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ABSTRACT
The present study provides a conceptualization of the business model construct 
from which a multi-dimensional evaluation tool is developed that provides the 
basis for drawing up a taxonomy and analysing its comparative efficacy.  The 
empirical data was obtained from a sampling of 159 Spanish business organi-
sations. The cluster analysis revealed the existence of four business models 
that were designated as “multidivisional”, “integrated”, “hybrid” and “network”. 
The results also indicate that the adoption of a certain business model is not 
enough to attain superior performance, highlighting the need to consider other 
contingent factors. 

Key words: Business models, cluster analysis, organizational performance, 
competitiveness.

 

INTRODUCTION

The business model concept is particularly rich and potentially powerful 
in the strategic planning literature (Chesbrough, 2007a,b; Chesbrough 
& Schwartz, 2007; Zott & Amit, 2008), ever since the pioneering work 
by Hamel (2000) and Hamel and Prahalad (1994) that emphasized its 
importance in conferring competitive advantage, thereby stimulating 
the emergence of a new line of investigation. This was supported by 
the continual introduction of organizational innovation by businesses in 
response to competitive changes, which in turn gave rise to new busi-
ness models. However, despite its importance, there is at present no 
consensus regarding the concept or its classification (Morris, Schinde-
hutte & Allen, 2005; Schweizer, 2005), nor agreement as to the compe-
titive advantage of each type of model (Zott & Amit, 2007). The present 
study aims to narrow these two research gaps by offering a view of 
the construct and its implementation through the generation of a mul-
ti-dimensional grading scale that will serve to develop a taxonomy of 
business models and permit a comparative analysis of their efficacy.
Interest in business models dates back to studies by Chandler (1962) 
on strategic and organizational changes in business organisations that 
accompany the evolution of capitalism. The study of business models 

1. This research was financially supported by 
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has re-emerged strongly with the spectacular expansion of the Inter-
net and e-commerce, however, as well as the emergence of new or-
ganizational forms in value chain analysis that have in turn led to the 
development of new models. There has been a great proliferation of 
new models in recent years, and these are transforming the rules of 
competitive strategy in an unprecedented manner. In addition to clas-
sical types such as the integrated model (I-model) and the multidivi-
sional model (M-model), which have traditionally been associated with 
a corporation’s organizational structure, new models are decentrali-
zed and network-based (N-model), underpinned by cooperation, and 
emphasizing centralized activities and externalization or subcontrac-
ting of complementary functions to form a corporation network.3 This 
continuous evolution has stimulated the development of pioneering re-
search dedicated to business model dynamics (Mason & Leek, 2008: 
Willemstein, van der Valk & Meeus, 2007) in attempts to systematize 
distinct business models. These studies, which have mostly been in-
fluenced by inductive criteria, are restricted to specific industries such 
as biotechnology (Bigliardi, Nosella & Verbano, 2005; Nosella, Petroni 
& Verbano, 2005; March & Seoane, 2006; Willemstein et al., 2007), 
informatics (Bonaccorsi, Gianmnangeli & Rossi, 2006) and electronic 
commerce (Mahadevan, 2000), or businesses with a certain type of 
profile such as entrepreneurial firms (Zott & Amit, 2007). Other classi-
fications (Camisón, 2001; Heuskel, 1999) take a deductive approach 
in the categorization of business models. Although these typologies/
taxonomies are of great value, they have not resolved the implicit need 
to develop a classification capable of a general distinction between bu-
siness models. The present study aims to delineate the concept based 
on definitions in the published literature, to implement the concept using 
a multi-item scale, and to complete a cluster analysis-mediated evalua-
tion of existing business models.
The emergence of the new decentralized and network-based business 
models (N-model) has challenged the competitive advantage of the in-
tegrated (I-model) and multidivisional (M-model) models. Existing lite-
rature contains extensive and independent reports on the properties 
and economic impact of the I-model (Afuah, 2001; Cacciatori & Jacobi-
des, 2003), the M-model (Armour & Teece, 1978; Galunic & Eisenhardt, 
1996) and the N-model (Cravens, Piercy & Shipp, 1996; Edwards & 
Samimi 1997; Hanssen-Bauer & Snow, 1996).  Despite the controversy 
surrounding this topic, comparative analyses of the efficiency of the 
different business models is generally descriptive in character, and em-
pirical studies are almost non-existent (i.e., Volle, Dion, Heliès-Hassid 
& Sabbah, 2008; Zott & Amit, 2007, 2008). The present work compen-
sates for these deficiencies with a novel deductive-inductive approach 
to business model classification, providing a theory-based comparative 
analysis of their performance. Our analysis is based on the Resource 
Based View as this provides an interesting theoretical framework to 
analyse a business model’s potential and to determine the develop-
ment of competitive advantages.
This paper is organized as follows. The introduction is followed by a 
literature review on business model concepts and classification, lea-

3. There are other existing definitions of 
the N-model, such as the one described by 
Hedlund (1994), in which this model form 
is described as an organizational model. 
However, in the present work the N-model is 
considered a business model based on the 
studies by Hanssen-Bauer and Snow (1996) 
and Edwards and Samimi (1997).
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ding to the formulation of the hypothesis concerning the relationship 
between business models and outcomes. The next section provides a 
detailed description of the empirical work methodology. This is followed 
by a presention of the results of the cluster analysis, which serves to 
classify business models based on the provision of dimensions and the 
measurement scale thus generated. We then assess the presence of 
significant differences in organizational performance as a function of 
the business model used by a company. We finally discuss the results 
obtained and draw our conclusions.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Definition of business model
The term ‘business model’ is used ambiguously in the corporate stra-
tegy literature (Calia, Guerrini & Moura, 2007), without clear differen-
tiation from other closely related concepts such as business strategy, 
organizational structure or value chain, and may even be used inter-
changeably with these concepts (Morris et al., 2005). The number of 
studies that have focused on refining its boundaries and theoretical 
support (i.e., Morris et al., 2005, 2006; Schweizer, 2005; Tikkanen, 
Lamberg, Parvinen & Kallunki, 2005) and in developing typologies/
taxonomies (i.e., Bigliardi et al., 2005; Mahadevan, 2000) continues 
to grow. However, a consensus has still not been reached (Schweizer, 
2005), as illustrated in Table 1 which sets out some of the definitions 
that have had the greatest impact in the literature. 

Table 1. Definitions of business model
Based on an analysis of 30 business model definitions, Morris et al. 
Study
Timmers (1998)

Venkatraman & Henderson (1998)

Steward and Zhao (2000) [cited by 
Calia et al. (2007)]

Amit & Zott (2001)

Chesbrough and Rosenbaum (2002)

Casadesus-Masanell (2004) 

Morris et al. (2005)

Zott and Amit (2008)

Definition
Architecture of product, service and information flow, including a description of various 
business players and their roles, a description of the potential benefits of the different 
types of players, and a description of the sources of revenue.

The coordinated strategic design planning from three angles: client interaction, asset 
configuration and knowledge.

The determination of the means by which a corporation will earn money and maintain 
income over time.

The structure, content and governance of the transaction between the headquarters and 
its exchange partners.

A business model is composed of the value generation, objective markets, the internal 
structure of the value chain, the cost structure and the revenue model.

A collection of assets and activities, and the governance structure of the assets.

The concise representation of how corporate decisions are managed with respect to strat-
egy, architecture and economy to create competitive advantages in defined markets. 

The structural pattern, describing how the negotiations between a corporation’s headquar-
ters and all the external agents in the product and process markets are organized. 

Source: self-generated.
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(2005) classify the conceptualizations into three categories, progressi-
vely increasing in breadth (Figure 1). The lowest level includes defini-
tions that approach the concept from an economic viewpoint, conside-
ring the business model as a revenue-generating agent (i.e., Ghaziani 
& Ventresca, 2005). These studies are mostly based on e-commerce 
and are dedicated to the investigation of corporate revenue models that 
operate within this sector (i.e., Mahadevan, 2000; Timmers, 1998). The 
second hierarchical level includes definitions (i.e., Venkatraman & Hen-
derson, 1998) in which the business model is correlated with internal 
processes and the design of the production infrastructure, administra-
tive processes, resource flow, knowledge management and logistics 
issues. The last stage is composed of the strategic estimates of the 
concept (i.e., Hamel, 2000). These definitions view the business model 
as the result of the corporation’s market positioning, and the interac-
tions between an organization’s limits and growth opportunities. 

Figure 1. Hierarchy of business model definitions 

Strategic
level

.

Operational level

Economic level

Business model as the 
economic model of a 

corporation

Business model as 
configuration of productive 

processes

Business model as 
placement in the market 
interactions between the 
corporation’s limits and 

growth opportunities

Source: self-generated based on Morris et al. (2005).

Despite the value of this classification, many of the conceptualizations 
cannot be placed in a single category due to the multidimensional na-
ture of the business model. Hamel (2000: 73-99) anticipated the com-
plexity of the content of this construct by distinguishing four key busi-
ness model components: the centralized strategy, the connection with 
the customer, strategic resources and the value chain. In addition, he 
differentiates three components that bridge the concept: activity confi-
guration, benefits to the customer, and the corporation’s limits.  Althou-
gh prior reports have attempted to define the domain of the construct, 
the lack of consensus impacts on efforts to identify its dimensions. As 
seen in Table 2, the dimensions identified vary from strategic aspects 
such as the configuration of the value chain (Camisón, 2001; Ches-
brough & Rosenbaum, 2002; Schweizer, 2005) or the product/market 
sector (Camisón, 2001; Morris et al., 2005, 2006), to economic aspects 
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such as the revenue model (Chesbrough & Rosenbaum, 2002), and 
also context-dependent factors such as age or organizational size (Bi-
gliardi et al., 2005).
Our concept of business model combines the operational and strategic 
approximations but excludes the economic perspective.4 A business 
model can be considered as the standard generated by the corporation 
to organize its processes and tasks with a specific internal configu-
ration of its value chain, manage its assets, realize transactions with 
external agents, and determine the market in which it intends to com-
pete. On the other hand, a revenue model refers to the specific means 
by which a business model facilitates the generation of revenue (Zott 
& Amit, 2008: 3). Taking this concept as a basis, in addition to studies 
by Camisón (2001), Morris et al. (2005, 2006) and Schweizer (2005), 
the business model concept can be defined by three basic dimensions: 
(1) organizational structure, (2) degree of diversification (product/mar-
ket sector), and (3) management of the value chain activities (vertical 
integration vs. cooperation). 
Organizational structure is the first key dimension in the definition of 
a business model (Camisón, 2001; Alt & Zimmerman, 2001). The hie-
rarchical structure of a corporation, the degree of formality in workers’ 
behaviour, the degree of centralization in decision making, the configu-
ration of the productive process and the mechanisms of work coordina-
tion are all essential aspects of the definition of a business model.

Table 2. Dimensions of the business model construct

The second dimension considered is the degree of diversification of 
the corporation (Camisón, 2001; Chesbrough & Rosenbaum, 2002; 
Morris et al., 2005, 2006). The business model includes the delimita-
tion of the products/markets that the company aims to achieve in order 
to create a position in which it can exploit and maintain its competitive 
advantage. 
The last dimension in the business model refers to the management of 
the value chain activities (Camisón, 2001; Chesbrough & Rosenbaum, 
2002; Schweizer, 2005). This is a key dimension in that the continuous 

Study
Alt and Zimmerman (2001)
[cited by Morris et al. (2005)]

Camisón (2001)

Chesbrough and Rosenbaum (2002)

Casadesus-Masanell (2004) 

Morris et al. (2005, 2006)

Bigliardi et al. (2005)

Schweizer (2005)

Dimensions or components of the business model
Mission, structure, processes, revenue, technology and legal aspects.

Organizational structure; product/market sector; degree of integration vs. cooperation.

Value generation; objective/s market/s; cost structure; revenue model. 

Group of tangible and intangible assets; value chain; asset management. 

Product/services offer; market characteristics; source of competitive advantage; competi-
tive strategy; economic factors; growth opportunities. 

Age; size; degree of novelty of the biotechnology used; level of integration of the I+D; 
level of industrialization of the sector.
 
Level of integration/externalization of the value chain activities; relations between differ-
ent companies (licences, strategic alliances or joint corporations); revenue generation 
potential. 

Source: self-generated.

4. The business model conceptualization de-
veloped considers business model and rev-
enue model as separate concepts, as sug-
gested by prior studies  (Amit & Zott, 2001; 
Zott & Amit, 2008). The economic perspective 
identified by Morris et al. (2005) has not been 
taken into consideration because it can be as-
sociated with the revenue model concept. 
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emergence of new business models is motivated by organizational inno-
vation based on inter-organizational cooperation. A precise definition of 
the business model must therefore determine which value chain activities 
will remain integrated in the company and which ones will be developed 
through cooperation. This issue is closely related to the company’s com-
petitive advantage (Schweizer, 2005). Management must think about the 
activities that give rise to a corporation’s competitive advantages in order 
to establish inter-organizational cooperation for decentralized activities. 
The business model conceptualization developed in this study distin-
guishes between this concept and other more traditional ones such as 
competitive strategy, organizational structure and value chain. The bu-
siness model is not a strategy, but includes a series of strategic deci-
sions (Morris et al., 2005; Pazlet, Knyphausen-Auseβ & Nikol, 2008). It 
is neither the organizational structure nor the value chain, but both are 
integral components of the business model definition (Camisón, 2001; 
Schweizer, 2005). The business model encompasses these concepts, 
but is considered superior to the sum of the parts, reflecting how the 
business will be approached with regard to these features (Morris et al., 
2005, 2006).

Configuration of business models and effect on organi-
zational performance
The existence of alternative business models raises an interesting se-
cond issue: the competitiveness of business models that encompass an 
industrial outlook (Schweizer, 2005; Zott & Amit, 2007, 2008). There are 
several extensive reports that independently study the properties and 
economic effects of integrated models (Afuah, 2001; Cacciatori & Jaco-
bides, 2003), multidivisional models (Armour & Teece, 1978; Galunic & 
Eisenhardt, 1996) and network-based models (Cravens, Piercy & Shipp, 
1996; Edwards & Samimi 1997; Hanssen-Bauer & Snow, 1996). Howe-
ver, as yet there is no consensus as to which business model results in 
superior performance. 
Integrated models have been widely considered as adequate models for 
the end of the 19th century and a large part of the 20th century. However, 
the new, flexible, cooperation-based business models are now conside-
red as better adjusted to the present chaotic environment. Their superio-
rity is based on their enhanced flexibility, which allows faster adaptation 
to changes in the environment, at the same time allowing improvements 
in the competitive positioning with regard to cost, quality and flexibility, 
and greater capacity to manage intra- and inter-organizational conflicts 
(Aoki, 1990; Chesbrough & Schwartz, 2007; Morris, Hassard & McCann, 
2006; Schweizer, 2005; Volberda, 1996). However, certain authors ar-
gue that the new network-based business models reduce organizational 
coherence and weaken viability over time (i.e., Arrazola, 2007; Cappelli, 
Bassi, Katz, Knoke, Osterman & Useem, 1997; Ichnioswki, Kochan, Le-
vine, Olson & Strauss, 1996). In this regard, Schweizer (2005) points to 
the success of integrated companies such as Procter & Gamble in the 
domestic product industry and Nestle in the food industry.
Results from the few empirical studies that compare efficacy in the diffe-
rent business models have been inconsistent regarding the relationship 
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between business model design and organizational performance. For 
example, Zott and Amit (2007) provide inconclusive results in a compa-
rison between innovative business models and those aimed at efficacy, 
without determining the superiority of either. In a later study, Zott and 
Amit (2008) appear to come up with a solution regarding the prior re-
sults, concluding that an innovative business model definition shows in-
creased corporate performance when it is defined with strategies aimed 
at differentiation, cost leadership or prompt entry into a market. However, 
after analyzing business models with different sources of competitive 
advantage, Volle et al. (2008) conclude that no single model ensuring 
competitive success exists.
The lack of consistency in empirical evidence regrading the effect of 
business model selection on organizational performance could be due 
to the absence of a solid theoretical basis for the predictions, or to the 
multitude of different theoretical approaches to its analysis (Amit & Zott, 
2001; Morris et al., 2005, 2006). A contingent approach is the traditio-
nal one in the field (i.e., Chandler, 1962; Zott & Amit, 2008), together 
with transaction cost theory (Williamson, 1993). However, these theories 
have recognised limitations in arguments regarding the competitive su-
periority of a business model. On the other hand, the Resource Based 
View offers an interesting theoretical framework for analysing a business 
model’s capacity to determine the development of competitive advanta-
ge. Schweizer (2005) identifies two contributions made by the Resource 
Based View to the study of business models. Firstly, the strategic value 
of a business model can be supported if its resources and capabilities 
are more difficult to imitate, less transferable and more complementary. 
Secondly, the centralized capabilities of a company define not only the 
value of the business model but also help decide which business model 
is more appropriate with respect to each competitive situation and based 
on the need to reconsider the present transaction 
The business model can become a primary element in the mobilization 
and coordinated work of a company’s assets, and a determinant factor 
in the company’s capacity to generate competitive advantage (Morris, 
Schindehutte, Richardson & Allen, 2006). Therefore, a company’s de-
finition of each of the three dimensions included in its concept must be 
directed towards the development and maintenance of competitive ad-
vantages. 
Based on the Resource Based View theory, the development of compe-
titive advantage depends on the characteristics of each business model. 
For example, the I-models and the M-models tend to develop advanta-
ges based on cost or quality, while the N-models can generate valuable 
competitive advantages based on intangible assets, such as their in-
creased capacity to change and adapt or their organizational flexibility. 
The strength of each business model to develop distinct differential ca-
pabilities leads us to consider the possible co-existence of all of them 
(Camisón, 2003, 1996; Volle et al., 2008). Subscribing to a specific bu-
siness model is therefore not expected to have a direct positive effect 
on corporate results in itself, meaning that no model is predicted to pro-
vide the competitive advantages that will justify superior performance. 
This reasoning is reflected in the following working hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 1 (H1). The selection of an organizational model per se does 
not result in significant differences in organizational performance. 

METHODOLOGY

Database
The empirical data was obtained from a primary source of information 
based on a survey conducted with executives from Spanish industrial 
corporations and developed with wider objectives than those of this stu-
dy. Our population of Spanish industrial corporations did not include the 
energy and oil sectors.5  Corporations in different industrial sectors and of 
different sizes were included with the purpose of finding greater diversity 
in the business models. The corporations included in the sample were 
found in the SABI (Sistema de Análisis de Balances Ibéricos) database. 
To be considered as part of the sample population, the corporations were 
required to offer complete contact information. The SABI database has 
the advantage of providing certain economic and financial data that are 
difficult to obtain from the companies directly, in addition to information 
regarding the companies’ location and the people responsible for them. 
The questionnaire was sent to 2145 corporations in 30 sectors. 
By the end of the fieldwork, 175 responses had been obtained.  16 of 
them were eliminated as the questionnaires were incomplete or incor-
rectly completed. The final sample comprised of 159 companies, with a 
sample error of 7.6%, where p = q = 0.5. The corporations included in 
the sample belong to 19 industries with a variation in size of between 10 
and over 500 employees. Table 3 shows the technical specifications of 
the fieldwork. 

Table 3. Technical data chart
Environment

Geographical scope
Data collection

Population
Final sample size
Level of confidence
Sample error
Unit of analysis
Person receiving questionnaire
Dates of fieldwork

Spanish industry corporations excluding oil and energy

National
Through a structured questionnaire completed by 
personal or electronic interview 
2145 companies
159 companies
95%
7.6% 
Company
Managing Director 
April-November 2006

Measurement of variables
Business model. The implementation of this variable was based on the 
three dimensions identified in the literature review. Table 4 summarizes 
the dimensions and variables used to measure the construct, as well 
as the references used for their identification and implementation. The 
formalization and centralization of the variables were measured using 
a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 reflects “total disagreement” and 
7 indicates “total agreement”. These variables were introduced as the 

5. The energy and oil sectors were not in-
cluded to avoid the possible distortion of the 
final data caused by the size magnitude of 
corporations operating in these sectors
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measurement of the items included in each dimension. For the two 
remaining dimensions, the variables were classified using values from 
1 to 5 (with the exception of the degree of diversification, which was 
graded from 1 to 6), and each company chose the option that best des-
cribed their model. The complete scales as they were presented in the 
questionnaire are shown in the appendix. 

Table 4. Implementation of the business model construct and references

Organizational performance. Organizational performance is measured 
according to nine variables, of which three represent the return on ca-
pital, two refer to market performance, one is an indicator of work pro-
ductivity, two refer to stakeholder satisfaction and the last represents the 
value of the competitive positioning. These indicators have been used in 
previous studies (Camisón, 1999). The indicators were evaluated using 
a seven-point Likert scale, in which a value of 1 reflects “much worse” 
and a 7 indicates “much better”. The managers were asked to evaluate 
each of the items in the scale in relation to the contest average. 
Performance indicators as subjective evaluations are commonly found 
in the strategic literature on this topic (i.e., Lin & Germain, 2003; Nahm, 
Vonderembse & Koufteros, 2003). However, to ensure the absence of 
bias in the managers’ perceptions of performance, validity of the values 
was confirmed using two objective measures from outside the survey, 
namely economic return and benefit margin. These indicators were ob-
tained from the SABI database. Data on all the indicators were obtained 
for 105 and 112 corporations, respectively. The correlations between ob-
jective and subjective indicators were statistically significant with a value 
of 0.001 (economic return = 0.269; benefit margin = 0.311). The self-as-
sessment of organizational performance is therefore considered valid. 

Statistical evaluation
To develop a taxonomy of the business models adopted by the Spa-
nish industrial corporations, a cluster analysis was performed using 
SPSS for Windows version 15.00.6 The cluster analysis was performed 
following the method described by Hair et al. (1998).7  The classification 
variables are inferred based on the dimensions and items that consti-

Dimensions / Items
Organizational structure 
Hierarchical structure
Degree of formalization
Degree of centralization
Productive process
Coordination mechanism
Degree of diversification

Product/market sector
Value chain management

Degree of integration/cooperation

References
Alt and Zimmerman (2001); Camisón (2001); Zott and Amit (2007)
Mintzberg (1979)
Hage and Aiken (1967); Aiken & Hage (1968)
Hage and Aiken (1967); Aiken and Hage (1968); Pugh et al. (1963)
Mintzberg (1979)
Mintzberg (1979)
Camisón (2001); Chesbrough and Rosenbaum (2002); Bonaccorsi et al. (2006); Nosella 
et al., 2004; Morris et al. (2005, 2006); Volle et al., 2008
Ansoff (1978)
Camisón (2001); Chesbrough and Rosenbaum (2002); Casadesus-Masanell (2004); 
Schweizer (2005); Zott and Amit (2007)
Camisón and Guía (1999)

Source: self-generated.

6. The cluster analysis and the strategic 
group analysis have specific similarities and 
differences. While both identify statistically 
distinct groups based on specific variables, 
the first evaluation identifies statistically dis-
tinct groups  a posteriori, that is, it uses the 
classification variables to later define the 
groups that are most similar to each other 
and different from the rest. On the other hand, 
the analysis of strategic groups performs an 
a priori analysis, first defining the strategic 
groups to enable the later confirmation or re-
jection of the empirical results based on the 
strategic variables.

7. The reader may refer to Hair et al. (1998), 
chapter 9, for details on the cluster analysis 
methods.
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tute the measurement scale of the business model construct. Due to the 
variation in the classification variables’ scales of measurement, these 
variables were standardized following the method described by Hair et 
al. (1998). To determine whether the business model selected by a com-
pany is a determinant of organizational performance, the data obtained 
from the cluster analysis were evaluated using an analysis of variance 
(ANOVA). 

RESULTS

Results of the cluster analysis
A dendogram represents the results of the hierarchical clustering.8 The 
interpretation of the dendogram suggests that the sample of corporations 
can be divided into four groups that are separated by a smaller distance, 
and are assumed to be very different from one another as they are grou-
ped in a single cluster separated by a greater distance. With this informa-
tion, a non-hierarchical clustering was performed to calculate the optimal 
configuration of the four groups identified by the hierarchical clustering.
The four groups identified are composed of 30, 65, 46 and 18 corpo-
rations, respectively. The median values obtained for each classifying 
variable in each group are shown in Table 5. These values determine the 
characteristics of the clusters that are analyzed further on. 
Before analyzing the characteristics of the groups, the clusters identified 
must be shown to be significantly different from one another. The analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) provides information on the quality of the clusters 
obtained. Table 6 shows the results obtained with a p value of 99% and a 
significance level of 95%. The variable averages all exhibited significant 
differences among the four clusters except for the Productive process 
variable. Although this variable does not show significant differences, it is 
not recommended to eliminate it because it provides information during 
the clustering process (Hair et al., 1998). Table 6 also shows that the 
variable with the greatest effect on the clustering profile was the “degree 
of vertical integration.” 

Table 5. Mean values of the classification variables for each group
Classification variable
Hierarchical structure
Degree of formalization 
Degree of centralization
Productive process
Coordination mechanism
Degree of diversification
Degree of vertical integration
Number of cases

Cluster 1
4.03
4.27
3.45
2.78
2.83
2.33
3.61
30

Cluster 2
1.82
2.96
4.53
2.47
2.68
2.66
1.69
65

Cluster 3
3.46
3.27
2.36
2.26
3.39
2.84
1.52
46

Cluster 4
4.33
4.54
5.07
2.83
3.67
3.67
5.00
18

Note: The values for the degree of formalization and centralization of the variables are 
measured on an increasing scale from 1 to 7. The rest of the variables are measured 
categorically through the selection of one of the options, which have been codified from 
1 to 5 (except the degree of diversification, which is codified from 1 to 6), with a higher 
value denoting a greater significance of a specific variable.

Table 6. Results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA)

8. See Appendix 2.
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After confirmation of the quality of the cluster analysis, and based on 
the results shown in Table 5, the groups obtained present the following 
characteristics:  

• The corporations included in Cluster 1 are characterized by 
a hierarchical structure formed by organizational subunits that 
function autonomously but that are coordinated by the general 
management. The degree of formalization is low and centrali-
zation in decision making shows an intermediate degree. The 
basic mechanism for the coordination of work is the normaliza-
tion of processes. Its degree of diversification is defined by the 
inclusion of the entire market, with the manufacture of seve-
ral products. The degree of integration shows an intermediate 
value. These characteristics suggest that this group could be 
defined as a Multidivisional Model (M-Model) because its traits 
are similar to those of this organizational form.
• The corporations in Cluster 2 show an organizational struc-
ture that possesses the typical traits of a machine bureaucracy: 
distinct hierarchical levels, decision making follows the chain of 
command, employees are not highly qualified, a high degree 
of formalization, and centralization in decision making. Conse-
quently, the coordination mechanism uses a pattern of direct 
supervision where one supervisor in charge of controlling the 
employees’ activities. The corporation covers certain market 
sectors for which it manufactures variations of the same pro-
duct. The degree of vertical integration is defined as very high. 
These characteristics suggest that this configuration can be 
considered as an Integrated Model (I-Model). 
• Cluster 3 is composed of corporations with a hierarchical 
structure that is similar to professional bureaucracy, in which 
tasks are standardized, the personnel is qualified, there is an 
intermediate degree of formalization, and decentralized deci-
sion making. The work is coordinated through the normaliza-
tion of processes and results. There is an intermediate degree 
of diversification, with the manufacture of various products 
aimed at different market sectors. The corporation targets cer-
tain market sectors only, offering variations of the same pro-
duct. The degree of vertical integration is very high, and there 
is no cooperation or subcontracting of suppliers or competitors. 
Therefore, these corporations are considered as using the Hy-

Hierarchical structure
Degree of formalization 
Degree of centralization
Productive process
Coordination mechanism
Degree of diversification
Degree of vertical integration

Cluster

Mean squared

54.951
19.551
53.833
2.357
7.511
7.061

78.174

Degrees of 
freedom

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Error

Mean squared

1.059
0.829
0.883
1.788
0.912
1.112
0.630

Degrees of 
freedom

155
155
155
155
155
155
155

F

51.891
23.581
60.958
1.318
8.236
6.349

124.107

Signif.

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.271
0.000
0.000
0.000
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brid Model (H-Model).
• The corporations included in Cluster 4 promote a hierarchical 
structure that is defined as adhocratic due to the company’s 
capacity to adapt to changes in the environment, associated 
with highly qualified personnel. Formalization in employee be-
haviour is low and centralization in decision making is high. The 
work coordination mechanism is aimed at normalizing results. 
The company manufactures one or several products aimed at 
various market sectors. In addition, the degree of integration is 
very low, with a preference for decentralization of the produc-
tion activity and the maintenance of activities that are crucial 
for competitive success. The corporations in this group could 
be classified as representative of the Network-based Model (N-
Model).
Table 7 summarizes the characteristics of each of the clusters 
identified in the cluster analysis.

Table 7. Characteristics of the business models identified by cluster 
analysis

Results of the variance analysis (ANOVA)
The second objective of this study was to demonstrate that the busi-
ness model adopted by a corporation is not a determining factor for 
organizational performance. To prove this hypothesis, the results obtai-
ned through the cluster analysis were compared using a variance ana-
lysis (ANOVA). Table 8 shows the results obtained in relation to a group 
of economic and financial performance indicators.  The ANOVA results 
show that there are no significant differences in performance between 
the different business models, thus verifying hypothesis 1.
These results are consistent with a wide variety of performance indica-
tors, such as those concerning capital revenue, market performance, 
productivity, stakeholder satisfaction and competitive positioning.
 

Table 8. Differences in organizational performance as a function of the 

Hierarchical structure

Formalization

Centralization

Coordination mechanism

Degree of diversification

Degree of vertical integration

Cluster 1:
Multidivisional model

Multidivisional

Low

Intermediate

Process normalization

Intermediate

Intermediate

Cluster 2: 
Integrated model

Machine bureaucracy

High

High

Direct supervision

Intermediate

Very high

Cluster 3: 
Hybrid model

Professional bureaucracy

Intermediate

Low

Normalization of pro-
cesses and results

Intermediate

Very high

Cluster 4:
Network-based model

Adhocratic

Very low

High

Normalization of results

High

Very low
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business model implemented 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This study set out to promote advances in the conceptualization and 
implementation of the business model construct, as well as in its clas-
sification and the comparative analysis of its efficacy. 
The first contribution of this work comprises the development of a deli-
mitation of the business model concept. Largely based on the studies 
by Camisón (2001), Morris et al. (2005, 2006) and Schweizer (2005), 
the concept was developed around three key dimensions, namely or-
ganizational structure, degree of diversification and management of 
the value chain activities. The concept developed provided the basis 
for a multi-dimensional method for evaluating the business model. 
These contributions are important because as far as we know there is 
no solid conceptualization and implementation of the business model 
concept in the academic literature to date (Morris et al., 2005; Zott & 
Amit, 2007).
The second contribution consists of offering a taxonomy of the busi-
ness models that exist in Spanish industry. Prior studies  indicated the 
need to step up research in this area (Schweizer, 2005). The evalua-
tion method developed was used for a cluster analysis. The results of 
the cluster analysis show that the business models in Spanish indus-
trial corporations can be grouped into four distinct categories: multi-
divisional, integrated, hybrid and network-based. These clusters are 
statistically different with respect to the classification variables hie-
rarchical structure, formalization, centralization, coordination mecha-
nisms, degree of diversification and degree of vertical integration.  The 
taxonomy enables the identification of two clear directions in the selec-
tion of a business model by Spanish industrial corporations. The first 
encompasses corporations that define their business model in a tra-
ditional manner, emphasizing characteristics such as formalization of 
employee behaviour or centralization in decision making; this includes 
the multidivisional and integrated models. The second group includes 
more modern and innovative business models, mainly characterized 
by the externalization of activities or the decentralization of decision 
making. This group includes hybrid and network-based models. These 
results provide evidence that there is a proliferation of new business 

Average economic revenue
Average financial revenue
Average sales revenue
Average annual growth in sales
Market share earnings
Work productivity
Customer satisfaction
Other interest group satisfaction
Competitive position strength

Sum of 
squares

4.933
1.781
0.873
1.624
9.267
0.881
8.737
4.826
8.086

Inter- 
groups

Degrees 
of

freedom
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Average 
squared

1.644
0.594
0.291
0.541
3.089
0.294
2.912
1.609
2.695

Sum of 
squares

233.416
252.478
233.211
214.595
200.307
227.042
174.712
219.658
178.851

Intra-
groups

Degrees 
of

freedom
155
155
155
155
155
155
155
155
155

Average 
squared

1.506
1.629
1.505
1.384
1.292
1.465
1.127
1.417
1.154

Total

Sum of 
squares

238.348
254.260
237.084
216.219
209.574
227.923
183.449
224.484
186.937

Degrees 
of

freedom
158
158
158
158
158
158
158
158
158

F

1.092
0.365
0.193
0.391
2.390
0.200
2.584
1.135
2.336

Signif.

0.354
0.779
0.901
0.760
0.071
0.896
0.055
0.337
0.076

Result significance 
(p < 0.05)

NOT SIGNIFICANT
NOT SIGNIFICANT
NOT SIGNIFICANT
NOT SIGNIFICANT
NOT SIGNIFICANT
NOT SIGNIFICANT
NOT SIGNIFICANT
NOT SIGNIFICANT
NOT SIGNIFICANT
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models in Spanish industry, alongside the more traditional models. 
In addition, the present study contributes to the development of a 
comparative analysis of business model competitiveness. The defini-
tion of the construct developed is closely related to the generation and 
maintenance of competitive advantage. According to the Resource 
Based View, the business model can be considered as responsible 
for the mobilization of a company’s assets, and should therefore be a 
determinant in the achievement of competitive advantage and, as a 
consequence, the capture of economic rent. However, the results of 
this study show that the implementation of a specific business model 
does not result in significant differences in organizational performan-
ce. These findings challenge deterministic statements that defend the 
total superiority of a business model while vertically devaluing inte-
grated models. As Hamel & Prahalad pointed out (1994), the issues 
related to the design of business models are not always clear. The 
exaggerated tendency to subcontract activities or to delegate power 
can be as damaging as the problem the company is trying to resolve 
(Hamel & Prahalad 1994: 373).
The advent of network-based business models constitutes a major 
advance. Cooperation among companies and the tendency towards 
innovation are valuable characteristics of this model because they 
favour the development of dynamic capabilities that can sustain com-
petitive advantages based on intangible assets (Villar, 2008). The va-
lue of vertically integrated business models and other intermediate 
models should nonetheless be acknowledged. It is important to note 
that many companies still attain significant competitive positions due 
to vertical integration (Yusuf & Adeleye, 2002). In this regard, Chees-
brough & Teece (1996) cite the success of certain corporations that 
have adopted an integrated business model such as Intel or Micro-
soft, as they make substantial investments to develop the necessary 
capabilities and to promote the development of new capabilities “at 
home”, arguing that certain types of innovation can only be developed 
by corporations with the reach and range needed to coordinate their 
development. 
The findings provide empirical support for studies that address the 
existence of contingent factors in the relationship between choice of 
business model and organizational performance (i.e., Villar, 2008; Zott 
& Amit, 2007, 2008). A promising investigative direction is the study 
of a corporation’s internal characteristics and/or external factors that 
can mediate this relationship. It would also be of interest to carry out 
longitudinal studies on the evolution of the different business models 
and the factors that influence their progression. 
With respect to the practical implications of this study, managers need 
to understand that there is no such thing as a a single superior business 
model. Competitive success appears to depend on a formula that is 
more complex than the choice of one business model or another. This 
is proved by the co-existence of several business models in the Spa-
nish business environment that use different organizational structures, 
product-market definitions and distinct degrees of vertical integration. 
In addition, managers should also be aware that success in the imple-
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mentation of a specific model depends on other factors contingent to 
the corporation, each of which possesses its respective advantages 
and disadvantages. It is a mistake to assume that business models 
based on cooperation provide a universal antidote for all corporate pro-
blems. 
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APENDIX 1. Measurement of variables.
GROUP A

Hierarchical structure

Degree of formalization

Degree of centralization

Productive process

Coordination mechanism

GROUP B

Degree of diversification

GROUP C

Degree of vertical integra-
tion

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

1. The hierarchical structure of my company is limited to the senior management and the person-
nel directly associated with the company’s main activities. 
2. The hierarchical structure of my company is characterized by a clear distinction between hierar-
chical levels, decision making takes place according to the chain of command, and the employees 
are not highly qualified. 
3. The hierarchical structure of my company is characterized by the high standardization of tasks 
and the high qualifications of the personnel. 
4. The hierarchical structure of my company is characterized by the presence of several organiza-
tional subunits that function autonomously under the coordination of the management. 
5. The hierarchical structure of my company is characterized by an increased capacity to adapt to 
changes in the environment and by highly qualified personnel.

1. The members of the corporation feel that they are their own bosses in many instances.
2. The members of our company can make their own decisions without consultation. 3. The 
completion of tasks depends on the person performing the task. 
4. The members of our company set their own work rules. 
5. The members of our company are under constant surveillance to ensure that they follow the 
rules. 

1. The members of our company can accomplish few tasks without a supervisor’s approval. 
2. The members of our company are discouraged from making decisions. 
3. The members of our company must have final approval from a hierarchically superior person 
before making even the smallest of decisions. 
4. The members of our company must obtain prior approval from their supervisor for most actions. 
5. Any decision made by the members of our company must have the prior approval of their direct 
supervisor. 

1. Manufacture by project 
2. Manufacture in small batches based on manual labour 
3. Manufacture in large batches
4. Mass manufacture
5. Continuous production manufacture (blast furnace, cement, petrochemicals 

1. In my company, the work is controlled by informal communication methods
2. In my company one person is responsible for the work of others through instructions and con-
trol of activities.
3. In my company the procedures to be followed for completion of work are clearly specified.
4. In my company the results that need to be achieved are clearly specified. 
5. In my company the skills and knowledge required for the completion of the work are clearly 
specified. 

PRODUCT/MARKET SECTOR
1. A single product for the entire market.
2. Several products, each directed to a different market sector encompassing the entire market.
3. Several products, each aimed at a different segment and encompassing only certain market 
segments.
4. One single product for certain market segments.
5. Several products sold only in one market segment.
6. Single product sold only in one market segment.

DEGREE OF VERTICAL INTEGRATION VS. SUBCONTRACTING
1. My company specializes in the manufacture of products that are part of the production process 
of our customer companies.
2. My company specializes in the manufacture of the final product, using intermediate compo-
nents and products manufactured by our supplying companies.
3. My company subcontracts with other companies based on the production capacities.
4. My company subcontracts specialized activities that are not part of the main activities of our 
company.
5. My company decentralizes the production activity while maintaining activities that are crucial for 
competitive success.

* Control items, introduced in reverse.
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GROUP D ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE

1. Intermediate economic return (profit before interest and taxes/total net assets) 
2. Intermediate financial return (profit after taxes/shareholder’s equity)
3. Intermediate return on sales (profit before interest and taxes/sales)
4. Intermediate annual sales growth
5. Market quota earnings (increase in the participation in total industry period sales)
6. Work productivity
7. Customer satisfaction
8. Other interest group satisfaction
9. Competitive positioning strength


