techniques like vacuum infusion. 

“Of course we are going into new models and into new technologies but this are 

limited on a payable level” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010). 

Therefore, he denotes for instance that Dehler does not supply boats with carbon fibre since 

they have very defined production programs and would not be organised for it.  

Dehler’s NPD process stars by contacting their two external design houses since the design is 

not made in-house. Tapken explains that these design houses has always been responsible for 

Dehler’s design and they usually work on order when Dehler perceives one of their models 

has been too long on the market. Tapken therefore clarifies that a model’s lifespan is 

approximately between eight to ten years and after that it is time to replace it with a new 

model, which is then always based on the newest technology, available on the market such as 

drawings, type and shape of the hull, keel and deck. Further, Tapken clarifies that the choices 

that are made are based on customers’ expectations about what is modern today.  
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“We have periods where everything has to be round and we have periods when 

everything has to be corny, now it looks like it is some kind of a mixture so there is a 

real question of what designers take out of their experience because these design 

offices makes also a lot of one off yachts. They see which are really successful. They 

see what is really bought by the market. And then we take ideas from all of these 

projects to go into a new serial boat yacht – That is the process” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-

2010). 

When Jeanneau focuses on NPD Stromberg describes that they start this process by 

identifying a concept that is unique to a region and then they try to develop a boat that would 

be popular in that region. However, he states that it is important that the product concept can 

be adapted and used also in other regions. He clarifies that they always strive to reach bigger 

volumes when they produce a certain model since then they can sell it to a better price.  

By contrast, X-Yachts has a relatively simple strategy for NPD, especially since the current 

financial crisis has made them more cautious. Jeppesen denotes because of that their 

customers are regular customers and many of them have turned 50, 60 and 70 years old. He 

further describes this picture as the foundation of their current strategy, which has been to 

produce a very conservative and heavy, more cruising oriented range of yachts, the XC range. 

Jeppesen clarifies therefore that half of their turnover is generated by their repeat customers. 

He concludes by saying that they use a lot of their own common sense when they develop 

new products and are careful not to put families at risk by adapting to any kind of technology.  

“We are focused on building boats comparative to its price, but our aim is mainly to 

build boats with a certain standard, with a certain quality and our boats are nowadays 

maybe up to 50 percent more expensive than the cheaper products. And we don’t have 

any ambition to enter the cheaper products, but the main market is probably the 

cheaper products. We don’t need a big market to keep a float” (Niels Jeppesen, 

100413).  

Stromberg further defines Jeanneau’s strategy for NPD to be a continuous communication 

process with various importers and dealers in various areas of the world to hear their opinion 

about market needs that should be adopted into the new models. Jeanneau (2010) therefore 

elucidates that their computer-aided design software CATIA supports the whole development 

process and “allows the members of the Jeanneau Design Department to share their 

knowledge and better apply their individual skills at each step of the process” (Jeanneau, 
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2010). Additionally, Stromberg explains that they also spend time with potential as well as 

current customers at different sailing events, where there is an open exchange of information, 

which is required by Jeanneau for their decision-making about NPD.  

“Sometimes things are complementary, meaning everybody in the world wants the 

same sort of thing. And sometimes one decision is good for somebody and bad for 

somebody else. So you have to weigh where the important parts in the market are 

going to be” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010).  

When Jeanneau was hit by the crisis during fall 2008, Stromberg points out that their newest 

and most innovative models were selling much better than older products at the exhibitions 

during September, October and November 2008. The recognised different behaviour among 

the customers made Jeanneau take the decision to accelerate by increasing the number of new 

models. Thereby, Stromberg explains that they focused on developing and launching a wing-

forward model within only a year, which would normally take up to three years to develop 

and they also decided to launch ideas and concepts, which they were planning to develop 

sometime in the future. 

In general can be said, states Stromberg, that all of their launched models have improved 

facets such as enhanced hull-shaping, speed, efficiency, stability or interior design, what 

Jeanneau sees as their main mission when launching a new product.  

“We have seen that those models went very, very well in a market that has been 

roughly stable over the past years. We know that the market is very difficult and 

people are very critical to buy right now. But they will buy a new innovative boat at 

the right prize” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010).  

Jeanneau focuses, according to Stromberg, on a couple of different key innovations in order to 

make sure that they will get some press since 100 percent innovation is not possible for a new 

product.  

Ridderstad explains that they had a very intense period of NPD right before the crisis hit since 

they had an owner that was eager to push out new models in a very high pace. Their intension 

was, according to Ridderstad, almost to provoke people and clearly show that there should be 

a difference in today’s products. He holds that they worked on the overall picture of the LSYs 

and made sure that the boats had good design features and innovations to some degree in 

order to make sure that the customers perceived them as different to other LSYs. He believes 
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that the interior design and the top deck is where they can differentiate themselves the most 

and show their unique features and good design. He says that their aim is to stick out from the 

mass. 

When performing NPD, Ridderstad explains that they turn to their dealer networks since these 

networks provide them with customer information and expectations about future LSYs. 

Ridderstad clarifies that they also collected information of this kind whenever they are in 

contact with their customers. This information is then used for Najad’s decision-making 

process explains Ridderstad. At present Ridderstad holds that Najad is mainly focusing on 

refining and improving the products they already have and that this will continue for another 

two years before they will start creating new models again.  

What Ridderstad finds important when it comes to NPD is that each new model they develop 

matches the company’s existing range. He makes clear that he wants a continuous innovation 

process. However, he believes that this is not possible and therefore, he wants to keep it in a 

loop during the whole design process.    

“First, fit into the range, so you feel it is a Najad with those incentives that is really 

just for Najad. Secondly, you need to twig each individual model” (Magnus 

Ridderstad, 15-04-2010). 

Bock clarifies that Hanse’s NPD has slowed down due to the fact that at this time their new 

models are ready. However, he explains that they renew models every year by looking at their 

present models and see how they can be changed inside-out.  

“It is like the car industry, you have to do something every year” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-

2010). 

Furthermore, Bock states that one of their NPD strategies is to find new and easier ways to 

build their LSYs than the once that was built before. Therefore, he uses an example of a 50 ft 

model that may take 2500 hours to build and then their goal is to build a new model in 300 

hours less without loosing quality or comfort.  

“We focus on coming up with engineering and ideas that tell us how to produce a boat 

in easier ways” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-2010). 
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4.3.2 Open innovation 

OI is used by Dehler since they are collaborating, according to Tapken, with two different 

design houses, the German Judel - Vrolijk and the Dutch Simonis/Voogd, whereby former is, 

according to Tapken, one of the world’s biggest and most successful design houses for yacht 

building. For that reason Dehler has been working with Judel – Vrolijk for almost 20 years 

and also currently, they are designing four models for Dehler. Tapken further denotes that 

Simonis/Voogd brought Dehler great success five to eight years ago with new rounded design 

styles on top and below deck. Tapken holds that Simonis/Voogd is currently designing three 

models for them.  

However, Tapken sees a lot of worries with OIs and indicates that it is a difficult process 

within the LSY industry.  

“The marine business is so small that you have actually not the choice to be really 

open in what you are doing if you are making innovation outside or inside. It is really 

a small market” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010). 

So Tapken believes that their production numbers are too small to afford to look into too 

many different external choices. He therefore exemplifies that he has two different suppliers 

for engines and if they offer a new technology, Dehler has to find out if this new technology is 

really helpful for them.  

The biggest problem Tapken has witnessed with external parties during the past few years is 

that many manufacturers of technical goods have gone into so called modern computers 

technology. He clarifies that their new modern technology creates after-sales problems and 

unsatisfied customers when they are in need of assistance at remote locations. Therefore, 

Tapken explains that Dehler is very careful with what they get from their external suppliers 

and may refuse new innovations in parts like an engine. Time wise he even sees no 

advantages with either open or closed innovation.  

Jeppesen also holds that X-Yachts use external activities to some extent to drive OI, but he 

explains that they mainly create most of their innovations and products in-house. He further 

points out that their yard is located in a sailing yacht area, surrounded by different types of 

suppliers and he indicates that X-Yachts is a big client of them and therefore, they often meet 

up to advice the suppliers on what would be beneficial for X-Yachts. He also states that X-

Yachts do not buy already made innovations, but rather collaborate with dealers, which, 
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according to X-Yachts (2010b) operate in 37 various countries as well as other marine 

suppliers in order to develop new systems and new ideas, what is, according to Jeppesen, the 

OI system of X-Yachts. 

In contrast to the motorboat market, Stromberg describes the sailing market as very 

conservative. He says that they have to be cautious on how far they go in terms of design 

since it is not well accepted in the marketplace today. Nonetheless, he clarifies that Jeanneau 

as a company, is very lucky to be part of the largest marine group in the world, the Bénéteau 

Group. Further he explains that this provides them with one of the largest R&D development 

capabilities in the industry, which keep the boundaries on a low level and therefore, they have 

the ability to develop a great number of models. Additionally, Jeanneau is very fortunate to 

work with many different world renowned navel architects.  

“We hope they bring us many of the ideas they see in the world of racing, super 

yachts, and so forth. So that they are bringing some of the trends that are going on 

outside of our production, boats of world. We also work a lot with interior designers, 

who bring us the trends involving materials, fabrics, colours, and wood and things like 

this that allows us to be as contemporary as possible” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010). 

Stromberg highlights that they try to stay up-to-date by looking externally and involve 

different parties in their innovation process. Therefore, he states that Jeanneau does not only 

visit boat exhibitions, but they also go to other shows within different industries to get 

inspiration for different kinds of woods, material and designs.  

“There are other industries that have an impact, of course, on our industry. The ideas 

for innovation come mainly from external factors” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010). 

A combination of open and closed innovation is used by Jeanneau, according to Stromberg. 

He clarifies that most of the innovations that they add to their LSY comes from their suppliers 

since they contact them whenever they have a new innovation. Further he says that if they 

have an idea for a concept, they go to their suppliers to see if they can supply it. He concludes 

by saying that there is currently a lot of development concerning performance, design and 

materials outside in the LSY industry. 
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“And in addition to that, there is a lot of new technology involving proposing, because 

now we are using more and more hydride boats, boats with big batteries, tanks and 

generators and things like this. And this type of technology is coming from outside the 

marine industry it is coming from other motor or industrial applications” (Erik 

Stromberg, 13-04-2010). 

Ridderstad delineates that Najad’s OI is partly performed through collaboration with two 

different universities: Chalmers University of Technology and Umeå Design University, so as 

to carry out different design studies.  

“Which we find is quite useful. Most of the time we cannot use it, but you can get ideas 

that you can use. And I have talked about it today, when I told my MD that you will 

come and visit us. The possibilities to work with universities and talk to universities is 

actually quite good, because it makes you think and it makes you get ideas from 

outside” (Magnus Ridderstad, 15-4-2010).  

Further he points out that they also use Judel-Vrolijk in their OI since they try to be 

innovative. 

Also Jeppesen believes that good ideas are the result of collaborating with universities and 

therefore, X-Yachts has employed four design architects from South Hampton University to 

be responsible for certain areas of yacht design, including exterior, interior and system design.  

The negative aspects with having only closed innovation, is according to Ridderstad the 

difficulty of controlling what is happening in the market since the vision is very narrow-

minded. He says that it would be a waste of time developing an innovation that is already out 

in the market. Therefore, he sees an advantage with OI since it brings them valuable 

information from external suppliers and partners.  

“You know exactly what each individual client is doing. So there is a benefit with 

using more open strategies so that you actually involve someone that knows. And then 

you can talk to them, and then you can develop together, and then they basically can 

tell us, why this is not really innovative, because these other guys have already done it. 

They probably do not say it like that, but you get a better feeling. So to a certain 

extent, we want to be more open” (Magnus Ridderstad, 15-04-2010).  
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For Najad, Ridderstad describes their innovation network as semi-open since they use external 

designers such as Judel-Vrolijk or Rose and Design. However, he says that they are so close 

to them that he almost perceives them as internal, even though they are not.  

“When we are about to bring out a new model, then there are so much secrecy behind 

it. So it is almost closed anyway, but together with partners. They design for other 

yards as well, but treat everything very carefully within their company of course. But 

still it is semi-open I would call it, because the partners are so closed to us” (Magnus 

Ridderstad, 15-04-2010). 

4.3.3 Lead-Users and customers as innovators 

When it comes to generating new ideas, Tapken explains that Dehler regularly writes to their 

dealers. He clarifies that their dealers are working close to the market and the end-customer 

and that Dehler is in need of their knowledge and expertise for future NPD. Tapken indicates 

that it is very rare that Dehler use end-customers-as-innovators since their ideas are often not 

workable. The reason why they are not doable is because the ideas are created from their own 

personal needs and they do not consider economic and serial production methods. However, 

he states that if they would receive an innovative and realistic idea they would be happy to use 

it.  

Jeppesen is in line with Tapken and states that customers are not really innovative. He feels 

that customers can specify their basic needs, which are more comfort and easier sail-handling 

systems but not more than that. Furthermore, he clarifies that they do not have a community 

centre where customers can contact them with ideas however they are often contacted by 

mail.  

“We are often being posted by, let’s say, passionate designers or hobby designers 

from other countries, which have a new idea on how to make a new keel, a new mast 

or whatever. These ideas are very naive I have to say, from private people. So, we 

don’t get, I wouldn’t say we get any ideas from private clients, which are very useful” 

(Niels Jeppesen, 13-04-2010). 

Bock explains that Hanse occasionally uses customers-as-innovators whenever their ideas 

provide better solutions to a problem.  

“Some people have been sailing for 30 years and they know a lot” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-

2010). 



EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

115 

However, he agrees with Jeppesen and Tapken that customers’ proposals are often not useful 

for serial production and then they give the idea to a sub-contractor in case it is of use to 

them.  

As their main source for innovation, Stromberg explains, Jeanneau uses dealers, but also 

receives feedback from customers through their questionnaires. This feedback is according to 

Stromberg not anything that can be used for innovation. At times, however, he states that 

ideas are coming in from customers, which are forwarded to them through their dealers since 

Jeanneau does not have a direct panel for innovation with customers, only with their dealers.  

On the opposite, Ridderstad indicates that it occasionally happens that their customers provide 

Najad with innovations, especially for the interior design. Once the ideas are good, Ridderstad 

claims that they are happy to use them.  

“We even named a table after one of our clients” (Magnus Ridderstad, 15-04-2010). 

Belmont states that any kind of feedback coming in from the customer is helpful. According 

to Bénéteau (2010), they therefore have created a forum, “sailboat of tomorrow”, which 

encourage lead-users to provide Bénéteau with ideas that can be used for future innovations. 

4.3.4 Transforming ideas into Innovations 

When transforming ideas into innovations, Stromberg holds that Jeanneau moves very 

carefully since they want to make sure that the customers feel comfortable with their new 

developments. He states that it can take between five or ten years before some innovations 

finally are accepted in the market. Therefore, Stromberg clarifies that they sometimes wait 

with the development of new ideas until the market is ready for it since they are producing 

LSY on volume.  

However, once Jeanneau makes their decisions concerning which ideas they should transform 

they go on instinct. Stromberg explains that this instinct is based on peoples’ perception of 

innovation, which is mostly heard at different boat exhibitions. He indicates that their 

decision-making process becomes easier when they hear the same opinions, needs and 

demands from different directions again and again. On the opposite it is less easy when they 

are challenged with various attitudes. He states that this can be explained as their strategic 

planning for each new model since prioritisation has to be made. He explains that this is based 

on market trends and if the market for instance, shows a need for big LSYs, then Jeanneau 

prioritises to build bigger LSYs and remove smaller LSY from their development plans. 
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Further he gives the example that if a competitor releases an impressive LSY, they have to 

prioritise innovations, which can beat the competitor’s offering. He clarifies that all of these 

decisions are made on a strategic level and they are made three or five years in advance. At 

times, he says, they need to be changed, but they prefer to have three year long visions. 

“You have to make all of these decisions and hopefully you make them right. And if not, you 

have to be able to correct the product and so forth” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010). 

 

Currently, Tapken is looking for ideas for 2011 as well as 2012 and therefore, Dehler’s 

transformation process start with collecting ideas from their dealers. 

“We are collecting ideas from our dealers, what do they want, what do they think and 

what do I think we need and then I look, with my team here: Is it doable? What is the 

price of it? Can we sell it? Does the customer pay for it or do we need it as a point for 

the future which can then be successful in the market? And then we discuss all the 

things and when we believe there are points that are valuable enough to research 

deeper, then we do so. Out of ten points, eight are not used” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-

2010). 

He further states that discussions with groups of people is the best way to make decisions 

about which ideas should be transformed to innovations and which once that should be left 

out. Thereby, any kind of idea that contributes to lighter, faster and easier handling LSYs are, 

according to Tapken, perceived as an innovation to Dehler, which is worth investing in, since 

it takes them towards the direction they want to head for. As an example, he indicates that 

Dehler is currently in a process to develop lighter furniture and interiors by using a material 

called foam core, which he describes to be as strong as lightweight material and which keeps 
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the same quality level once wood plates are glued onto both sides of the foam core. This 

method is also used by Najad as stated by Olof Seiving, who is responsible for sales. 

“This makes our boats lighter, which makes them faster, which gives them more 

stability what means that they are not hitting so much which makes them easier and 

comfortable to sail on a higher speed level. We are now in a position to do this 

because these foam core materials are now on a price level which makes serial 

production possible” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010).  

In general, Tapken explains that they prioritise ideas, which will generate the best profits and 

which no competitors have made use of.  

“It is not a very sophisticated job really, it is really based on simple numbers and 

feeling” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010). 

Ridderstad clarifies that Najad priorities innovations and ideas that customers can see, feel 

and notice since this is their first impression of the LSY. At the same time, he explains that 

Najad needs to sell as many LSYs as possible and therefore, it is crucial for them to identify 

what people appreciate in order to make the right decisions. Additionally, innovations and 

ideas are prioritised, which match the values of Najad such as safety and quality aspects. 

When it comes to the realisation of ideas, Jeppesen holds that X-Yachts often have a list of 

things, which they would like to develop. He further explains that it is then the management 

within the company, which makes the decision about which ideas should finally be developed. 

Thereby he states that it is especially the cost aspect that is taken into account since they have 

a limited budget for idea transformation.  

“Some of the ideas are too expensive right now to develop, so we have to put them on 

stand-by until times are better” (Niels Jeppesen, 13-04-2010). 

Jeppesen adds that once an idea has been transformed and implemented on one of their LSYs 

they present the new yacht to the press in order to get some publicity. He describes that they 

let the press test-sail the LSY together with a pilot design team that explains the LSYs new 

features. 
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4.3.5 First Mover 

Regarding the questions if being a first mover or not, Ridderstad holds that Najad likes to be 

in the leading position of innovation but indicates that they have slowed down slightly 

because of the financial crisis.  

“We are not saying that we have to be first with everything. We can follow quite fast, 

but we don’t have to be first. That is something that we deliberately took a step back 

with. It is very expensive to be first, it costs a lot of money to push and push all the 

time” (Magnus Ridderstad, 15-04-2010).  

Also Tapken states that they prefer not to be the first mover. 

“This is very much limited in the boating world to one-off projects. They have the role 

of being the most innovative one” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010).  

He believes that their market space is very limited by price and cannot recall that Dehler has 

ever been a first mover. Tapken further perceives a first mover to be extremely innovative and 

is of the opinion that a first mover often works on order and therefore, is not limited by 

financial resources. On the opposite, Jeppesen believes that it is a real advantage to be a first 

mover if the product is good and if it is produced correctly. Further Jeppesen clarifies that 

there are a lot of companies within the LSY industry that copy from best practice. He gives 

the steel frame as an example that X-Yachts invented in 1981 and has today many imitators. 

However, Jeppesen holds that many of these imitators, for instance some Italian LSY 

producers, have not fully understood what the device is meant to do since instead of fixing the 

steel frame to the hull they only glue it together. This certainly does not prevent the hull from 

breaking if hitting a rock in full speed, indicates Jeppesen and further explains that the whole 

interior would then be damaged. 

Also Stromberg feels that it is more difficult for a company of their size to focus on cutting-

edge innovations and further holds that they have to be very conscious in their expectations of 

new, first-adapted types of movements for LSYs. The reason, he says, is because the LSY 

market is very conservative and because they have to be in the heart of the market, which can 

generate the volume they need. Instead he concludes that they tend to focus on smaller things 

and want to be first movers in these areas instead.  

Finally, Bock describes a first mover position as hard work, but also as a lot of fun. He states 

that the big advantage with being a first mover is not only the product by itself it is also the 
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opportunity to try out new ways of doing things. He says that there are a lot of decisions that 

has to be made and a lot of question marks that have to be cleared and because of this the risk 

taking is by contrast relatively high.  

4.4 Networking 

Tapken says that they use networks, because they do not possess all the capabilities and 

resources they need in-house and therefore seek externally for the once that do.  

“We look over the fens and look for examples into other companies that are working 

in the same direction but on higher numbers. Interior designers, which are normally 

working with caravans or interior designers, which are doing industrial products and 

then they have a look at our boats and times to times they have ideas, which we can 

use” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010). 

However, Tapken explains that the external parties normally contact them and not the other 

way around. First when they offer a concept that Dehler believes is doable, then they decide 

to go with it, states Tapken. He further clarifies that they, from time to time, use external 

designers from other industries when wanting to develop a new product. Tapken makes clear 

that their network for technological features is limited to two maritime players since they are 

the only one, which can provide worldwide service after the LSY is delivered.  

“For everything that is technical on the boat, our biggest and most important point is 

that we have to look for people who can give our customers a good support all over 

the world after we have delivered the product” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010). 

Additionally, Tapken states that they are included in the Hanse Group, which is described by 

Hanse Group (2010) as a network of four different brands: Dehler, Hanse, Moody and Fjord. 

“We have a lot of exchange between our companies and we are networking very much 

together. We have sourcing together, we make developments together and then every 

brand takes out of these developments what they can use for their brand” (Ralf 

Tapken, 21-04-2010).  

When asking whether Tapken could see himself collaborating with competitors he says: “Yes, 

why not!”. Further he explains that they know their competitors and meet them occasionally 

at different boat shows. He outlines that they can benefit from the experience from different 

directions, especially when it comes to production. He states that every LSY producer has 
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their secrets and indicates that they all operate in common ways and often use the same 

suppliers. This is in line with Ridderstad, who states that the minds should be more open for 

the future to seek for opportunities to develop something together. 

“Because it is a tiny industry and the units being produced are so small, so it might be 

that we have to do it for the future. Opening up our minds, a bit at least” (Magnus 

Ridderstad, 15-04-2010). 

Jeppesen thinks it is important to have a big network, but indicates that X-Yachts has a big 

design team itself. He compares them to companies like Hallberg-Rassy or Bénéteau, which 

first involves external design companies when they want to develop new models.  

“We do everything ourselves. We do the hull-design, the deck-design, interior design, 

the whole engineering we do ourselves. Sometimes we have corporations with 

engineering companies like Structural Polymer systems when we cannot cope with our 

workload. So we have some sub-suppliers, which can help us in the engineering, but 

the actual design innovation is something we want to have in-house” (Niels Jeppesen, 

13-04-2010). 

Nonetheless, Jeppesen holds that they have a good supply-chain network, which supply for 

instance polyester, fibre-glass, core material, stainless steel, furniture, wooden, engineering 

and decks. He explains that they do not question how engineering products are made. 

However, when it comes to furniture or fibre-glass, which are made in much fewer numbers 

than engines or winches, they start questioning quality aspects to ensure the best possible 

quality. He further states that they also investigate whether the supply is made to a 

competitive price, what is one of their main strategies even though they offer expensive 

products. To be able to improve X-Yachts competitiveness they purchased their own yard in 

Poland for cheaper manufacturing and labour costs, which extended their network.  

“We have to go this direction to improve our competitiveness in the market. So that is 

the most important aspect of the photo of yacht building in my opinion that is to meet 

the competition. And Bénéteau and Bavaria and these yards, they are so much more 

efficient production wise, because they have bigger home markets and they have much 

bigger sizes. The only answer we can come with is to try to lower our production 

prices by bound, to let’s say, Eastern-Europe countries. Some parts of the more 

complex production have to remain in Denmark” (Niels Jeppesen, 13-04-2010). 
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Stromberg explains that Jeanneau has set up a network of architects and designers to receive 

new ideas and trends as well as develop new products. He clarifies that they also work for 

other sailing yards and projects.  

“We have everything that is involving the sails network: dealers, importers, 

distributors of the boats, and they have very different views. They have views, which 

are very much focused on their individual market or their individual region. And then 

we have the clients, who bring us information” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010).  

The main problem Stromberg sees with networks is the sharing of too much information, 

ideas and concepts, which may end up in the wrong hands. Furthermore, he discusses the 

problematic aspect of communicating future new innovations too much to their networks 

since that can lead to dealers and customers, who easily put off their purchasing decision in 

waiting for a new product to be launched. Therefore, he explains that he shares different 

information to different networks. 

4.5 Blue Ocean Strategy 

In terms of blue oceans, Bock elucidates that Hanse tries to focus on creating new blue 

oceans, but indicates that they find it hard to leave the market they belong to. Therefore, he 

states that it can be a dangerous game to leave this market since it is difficult to know which 

products are suitable for creating a blue ocean. However, Hanse Group has, according to 

Bock, created a blue ocean with an 18 ft sailing boat, Varianta 18. He states that it was 

invented to change their entire dealership system and to investigate whether they some day 

can leave the whole dealer system and create their own market. 
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“We have never tried this way to distribute a boat before, 

without any dealers and the use of boat exhibitions. The boat is 

for young people and you can only buy it via Internet. This is a 

different approach to selling boats. Before we never thought 

that you could sell a small boat for 10.000 Euro via Internet” 

(Jörn Bock, 100426). 

 

 

He further explains that this approach has been very successful and they have built nearly 100 

models of Variant 18 since January. The only problem Bock has witnessed is that people want 

to touch the boat before they purchase it and therefore, they have decided to set up 

partnerships with sailing schools around Germany, the Netherlands and Switzerland. He states 

that they are planning to increase this partnership with up to 60 partners Europe wide, where 

people can go and touch the boat and even have a test-sail before placing their order via 

Internet.  

“It is a very good story. It is a very easy product. You cannot buy any parts for this 

boat. You can only buy the boat, two sails on and that is it. Further we do not dealer 

the boat. You have to go to the yard and collect it yourself. So then you have to buy a 

trailor if you don’t have one. This is a game and it works” (Jörn Bock, 100426).  

To create awareness and word-of-mouth, Bock explains that they have created a community 

for Varianta 18 on facebook where owners can join and share their experiences as well as 

taking part of new information about the boat. He further indicates that they also have 

uploaded four different videos on YouTube of Varianta 18.  

Furthermore, Bock describes that this new market offers challenges in different ways. 

“If you buy a boat over the Internet it is the same like if you are buying it on your 

doorstep. So this is the difficulty, because if you buy it on your doorstep you can give it 

back without telling any reason up to two weeks long period. This is a big problem 

when selling things over Internet because it is a different world of selling” (Jörn Bock, 

26-04-2010). 

Figure 4-36: Varianta 18 (www.varianta.info) 
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He states that they began this concept with a small and easy product to see how people 

behave. He explains that Varianta 18 has no electricity, no motor, no lights and no fridge and 

indicates that the next step could be to sell a bigger and more complex sailing boat.  

“Let’s say that the next boat is going to be 30ft and has a motor and some electricity 

and so on and then we learn how this works and if everything works well maybe we 

one day don’t have any dealers anymore” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-2010). 

Tapken believes that the BOS can only be used by LSY producers that create a new brand 

since he thinks that it is difficult for companies to create new markets in existing 

surroundings.  

“To be honest, for a shipyard like us, we are not very attractive because we are based 

on our history, we are based on our well known brand and on our, let’s say, strength 

and using the blue ocean strategy you run a very big risk in not matching what your 

customer expected” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010). 

For this reason Tapken clarifies that Dehler is not focusing on creating new markets.  

One main market, which have been built up over the years by X-Yachts, is, according to 

Jeppesen their performance cruising range, which was, according to X-Yachts (2010a), 

established in 1990 and has been breastfeeding them for many years. He describes it as a safe 

range with great sailing capabilities. He continues and says that they also developed a few 

OneDesign racing yachts such as the IMX-45m and the X-99 in order to be able to target 

more racing oriented markets. Further he says that they also have a new cruising range for 

elderly, wealthy and more conservative people that look for long-distance cruisers. He 

concludes that they have different approaches depending on which market they want to enter.  

“We feel that all three of these ranges are complementing each others in a way that it 

is prestigious for most of our owners to own a X-Yacht, no matter if it is an 

OneDesign, or a performance cruiser or a cruising yacht. There are certainly a lot of 

common qualities built into these three different models” (Niels Jeppesen, 13-04-

2010). 

Furthermore, Jeppesen holds that X-Yachts introduced the needling bearing system and the 

steering system some 20 or 25 years ago and today it is standard on most yachts.  
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“So you can really feel what you are doing when you are helming and for all three 

yachts, for all the yachts we are building, we are putting a lot of effort into trying to 

keep the weight away from the ends. So, these yachts are sailing better than most other 

yachts (Niels Jeppesen, 100413)”.  

Stromberg indicates that they earn more money in new found markets since current markets 

are more competitive. He explains that a current market can be very costly since they have to 

follow whatever the competitors are doing and therefore, products have to be promoted more. 

“80 percent of our developments are in those red oceans, where we have our existing 

market, where we have to fight with everybody else, and then the price has to be right 

and the product has to be similar to what people are expecting. 20 percent of our 

development are innovations outside of that, new products, completely new product 

lines, new looks, new colours and everything. The problem with the blue oceans is that 

your competitors often come very quickly. If they see success, they come very quickly, 

behind you” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-2010). 

Finally, also Ridderstad makes clear that they always try to position Najad outside the big 

“lump” of competition and move slowly to other directions than their competitors to be 

somehow unique. He therefore clarifies that he is not unfamiliar with the blue ocean concept 

since they have been trying to find new markets with their boat design for the past five years. 

He adds that he looks positively on the LSY market and do believe that it is has limited 

market space. 

“I think it is vital to find new market space” (Magnus Ridderstad, 15-04-2010).  

4.5.1 Value Innovation Logic 

All of the LSY producers state that they perform benchmarking of some kind. Belmont states 

that Bénéteau does it to stay ahead. Ridderstad explains that they do it continuously via boat 

exhibitions, press and LSY tests to keep their products up to date. He also explains that each 

of their models within their range has its own competitors, which are then compared. Bock 

states that benchmarking is essential for pricing and to see whether the company’s products 

are right. He further clarifies that they look on trends outside their own design and 

development team. Stromberg works very hard with analyzing competitors’ models and levels 

of equipments. He explains that the reason is that potential clients always look at several 
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brands and therefore, it is important for Jeanneau to be able to explain the differences between 

Jeanneau and the other brands within the LSY industry. 

Ridderstad indicates that each new LSY is an expensive investment and therefore, they 

include their customers in the building process to make sure that Najad fulfils their needs and 

expectations. He tells that Najad’s target for the future is to change their development process 

and investigate more in what the market wants. Bock also states that Hanse does not only 

reflect over competitors’ progress, they also listening to customers’ opinions, which they can 

add and finally, all of the collected information is added into their NPD. Tapken indicates that 

Dehler’s existing product range serves as a ground when new products are developed since 

they want to avoid being too radical away from their earlier models. The reason is, according 

to Tapken, that they do not want to destroy the Dehler brand which their customers value.  

“This is the whole idea with brands, they stand for something and then new models 

should follow the concept that the brand stands for” (Ralf Tapken, 21-04-2010).  

His belief is to make a boat of the same size every year a little bit faster and a little bit easier 

to handle since that is what their customers demand. Jeppesen has also identified key 

commonalities that their mass customers and the market value. Therefore, they decided to 

produce a conservative and heavy cruising oriented range of LSYs, which can be purchased 

by their regular and elderly customers. Jeppesen concludes by saying that they use a lot of 

their own opinion as well when they are developing something new. 

Tapken clarifies that once the users’ perception of a model has changed it is time to replace it 

with a new, what normally happens between five and ten years. He therefore states that the 

decision of how long a model will stay in a market is based on the perception of the users.  

Jeppesen explains that X-Yachts does not prioritize development of new products that goes 

beyond traditional offerings to please their customers. He states that their aim is to develop 

new models, which are better than the models that were built five, six, seven years ago. He 

finds that some aspects for developing a product beyond traditional offerings can be too 

dangerous for their clients and therefore, they choose not to adopt them. As an example he 

takes the canting keel, which is much used in the racing market but should not be used on a 

cruising range 
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“We think it is too dangerous for our clients to use such features. If you make a 

mistake with the system, the auto-pilot-system or the mechanical system, attending the 

keel, the boat can suddenly fall over very heavily and your family can be lost over 

boat. We don’t want to adapt technology we think is beyond what people can handle” 

(Niels Jeppesen, 13-04-2010).  

On the other hand, Bock states that they have an unwritten rule at their yard since 15 years 

back that says; “Set Trends and break Rules”. He says that this approach takes them beyond 

traditional offerings.  

“Therefore, we always look over the fence and look in art galleries or you are going 

to places like IKEA and see what they do with limited space. So this is our approach. 

There is a breaking rule trend” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-2010). 

Stromberg explains that for Jeanneau to be able to offer total solutions they have to adapt their 

product a great deal in terms of different types of covers or different types of interior layouts. 

He says that all these types of options are studied in the various regions since their customers 

are widely spread over different markets and thus have different cultures and sailing 

conditions. 

4.5.2 Value Curves 

For a company to create new value curves it can be useful to answer these questions below to 

be able to see the degree to which the LSY producers perform. The case companies were told 

to rank each specific question from 1 to 5.  

1 = Very rare, 2 = Rare, 3 = Medium, 4 = Often, 5 = Very often 
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Company 

Do you ever 
reduce factors 
below industry 

standard? 

Do you ever raise 
factors above 

industry standard 

Do you ever 
eliminate factors 
that are taken for 

granted? 

Do you often 
create factors that 
have never been 
created before? 

Bénéteau 
Bruno Belmont 1 4 1 4 

Najad 
Magnus Ridderstad 1 4 1 2 

Hanse 
Jörn Bock 2 4 3 4 

Jeanneau 
Erik Stromberg 3 4 1 3 

Table 4-1: LSY Producers confronted with the Four-Actions-Framework 

All five companies are relatively united in their answers. What can be seen in question 

number one is that Bénéteau and Najad very rarely reduce factors below industry standard. 

However, Hanse and Jeanneau do it to a minor extent. Bock exemplifies that they have started 

to use plastic covered interior instead of wood and states that  

“If customers don’t care, we will go on” (Jörn Bock, 14-04-2010). 

Stromberg holds that Jeanneau reduces standards when the customer demands it and provides 

the charter industry as an example.  

In the second question all four LSY producers have answered that they often raise factors 

above industry standard. Belmont clarifies that Bénéteau, for instance, raise the standard on 

sound insulation and electrical consumption. Ridderstad claims that the interior design is their 

most central element, which they often advance to be outstanding in the market and for their 

customers’ wishes. Stromberg states that this is an ongoing process for Jeanneau. 

“The standard level of equipment increases every year and with every new model” 

(Erik Stromberg, 14-04-2010). 

He exemplifies that CD players and other electronics are no longer options on LSYs, instead, 

they are now standard.  

Once looking at the third question Bénéteau, Najad and Jeanneau are all united and claim that 

they do not eliminate factors on their LSYs. Stromberg holds that the reason is the trend 

towards more equipment and higher standards and therefore very little is removed from their 



EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 

128 

LSYs. Hanse on the other hand states that it does happen that they eliminate factors since they 

try to simplify the standard equipment, partly to save money, but also to simplify the product. 

Bock relates to an example when Hanse decided to eliminate the chart table from their smaller 

LSYs up to 43 ft since they believed that it was a feature nobody used.  

“...and that was a wrong decision. So the chart tables are coming back. Maybe not on 

the very small boats but they are coming back. I think sometimes you have to be very 

careful with how people behave on a boat and this is one factor that makes it so 

important to be out and talk to people” (Jörn Bock, 26-04-2010). 

On the last and final question Najad indicates that it is rare that they create completely new 

factors since they use known products, material and techniques. Jeanneau is one step up when 

Stromberg explains that they incorporate a mixture of what is already familiar and 

comfortable to their customer with new innovations. Bénéteau and Hanse both claim that they 

often create new factors. Belmont says that they created gangway door systems and pivoting 

steering pedestal. Bock holds that Hanse is the first series production yard, which has self 

taking track moulded in the deck as a standard gear.   

Boundaries can restrict companies in their way of operating and exploring new opportunities 

and Stromberg therefore states that they are restricted by their business model. The reason is, 

according to Stromberg, that it is designed to produce on volume to keep low prices. 

Therefore, he states that too different and too modern models must be excluded. Tapken holds 

that Dehler does not have any boundaries other than financial.  

“We have to be very careful that we do not shock our existing clientele and that we 

can generate the number of sales to justify the volume. We innovate items, but to have 

a 100 percent new innovation would be too extreme for us” (Erik Stromberg, 13-04-

2010). 

Jeppesen also clarifies that each new project has different boundaries and he explains, for 

instance, that they have to make many decisions regarding their new range of performance 

yachts, such as which methods and material should be used in the production process. He 

clarifies that all the decisions made have an impact on the products’ final price and therefore, 

they are very important. 

Jeppesen, Ridderstad and Bock all indicate that they perform benchmarking, so as to compare 

themselves with competitors way of operating.  
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5. Analysis 

This chapter presents the analysis of the findings presented in the empirical chapter and 

theoretical framework so as to investigate how the luxury sailing yacht producers create, 

reach, and sustain the position of innovation leadership in order to gain further growth and 

success. 

Showing the benetfits of what can be done 

5.1 Analysis of the Market and of the Perception of Innovation 

All respondents from each company perform market analysis of different kinds. Stromberg, 

for instance, uses market analysis to get access to data from various regions to know where 

there is a potential for future growth opportunities. Haour (1999) recommends companies to 

explore, scan and evaluate the market closely not only to find out where the potential is for 

future growth, but also not to miss out valuable innovations. The LSY producers, who have 

been contacted for this survey, have all managed to assemble networks of dealers, suppliers as 

well as customers. They have therefore the possibility to find unused innovations as long as 

they look for them. 

Furthermore, Armstrong and Koller (2009) state that a company has to analyse its 

environment to get insight into customers’ perception of innovation, needs and demands in 

order to develop competitive advantage and create customer value. Therefore, Hanse, 

Jeanneau as well as Najad communicate with their dealer network, but also with their 

customers directly whereas Tapken states that Dehler only uses their global network of 

distributors to get information about current needs and demands within the LSY market. 

Aaker (2005) further explains that in order to clarify where and how a company has to 

compete in the market, certain business strategies based on a strategic analysis should be used 

to identify strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. Hanse’s, Jeanneau’s and Najad’s 

close communication with their customers and dealers shows that they are already working 

very similar to the theory. Nonetheless, it is vital, especially for Dehler, to enhance the 

communication, make it more systematically and thus more effective. As a result, the LSY 

producers will gain a better understanding of the users’ perception of innovation and further 

will be able to fulfil customers’ needs and demands. 
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This research’s survey has identified a group of potential customers, who are interested in 

purchasing a new LSY, but have difficulties finding one meeting their needs since the LSY 

producers have not been able to understand their demands. In order to make these potential 

customers their future customers, they have to be aware of their perception of innovation and 

combine these with already identified needs. Further findings coming out from the users’ 

survey is a demand for 40 ft. LSYs. This indicates either that the respondents prefer having 

smaller LSYs or that they are affected by the financial crisis and thus choose smaller LSYs 

due to financial reasons. Furthermore, since also the LSY producers were affected by the 

financial crisis, it is essential that they carry out LSY market analysis to identify the current 

trends and needs in order to keep a strong position from satisfied customers. Armstrong and 

Koller (2009) indicate the importance of both local and global market analysis. This is 

especially important for the participating LSY producers since they are global companies, 

whereby their analyses of foreign markets are mainly carried out by their dealers. The 

institutional network approach can, according to Jansson (2007a), help LSY producers, who 

act in foreign country markets like X-Yachts, which has set up a production plant in Poland, 

to analyse and manage their environment in those markets. Thereby, the financial market can 

currently be seen as one of the most important institutions since the majority of LSY 

companies have been affected by the global financial crisis. Because of a drastically cut down 

of staff during the crisis, it is further important to analyse the labour market in order to have 

the required capabilities for the production and delivery process. Furthermore, the product- 

and service market is an important institution to analyse to be able to see new trends, demands 

and needs as well as the users’ perception of innovation. 

5.1.1 Segmentation 

Wilson et al. (1993) explain one way to segment a market is using natural segments, which 

already exist. Dehler and Jeanneau therefore segment their markets, as advised by the theory, 

through using geographical criteria in order to match the types of solutions to the different 

sailing conditions in the different regions. 

Since the society is constantly developing and becoming more and more complex, Thanner 

(2006) denotes that it is further important to look for new segments. Therefore, as stated by 

Wilson et al. (1993), new segmentation criteria according to customers’ behaviours should be 

created. In line with this theory, X-Yachts and Najad use their clients’ opinions to segment the 

market. X-Yachts further uses, beside its client base information, IBI market research reports.  
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5.1.2 Resources and Capabilities 

Najad is a small company with limited resources and capabilities, nonetheless still able to act 

globally through their extraordinary craft-machine as well as their established reputation for 

being a high-quality shipyard. However, also Hanse and Dehler claim that they are unique in 

their advanced handcraft knowledge based on the resource of very experienced sailors with 

respect for the sea. Jansson (2007) states that for a sustainable business and outstanding 

position in the market, resources and capabilities are an important basic. As a result, it 

requires having an individual competitive advantage and further being the only one, who have 

this advantage. Since Najad, Hanse as well as Dehler perceives their high-quality handcraft as 

their competitive advantage, it does not represent an extraordinary position anymore. 

On the opposite Stromberg explains that Jeanneau has its competitive advantages of being 

part of the largest marine group in the world, the Bénéteau Group, which offers great 

resources and capabilities. However, this can also offer disadvantages since Jeanneau has to 

go through many different momentums to push out a new model. Furthermore, it is important 

not to rely too much on being part of this big group in order not to miss out what is happening 

outside in the LSY market. 

5.1.3 Summary of the Analysis of the Market Analysis 

Area General perceptions of LSY producers: 

Market 
Analysis 

• In order to keep a strong position in the market, market analyses are carried 
out by the LSY producers. 

• Users’ perceptions of innovation as well as other needs and expectations 
are mainly collected through dealer networks and boat exhibitions. 

• The LSY producers have limited resources and capabilities to perform in 
preferred ways. 

• Another restriction the LSY producers adapt to is the conservative culture. 
• The LSY producers do not have an extraordinary position in the LSY 

market due to similar resources and capabilities as the competitors. 

Table 5-1: Summary of the Analysis of the Market Analysis 

5.2 Innovation and Value Innovation 

There are, according to Terziovski (2007), many different definitions of innovation. The LSY 

producers have difficulties to explain what innovation really is, though they state that it is 

important. Furthermore, they can all give examples of innovations, which have entered the 
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LSY industry. Tapken and Stromberg talk about innovation in the perception of the users and 

state that anything that is important to them within the concept of sailing must be an 

innovation since in the end it is the user, who will value and purchase the innovation. They 

further hold that LSY producers, who can deliver those important aspects, are then perceived 

as innovative. Furthermore, it correlates with Terziovski (2007), who clarifies that innovation 

is about meeting the needs of the customers and Sheehan and Vaidynathan (2009) explain 

that, when value creation is happening for both the company and the customer, value 

innovation is taking place. Value innovation in this case would be when customers receive 

LSYs, which meet their required needs, values and expectations, and LSY producers, who can 

offer this, will generate more sales. 

Terziovski (2007) further holds that innovation can be a device, which facilitates 

manufacturing of new products and processes. This can be correct since Bock says that lighter 

materials are the biggest innovation, which has taken place for the past 25 years and assists 

them in the production of lighter LSYs. Stromberg indicates that users demand easier 

handling of the LSYs and therefore, it is an advantage for LSY producers to invest in 

innovations, which improve features, which affects these aspects.  

Tapken believes that innovation can be used to prove their position in the market. It depends 

on which types of innovations he talks about since Markides and Geroski (2004; 2005) 

explain that there are four different types of innovations: major, radical, incremental and 

strategic innovations, which have minor or major effect on customers’ habits and behaviours. 

Tapken indicates that innovation is to some extent important to them, what can be compared 

to Terziovski’s (2007) opinion that continuous innovations are the most important driving 

force for any type of improvements. As long as Dehler has a consistent ambition of using 

innovations, they can improve their creative awareness on the market. 

5.2.1 Value Innovation Logic 

All of the participating LSY producers perform benchmarking of some kind. Kim and 

Mauborgne (1999a) encourage companies, which seek to be value innovators, not to focus on 

their competitors since they are not the benchmark. They hold that companies, which imitate 

their competitors, lower their odds of reaching sustained profitable growth. The LSY 

producers must therefore make sure that they think further than their competitors since 

meeting their standards will only restrict them and their development process. Bénéteau uses 

benchmarking to stay ahead and Jeanneau analyses competitors’ models and level of 
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equipments very thoroughly to be able to explain the differences between Jeanneau and the 

other brands to their customers. They show a good approach towards benchmarking since 

they do not perform it to imitate or follow. X-Yachts, Najad and Hanse on the other hand 

partly do it to see if their models are up-to-date. This indicates that they perceive their 

competitors as the value innovators since they allow them to set the standards, which they 

tend to follow. Kim and Mauborgne (1999a; 1997) clarify that value innovators think 

differently to the majority of the companies. Hanse also uses benchmarking to know which 

prices to set. This is useful information, especially at times when the customers are very price 

sensitive due to the financial recession. Therefore, they take their time comparing prices 

between different shipyards. Kim and Mauborgne (1999a) also say that it is important to 

create value curves, which are different to the competitors and therefore, it is crucial to 

understand the competition to know what their value curves look like. 

Kim and Mauborgne (1999a) recommend complete focus on customers’ value perception and 

Najad therefore shows value innovator qualities since they include their customers very much 

in the building process to make sure that Najad fulfils their needs and expectations. Najad also 

aims to involve the market’s needs more in the future. Mello et al. (2006) clarify that the 

involvement of customers in the development of new value innovative products is genius 

since customers will always purchase products, which are of great value to them, no matter 

the price. Hanse and Dehler also involve their customers by including their opinions in their 

NPD process and try to adapt their product ranges to the users’ needs and value perspectives. 

What can be noticed here is that Najad is one step ahead since it can be recognised that Hanse 

and Dehler can increase their customer involvement so as to improve their value innovator 

skills. Mello et al. (2006) and Terziovski (2007) suggest companies to use VI as a strategic 

tool, whereby Terziovski (2007) states that customers’ value opinion should always be 

considered when developing new VI since it affects whether the innovation will be successful 

or not. 

Kim and Mauborgne (1997) explain that many companies take their conditions as given and 

the negative aspect of doing this is that it restricts their future development. They further 

explain that value innovators do not look at what capabilities and resources they have and 

they do not look at differences between customers’ opinions. They rather look at how they 

can start anew and which values are shared by the majority of the customers. Dehler is a good 

example of a company, which limits their future development opportunities by avoiding too 

radical behaviour away from earlier launched products in order not to destroy the brand name, 
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which stands for a lot of tradition and high quality products. Najad also wants to develop 

products, which represent what Najad stands for, however, the difference between the two 

companies is the perception of innovation since Najad is more positive towards the usage of 

more innovation and Dehler is less enthusiastic. Kim and Mauborgne (1997) explain that a 

company’s strategic logic should be stirred around and face it by identifying everything, what 

is taken for granted. Such things can, according to them, be a company’s assumptions and 

approaches towards customers, assets and capabilities and how it can be changed to achieve 

new VIs and offerings to customers. What needs to be considered by the LSY producers is 

how long their traditional approach is going to be successful since a new generation is 

entering the LSY market with new demands and values. The user survey also shows, as 

mentioned above, that there are a vast number of sailing interested people, who have not yet 

managed to find a boat that meet their values and needs and once their opinions are included 

in the development process, more customer can be reached. 

5.2.2 Perception of Innovation 

Guagnano et al., White (1986), James and Hicks (1978), Pankratz et al. (2002) as well as 

Ostlund (1974) state that depending on who is approached, innovation is perceived in 

different ways. All of the LSY producers agree with this since they strongly believe that 

innovation is in the eyes of the users and therefore, it is for them to decide whether an 

innovation is really an innovation.  

Najad therefore involves their users in their design process and plans to involve them even 

more in the future so as to hear their perception. LSY producers, who involve their customers 

in their development process, have greater chance to produce a LSY, which is of value to the 

user. By involving the customers, Najad has the opportunity to compare their own perception 

of innovation with the users’ perception, which allows them to compare which aspects are of 

most importance in the production process. This is in line with Jeanneau, who claims that it is 

important to listen to the person, who will purchase or use the product. Jeanneau, for example, 

has identified a trend towards hydride technology among the suppliers and dealers, but not so 

much among the users, who tend to accept more traditional offerings. Since their dealers are 

also their customers, Jeanneau should listen to their demands, however, they should also 

understand the differences in opinions of users and dealers. Furthermore, it is the dealers’ job 

as well as marketing efforts to encourage the users to see the potential of different 

innovations. Since the LSY market is very traditional, it needs regular stimulation to be 

engaged in the LSY development process and once there is a difference in perception between 
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the users and the producers, it could be a wise decision to stimulate the market before the 

innovation is launched. 

Jeanneau and Hanse have further identified an innovation, which the users are in very much 

need of, namely the joystick, which can manoeuvre a LSY. Both of the LSY producers have 

noticed that the users have difficulties manoeuvring their LSYs in harbours and since the 

technology exists, they plan to add this function to their LSYs once it is financially doable. 

There is a need and they know how to solve it, but they are financially restricted. Once they 

have the resources to invest in the joystick, they should go through the six attributes, which 

Guagnano et al. (1986), Pankratz et al. (2002) and Ostlund (1974) has identified as the main 

aspects customers consider before they accept an innovation: the risk with the innovation, the 

relative advantages it would offer, the level of compatibility, the complexity of the 

innovation, the trialability and the observability. Therefore, it is of major importance that the 

joystick technology, for instance, is easy to understand and use, it has to be offered to a 

relevant price and has qualities, which are better than other substitute innovations so as to 

encourage the customers to accept it. Another innovative development, Jeanneau wants to 

install on their LSYs are sails, which deploy or roll back in automatically, and hydraulic or 

electric systems, which are easy to use. These developments make the boat safer, faster and 

require less running back and forth. Since there is a demand for easier handling LSYs, it can 

be witnessed that this intention is a step in the right direction. As long as the six variables are 

thought through carefully, the users can be provided with great assistance. What has been 

noticed is that all the participating LSY producers think a lot about the risk attribute since 

they would never install innovations, which are perceived as a safety risk to the customers. 

Since all LSY producers, who participated, try to generate as many sales as possible, it is of 

major importance that they know the perception of the users so as to fulfil their needs, which 

stimulate sales. Dehler and Jeanneau know that an innovation was perceived positively if it 

increases more sales. Also the press, dealers and suppliers work as a source for users’ 

perceptions. Furthermore, X-Yachts uses CRM systems and Jeanneau uses questionnaires to 

get access to the users’ perception. Additionally, after-sales-feedback is used by most LSY 

producers, what indicates what needs to be changed and improved or kept. Najad takes the 

users’ perception one step further and involves their customers in the development process. 

All of the above mentioned tools, which are used to get access to users’ perceptions, are 

helpful to find out whether an innovation is successful or not. However, it seems that many of 

the LSY producers identify the perception of innovations after these innovations have been 
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launched. Ostlund (1974) therefore states that companies, which choose to collect the 

perception before the innovation is launched, can stimulate adoption by questioning likely 

adopters about the innovation. Since the LSY producers seek to generate more sales, they 

should investigate how the innovation will be perceived before it is launched on the market in 

order to lower the risk for the company. By contrast, Jeanneau is extremely careful not to 

provide the market with too detailed information about certain innovations since that can draw 

too much attention from other launched innovations. To avoid this from happening, it can be 

good to investigate whether the market has a need for it without saying that it will be 

developed in the future. Jeanneau further chooses to provide customers with minor details 

about future models not to put them off purchasing today. What can be seen from the LSY 

producers is that they value the perception of the users and know its importance. 

5.2.3 Summary of the Analysis of Innovation and Value Innovation 

Area General perceptions of LSY producers: 

Value 
Innovation 

Logic 

• In general the LSY producers are not yet value innovators. 
• All LSY producers perform benchmarking to a high degree, what indicates 

a large risk of setting standards after competitors’ performances and what 
restricts the development process. 

• Some LSY producers focus on understanding the customers’ value 
perception and therefore involve their customers in the development 
process to make sure that their needs and expectations are fulfilled. 

• The, especially conservative, conditions within the LSY market are taken 
as given. 

Perception 
of 

Innovation 

• All LSY producers believe that innovation is in the eyes of the customers 
and for them to decide when something is classified as an innovation. 

• Furthermore, the LSY producers are of the opinion that it is also the user, 
who decides whether a producer is innovative or not. 

• Therefore, some of the LSY producers try to involve their customers in the 
deveopment process of a LSY and even plan to involve them more in the 
future. 

Table 5-2: Summary of the Analysis of Innovation and Value Innovation 

5.3 Growth through Innovation 

Fasnacht (2009) and Trott (2005) see great potential in using innovation as a tool for new 

growth opportunities. After research has been made in the LSY industry, it has been 

witnessed that the perception of innovation differs depending on which LSY producer is 

confronted. Bénéteau, Jeanneau, Hanse, Najad, and X-Yachts tend to use innovation in their 
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development process, however, to different degrees. Stromberg holds that Jeanneau uses 

innovation time to time in order to show the outer world as well as the press that they are 

dynamic and interesting. This can be in line with Trott (2005), who indicates that competition 

is the main source for sustained growth. Bock believes that both small as well as big 

innovations can make a difference and states that Hanse focuses on creating innovations 

regularly. Their approach indicates that their financial situation is relatively strong even 

though they are recovering from the financial crisis. Furthermore, their unwritten rule: “Break 

rules and sett Trends”, is a thinking, which correlates with GTI. Presently, Najad chooses to 

slow down their innovation development process to save money and feed of their recently 

developed new developed LSY range. It can therefore be seen that a company’s financial 

situation affects whether it can afford to use innovation as a tool for growth. Stromberg 

further clarifies that Jeanneau always strives to have at least 20 percent innovative models in 

their LSY range. This specifies that Jeanneau agrees with Trott (2005), who describes new 

innovative product offerings to be the main driver of growth and even more important than 

changes in competitors’ product prices. 

Dehler on the other hand states that they are not focused on creating growth since their 

mission is to fill out the production and create sales. Tapken holds that too radical innovations 

are not possible for them to develop due to their resources and capabilities. This focus differs 

from the opinion of Fasnacht (2009), Trott (2005) and Treacy (2003), who clarify growth as 

the main resource to uphold a competitive position, gain market share, win new stakeholders 

and survive. Dehler’s approach is very traditional since they produce high-quality products to 

the expectations of their customers. They do not surprise and allow their users to stay in their 

conservative mind-thinking. However, Anthony et al. (2008) indicate that a company, which 

is not ready for innovation or has the capabilities to drive GTI, has little potential to succeed 

with it.  

Ridderstad holds that Najad is currently focusing on smaller details, which are not particularly 

innovative. He further explains that Najad will achieve more practical changes on their LSYs 

in the future. Since Trott (2005) explains that innovation has become an established 

phenomenon in the market and something, what people expect, it can be a danger for a 

company like Najad to slow down their GTI process. It is stated that a LSY’s lifespan is 

approximately between five and eight years and since innovations can be extremely costly and 

hard to grasp, it can be an advantage for producers within the LSY industry to develop radical 

innovations during this long lifespan, which can be used as a competitive tool whenever it is 
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needed. Ridderstad describes the LSY industry as extremely conservative and Najad’s 

practical change in focus indicates that they are working to please these more traditional 

interests. There is a risk that the conservative perception among the users as well as the 

producers restrict their mind-thinking and thus also the LSY development and the potential 

for GTI. The results of the users’ survey however, signify that more innovations are requested 

and thus the conservative use might be coming towards an end. 

5.3.1 New Product Development as a Strategy for Growth 

Development of new products plays, according to Ledquith and O’Dwyer (2008), an 

important role to survive and gain success in a market. Tapken thinks that not a lot has been 

developed in the LSY industry since 1965. It could have something to do with the 

conservative perception within the industry since the traditional ways of operating are still 

accepted by both users and producers. However, Stromberg clarifies that many new players 

have entered the market since 1990, what speaks for an increased competition. Therefore, 

NPD can be seen as an important strategic approach when wanting to succeed in the LSY 

industry and stand strong against the new competition. Stromberg holds that the new players 

have difficulties establishing a strong position in the market since they do not have a well-

known brand name. He explains that the financial crisis has made most of the users cautious 

and that this is the reason for why they turn to well established producers. However, also the 

traditional LSY culture can be one reason for why the users tend to turn to names, which they 

are familiar with. Jeppesen describes that most of their customers are regular customers, who 

have reached the age of 50, 60 and 70 years old. He clarifies that X-Yachts adapts to their 

needs and therefore will develop a more conservative cruising oriented range of LSYs. This 

indicates that they mainly focus on developing existing products within an existing market.  

5.3.1.1 Market Penetration 

This is an approach, which is not perceived as risky and, according to Trott (2005) and 

Wickham (2000), called as market penetration. Mercer (1996) clarifies that companies, who 

seek to develop new products and markets, operate on a greater risk than the once, who 

operate on familiar grounds. Najad and Hanse are presently refining and improving existing 

products, whereby Najad will start creating new models in two years since their current range 

has just been launched, what will help them generating sales made from product 

opportunities. This designates that once the LSY producers have set up and launched a 

product range, they tend to slow down the development process to feed of the range they have 

created. Najad’s and Hanse’s intention with refining their existing range is a wise move since 
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it shows to the market that they actively work with their models. Jeanneau works with both 

product line extensions as well as new concepts and explains that they prioritise certain key 

innovations since a 100 percent innovation is not possible. This is a realistic opinion since a 

LSY is a very expensive product and the more innovations are added to a model the higher the 

price will be. What is important here is the selection of key innovations, whereby those of 

greatest value to the users should be prioritised and developed. 

5.3.1.2 Diversified Strategy 

Furthermore, Hanse Group has also managed to perform what Trott (2005) and Wickham 

(2000) call a diversified strategy since January, when Dehler launched Varianta 18, a 

completely new and very basic sailing boat, into a new market, the Internet market, in order to 

try out a new distribution channel. This was a very risky approach since it had never been 

tried out before. However, because the market accepted the product and its distribution 

channel, it became a real return on investment. In this way, Hanse Group managed to open up 

a new market with a new product even though they were affected by the financial recession, 

what proves that there is no preferred time to use the diversification strategy. 

5.3.1.3 Inclusion of Customers’ Needs and Demands 

Before a new product is developed, Trott (2005) denotes that it is important to make sure that 

the customers’ needs are taken into account. Through a CRM system and surveys carried out 

in various countries, X-Yachts, for instance, realised that the market demanded a cruising 

range. Also Najad, Jeanneau and Hanse turn to their agent networks before they perform NPD 

to get access to customer information. This speaks for that the LSY producers agree with 

Trott (2005) and perceive customer information as an important part in NPD.  

Since the LSY producers use a combination of external and internal judgement, there may be 

a risk that their personal opinions are prioritised over other peoples’ knowledge, such as their 

dealers. In order to avoid wrong decision-making being made, what would have a negative 

effect on the final customers’ value, it is of great importance that the most accurate 

information is prioritised. 

5.3.1.4 Aims and Possibilities of New Product Development 

Trott (2005) further states that new products go through a long process before they are 

developed and later launched, whereby Christensen et al. (2004) explain that many different 

activities are combined and controlled. It is likely that the NPD process will be more 

advanced in the future once the competition in the LSY industry gets even stronger. Accurate 
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customers’ needs will then be of more importance since generated customer value can lead to 

increased sales opportunities due to an increasing number of satisfied customers. 

Tapken illuminates the importance of separating “mass serial” from “formula one” LSYs 

producers due to the fact that they have a different approach towards NPD. He distinguishes 

that “formula one” producers work on order and can therefore produce LSYs with various 

exclusive materials, what makes them more innovative than “mass serial” producers. It seems 

that “formula one” producers lower their risk by working on order, whereby their aim is to 

develop new products and new markets, what “mass serial” producers are not willing or able 

to do because of the high costs. That is why one of Hanse’s main NPD strategies is to find 

new and easier ways to produce LSYs without loosing quality or comfort. This goal is 

strengthen by both Kuschel (2010) and Trott (2005), who encourage companies to create new 

ways of producing existing products in shorter time and with lower costs. 

5.3.2 Open Innovation 

Trott (2005) indicates that innovation is not something, which takes place in an isolated event, 

and clarifies that companies should seek external know-how to influence innovation. 

Jeanneau is part of the largest marine group in the world, the Bénéteau Group. Together with 

this group, Stromberg states that they have the ability to produce a great number of models. 

Furthermore, he holds that most of their innovations, which they add to their LSYs, are 

generate by their suppliers. Jeanneau as well as Najad, Dehler, Hanse and X-Yachts turn 

themselves to their suppliers whenever they have an enquiry about an idea. This approach is 

called the coupled process, according to Gassmann and Enkel (2004), whereby the LSY 

producers use both the outside-in and inside-out process. They further collaborate with 

external know-how in other industries than the marine industry in order to, for instance, to 

equip their models with new technologies, such as bigger batteries, tanks and generators. It 

seems that the LSY producers mainly choose external know-how when it comes to aspects, 

which they cannot develop themselves. Otherwise, they prefer producing in-house. 

5.3.2.1 Semi-closed Open Innovation 

Najad, by contrast, prefers open over closed innovation since this allows them to have a 

broad-minded vision and control over what is happening in the market. However, since they 

have, as described by Ridderstad, a semi-closed OI, they can widen their minds more and 

involve more external know-how for better idea generation. Ridderstad explains that their 

external partners are very close to them, and because of this there is a lot of secrecy when they 



ANALYSIS 

141 

launch a new model. To open the doors further could further lead them to new found 

innovations since Westergren (2010) as well as Almirall and Casadesus-Masanell (2010) hold 

that OI can be used for NPD in order to find new specialised technologies and create 

advanced innovation. 

5.3.2.2 Open Innovation for New Product Development 

Dehler uses OI to some extent, but Tapken believes that the LSY business it too small to use 

OI to its full extent. Furthermore, he sees a lot of worries with OI whenever it affects the 

after-sales service negatively due to external know-how, which manufactures too advanced 

technical goods for Dehler to use, because of complex maintenance. This proves that Dehler 

finds after-sales-service to be one of their offerings their users value most. Almirall and 

Casadesus-Masanell (2010) state that product features can be created and combined through 

OI in a way, which would not be possible with only closed innovation. They indicate that the 

variety of products can be increased and as a result customers’ needs can better be 

coordinated and covered by these products. This means that Dehler can receive a product, 

which is suitable for them, their customers and after-sales-service. However, Almairall and 

Casadesus-Masanell (2010) explain that if these collaborators have different aims to achieve, 

the ability to create an innovative product may be limited. Furthermore, Tapken explains that 

Dehler regularly write to their dealers for new idea generation since they work close to the 

market as well as the final customer. Therefore, Tapken finds their knowledge and expertise 

to be required for future NPD. 

Furthermore, Tapken is of the opinion that also Dehler itself is too small to afford to look into 

many different external choices, what is to some extent in line with Almairall and Casadesus-

Masanell (2010), who indicate that OI increases coordination costs due to increased 

collaboration costs. On the opposite, Reichwald and Piller (2006) state that OI may reduce 

development costs. Lazarotti et al. (2008) make clear that OI is not always easy and 

Westergren (2010) further claims that OI is not always the most suitable approach to use, but 

since Dehler is part of Hanse Group, which is one of the biggest LSY producer worldwide, 

this gives them the advantage to collaborate with external know-how Hanse Group has 

established contact with. 
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5.3.2.3 Outsourcing 

Christensen et al. (2004) point out that a company has the possibility to integrate and thus 

perform most of their activities by themselves, or specialize by outsourcing certain activities 

to suppliers, who are able to add value to the product. Dehler has chosen to outsource their 

designing to two different external design houses: Judel - Vrolijk and Simonis/Voogd since 

they know which designs are successful and modern in the eyes of the customers. Also Najad 

uses Judel – Vrolijk as a source for innovative designs, but additionally, they use Chalmers 

University and Umeå Design University for the reason that it brings them ideas from the 

outside. X-Yachts has also realised the potential of using universities in their OI and decided 

to outsource certain minor areas within their yacht design, to four design architects at South 

Hampton University. However, Jeppesen states that they create most of their innovations and 

products in-house, but holds that they collaborate regularly with their near located suppliers 

and other marine suppliers, who can assist them with advices and idea generation. Stromberg 

holds that they try to stay up-to-date by looking externally and therefore, he explains that their 

naval architects, who are included in their OI, notify Jeanneau about current trends, which can 

be seen in new materials, fabrics, colours and woods. It can be witnessed that the LSY 

producers reluctantly allocate major parts of their production to external parties since they 

prefer to do most of the production in-house, where they can control every step of the process. 

This is in line with Cristensen et al. (2004), who recommends companies to produce 

important aspects by themselves not to risk anything unpredictable. Furthermore, the research 

indicates that the LSY producers are more positive towards external idea generation rather 

than involving external parties in the actual production process. Jeanneau’s ideas for 

innovations are mainly generated by external parties within their OI and Stromberg therefore 

says that they have to be cautious with how far they go in terms of design since it is not well 

accepted in the LSY market due to the conservative culture. This specifies that the 

conservative mentality restricts the LSY producers from developing ideas, which are created 

in their OI. Since these ideas are not developed and proved in the market, LSY producers 

cannot make a difference in the customers’ mind-thinking and thus their restriction will 

continue. As a result, the main reason for their cautions can be seen in the costs and the risk of 

loosing customers to competitors. 

5.3.3 Lead-User and Customers-as-Innovators 

Since Tapken feels that Dehler is restricted to use OI due to the costs, they can use what Von 

Hippel et al. (1999) call user-innovation. He holds that it is very common that lead-users want 
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to share their innovations and that there is also a growing interest within the manufacturing 

industry to let the end-users be innovators of the product. Von Hippel (2005) and Hildreth 

(2004) explain that these lead-users can be found in context they are familiar with and where 

they can generate their ideas the best, such as also within the LSY industry. 

Tapken indicates that Dehler rarely uses end-customers as innovators since their ideas are 

often not workable for serial production. This is in line with Jeppesen, who does not think that 

users’ ideas are innovative or useful. So Dehler and X-Yachts show a very negative approach 

towards the use of customer-as-innovators. Von Hippel et al. (1999) clarifies that one lead-

user’s innovation or solution is rarely good enough for a company and as a result, they have to 

contact several expert lead-users, who can provide the company with an understanding of the 

breakthrough, which they are looking for. 

Najad by contrast indicates that they often receive innovations of different types from their 

customers, especially innovations concerning interior design. Since Najad makes use of the 

best innovations and ideas generated by customers, they show a positive attitude towards 

customer-as-innovators. Bénéteau reflects in the same way as Najad and Belmont states that 

any kind of feedback coming in from the customers is helpful and their web-based forum 

proves this opinion. Von Hippel et al. (1999) explain that the lead-user approach is a different 

way of collecting users’ opinions since developing teams within companies assumes that 

external know-how or lead-users have already created complete and ready innovations. 

Najad’s and Bénéteau’s may be in a favoured position since this is a common approach for 

them. They have a more open-minded belief that complete and ready innovations exist in the 

market, which are generated by different lead-users. Once a company does not have to 

develop an innovation themselves, they save both money and time, which can be crucial in 

extreme competitive situations. Hildreth (2004) explains that customers-as-innovators differs 

from the traditional way of developing new innovations since it is about a linkage between 

people, who generate valuable resources to the producers, they otherwise would miss out. The 

LSY industry has, as mentioned above, a very traditional sense of operating and this may be 

the reason why the majority of the LSY producers does not priorities or involve their 

customers’ ideas more.  

Von Hippel (2005) explains that user-innovation communities have been formed to allow 

lead-users to share their intellectual interest regarding different innovations. This is nothing 

X-Yachts has formed, however, Jeppesen says that they are often contacted by e-mail. Neither 

Jeanneau has developed a community forum for their users to share their ideas. Nevertheless, 
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Stromberg indicates that they receive customer feedback through questionnaires, which are 

handed out by their suppliers in various countries, but he does not believe that this feedback 

can be used for innovation. At times, Jeanneau receives customers’ ideas through their 

dealers, who have direct contact with the users. This is in line with Von Hippel et al. (1999), 

who indicate that the best way to find expert lead-users is through contacts within networks, 

which assist the project team to scan every field relevant for the breakthrough to happen. 

Jeanneau therefore has the possibility to encourage their suppliers to actively search for 

experts within different fields of sailing yacht manufacturing. Ready innovations are out there 

and if they do not take advantage of them, someone else will. Currently, only the idea 

generation and the hype for innovation is increasing and as time go, only the pressure to 

perform will raise and then it is vital to have an extensive OI network, which can contribute 

with valuable knowledge and innovation.  

5.3.4 Transforming Ideas into Innovation 

Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) have realised from an extensive survey that companies are 

normally very good at generating ideas, but they do not make the same effort executing them. 

As a result, they further state that all too often ideas never reach all the way and become real 

executions. Bock holds that Hanse generates a lot of ideas and executes the once, which are of 

value to the customers or contribute to better, nicer and easier handling LSYs. Furthermore, 

Bock agrees with Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) since he states that the problem is not the 

actual idea generation, but rather it is the difficulty of bringing them into the world of easy 

production, what is needed for Hanse to be able to execute an idea. Jeanneau moves very 

carefully before they execute an idea to make sure that their customers are ready for it. At 

times, they prolong the executions for a longer period of time not to do anything drastically. 

This is in line with Govindarajan and Trimble (2006), who holds that the future is extremely 

unpredictable and that most radical ideas are presumptions. However, they indicate that 

executions are needed as well as the skill of fast learning to be able to respond to changes in 

the business environment. This way, the authors state that innovation can be used to stay 

ahead. The faster Jeanneau identifies whether the customers are positive or negative towards 

their new innovations and ideas the greater the chance they will have in order to beat the 

competition and be the one, who receives the press attention. This correlates with Cooper 

(1993; 2002; 2006), who states that through setting the right focus on priorities and a higher 

speed by a parallel running of different tasks, a product with competitive advantages can be 

created. Stromberg states that Jeanneau instinctively selects between different ideas and he 
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clarifies that their instinct are based on peoples’ perception of innovation, which is heard at 

different boat shows.  

5.3.4.1 The Stage-Gate Process 

The original stage-gate model can, according to Cooper (1993; 2002; 2006), enhance the 

quality of the process development by using market results and trends as well as a cross-

departmental team. Stromberg explains that they base their decision-making on market trends 

and he holds that if the market shows a need for big LSYs, then Jeanneau prioritises to build 

bigger LSYs. Further he exemplifies that if a competitor releases an impressive LSY, they 

have to prioritise innovations, which can beat that. This is in line with Dehler’s approach 

prioritising both ideas, which will generate the best profits, and ideas, which no competitor 

have made use of. This correlates with Govindarajan and Trimble (2006), who state that the 

perception of a strategy has changed since before it was all about protecting existing 

competitive advantages and now finding the next competitive advantage is the main priority. 

Hanse seeks to build outstanding LSYs, whereby they also collect ideas from their 

competitors. This may not be a tactical move since innovations then are already executed, 

what gives only little chance to beat the competition if they are not able to improve the 

innovation or make it even better. However, it is good to know what the competitors are doing 

and benchmarking is appropriate if it can be used to create new innovations. 

Stromberg clarifies that all decisions, which involve prioritisation of ideas, are made on a 

strategic level and three or five years in advance. They therefore read customers’ perceptions 

at different boat exhibitions as well as listening to various dealers’ advices. Once the same 

opinions and demands are heard frequently, they know which ideas Jeanneau should execute 

and proceed with. This is in line with Hanse’s way of external idea generation.  

Najad finds it crucial to identify what the mass within the LSY industry appreciates in order 

to the right decisions concerning which ideas to proceed with. Ridderstad adds that the ideas 

should additionally match the values of Najad, such as safety and quality. Furthermore, Najad 

priorities ideas, whose customers can see and feel to improve the first impression of the LSYs. 

Tapken and Bock state that the best way to make decisions about which ideas should be 

transformed into innovations and which should be left out is through group discussions. 

Additionally, Dehler prioritises to invest in any kind of idea, which contributes to lighter, 

faster and easier handling LSYs since it takes them towards the direction they want to head 

for. X-Yachts often has a list of things they would like to develop and Jeppesen explains that 
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it is the management within the company, who makes the decision about which ideas should 

be executed. Jeppesen therefore states that the cost aspect is always taken into account and if 

an idea is too expensive, it is put on stand-by until they can afford it. The same proceeding 

can be seen for Dehler.  

Furthermore, all LSY producers involve to some extent external partners in their idea 

generation, which Cooper (2008) clarifies as the initial stage in the stage-gate process for OI. 

Cooper (2008) explains this stage as the discovering stage, where various sources are 

explored in order to find new ideas through OI. The LSY producers can gain from an 

increasing amount of external sources since that will give them a greater chance of finding 

new innovations they otherwise would miss out. Since Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) 

claim that strategic innovations are immensely important for long-term growth and survival 

and therefore, companies have to be both creative for idea generation and able to perform 

execution. Therefore, boat exhibitions as well as dealer and supplier collaborations may not 

be enough to build up a creative idea generation. The LSY producers have explained that they 

also involve suppliers from other industries and this approach is a step in the right direction 

since these people do not feel restricted by information, which are well known in the LSY 

industry, and thus feel free to explore and create new ideas, which can, at times, be useful on 

a LSY. If it turns out that it is not useful, the idea can, according to Cooper (2008) either be 

out-licensed or sold if it is recognised that it will be of more value to another area.  

5.3.4.2 Conservative Market as Restriction 

Schilling (2007) clarifies that each generated idea is tested step by step until the most 

innovative and potential idea is left, which will then be implemented. From understanding the 

LSY producers, it has been noticed that they value peoples’ perception the most and therefore, 

the ideas, which receive the best feedback, are executed. The reason therefore could be the 

traditional thinking, which they are not ready to step out of. Jeanneau, for instance, is afraid of 

executing an idea, which the market might not be ready for and once it is, first then they push 

it out. Najad had a good intention with their last range since they wanted to shock the market 

and clearly show that something new was entering the market. A lot can happen in the LSY 

industry once more LSY producers familiarise themselves with new ways of approaching the 

market and dare to challenge both current and new customers. However, Jeanneau sometimes 

launches innovations to get publicity and word-of-mouth, which is a good approach. X-

Yachts does the same since they let the press test-sail once an idea has been transformed and 

implemented on one of their LSYs. Govindarajan and Trimble (2006) provide three difficult 
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execution challenges: forgetting, borrowing and learning. When executing, LSY producers 

should forget old successful and established formulas. Then they will have a greater chance in 

learning something new. However, some borrowing from old habits can be made as long as 

the do not interfere with the idea generation to much. 

5.3.5 Summary of the Analysis of Growth through Innovation 

Area General perceptions of LSY producers: 

Growth 
through 

Innovation 

• Most of the LSY producers tend to use innovation in their development 
as a tool for further growth. 

• Nonetheless, some LSY producers see themselves restricted by their 
resources and capabilities, what makes it not possible for them to focus 
on innovation. 

• Furthermore, there is a very traditional approach existing in the industry 
since the LSY producers mainly produce high-quality products to the 
expectations of their conservative customers and rarely surprise the 
LSY market. 

New Product 
Development 

• Some LSY producers believe that it is rare that new products and new 
markets have been created in the past decades, because of the traditional 
thinking within the LSY market.  

• Once the LSY producers have set up and launched a product range, they 
tend to slow down the development process to feed of the range they 
have created. 

• One reason therefore, is also that the LSY producers adapt their NPD to 
the needs and demands of this conservative market. 
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Area General perceptions of LSY producers: 

Open 
Innovation 

• All LSY producers seek know-how externally to influence innovation. 
• External know-how is mainly then chosen when LSY producers cannot 

develop a part by themselves in-house. 

• Most of the LSY producers outsource parts of the development, for 
instance to universities, especially regarding design. 

• In general the development of ideas through OI is restricted by the 
conservative mind-thinking within the LSY market. 

Customers-
as-Innovators 

• Most LSY producers rarely use customers-as-innovators since they are 
of the opinion that their ideas are less innovative or useful. 

• Some LSY producers by contrast show a positive attitude towards 
using costumers-as-innovators by involving their users into the 
development process. 

• All LSY producers include their customers’ opinion into the 
developments process through feedback, which they gain by surveys 
and from dealers. 

Transforming 
Ideas into 
Innovation 

• All LSY producers generate a lot of ideas, however, they have 
difficulties to decide which to execute. 

• This decision-making of the LSY producers is mainly based on market 
trends and feedback from their customers. 

Table 5-3: Summary of the Analysis of Growth through Innovation 

5.4 Networking 

Markides and Geroskis (2004; 2005) denote that network offers in general more creativity 

than situations, where networks are not set up. Furthermore, they state that all included parties 

can gain different benefits out of the network. Many different capabilities and competences 

can be found within these networks as explained by Lazarotti (2008). Hellström and Malquist 

(2000) further state that over an extended period of time, thoughts and expertises are shared 

between the members of the network. 

The LSY producers use a network of dealers, importers, distributors, architects and designers 

for getting new ideas and trends, whereby especially the latter two also work for other yards 

and projects, what brings additional ideas from other directions. On the opposite, in sharing 

too much information with such a network, they see disadvantages that on one hand those 

information could easily get in wrong hands and on the other hand that information about 

future innovation could affect dealers and customers in their purchase decision. 



ANALYSIS 

149 

Furthermore, Habib (2009) indicates the importance of value innovation due to the frequently 

increasing global competition, which highlights the need of easier access to knowledge and 

capabilities as well as reduce unnecessary operational costs, as denoted by Habib and 

Marimuthu (2009). 

For Dehler networking is important since they do not have all of the necessary resources and 

capabilities in-house. Nonetheless, Dehler waits until external parties offer them new concepts 

instead of looking for external skills and knowledge themselves. Regarding their 

technological features, they are limited to two maritime players, which are able to provide 

worldwide after-sales-service. Furthermore, Dehler are included in the Hanse Group, which 

offers great possibilities of networking between the other companies also belonging to Hanse 

Group. To conclude, Dehler believes that even collaboration with competitors seems to be an 

attractive option in the future since it would gain them various benefits such as experiences 

from different directions.  

Eriksson et al. (2009) state that value networks are formed so as to generate new innovations, 

whereby Lusch et al. (2010) declare its possibility of changing customers’ and market’s 

needs. Five important factors are provided by Ojasalo (2008) for companies to create 

innovations successfully within, so called innovation network, which are collaboration 

between network members, harmonization of activities, communication between people, 

creativity and level of chaos.  

X-Yachts states that a good supply-chain network is important, whereby high quality and a 

competitive price plays an important role. Therefore, they, for instance, extended their 

network with an own yard in Poland for cheaper manufacturing and labour costs. 

Furthermore, X-Yachts has its own design team and therefore Jeppesen says that they do most 

of the productions by themselves.  

In general, all interviewed shipyards operate in some kind of network, whereby the members 

of those networks mainly are very close to the company itself. 
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5.4.1 Summary of the Analysis of Networking 

Area General perceptions of LSY producers: 

Networking 

• The LSY producers perceive that they have a good supply chain network, 
which means dealers, importers, distributors, architects and designers, for 
getting new ideas and trends. 

• Networks are perceived by the LSY producers as a means that is requires 
to gain further resources and capabilities they do not possess in-house as 
well as external skills and knowledge. 

• The main disadvantage the LSY producers see with networking is sharing 
too much information since it can end up in wrong hands as well as affect 
the purchasing decision of dealers and users. 

Table 5-4: Summary of the Analysis of Networking 

5.5 Blue Ocean Strategy 

The market is divided into blue oceans and red oceans by Kim and Mauborgne (2005), 

whereby the ‘bloody, red oceans, full of competition’ should be left behind and instead blue 

oceans, what means unexplored and new market space, should be created and new customers 

be reached. Therefore, they further recommend a dynamic approach since it is hard for their 

competitors to follow a moving behaviour. 

Since Tapken believes that the BOS can only be used by LSY producers creating a completely 

new brand, he states that Dehler does not focus on creating new markets. He further explains 

that another reason therefore is that Dehler does not want to take the risk to loose the 

traditional value of the company when developing a new market. However, Bock indicates 

that a new market just has been created within the Hanse Group, which also Dehler belongs 

to. He therefore introduces Varianta 18 as a new concept of distribution as their blue ocean 

since this simple 18 ft. boat with no further equipment can only be purchased over the 

Internet. Bock explains further that selling a sailing boat via Internet offers new challenges 

and therefore, they have started this new concept with a small and easy product in order to 

collect first experiences before they plan to expand this idea and as a result stay dynamic by 

improving their blue ocean. And because of the fact that the Varianta 18 originates from the 

shipyard Dehler, this example illustrates that it is even possible to create a blue ocean within a 

very traditional market. 

Blue oceans are, according to Ridderstad, very important to keep the LSY market vital and 

Najad therefore always tries to have a unique position, for example by creating a new market 
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with their boat design. Also Stromberg is of the opinion that more money can be earned in 

completely new created markets, although 80 percent of Jeanneau’s developments happen in 

red oceans. The main problem with blue oceans Stromberg sees in that competitors follow 

very quickly and the blue ocean becomes again a red ocean. 

Both shipyards show an attitude closely related to the theory, especially since Ridderstad 

states that the market space for the LSY industry is not limited. Nonetheless, innovations 

within the LSY industry are often only improvements of already existing products and 

technologies, whereby it is difficult to reach an outstanding position with such improvements 

within a red ocean. Therefore, it is essential that the LSY producers focus more on going 

beyond the boundaries of the red oceans and create something completely new in order to 

develop new market space and obtain new customers. 

Jeppesen names the needling bearing system and the steering system as innovations, which 

were introduced by X-Yachts and which are standard on most yachts today. And even if they 

further established a yacht range, which complements each other and provides a certain model 

for every kind of user, X-Yachts seems to have a focus on pleasing their elderly clientele. 

Nonetheless, exploration and exploitation of new markets is not easy and since it is further 

evident that the competitors within the LSY industry are fast followers and that LSY 

producers are reluctant of using certain innovations to satisfy traditional customers, it is 

noticeable that blue oceans within the LSY industry meet resistant views. However, to keep 

the LSY market alive, it is important to try to find blue oceans in order to move forward as 

well as to consider that there is a younger generation to expect, which demands will be 

different. This can even happen without loosing the traditional aspect, what Varianta 18 is an 

example of. 

5.5.1 Value Curves 

The four action framework was applied on four LSY producers: Bénéteau, Hanse, Najad and 

Jeanneau so as to challenge their strategic logic and business model and their ability to create 

new value curves. Kim and Mauborgne (1999b; 2005) explain that companies have to decide 

which of their established factors should be removed and which should be changed to reach 

higher or lower standards. Furthermore, companies should look at what they can offer, which 

has never been offered by them before, explain Kim and Mauborgne (2005). 
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The answers provided by the LSY producers show that it is rare in this industry that factors 

are reduced below industry standard. This means that they do not take advantage of reducing 

standards on certain aspects to save money and instead are able to invest in new aspects, 

which can be good for new product opportunities. Jeanneau however, reduces standards, 

whereby this is mainly on request from the buyer. Once they learn how to combine the 

process of reducing and raising standards, more opportunities can be generated. 

When it comes to the opposite however, all of the LSY producers are united and state that 

they often raise standards on certain factors, which seems to be more natural for LSY 

producers. The reason can be the opinion that LSYs should be of high quality in all aspects.  

Eliminating factors, which are normally taken for granted, is also rare in the LSY industry 

since Bénéteau, Najad and Jeanneau answered that they do not do this because of the 

increased demand for heavily equipped LSYs. However, Hanse eliminates factors at times 

when they want to save money or when they suspect that something is outdated. This can 

provide Hanse with new opportunities since LSYs in general have similar equipments and if 

they eliminate certain factors, they will have space to fit in more valued equipment, which can 

differentiate them from the others.  

Once it comes to the question whether the LSY producers ever create new factors, various 

answers were given. Najad rarely does it, what does not correlate with their positive attitude 

towards being a first mover. Jeanneau tries to create new factors by combining a mixture of 

familiar and new innovations. Bénéteau and Hanse both claim that they often create new 

factors. 

Kim and Mauborgne (1997) hold that conventional companies often allow that their 

traditional boundaries determine the outcome of the product offering. They further explain 

that the aim of these types of companies is to maximise the value of those offerings. The 

conventional approach matches the way LSY producers formulate decisions about their 

product offerings and how their boundaries control their decisions so as to get the best 

possible profit out of the offerings. Jeanneau’s and Dehler’s boundaries are, for instance, their 

business models, which cannot accept too radical developments due to the fact that they 

produce on volume to be able to keep low prices in the market. All of the LSY producers are 

controlled by prices, which keep them inside certain boundaries they cannot step out of unless 

it is financially possible. Further, Jeanneau explains that the Bénéteau Group keep their 

boundaries on a low level. Nevertheless, the conservative LSY market restricts Jeanneau’s 
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and the other LSY producers’ development since the market does not allow them to develop 

whatever they want. Kim and Mauborgne (2004, 2005a) clarify that industries with clearly 

defined boundaries are often found in competitive red oceans. Therefore, they recommend 

companies to reconstruct market boundaries to create blue oceans and leave the competition 

behind. 

5.5.2 First Mover 

Lieberman and Montgomery (1988), Cottrell and Sick (2002) as well as Boulding and 

Christen (2001) clarify that brand legitimacy, technological leadership, pre-emption rights, 

user lock-on and increased return on investment are different advantages gained from being a 

first mover. Jeppesen also sees a lot of advantages with being a first mover if the product is 

good and if it is produced correctly. Lieberman and Montgomery (1988) outline that high 

research and development costs, problems with undeveloped supply and distribution channels, 

immature serving of technologies and complements as well as uncertainties about customers’ 

needs are some examples of first mover’s disadvantages.  

Najad likes to be in the leading position of innovation, however, Ridderstad claims that they, 

due to the high costs of pushing, have slowed down since the crisis hit. Furthermore, he 

explains that they do not have to be first in every aspect, because they are fast followers. This 

can be tactically a smart move since Markides and Geroski (2004) state that it is important to 

choose the right time to move, because often it is the follower, who than win in the end.  

Hanse is also positive towards being in a first mover position and describes it as hard work, 

but a lot of fun since it brings them the opportunity to try out new ways of doing things, for 

instance, a new way of distribution in case of Varianta 18. By contrast, Dehler prefers not to 

be the first mover. Furthermore, they believe that it is mainly the LSY producers, who work 

with one-off projects, can be first movers. Tapken explains a first mover to be extremely 

innovative, who work on order and are not financially restricted. He also thinks that first 

movers operate on a limited market space. Jeanneau has also a careful approach towards the 

first mover position since the market is so conservative. Stromberg does not think that a 

company of their size can work with cutting edge innovation. This indicates that many of the 

LSY producers do not believe that they can be a first mover. Jeanneau, which is a similar 

company to Hanse, believes that they are too big for radical innovations. However, Hanse 

Group managed to be a first mover with their new boat project, Varianta 18. 
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It is almost noticeable that the companies have a tunnel vision, which restricts them. The 

market may be conservative. However, there are possibilities to be a first mover, who also 

suits traditional people. Furthermore, there are customers in the LSY market, who have not 

bought a LSY since they have not found one that meets their needs. Most of our LSY 

producers work with serial production and therefore, their main aim is to sell as many LSYs 

as possible over a year. If they identify aspects of non-existing customers’ value and combine 

it with current customers, they can enhance their sales opportunities. 

Bock says that there are many decisions, which have to be made and further there are many 

question marks, which have to be cleared, and because of this, the risk taking is relatively 

high with being a first mover. This is in line with Cottrell and Sick (2002) as well as Markides 

and Geroski (2004; 2005), who indicate that it is hard to make clear decisions about the 

market since there are a lot of uncertainties when no pre-exploration has been made by other 

companies.  

Cottrell and Sick (2002) and Markides and Geroski (2004; 2005) explain that followers have 

the advantage to learn from the first-movers’ mistakes and operations. X-Yachts agrees that 

there are a lot of companies within the LSY industry, which copy from best practice. 

However, X-Yachts holds that the followers do not always perform the role properly since, 

for instance, the Italian producers did not improve the steel frame X-Yachts invented but 

rather decreased the quality of it. This can be compared to Robinson and Min (2002), who 

explain that first movers always meet a lot of uncertainties, which the followers will gain 

from, and might be threaten with an enhanced solution. They indicate that for a follower to 

stand a chance against the first mover, they have to approach the market with a better offering 

since the first mover have, for instance, built up customer loyalty with an established product 

line and set up a distribution network. This means that X-Yachts were a first mover with the 

steel frame and since some producers did not imitate it properly, they still have the advantage 

of being first with this invention. 
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5.5.3 Summary of Blue Oceans 

Area General perceptions of LSY producers: 

Blue 
Oceans 

• In general blue oceans are perceived as difficult to create for LSY producer. 
• LSY producers believe in a return on investment when creating a blue 

ocean. 
• LSY producers are also of the opinion that blue oceans can keep the market 

vital. 

• On the opposite the LSY producers are scared of loosing their traditional 
value when creating a blue ocean. 

Value 
Curves 

• Factors are rarely reduced below industry standard. 

• Standards are often raised. 
• Factors, which are taken for granted, are rarely reduced. 

• Factors are often created, which have never created before. 
• LSY producers’ main boundaries when creating new offerings are the costs, 

necessary qualities for serial production to reach a certain volume to reach 
and lastly the conservative market. 

First 
Mover 

• Most LSY producers are positive towards being a first mover since it offers 
a lot of advantages. 

• Being a first mover requires good products, which are produced correctly 
and qualitative. 

• Since being a first mover offers high risks, some LSY producers prefer 
being in a leading position instead the first. 

Table 5-5: Summary of the Analysis of the Blue Oceans 
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6. Conclusion 

This chapter concludes the findings of the research in order to answer the main research 

question and its three sub-questions. The purpose of the thesis has been to examine how LSY 

producers create, reach, and sustain the position of innovation leadership in order to gain 

further growth and success. Conclusions are first drawn for the three sub-questions to 

enhance the understanding of the main research problem. The chapter is therefore summed 

up with the conclusions for the main problem. 

 

 

 

 

Market analysis is a helpful tool for all LSY producers in order to explore and exploit new 

markets. The reason is based on the fact that LSY producers build up an understanding of how 

the market perceives innovation. All of the LSY producers having participated in this research 

study, perform market analysis of some kind and boat exhibitions seems to be the main place 

where they collect customer information such as needs and desires. The LSY producers with a 

dealer network turn to them for market analysis findings since they have direct contact with 

the users. The final information serves as a ground for the LSY producers’ decision-making. 

The research indicates that the LSY producers lack a clear understanding of how the average 

user perceives innovation. Furthermore they also do not have sufficient understanding of what 

the users really need and demand. The reasoning behind these findings is the lack of 

communication between the users and the LSY producers.  

At times, when the LSY industry is badly affected by the financial crisis it is crucial to 

perform market analysis and not to make unreflecting decisions that end up costing a lot of 

time, money and effort. The findings show that most of the customers tend to go for smaller 

LSYs when the market is under recession.  

When wanting to find a blue ocean, so as to explore and exploit a new market, it is vital to 

possess resources and capabilities, which are in comparison different to the competitors in 

Sub-question 1: 

How can innovation support exploration of new markets within the LSY industry? 
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order to create new innovations the market has never seen before. When the approached LSY 

producers perceive their high-quality hand craft to be their outstanding advantage, it is evident 

that they do not have an advantage. The reason is that an advantage is no longer an advantage 

once it is shared among the competitors.  

Innovation is a tool that is proven to be useful for creating new market opportunities. The 

LSY producers perceive everything, which is new and satisfies users’ needs, to be an 

innovation in the LSY industry. It is also visible that innovation is important for the LSY 

producers. Their positivity towards innovation is important since that is the start for a 

different mind-thinking.  

The LSY industry is very conservative since it tends to hold on to traditions and reliable 

technologies. This perception is confirmed by both the users and the LSY producers. The 

reasoning behind the users’ opinion is based on the fact that the majority of them outlined 

especially bigger serial LSY producers to be the most innovative in the market even though 

there are smaller and more innovative, “one off” LSY producers. The approached LSY 

producers find many innovations to be for “one off” LSY producers that work on order and 

have the money. However there is a growing demand for innovation among users, who urge 

for a change and encourage the LSY industry to move away from the traditional and 

conservative thinking. Innovation can therefore be used for new growth opportunities.  

NPD is vital for LSY producers to survive and success in the current market or have the 

possibility to enter new found markets. All of the approached LSY producers therefore value 

their NPD highly. The findings show that their main focus is on developing and modifying 

existing products within already existing markets that are classified with low risk-taking. 

Furthermore, they seek to use market information in their development process in order to 

build LSYs, which are desired on the market from known users’ needs and perceptions. 

OI is used in the LSY industry so as to improve the idea invention, which is crucial for 

entering new markets. However, it is often used to a limited number of contacts, which are 

often perceived as close contacts to the LSY producer. It is noticeable that the LSY producers 

are afraid of sharing too much information and therefore, they prioritise collaboration with 

suppliers and designers they know and trust to lower the risks they perceive with being too 

open. This is a restriction towards OI and in return also a restriction towards creating new 

ideas they cannot invent in-house. Nevertheless, some of the LSY producers want to be more 
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open in the future, due to their realisation that it opens up their mind and creativity especially 

from collaboration with various universities. 

Apart from a few exceptions, the LSY industry shares the understanding that lead-users 

cannot be used in OI. Their traditional sense of operating does not allow them to see what 

kind of value lead-users can contribute with in the process of idea generation. The LSY 

producers, who involve their customers in NPD, create innovations and new markets they 

otherwise would not create.  

 

 

 

Every participating LSY producer believes that innovation is in the eyes of the customer and 

thus it is for them to decide when something really is an innovation. Therefore, they state that 

they value customers’ opinions.  

When moving over to the actual perception of the users, it is found in the survey that 67.46 

percent perceive innovation to be important as well as very important for the LSY industry. 

This positive result informs LSY producers to either keep on offering innovations or increase 

the offerings of innovations.  

Almost all areas in the user survey were perceived to be less innovative than important, what 

indicates that the users want to see more being done to all the LSY areas presented in the 

survey. This can be the reason why 21.59 percent cannot name one single innovative LSY 

producer. Also the LSY producers perceive the below mentioned areas to be less innovative 

than they should be, what indicates that they are aware of the situation. 

The differences and similarities in opinions between LSY producers and the average user are 

clarified in table 6-1 below. Since their opinions are relatively united, the differences are 

minor. However, it is interesting to see where their opinions differ. 

  

Sub-question 2: 

How is innovation within the LSY industry perceived, respectively, by users and 

producers of LSYs? 
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Type of 
Perception 

LSY Exterior LSY Interior 
LSY Rig & 

Sail 
Environmental 

Care 
Others 

Higher 
Perception 

of the 
Users 

Seating 
Solutions 

• Customized 
Features 

• New 
Materials 

• Timeless 
Look 

• Rig Solutions 

• New Sail 
Materials 

• UV-resistant 
Sails 

• Low-emission 
Engines 

• Carbon neutral 
Energy 

Safety  
Systems 

Higher 
Perception 

of the 
Producers 

• Speed 
Solutions 

• Window 
Solutions 

• Light Solutions 

• Timeless Look 

• Modern Look  

• Flexible 
Solutions 

• New Design 

• Modern Look 

  • Noise reduced 
Engines 

• Keel 
Constructions 

• Rudder 
Constructions  

Shared 
Perception 

• Practical 
Solutions 

• Deck Solutions 

• Lightweight 
Materials 

• Seating/Bed 
Solutions 

• Lightweight 
Materials 

• Carbon Mast 

• New Designs 
for optimized 
pull effect 

• Manufacturing 
Methods 

• Materials  

• Features 

Short-Hand 
Solutions 

Table 6-1: Differences and Similarities of the Perception of Innovation 

 

 

 

Today’s LSY producers do not yet have the mind of a value innovator. The reason is that they 

perform benchmarking to a relatively high degree in order to know which prices to set, to find 

the confidence that they are on the right track and to collect information about the 

competitors’ performance. Value innovators do not perceive their competitors as their 

benchmark. Their key focus is the mass need of the market. This is not saying that the LSY 

producers perceive their competitors as their benchmark, but it is noticeable that they are very 

much interested in their performance, which may restrict their own performance and the 

creation of value innovation.  

Value innovation has to do with offering value to the users from collaboration with various 

actors. The findings indicate that all the LSY producers value their customers’ opinions. 

However, this could be done to a much higher degree since in the end it is up to the customer 

to decide whether a product is successful or not. Najad showed some value innovator qualities 

when they designed and named a table after one of their customers since the customer brought 

them the idea. Additionally, value innovators target the mass customers and are willing to let 

Sub-question 3: 

How do leaders in the LSY industry asses and create the value of innovation? 
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the existing customers go if needed. Instead of doing this, the LSY producers currently do 

everything to keep their existing customers since they adapt to their needs a lot. Therefore, 

they will continue developing products of the traditional type as long as their customers keep 

coming back. It can be presumed that the traditional approach is going to be successful until a 

new generation is entering the LSY market with new demand and values.  

Another aspect, which sets the LSY producers’ minds apart from value innovators, is their 

perception of resources and capabilities that somehow seems to restrict them in their 

development of new innovations. The traditional mentality within the LSY industry allows 

them to wait until they have the right amount of resources and capabilities to proceed. 

However, if their in-house is not complete, they should seek externally so as to create value 

innovation and push out this innovation whenever the market is ready.  

Value innovators believe that industry conditions can be shaped and since Hanse Group 

launched Varianta 18 to be distributed virtually, they decided to change the industry 

conditions so as to reach further. Their approach is very much in line with a value innovator’s 

way of operating, however, more practical examples are difficult to find.  

In order to assess and create value innovations it is important to provide total solutions 

beyond traditional offerings. However, this is not possible in the current LSY market due to 

the traditional mentality of both LSY producers and LSY users. Nonetheless, LSY producers 

are of the opinion that they offer total solutions.  

Furthermore, many of the approached LSY producers believe that the LSY industry is too 

small to have blue oceans and that it is hard to leave the competition behind.  

However, blue oceans are not a completely unfamiliar market to the LSY producers since 

some have managed to enter blue oceans at times. Hanse Group, for instance, is our evidence 

that blue oceans can be reached at any given time due to the fact that they created a new 

market while under recession. Varianta 18 will be their blue ocean until a new player enters 

the virtual market. Since the approached LSY producers perform a lot of modification on 

already existing products, it is hard for them to leave the red oceans they now are performing 

in. New products, which are generated from innovations, are the ride to blue oceans. Given 

that the findings state that many LSY producers have a clear distance to certain innovations in 

order to be able to retain their traditional thinking clientele, they will dwell in a situation that 

is saturated with competition. 
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By letting the LSY producers challenge their logical set of mind needed, so as to create new 

value curves, which should be different to their competitors, it is evident that certain things 

are not meant to be done in the LSY industry. For instance, LSY producers rarely reduce 

factors below industry standards and the majority very rarely eliminate factors they take for 

granted. This indicates that they tend to hold on to old behaviours, which is hard to do when 

the aim is to move forward. All of the LSY producers often raise factors above industry 

standards, what is done to maintain the high quality that the LSY industry represents. Their 

activity is still high when asking whether they often create new factors, which have never 

been created before. This means that the LSY producers do not examine all of the factors that 

they compete on or discovered unconscious assumptions, what is the basis for creating new 

value curves. They do it to some extent, but could certainly do it more to improve their 

chances to create VI through a new value curve.  

There are split opinions among the LSY producers on whether they want to be a first mover or 

not. However, they support this approach if the product turns out to be accepted and if it can 

be produced in an appropriate way. In situations like these the LSY producers believe that 

first movers have great advantages. Nonetheless, they usually prefer to follow when the time 

is right.  

Additionally, the LSY producers see advantages in having an extensive network to collaborate 

with or to turn to when they are in need of new ideas for creating VI. Although they perceive 

open innovation and networking as being risky, they can even imagine themselves 

collaborating with competitors in the future to gain experience from different directions so as 

to assess VI. 

 

 

 

The LSY industry has a lot to offer to its producers as long as they know how to reach the 

many opportunities within the industry. For the LSY producers to create, reach and sustain a 

position of innovation leadership, they have to learn how to master the market and the people 

in it.  

This can be done by gathering people, who have excellent know-how and the right skills to 

support idea generation and innovations. This indicates that LSY producers should strive to 

Main Research Question: 

How can LSY producers create, reach, and sustain the position of innovation 

leadership in order to gain further growth? 
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create open innovation by the usage of networks, which are formed to generate as much 

creativity as possible in order to produce innovation to maintain a position of innovation 

leadership. Furthermore, the LSY producers must learn how to read the perceptions of the 

market in order to provide the users with products of great value. Thus, they have to learn 

how to be a value innovator in order to perform VI. This means to offer innovation, which is 

perceived with value and which is crucial to create, reach and sustain the position of 

innovation leadership. Market analyses ought to be carried out in order to understand the 

needs in the market and get a clear understand of what the perception of innovation really is.  

Innovation is the right tool to reach further growth and success since it opens up doors to 

unending opportunities and new markets, where no competitors yet have entered the blue 

oceans.  
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7. Recommendations 

The findings of the research have generated various recommendations to the luxury sailing 

producers. They are provided below so as to explain how they can improve the process of 

creating, reaching, and sustaining a position of innovation leadership for further growth and 

success. 

Market Analysis 

� LSY producers are recommended to perform market analysis on a regular basis in 

order to read the trends of the market and understand the perception of innovation as 

well as the needs of the mass customer.  

 

� A systematic approach, which enhances the communication between the LSY 

producers and the users, is required in order to make the market analysis more 

effective. As a result LSY producers can gain a stronger position since the users’ 

perception of innovation is understood and implemented in the NPD process, what 

satisfies the users.  

 

� The LSY producers are recommended to create and identify strengths no other 

competitor possesses in order to accomplish an outstanding position. This is vital in 

order to create value curves no other competitor has yet created.  

Continuous Usage of Innovation and Value Innovation 

� LSY producers are urged to continue working with innovation so as to surprise the 

market with developments of new and improved products.  

 

� The adoption of Value innovator qualities is recommended to be able to offer products 

of value to the users. 

 

� The findings strongly recommend the LSY producers to think further than their 

competitors since meeting their standards will only restrict them and their 

development process.  
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� To be able to operate more like a value innovator an improved identification of mass 

customers’ needs is required in order to find new potential users.  

Perception of Innovation 

� LSY producers are recommended to use value curves to support their understanding of 

market needs and interest. The creation of value curves support LSY producers’ 

market analysis since it increase their understanding of what is important to the market 

and when their thinking differs from the users. 

 

� These results advocate that the customers should be more involved in the NPD process 

since products that meet customer value are likely to be successful.  

Growth through Innovation 

� The findings of the research advice LSY producers to use innovation as a tool for new 

growth opportunities since there is a recognisable demand for innovation in the 

market. The LSY producers can therefore gain advantages by using innovation in their 

NPD process.  

Open Innovation 

� The research argues for more openness in the LSY industry so as to improve NPD and 

the creation of new ideas. The LSY producers should therefore take advantage of open 

innovation to get access to valuable resources and capabilities they do not possess 

themselves. The usage of external parties can lead to new found innovations and 

opportunities. Furthermore, the increased idea generation and the hype for innovation 

add pressure on the LSY producers to use open innovation networks that can 

contribute with much needed support.  

Customers-as-Innovators 

� There are many potential creators and inventors among the users and thus it is 

recommended that the LSY producers take the opportunity and involve these 

specialists in their NPD process. This enhances their idea generation which may lead 

to new found innovations.  
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� One way of involving lead-users in the development process of new innovations could 

be to arrange a test jury consisting of external and private sailors, who get the 

possibility to test-sail a prototype and then provide feedback on different innovations 

before they are launched on the market. This could offer the LSY producers a different 

perspective of innovation and its functionality. 

Networking 

� The research advises the LSY industry to be more open-minded and to perceive 

networks as a positive opportunity rather than a risk to collaborate with external 

partners, even if that means competitors. Together they can create an industry, which 

is alert to changes in the market and therefore, be able to register needs they otherwise 

would miss out. Especially in bad times such as financial recessions, when the 

network can offer the possibility to reduce on the one hand development costs and on 

the other hand a stronger focus on users’ perception of innovation in order to fulfil 

their current needs and demands. 

 

� One possibility to collaborate in the LSY industry could be through a central node of 

yachting innovation where know-how is combined. LSY producers can gain the 

advantages of experiences and skills from different directions as well as decreased 

development costs. 

Blue Oceans Strategy 

� The research has investigated the possibilities of using the BOS in the LSY industry, 

what indicates that the LSY producers should take a higher risk by going beyond 

existing boundaries of the red oceans in order to find new blue oceans and leave 

competitors behind and be first movers.  

 

� Additionally, there will be a young generation, which demands other values and 

therefore, the concept and application of VI is the most useful concept within the 

BOS. 

Value Curves 

� The LSY producers are advised to use the four action framework whenever they are in 

the process of creating new value curves to challenge their strategic logics and 
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business profiles. As a result, new opportunities can be achieved once the LSY 

producers learn how to combine the process of eliminating, reducing, raising and 

creating standards.  
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8. Recommendations for further Research 

Since certain delimitations have been made for this survey we recommend that they are 

investigated in the future. Below are the examples of areas for further research. 

The survey recommends deeper research into various areas so as to observe how value curves 

are created and affected in different situations. It would be interesting to see 

- How value curves are modified in various financial situations, such as the financial 

crisis, and how this affects the LSY producers’ opinion of VI. 

- Value curves, which describe how a different LSY producer’s decision affect their 

success compared to other LSY producers. 

- Values curves, which describe certain areas such as exterior, interior, rig and sail or 

environmental care in detail in order to gain a better perception of innovation in each 

area. 

- How value curves are created in certain countries to understand the perception of 

innovation for each regional market. 

- How a background of a company, such as size, capital or human resources, affects the 

creation of value curves.  

Furthermore, the study urges further research about how networks can be used to a higher 

degree in the LSY industry, whereby it would be interesting to see, how a node for yacht 

innovation can be created and how this would be perceived and used by the LSY producers. 

The final recommendation would be to analyse how this research findings can be 

implemented in a LSY producer’s business model. 
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10. Appendices 

Appendix 1 

Questionnaire for LSY Users 

1. Do you have a boat? 

a) Yes (please continue with question no. 2 to 9 and no. 16 to 21 ) 

b) No (please continue with question no. 10) 

2. What kind of boat do you currently have? 

a) Sailingyacht 

b) Yawl 

c) Catamaran 

d) Others 

3. Which shipyard is your boat from? 

4. What size does your boat have? 

a) Up to 7,5 metres 

b) 7.51 – 12 metres 

c) 12.01 – 15 metres 

d) 15.01 – 20 metres 

e) 20.01 – 25 metres 

f) 25.01 – 30 metres 

g) Above 30 metres 

5. Where is mainly the berth of your boat? 

a) Inland 

b) Coast 

6. How do you mainly use your boat? 

7. If you would have the possibility to invest in a new boat, ... 

...which shipyard would you choose for a new boat? 

8. ...which size would you choose for a new boat? 

a) Up to 7,5 metres 

b) 7.51 – 12 metres 

c) 12.01 – 15 metres 

d) 15.01 – 20 metres 

e) 20.01 – 25 metres 



 

 

f) 25.01 – 30 metres 

g) Above 30 metres 

9. Are you looking for a boat? 

a) Yes (please continue with the following question) 

b) No (please continue with question 16 to 21) 

10. What kind of boat are you looking for? 

a) Sailingyacht 

b) Yawl 

c) Catamaran 

d) Other 

11. Which shipyard 

12. What size are you looking for? 

a) up to 7,5 metres 

b) 7.51 – 12 metres 

c) 12.01 – 15 metres 

d) 15.01 – 20 metres 

e) 20.01 – 25 metres 

f) 25.01 – 30 metres 

g) Above 30 metres 

13. Where will be mainly the berth of the boat? 

a) Inland 

b) Coast 

14. How will you use your boat? 

  



 

 

15. Please rate the degree of how important the following aspects are. 

1= very low   2= low   3= medium   4= high   5= very high 

a) Nice look 

b) Modern/progressive 

c) Traditional/classical 

d) Good workmanship 

e) High quality 

f) Longevity 

g) High level of security 

h) Price-performance-ratio 

i) Good service 

j) Level of Awareness 

k) Good marketing 

  



 

 

Appendix 2 

Questionnaire about Users’ Perception of Innovation within the LSY Industry 

1. What does innovation mean to you in the context of sailboats? 

2. Which shipyards or models do you find innovative and why? 

3. Please give examples of designs, features, or functions that are innovative! 

4. What kinds of innovations do you look for and why? 

5. How important is innovation for you as a user? 

  



 

 

Appendix 3 

Questionnaire about Perception of Innovation and its Importance for both Users and 

Producers 

Please rate the degree of the following fields regarding innovation in the sailing yacht 

industry. 

Each field has to be rated twice, once for the sub-question a) and once for the sub-question b). 

a) How innovative do you think this area is right now? 

b) How important is this area to you (that it will be more improved and innovative in the 

future)? 

1= very low   2= low   3= medium    4= high   5= very high 

1. Exterior (above water) 

a) Solutions for practical reasons (e.g. cockpit) 

b) Solutions for better speed (e.g. new shapes of the hull) 

c) New deck solutions (e.g. Flexiteek) 

d) New seating-solutions (e.g. higher backrest) 

e) More and/or new windows 

f) New light solutions and fittings 

g) Timeless look 

h) Modern look 

2. Exterior (under water) 

a) New keel constructions (e.g. liftable, canting keel) 

b) New rudder constructions (e.g. twin rudders) 

  



 

 

3. Interior 

a) Lightweight materials and constructions to reduce hull-weight 

b) New seating/bed - solutions for optimized comfort/space efficiency 

c) Flexible solutions for individualized layout  

d) Special customized features for individualism 

e) New materials 

f) New design 

g) Timeless look 

h) Modern look 

4. Rig and Sail 

a) New rig solutions 

b) Lightweight materials (e.g. carbon) 

c) Carbon mast 

d) Sails made out of new materials (e.g. Cruisinglaminat, S-Glas) 

e) Sails that are UV-resistant 

f) New sail designs for optimized pull effect 

5. Environmental care 

a) Environmentally friendly manufacturing methods 

b) Environmentally friendly materials 

c) Environmentally friendly features (e.g. WC tanks, non-toxic antifouling, fresh 

water) 

d) Low-emission engines (e.g. to reduce pollution) 

e) Carbon-neutral energy generation solutions (e.g. wind-turbines, solar panels) 

6. Others 

a) New solutions for short-hand sailing (small crew) 

b) Engines rooms set apart to reduce noise from the accommodation 

c) New safety systems 



 

 

Appendix 3 

Bénéteau’s Perceptions of Innovation and its Importance 

 

Appendix 3 - 1: Bénéteau’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 3 - 2: Bénéteau's Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 3 - 3: Bénéteau’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Interior 
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Appendix 3 - 4: Bénéteau's Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Interior 

 

Appendix 3 - 5: Bénéteau's Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail 

 

Appendix 3 - 6: Bénéteau’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 
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Appendix 3 - 7: Bénéteau's Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 

 

Appendix 3 - 8: Bénéteau’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Others 
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Appendix 4 

Dehler’s Perceptions of Innovation and its Importance 

 

Appendix 4 - 1: Dehler’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 4 - 2: Dehler’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 4 - 3: Dehler’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Interior 
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Appendix 4 - 4: Dehler’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Interior 

 

Appendix 4 - 5: Dehler’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail 
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Appendix 4 - 7: Dehler’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 
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Appendix 4 - 10: Dehler’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Others 
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Appendix 5 

Hanse’s Perceptions of Innovation and its Importance 

 

Appendix 5 - 1: Hanse’ Perception of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 5 - 2: Hanse’ Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 
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Appendix 5 - 4: Hanse’ Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Interior 

 

Appendix 5 - 5: Hanse’ Perception of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail 
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Appendix 5 - 7: Hanse’ Perception of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 
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Appendix 5 - 10: Hanse’ Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Others 
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Appendix 6 

Jeanneau’s Perceptions of Innovation and its Importance 

 

Appendix 6 - 1: Jeanneau’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 6 - 2: Jeanneau’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 
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Appendix 6 - 4: Jeanneau’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Interior 

 

Appendix 6 - 5: Jeanneau’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail 
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Appendix 6 - 7: Jeanneau’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 
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Appendix 6 - 10: Jeanneau’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Others 
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Appendix 7 

Najad’s Perceptions of Innovation and its Importance 

 

Appendix 7 - 1: Najad’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 7 - 2: Najad’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 7 - 3: Najad’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Interior 

3.29 3.48

3.07
2.82

3.25 3.38
2.97

3.55

4 4

3

2

4 4 4 4

0

1

2

3

4

5

Practical

Solutions

Speed

Solutions

Deck 

Solutions

Seating

Solutions

Window 

Solutions

Light 

Solutions

Timeless 

Look

Modern 

Look

Innovative User

Innovative Najad

3.97
3.63

3.25

3.41

2.78
3.25 3.46

2.76

4 4

3

2

4 4 4 4

0

1

2

3

4

5

Practical

Solutions

Speed

Solutions

Deck 

Solutions

Seating

Solutions

Window 

Solutions

Light 

Solutions

Timeless 

Look

Modern 

Look

Importance User

Importance Najad

3.35

3.24 3.03 2.93

3.34

3.37
2.89

3.46
3

3

4 4

3

4 4 4

0

1

2

3

4

5

Lightweight 

Materials

Seating/

Bed

Solutions

Flexible

Solutions

Customized 

Features

New 

Materials

New 

Design

Timeless 

Look

Modern 

Look

Innovative User

Innovative Najad



 

 

 

Appendix 7 - 4: Najad’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Interior 

 

Appendix 7 - 5: Najad’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail 

 

Appendix 7 - 6: Najad’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail 
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Appendix 7 - 7: Najad’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 

 

Appendix 7 - 8: Najad’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 

 

Appendix 7 - 9: Najad’s Perception of Innovation within the Area: Others 
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Appendix 7 - 10: Najad’s Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Others 
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Appendix 8 

X-Yacht’s Perceptions of Innovation and its Importance 

 

Appendix 8 - 1: X-Yachts’ Perception of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 8 - 2: X-Yachts’ Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Exterior 

 

Appendix 8 - 3: X-Yachts’ Perception of Innovation within the Area: Interior 
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Appendix 8 - 4: X-Yachts’ Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Interior 

 

Appendix 8 - 5: X-Yachts’ Perception of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail 

 

Appendix 8 - 6: X-Yachts’ Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Rig and Sail 
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Appendix 8 - 7: X-Yachts’ Perception of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 

 

Appendix 8 - 8: X-Yachts’ Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Environmental Care 

 

Appendix 8 - 9: X-Yachts’ Perception of Innovation within the Area: Others 
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Appendix 8 - 10: X-Yachts’ Perception of the Importance of Innovation within the Area: Others 
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