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Abstract 

Background Today’s society has been developed to an ever changing market and the 

increasing globalization puts firms in a more competitive environment 

than ever. To cope with changes, flexibility has been recognized as an 

important factor for firms. Sometimes a larger change is necessary and 

therefore diversification could be required to obtain a market position.  In 

the literature, three theories are widely used to understand why a firm di-

versify; the agency theory, the resource based view, and market power. 

However, there is a lack of research in this field for SMEs.  

Purpose The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the concepts of flexibility and 

diversification with regards to SMEs in Sweden. 

Method The authors use a mixed method between a qualitative and a quantitative 

research approach. The research will be conducted using semi-structured 

interviews with a quantitative part where statements answered on a Lik-

ert-scale have been developed. The interviews have been conducted by 

eight companies within three industries; auditing, construction, and IT. 

To analyse the data a content analysis has been made and the interview-

ees answer has been interpreted with earlier research made on diversifi-

cation and flexibility.   

Conclusion In conclusion, the authors find that flexibility is more important for 

SMEs than diversification. To actually be able to diversify there is a need 

for flexibility. More specific, the authors have found that SMEs are most 

dependent on their labour force and also that SMEs employees are very 

flexible.    
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1 Introduction 

In the background, an introduction to what is already known is presented and this will 

be further elaborated in the frame of reference. The background knowledge will be fol-

lowed by the problem where the reason for this report will presented. The research 

question and the purpose of this thesis will also be presented, as well as delamination. 

1.1 Background 

In today’s society, firms are embedded in volatile environments which force them to 

adapt to changes, otherwise their business might be seriously threatened. In order to 

compete effectively, managers need to be proactive and flexible enough to create strate-

gies suitable for such conditions (Sharma and Sushil, 2010; Dreyer and Gronhaug, 

2012). 

The concept of diversification has throughout the years been treated with various defini-

tions. The topic has been widely researched which might be because it directly concerns 

the core strategy question of what business or businesses a firm should be in (Corporate 

Diversification [No date]). In this thesis, diversification will be explained as when a 

company decides to enter further lines of business that are different from current prod-

ucts, services and markets (What is diversification?, 2009). 

Igor Ansoff (1958) known as the father of strategic management, was one of first to ap-

proach the concept of diversification as a business growth strategy. It was defined as 

when a company enters a new market with a new product, leading to physical and or-

ganizational changes in the structure of the business. Throughout the years, Ansoff’s 

model has been developed into several possibilities of diversified growth. Kenny (2009) 

points out that the various definitions of the topic is causing confusion, as diversifica-

tion might have different meanings depending on which manager runs the business.  

Developing new products and entering new markets and industries have not only been 

defined as diversification, but also as the concept of flexibility (Dreyer and Gronhaug, 

2004). Similar to diversification, flexibility too has many dimensions. However, flexi-

bility is most commonly described as the ability for firms to change (Eppink, 1978; Shi 

and Daniels, 2003; Dreyer and Gronhaug, 2012). According to Petitt and Singer (1985), 

small firms compete quite well with larger ones, as they can adapt their operations faster 

to changes in their environment. This ability, to hedge away from contingencies, is one 

of the most important success factors for a firm (Shi and Daniels, 2003).  

Literatures dealing with the reason for firms to diversify have been approached in sev-

eral ways with various outcomes. In an attempt to give an understanding of why firms 

diversify, this thesis explores three frameworks. One of the theories used to explain why 

a firm diversifies is the ‘resource-based view’, which sees diversification as a strategy to 

avoid any waste of resources, reaching profit maximization (Wan et al. 2011; Mont-

gomery, 1994). The second view is known as ‘agency theory’, and suggests that some 

managers tend to work in a self-interested manner rather than in the interest of the 
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shareholders. The manager diversifies the company by re-investing in merger and ac-

quisitions in the managers own interest of gaining knowledge, rather than diversifying 

in the best interest of the company (Nyberg et al., 2010; Montgomery, 1994). The third 

view, market power, has been recognized by several economists as an anticompetitive 

approach to diversification, since the idea is to gain more market power by leaving the 

firms traditional business to spread risk in several markets (Purkayastha et al., 2012; 

Montgomery, 1994). 

1.2 Problem 

Although there is extensive literature upon the subjects of diversification and flexibility, 

there is a lack of literature concerning small to medium businesses (SMEs). According 

to the European Union standards, a company is defined as a small to medium company 

if there are less than 250 employees and has a turnover under €50 million.  99,9% of the 

enterprises in Sweden are SMEs and 99,4% are companies with 0-49 employees (Föret-

agens storlek, 2008). SMEs are an essential part of the Swedish economy, which often 

have difficulties finding large resources. Still, they compete on the same conditions as 

the large companies in an increasingly global world, where the environment is ever 

changing.  

In the literature, flexibility has been recognized to be correlated with diversification 

(Dreyer and Gronhaug 2004). However, there is an opportunity not only to see how 

strong the correlation is but also how it functions in SMEs. In Sweden the business 

landscape consist mainly of small enterprises and therefore it is important to gain fur-

ther knowledge of how SMEs are best managed. As of today, current research theories 

are generally not derived from the conditions and the requirements of SMEs in Sweden.  

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the concepts of flexibility and diversification 

with regards to SMEs in Sweden 

The world is rapidly changing and with it, the conditions and competition for business-

es. While big firms own more power, due to greater size and resources to influence the 

market, SMEs often stand with no other option than to adapt. An important factor to 

cope with a changing environment is the ability to be flexible, while diversification also 

allows a firm to cope with contingencies by spreading risk.   

Since this thesis will focus on SMEs, the outcome is expected to show how important 

flexibility and diversification are for SMEs in Sweden. There will be a comparison be-

tween how the literature define diversification and how the interviewed SMEs define it.   

In order to achieve the purpose, the following objective will be sorts:  

- Explore the importance of flexibility in SMEs. 

- Identify various perspectives of diversification among the SMEs in Sweden 

- Investigate how SMEs in Sweden diversify. 
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The research on flexibility and diversification within SMEs in Sweden is important for a 

number of reasons. SMEs are important for the Swedish economy as they account for 

99.4% of the companies operating in Sweden. Second, there is a general lack of re-

search on SMEs and diversification, also there is a shortage of literature concerning if 

flexibility is important for SMEs. This research will allow the reader to gain a better 

understanding of SMEs and its relations to diversification and flexibility.  

1.4 Delimitation 

This thesis is delimitated to investigate only SMEs in Sweden within three industries. 

Due to time and lengths of the thesis, only eight companies have been applied to the 

three industries. However, to get as broad view as possible the industries chosen differ 

in how they operate their services. This thesis is also delimitated to only investigate in-

dustries within the service sector; therefore it is important to note that a similar research 

for manufacturing industries might give a different outcome.  

2 Frame of reference 

This section will provide the known definitions of diversification and flexibility. Fur-

thermore, these will be followed by a description of the three most commonly used theo-

ries of why firms diversify. Various researches have been taken into consideration to 

provide a general guideline of what is known about the subjects discussed in this thesis.  

Through the literature it is found that the definition of diversification has been recog-

nized in various ways by different authors. In broader terms, the concept can be ex-

plained as a plan for strategic growth, performed by firms in order to spread risk by en-

tering new lines of business. Diversification involves major changes for a firm. Such 

planned changes, but also unforeseen contingencies, can be easier coped with by firms 

who have developed the notion of flexibility.  In an attempt to develop a general under-

standing of the concepts of diversification and flexibility, an analysis of the current lit-

erature will be made.  

2.1 Diversification 

In today’s society, organizations need to operate in a more unstable business and regula-

tory environments, and in order to compete effectively managers need to be proactive 

and create strategies to adapt to such conditions (Sharma and Sushil, 2010). 

Diversification has traditionally been defined as the entry of a company into a new sec-

tor (Iacobucci, and Rosa, 2005).  The concept can be described as a development strate-

gy that allows a company to reduce risk and thrive by entering further lines of business 

that are different from current products, services and markets (What is diversification?, 

2009).  However, through the business literature there have been various definitions of 

diversification. As indicated by Kenny (2009), because of the spread meanings, diversi-

fication might have a different definition depending on which manager runs the busi-
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ness, leading to confusion on what actions to take. The author himself describes diversi-

fication as the degree of variation between businesses within a company, such as prod-

ucts and services. The degree of diversity would then be determined by two factors. The 

first one is the degree of difference in one dimension such as services or products of-

fered, and the second is the number of dimensions in variation, such as supply chain, 

customer type or services offered.  

One of the most well-known definitions of diversification was made by Igor Ansoff 

(1958), known as the father of Strategic Management. He used the term diversification 

as a strategy standing apart from market penetration, product development and market 

development. These are generally executed with the same resources which are used for 

the original service or product line, while the pursuit of diversification requires new re-

sources in terms of skills, techniques and/or facilities. According to Ansoff, diversifica-

tion means entering a new market with a new product, leading to physical and organiza-

tional changes in the structure of the business. 

  

Figure 3.1 – Ansoff’s Product/Market matrix (1958) 

Park and Jang (2012) preferred to use the term ‘market diversification’ as they claimed 

one also could pursue diversification by increasing the number of industries the busi-

ness participated in with the same product. According to the authors, a firm diversifies 

by moving into several markets it was not previously engaged in. A similar definition 

was made by Rothaermel (2013) who claimed that diversified companies are those who 

compete in several different markets simultaneously. This was based on Rumelt’s 

(1982) classification of the diversification strategy, which has to hold two critical di-

mensions. The first one is the degree of commitment to diversity by the firm, and the 

second was the strengths, skills and purposes that widen this diversity, demonstrated by 

the way new activities are related to the old activities. Thus, Rumelt claimed that diver-

sification takes place when the business expands in order to make and sell products that 

had no market interaction with the former products.  

Also Johnsson, Scholes and Whittington (2008) did not define diversification as ex-

treme as in Ansoff’s matrix, but pointed out that diversification is a matter of degree, 

and an essential part of diversification involves building on relationships with current 

markets or products. Grüning (2012) writes that setting future target market positions 

involves the decision of diversification. The author presents an extended model of An-
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soff’s original matrix, showing several possibilities of diversified growth. Each diversi-

fication strategy can in turn be divided into either related or unrelated diversification. 

 

Figure 3.2 – Enlarged growth options matrix (Grüning, 2012, p. 70) 

 Horizontal diversification - Describes the introduction of additional products or 

services that have a close relationship with the former activities of the company; 

however they do not contribute to the present product or service line. This rela-

tionship can involve the customers, the product’s application, the sales organiza-

tion, the manufacturing know-how or methods used (Ansoff, 1958; Haiko, 1972; 

Grüning, 2012). 

 In their paper, the authors Chong et. al describes diversification as vertical inte-

gration, and claimed that it is “the expansion of the production program to prod-

ucts of the previous, next, both, or all levels of the supply chain” (Chong et. al, 

2014; 240). The authors wrote that development of products to the next level is 

termed forward vertical integration, while backward vertical integration implies 

that production capabilities are extended to the former level. In a similar way 

Grüning (2012) describes vertical forward diversification as when an organiza-

tion gains ownership over one of its customers such as a distributor or retailer. 

Vertical backward diversification is described as when a firm gains ownership 

over its suppliers.  

 Customer diversification – When a company obtains another firm in order to 

reach their customer group (Grüning, 2012). This can also mean that a firm will 
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diversify its services or products with the purpose of targeting customers who 

are not part of the company’s current customer base. 

 Geographical diversification –Grüning (2012) describes this strategy as when a 

firm builds a worldwide network of subsidiaries.  The author also writes that one 

growth strategy also involves both geographical and customer diversification. 

This means that the firm targets a new customer group when it expands geo-

graphically.   

 Related diversification is when a firm derives less than 70% of its business reve-

nues from only one business activity but attains revenues from other lines of 

business linked to the primary business (Rothaermel, 2013). According to the 

author, related diversification benefits from economies of scale scope.  He sepa-

rates this from unrelated diversification which is when a firm obtains less than 

70% of its revenues from a single business, and there are few linkages among its 

businesses.   

2.2 Flexibility 

Since firms are embedded in volatile, ever-changing environments they need to have 

goal-directed behaviors in order to prosper (Dreyer and Grønhaug, 2012). The ability to 

hedge against inevitable contingencies generated by environmental changes, is also 

known as the concept of flexibility, and is one of the most important success factors for 

a firm (Shi and Daniels, 2003). It has been argued that small firms can compete quite ef-

fectively with larger ones since they are able to maintain more flexible operations. That 

is, they can change the nature of their operations more rapidly in response to changes in 

technology or business conditions (Petitt and Singer, 1985). The authors further claim 

that historically, small firms have shown a tendency to contract at a faster rate during 

recessions, and expand at a faster rate during expansions.  

Throughout the literature, research has shown that the concept of flexibility has many 

dimensions. According to Sharma and Sushil (2010) flexibility is foremost a managerial 

task, verifying whether the managerial capabilities are flexible enough to respond at the 

right time with a correct approach. Secondly it is a matter of organizational design task, 

with a concern of the controllability and changeability of the firm since it is also im-

portant to react at the right time while steering in the right direction.  In an attempt to 

define the concept of flexibility, Bahrami and Evans (2004) have synthesized its various 

dimensions and nuances. The authors have gathered the most frequently used terms to 

describe flexibility which they claim are: adaptability, agility, versatility, resilience, and 

robustness.  

The term adaptability is defined as an adjustment to the conditions of a changed envi-

ronment. The concept can also be expressed as a firm’s ability to capitalize and identify 

emerging market opportunities (Chakravarthy, 1992). To what extent an entity can 

move is described by the authors as the term agility. In a business context this could re-

fer to avoiding an upcoming disaster or taking advantage of an opportunity by leaping 
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in to the unknown. Versatility can be defined as switching from one occupation to an-

other, but also to handle many subjects. Thus, versatility is the ability to be able to turn 

from one mode of priority to another. Resilience refers to the ability of recovering from 

shocks and setbacks without permanent damage or rupture. An enterprise must be able 

to rapidly regenerate itself or degrade gracefully if there is setback. Lastly the term ro-

bust can be seen as a measure of how the company can handle the situation when meet-

ing obstacles, the ability to handle turbulence while remaining unscathed (Bahrami and 

Evans, 2004). As one can realize, adaptation and thus flexibility comes in many forms. 

Similarly multiple other forms of flexibility has been defined as labor; product; opera-

tion; expansion and production flexibility (Dreyer and Grønhaug, 2012)   

By defining flexibility as a characteristic of the firm which helps it to cope with unantic-

ipated environmental changes, Eppink (1978) distinguished three types of flexibility, re-

spectively related to one type of change;  

 Operational flexibility –If there is a familiar change for the organization there is 

no shift in the relation between the firm and the environment and the level of ac-

tivity in the firm is often only temporary.  

 Competitive flexibility – Changes that have a direct effect on the firm such as 

introduction of a new product or entry of new competition causes substantial 

transformation in the market position of a firm or industry. The firm is required 

to react to changes in its direct environment.  

 Strategic flexibility: This type of flexibility is needed when unfamiliar events 

creates change in the environment. When the organization has no routine answer 

to hedge such a contingency which occurs very fast, it still needs to be dealt with 

at once. Examples of strategic change can be the emergence of market changing 

technology, war, the oil crisis, and so on.  

Drawing on past literature, Dreyer and Gronhaug (2004) concludes that more recently, 

the concept of flexibility has been extended to include the ability of firms to develop 

new products, enter new markets and industries. 

2.3 Three frameworks for diversification 

The reasons for firms to diversify are numerous, however Montgomery (1994) wrote 

about three theoretical frameworks that can be used to explain and get a better under-

standing of the reasons to why firms diversify; agency theory, the resource based view, 

and market power.  

2.3.1 Market power  

 In the theory of market power as a potential explanation to why firms diversify, busi-

nesses are viewed as conglomerate, which means that the firm has diversified into a new 

market. Montgomery cited Corwin Edwards (1955) in “Conglomerate Bigness as a 

source of a market” who argued that conglomerate firms gain an extra power since they 
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settle out of the traditional market approach and spread their risk in several markets. 

This is the traditional economist’s view that diversification has anti-competitive effects.  

From the arguments that diversification has anti-competitive effects economists has de-

veloped three theories of how conglomerate firms gain extra power due to that anti-

competitiveness has been developed: mutual forbearance, which means that competitors 

release their dependence on each other by meeting on different markets; reciprocal buy-

ing, when large diversified firms close the market for small competitors; and cross-

subsidization, the firm uses the profit from one market to support low pricing in the oth-

er. Therefore, the reason to diversify could be explained as a reason to gain power in the 

market and in this way become more competitive or even get rid of competition.  .  

2.3.2 Agency theory  

According to Wan et. al (2010), it is the field of finance that has mainly embraced the 

agency theory perspective to study diversification. The theory claims that managers 

(agents) tend to work in a self-interested manner rather than in the interest of the share-

holders. When it comes to diversification, authors’ claims that managers tend to re-

invest in merger and acquisitions that generate low or non-value to the company instead 

of paying out to the shareholders. In this way diversification is argued to be negative 

since it is done in order to hurt, however not always initially, the company rather than to 

bring more value (Montgomery, 1994)  

This theory reminds oneself that diversification not always is done in the best interest 

for the firm. This is more important to be aware of for larger corporations since small 

firms often are managed by the owner and therefore do not have the clash of interest 

which in this case is the reason for diversification.  

2.3.3 Resource-based view  

 In the history of management theorizing, the resource-based view has been one of the 

most influential and cited theories (Kraaijenbrink, Spender and Groen, 2010). It aspires 

to explain the importance for a company to have a sustainable advantage and those 

firms whose goal is profit maximization diversify by not wasting any resources. In this 

theory it is believed that diversification can be used to find more profitable use of all re-

sources within the company. The resources could be everything from knowledge to 

products bought by the company (Montgomery, 1994). 7 

3 Method 

The method used for this thesis will be presented, as well as clarification of why a cer-

tain research approach is used. This will guide the reader of how the research is con-

ducted.  
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3.1 Research philosophy 

According to Kinzella (2006), hermeneutics is especially suitable for research of textual 

and interpretive nature. Therefore, the hermeneutics philosophy has much to offer those 

working with qualitative investigations. The goal of the hermeneutics approach is to 

reach an understanding of the text, rather than explaining or offer theoretical analysis. 

As Gallagher (1992, p. 6) points out: “Hermeneutics is not a study of language as an ob-

jective entity; it is a reflection of how the language operates, such as, in the readers’ in-

terpretation of the text” 

The nature of this research issue requires the use of both a qualitative and a quantitative 

approach in order to get a full understanding of the implications of diversification and 

flexibility for SMEs in Sweden. Since hermeneutics allows the authors to integrate mul-

tiple sources of empirical data, this thesis will be influenced by a hermeneutic philoso-

phy.  

3.2 Inductive approach 

Saunders, Lewis and Tornhill (2007) argued that the nature of the research topic is the 

subject that defines whether to use inductive or deductive approach. A deductive ap-

proach tends to be more suitable for a research where one easily can find literature, and 

from this define a theoretical framework or hypothesis, in other words make an assump-

tion and then find out if it holds. An inductive approach however is more appropriate if 

the research is exciting and new, and there is no or little earlier literature to find within 

the topic. Inductive approach is in that perspective also more risky since there will be a 

possibility to not find any useful data.   

This thesis will be built on an inductive approach since the research will be based on 

primary data; hence there is none or little literature to find within the topic. Saunders et 

al. (2007) also mentioned the tendency of a thesis written with inductive approach will 

be more likely to work on small samples and with qualitative data.  

3.3 Research approach 

Two types of approaches can be used when gathering and analysing research data; qual-

itative and quantitative. It has been debated whether one is superior over the other but 

the truth is that quantitative research can accomplish research that qualitative cannot and 

vice versa (Zikmund, 2012). A brief explanation of the two approaches will be made 

and an explanation how these are used in the thesis.  

3.3.1 Qualitative and quantitative approach 

The qualitative approach is used when the research does not depend on numbers but al-

lows a technique to elaborate and discover new insights and inner meaning of market 

phenomena. Qualitative research does not have the same structure as the quantitative 

approach, this way it becomes more dependent on the researcher who interprets the data 
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collected to understand the meaning in order to extract information. By using a qualita-

tive approach it gives the research richer information than a quantitative approach.  

Quantitative research is more dependent on numerical assessment and analysis. Re-

searchers using the quantitative approach focus on measuring concepts with scales that 

directly or indirectly provide numeric values. Validating a measure in order to know 

that one has captured the concept reliably, quantitative measures are required (Zikmund, 

2012).  

3.3.2 Chosen methods 

In order to get a better understanding of the research issue, the authors of this thesis 

have chosen to use a mixed methods approach.  A mixed method means that both quan-

titative and qualitative research has been conducted, analyzed and integrated in a single 

study (Heyvaert and Onghena, 2013).  

The gathering of the primary data was made through interviews and this thesis is there-

fore primarily based on a qualitative research with a hint of a quantitative approach. In 

this thesis an inductive approach was implemented which implies a use of qualitative 

analysis as the best choice, since the investigation was made on a subject which had a 

shortage of current literature. Since the purpose of this thesis was to find new insights 

not mentioned in the literature, the information gathered from the interviews was more 

important than how many interviews that were made. Therefore, a qualitative approach 

was more suitable for the first part with open-ended questions. As mentioned previous-

ly, Zikmund (2012) described the quantitative approach as measuring concepts with 

scales. A section of the interviews was conducted using a Likert-scale, and therefore a 

quantitative approach was used as well. Due to this, a mixed methods research approach 

was chosen where both a quantitative and a qualitative approach were used. 

3.4 Interview method 

The interviews were conducted as semi structured with open-ended questions in order to 

encourage a full answer with the subject’s own knowledge and to obtain an objective 

point of view. Companies within three industries; auditing, construction and IT were in-

terviewed.  The reason to conduct interviews within several industries was to find simi-

larities as well as differences within the industries as well as in general terms. The three 

industries were chosen since they have no relation to each other and therefore provided 

this thesis with nuanced answers. The only similarity was that all interviewed industries 

operate in the service industries. The authors chose to only interview firms within the 

service sector, since the difference between manufacturing firms and service firms were 

expected to be too large to give a fair relation in a thesis of this size. The companies 

were chosen since there have been indications from others, their webpage, or due to the 

industry that they distinguish themselves from the traditional market. 

The interviews started with an explanation of the authors’ views on diversification to 

get the interviewers and the interviewees on the same level. Thereafter, the interview 
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went straight to asking how the companies diversified themselves. The following ques-

tion was to find out who the competitors were and how these were affecting the compa-

ny. 

In order to derive a clear picture of how, and if flexibility was a contributing factor to 

successful diversification, the authors used a framework of analysing flexibility made 

by Koste and Malhotra (1999). The framework was mainly developed to measure flexi-

bility in manufacturing industries, but thought to be constructed and applicable for all 

industries. Slight changes have been made by the authors to adapt the framework for the 

interviewed SMEs in this thesis.  

The key points in the framework was that flexibility was developed from four elements; 

range number, range heterogeneity, mobility, and uniformity. In the framework devel-

oped by Koste and Malhotra (1999), the authors used these four elements to develop 

three dimensions; product lines/services, labour, and suppliers. For each dimension, a 

question regarding the range number, and statements concerning; range heterogeneity, 

mobility, and uniformity, were developed in order to investigate the degree of flexibil-

ity. The range number indicates how many options the firm has in each dimension. 

Range heterogeneity indicates the degree of similarity between the previous range num-

bers. Mobility would show how easy it is to change between the different ranges, and 

uniformity shows how dependent the firm is on each of the different dimensions. 

 The first element, the range number, was asked as a question in how many: product 

lines/services, suppliers, or labour the companies had, while the statements were an-

swered on a Likert-scale. Hinkin’s (1995) research on scale development has been taken 

into consideration when developing the scales in order to generate as valid answers as 

possible. The authors chose to use a Likert-scale, since it is a well-developed and wide-

ly utilized scale by researchers. The scale was conducted in a five-scale range, where: 1 

- strongly disagree; 2 - disagree; 3 - neither agree nor disagree; 4 – agree; and 5 – 

strongly agree. The range is easy to follow for the interviewees, and also have enough 

range to find out how much the companies agreed or disagreed. The reason to have a 

neutral part in the scale was because the framework used for this research was originally 

developed for manufacturing companies, and therefore some statements were difficult 

to answer for the service industries.  

After the section about flexibility, the interview went back to find out more about diver-

sification. The questions were conducted to find out where the companies stand today, 

and how they plan to move forward. Also a question was brought up concerning wheth-

er the SMEs had experiences any impact from larger corporations. The qualitative em-

pirical findings will be analysed using a content analysis, while the mean will be ana-

lysed for the quantitative section. 

3.5 Validity and Reliability 

In order to achieve reliability, a research needs to be consistent. In this sense, one can 

view reliability as a form of consistency, the same results occur whenever the test or 



 

 
16 

scope is done (Zikmund et al. 2010). Ensuring reliability in the interviews can be diffi-

cult, since there are no actual terms to measure; therefore it is challenging to find con-

sistency. The general approach is that in a qualitative research the reliability is low and 

the validity is high, while the opposite is true for a quantitative research, where the reli-

ability is high and the validity is low (Pellissier, 2007). This thesis was built mostly on a 

qualitative approach, with elements of a quantitative approach. Therefore there might be 

more validity than reliability in this research. 

In order to reach validity, bias has to be eliminated (Dunn, Lyman and Marx, 2003). To 

achieve validity in this thesis, the interviews have been recorded, and notes were taken 

during the interviews in order to gather as much information as possible. The notes and 

recorded interviews was thoroughly analysed separately by both authors to facilitate a 

more objective and unbiased view.  

4 Empirical Findings 

In this section the empirical data collected from the interviews will be introduced. The 

qualitative part of the interviews will first be presented, followed by the quantitative 

part of the interviews.   

The primary data was collected by interviewing eight companies within three industries; 

construction, auditing, and IT. The findings will be divided into sectors of each indus-

try, in order to get an easy overview of the results from the interviews.  

The questions were divided into five subheadings:  

1. Diversification: Here the aim was to find out how the firms perceive them-

selves to differ in their market. A question of how the firm diversified was 

asked directly and can be seen as a leading question. The main reason for 

this question was to investigate the SMEs perception of what diversification 

is for them. 

2. Competition: To find out if competition was a factor for change, and how the 

SMEs competitors impacted the company, a question about who their com-

petitors are was asked, and also a follow-up question on how their competi-

tors impact the interviewees’ way of doing business.  

3. Market impact: To investigate whether environmental changes was due to 

larger corporations’ impact, a question if the interviewees have seen a 

change in the market due to larger firms’ action was asked. 

4. Current and future state: A question was asked in order to find out how the 

company was doing and if they felt satisfied with their current state, or if not, 

how they planned to continue their business. 

5. Quantitative findings: Here, the answers from the framework of flexibility 

will be presented, together with comments from the companies. 
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4.1 Companies profile 

In order to ensure anonymity in the interviews, the companies will not be presented by 

their real firm names. However, some background from the companies will be presented 

in order to be able to analyze the similarities and differences of the companies in a 

proper way.  

C-1 – Construction Company. The company started in 1972 and the current amount of 

employees is 10.  

C-2 – Construction Warehouse. The company started in 1955 and current amount of 

employees is 16-18 depending on season.  

C-3 – Construction Company. The company started in 2006 and current amount of em-

ployees is 2.  

A-1 – Auditing firm. The company started in 2009 and current amount of employees is 

5. 

 A-2 – Auditing firm with other subsidiaries. The company started in 2000 and current 

amount of employees is 19.  

IT-1 – IT company. The company started in 2008 and current amount of employees is 

57.  

IT-2 – IT company. The company started in 1995 and current amount of employees is 

70.  

IT -3 – IT company. The company started in 2011 and current amount of employees is 

1.  

4.2 Diversification 

Diversification is said to be an important factor in order to meet a changing market. The 

SMEs were therefore asked how they believed they diversify themselves.  

4.2.1 Construction Company 

The construction companies differed, not only in their size and age, but also in what 

their core business was. The answers on how they diversified themselves therefore dif-

fered.    

“We are focused on having a really good service to the productive enterprises, but also 

schools, municipalities, and Länsförsäkringar (a Swedish insurance company). We can 

move our people so that we manage the service, and because of that we get more jobs to 

the company. By Länsförsäkringar we also get private consumers, since Länsförsäkrin-

gars customers become our customers.” (C-1) 

“I believe we diversify ourselves by offering a broad range of construction services, and 

also that we can hire a cheaper labor force. We are two people employed, and then we 

hire people after our current need. We adapt our labor force after the jobs we get. It is a 

mixture between low prices, I cannot say that we have extremely low prices but it is 
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lower than what Swedish companies can offer, and also that we are flexible as we try to 

adjust solutions after what the customer desires.” (C-3) 

C-1 is a well-established company that has been in the industry for almost 40 years, 

while C-3 has been in the industry for eight years. These two firms are very different 

since one has a strategy where lower prices could be offered, and they are also more di-

rected towards private consumers, while the other company focuses more on being di-

rected towards other enterprises. The third company, C-2, interviewed in the construc-

tion industry differed more from the first two, since they function as a supplier to busi-

nesses like C-1 and C-3. On the question how they diversified themselves, the company 

answered that it had become a part owner in a purchasing firm in order to keep their 

prices down and survive as a SME.  

”If we only would have been a construction warehouse, with a turnover of 45-50 million 

Swedish crowns and 16-18 employees, it is clear that if we were a single company, a  

large dragon could push us so hard on price or in other ways disturb us so we would not 

be able to make it . However, we have chosen to become a part owner of a major chain 

[…]” (C-2) 

By doing this, the company could offer a broader range of products since they could or-

der a small volume and still have the advantage of a large purchasing volume. This was 

not the only way they diversified, according to themselves. The company has grown af-

ter customers demand into several businesses.  

Also C-1 has adopted the strategy of having more than one business. In addition to their 

construction firm, C-1 also runs a real-estate company. The reason to do this is to be 

able to keep their employees during difficult times.  

4.2.2 Auditing Firms 

When the auditing firms were asked how they diversified themselves, the answers were 

substantially different. One of the companies had several subsidiaries, while the other 

was focused only within the area of auditing. A-1 saw it as an advantage to actually be a 

SME and not be included in one of the big chains.     

”Since we are not included in the big chains we have an advantage in being locally 

knowledgeable, personal, and be able to get to know the customer and their company. 

We are also cheaper most of the time however, this is not anything we chose to diversi-

fy ourselves with. We rather diversify by being small and flexible. 

(A-1) 

While A-1 strictly focused on the accounting industry, company A-2 had developed into 

several branches. The company took advantage of the knowledge of how to run a busi-

ness and saw the opportunity to grow within new industries.   

“We became four companies, which was never the intention from the beginning. It just 

happened as one thing lead to another. With an economic background one notice these 

kinds of opportunities, what is economically favorable. Our priority, our policy, is ser-
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vice no matter which of the companies we are talking about. Service permeates all of 

the four companies, this quality is what we brand. [...] I have contacts, and customers 

within different areas and industries [...] one is connected in so many different direc-

tions, and link customers on to the next step. [...] We are able to have a proximity that 

bigger companies do not have, and this is an advantage for us.” (A-2) 

4.2.3 IT-business 

Diversification is said to be an important strategy to cope with a changing market. An 

industry that for certain figures itself in an ever changing market is IT, who themselves 

describe their environment as highly volatile. It is important to always develop in order 

to survive, even in the short term. IT-1 is still quite unique in their business, as they 

were one of the first in Sweden to offer their specific service. On the question of how 

they diversified themselves the company answered the following:  

“We dive deeper in to our core business. […] we offer an overall solution for all output 

management for a company. We choose to either send invoices, or to send documents as 

paper print or electronically, as well as we offer services for the receiving of incoming 

business documents, in particular e-invoices.” (IT-1) 

IT-2 had been in the market for a longer time and talked more about the importance to 

always be on the edge in the industry.  

”It is mostly the same problem we need to solve for the customer. Even though there is 

such an incredible development in our market, with new products and new technologies, 

it is initially the same problems to solve, but new ways of solving them. Another thing, 

in our world, is that you have to be twice as rational to half as much money. This pushes 

forward products and software to solve new problems. New products are being created 

to solve various problems in a more cost-effective manner” (IT-2) 

IT-2 also pointed out the importance of timing within the industry. Even if one had de-

veloped the best product, the market still needs to be ready for it. 

“Unfortunately, in our industry it is not enough to develop a new good product because 

the market has to be mature for it as well. When it comes to new influences, we evaluate 

whether we believe the market is ready. It is often this that is the success factor. The 

feeling of when the time is right“. (IT-2) 

IT-3 diversified by offering lower prices and having various branches.  

“We diversify by having IT-developers in Ukraine which makes it possible to compete 

with lower prices. Also our product portfolio consists of three branches; IT consultancy, 

web development and application development” (IT-3)  

  

4.3 Competitors 

A change in the structure of an organization can occur due to differences in customer 

preferences, as well as changes in the strategies of ones competitors. The companies 
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were therefore asked who their competitors are and how they affect the interviewees’ 

company.  

4.3.1 Construction Company  

From the answers in diversification, one could see that the companies’ strategy and fo-

cus differed. Both C-1 and C-2 saw that all the companies within the industry could be 

argued to be their competitors in one way or another. For C-1, the really small or the 

larger companies were the ones that were toughest to compete with.  

“One and two man businesses, Polish workers, and businesses like Farmatjänst, those 

who can dump the price. And then the big companies during recession who are able to 

take a loss just to keep their employees busy.[…] Everyone are our competitors, but 

those we feel most bad about are the ones who bring in foreign workers, or Farmatjänst 

who cut wages just to be self-supporting.” (C-1) 

For C-3, the companies with similar strategies as themselves were their toughest com-

petitors.  

“There are many competitors, almost all businesses who deal with various construction 

works. It is both Swedish and foreign companies, one can say that when it comes to for-

eign competitors , their business is even cheaper than ours since they often are not regis-

tered in Sweden, but instead in Poland where they also pay cheaper tax and VAT.” (C-

3) 

C-2 that is a warehouse for construction material, the competitors differed as well. On 

the question on which their competitors were the company answered:  

“Competitors, we have. The closest competitor is Materialmännen we can even see each 

other through the window.[...] Competition in general are those in the rest of the world, 

we can call them low price stores. (C-2) 

On the question of how the competitors impact the interviewees, the companies were 

more alike. All of the SMEs felt that reputation was important to be able to stand 

against competition.  

“We have had to market ourselves in a different way, which is that we are best in quali-

ty.” (C-1) 

“We have to build more on our competence. If I would imitate their (the low price 

stores) concept, I would have to fire half of my staff and then just fill the shelf and say 

to everyone that we have the stuff, come and get it. However, this would not be sustain-

able so we have to believe that it is competence that is needed to diversify ourselves.” 

(C-2) 

“Our advantage is that we have existed longer in the market and have created a brand. 

Often, most of the foreign workers are only here for the season and then they disappear. 

Swedish competitors, we are trying to compete with by having lower prices, but also we 

are trying to offer as much as they do with high quality.” (C-3) 
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4.3.2 Auditing Firms 

Both the auditing firms’ competitors were those who acted locally within the same in-

dustries. However, in the question of how the competitors affected them, the firms had 

different views.  

“We have to market ourselves more towards the customers, build on reputation and be-

lieve that our customers spread the good word about us. We can also drive down prices 

by bid-tendering.” (A-1) 

“I have not noticed anything from it. We have new customers that come continuously. I 

do not see any competition; I see them more as collaboration partners. If they cannot 

manage to do their job as an auditing firm, the customers will notice, and they will 

choose another alternative. I have gotten many requests from customers who are disap-

pointed in the auditing firms where they are today.” (A-2) 

4.3.3 IT Company 

The IT firms’ competitors were both local and global firms. For IT-2, the competitors 

differed in their five different branches. IT-1 divided their competitors into three catego-

ries.  

“Our competitors can be divided into three categories. It is partly bigger companies on 

the Swedish market such as; Itella, Logica, Strålfors, and Tito. These are bigger compa-

nies who have been on the market for a while. They are very consult oriented, and not 

so much service oriented as oppose to us. Then we have medium sized companies that 

are more direct competitors to us, which have a portfolio that is about the same as our 

product portfolio […] within the category direct competitors, the company Pagero 

would exist. And then we have companies who specify themselves as ERP vendors and 

those who are industry-oriented such as GCB. ” (IT-1) 

The different categories that IT-1 divided their competitors in also had different impact 

on how they affected the firm. When the question was asked concerning how their com-

petitors affected their business, the company answered the following:  

” We can say that we have a goal to always be one step ahead of our competitors in all 

different levels. So we would rather see that our competitors are chasing us. One very 

common scenario of how our competitors affect our business, is when we say that we 

have a new product, they also go out on the market and say that they offer this product, 

even though they do not“.  (IT-1) 

IT-2 saw their competitors as an important factor to their own development. Due to their 

competitors, they always have to change and be prepared for the future demands in the 

industry.    

“We are not developing in a good way if we had a monopoly position. If we have tough 

competitors around us we have to try to become continuously better. We are developing 

each other really” (IT-2) 

IT-3 did not perceive their competition to have a substantial effect on their business.  
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“The competitors are Ny Reklam, Yellon, En App Studio, Invid, and Consid. They do 

not affect our business because a) company is too small; b) clients are situated in differ-

ent cities” (T-3) 

 

4.4 Market Impact 

All the companies were asked if they ever had been affected by a large company, in or-

der to investigate whether SMEs have to be more diversified and flexible than others, as 

a response to large competitors influencing the market.  

4.4.1 Construction Company. 

On the question if a large competitor had influenced the market, only one of the compa-

nies in the construction industry had been directly affected.    

“Yes absolutely, several times. And they have tried to get our customers, but the per-

sonal chemistry to the larger customers around here are really important, they know we 

know their properties, production, and that we can get to them within 4-5 hours. So, it is 

difficult for the larger companies to take our main customers.” (C-1) 

The company focuses on larger companies as their customer base, and therefore com-

petes for the same customers as the large firms. Thus, C-1 has been more affected than 

C-3 that is a smaller company, directed towards private persons. C-2 had experienced a 

change in the market where low price construction warehouses has grown. However, 

they did not feel that they had been negatively influenced by this.  

4.4.2 Auditing Firms 

A-2 did not feel they had been affected by their competitors at all, nor had they noticed 

any impact from a larger company. A-1 did not see any direct competition. However, 

they saw cases where the larger companies affected the regulations of the businesses.  

“There has been much dilapidation for large companies that handle financial account-

ing, something we do not do. However, things like this raise the requirement for the en-

tire industry. The focus on quality is higher, Redovisningsnämnden that checks account-

ing and auditing firms at least every fifth year, has become stricter with their checkups. 

Events of this kind may also lead to more documentation, which in turn leads to more 

hours, and therefore higher prices towards the, perhaps unknown, customer.” (A-1) 

4.4.3 IT Company 

For IT-1 that is a fast-growing and relatively new company, the larger companies in-

creasingly affect their business.   

“The bigger you grow the more attention you get. Some companies have asked if they 

can buy your company to get rid of you, others have tried to put up hindrances in our 

way. [...] Since we offered a new service, traditional views on how things were done in 

this business had to be overcome. We had to struggle to get people to understand that 

there are other ways of doing business within our market and that this new way would 
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benefit everyone. Market hindrances have always existed for us and we have fought 

against them since day one. We have not only had to fight our competitors on how ser-

vices were sold, but also against the overall opinions in Sweden of how things were 

supposed to be done within the invoice business.”(IT-1) 

IT-2 had not been substantially affected by larger competitors. The third and smallest 

IT-company, IT-3, had not yet experienced any impact from larger companies since 

their company is too small, or operate in different markets.  

4.5 Current and future state 

4.5.1 Construction Company 

On the question of where the interviewees stand today, and if they were satisfied, all 

three companies within the construction industry said that they wanted to become big-

ger.  

“Pretty good, but absolutely not satisfied. We must have bigger profits; the equity ratio 

is very good for a construction company. But we want to get bigger.” (C-1) 

“The goal was to get 50 million SEK in turnover; we have stayed just below so we will 

get to it. Every autumn/winter, we seeks to improve, when revenue goes down for the 

season we try to find what we can do better, and what we can upgrade for next season 

[...] It is always something that is needed to be done. It is important to keep up.” (C-2) 

”The firm is doing well but of course we want to develop and become better and better 

for every year. It is not like we have a limit where we feel satisfied. We are happy that 

the times are good right now when people want to renovate.  We are happy that we have 

work since we have not been on the market for very long. One can always improve to 

become better each year. ” (C-3) 

4.5.2 Auditing firms 

The auditing companies differed in their answer on where they stand, and if they were 

satisfied. A-1 wanted to grow and A-2 was satisfied with the current state of their busi-

ness.  

“The firm has grown at approximately pace with wage growth since start. I would like 

to see that we can be more employees in order to become more flexible, and it is also 

more fun and developing to be more.” (A-1) 

“No we do not want to become bigger; we do not want more since we must also be able 

to handle it. There is no room for more at the moment [...] in that case something must 

go“ (A-2) 

4.5.3 IT Company 

IT-1 and IT-2 felt satisfied with what they had achieved, however, as most companies 

they wanted to continue developing.  
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“Being Europe’s fastest growing e-invoice company is okay, but one can always do bet-

ter” (IT-1) 

“One should be satisfied, but one must always have a goal for achievement. There are 

only two options, and that is either development or to discontinue. In that sense we are 

always progressive and want to grow.” (IT-2) 

IT-3 is still in the state of being a startup and of course wanted to grow more. 

“Still growing. There is no time to rest and enjoy current state of affairs, the company 

needs further development” (IT-3) 

4.6 Quantitative empirical findings 

To get a full picture of how flexibility was connected to diversification, the interviews 

included a quantitative part where the participants were asked to answer how much they 

agreed on a certain statement. The statements were asked in order to understand how 

flexible the companies are within the dimensions; labour, suppliers, and product 

lines/services. To acquire a clear understanding of the chosen number in the scale, the 

participants were free to add comments on why they chose the specific scale number. 

The findings derived from the statements will be presented in tables, each named with a 

given statement.   

4.6.1 Product lines/services 

To begin with, a question on how many products lines/services the companies offer was 

asked. C-1 answered the following: 

”We offer general contract, then we take care of everything from hiring electricians and 

painters, all contractors. What we are less good at is overall construction, when you 

need to be responsible for the project and everything, drawings, design and the whole 

thing. In this we cannot compete with Skanska, Peab and NCC. To be a small company, 

we are very good at quality.” (C-1) 

C-3 answered that they could offer almost everything within construction; however, 

their main focus is on roof, windows, bricklaying, pavement, and paintwork. C-2 had 

four broad categories of product lines/services that they could offer: 

“Complete construction warehouse, constructional part, rafters and joinery. Then we 

have Vimmerbyhus, the house building firm that we can take help from when needed.” 

(C-2) 

A-1 had eight different services they offered; auditing, accounting continuously, ac-

counting monthly financial statement, accounting yearly financial statement, annual re-

ports, declaration, advising for different activities, and salary. A-2 that is a truly diverse 

business, answered the question on how many product lines/services they have in the 

following way:  
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“It is around 5 branches within auditing, and when it comes to another branch it could 

be divided in three branches […] and then another branch could be divided into any 

amount of parts.” (A-2)   

IT-1 offers a base service and on this, customers could add more services. Therefore, it 

is difficult to count exactly how many services that the company offers.  

“If one would try to count all the services we had it would be difficult, since it is possi-

ble to buy base services and then add more services on that service. However, one could 

say, to sum up, that there are two types of services we offer; one is the service to send 

electronic business documents, and the other to receive electronic business documents.” 

(IT-1)  

IT-2 has five different business areas, and under these they can offer even more ser-

vices. IT-3 offer services within three branches which are; IT consultancy, web devel-

opment, and App development.   

4.6.1.1 Statements and comments; product lines/services 

The answer on the statements will be presented in tables that are available in appendix 

1; one table is presented in the text, for the reader to get a picture of what it looks like. 

Each statement was answered by the companies on a five Likert-scale, where; 1 - 

Strongly disagree, 2 - disagree, 3 - neutral, 4 - agree, and 5 - strongly agree. The com-

panies’ comments to their answer on the statements are also presented in the tables. 

Table 4.1 Our product lines/services differ a lot 

Our product lines/services differ a lot 

Company: Scale Answer: Comment: 

C-1 5. Strongly Agree No comment 

C-3 4. Agree “Everything is within construction, however they are different 

work wise” 

C-2 3. Neutral “They are in the same market so everything fits together, 

however they still differ.” 

A-1 4. Agree “It is a range from easier to more advanced things, so they re-

quire different education levels and experience.” 

A-2 4. Agree No comment 

IT-1 4.  Agree “They differ a lot” 

IT-2  4. Agree “Of course they differ” 

IT-3 3. Neutral No comment 

 

The companies within the construction industry all had different answers, ranging from 

neutral to strongly agree on the statement of how much their product lines/services dif-
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fered. Taking their comments into consideration, one can see a pattern, that all construc-

tion companies feel their services differ even if it concerns the same market. The next 

statement concerned how easy it is to change tasks within the company (see table 1.1). 

Also here the companies’ answers differed from each other. However, what is clear is 

that the smallest company, C-3, felt more flexible, and the largest, C-2, felt least flexi-

ble. The third statement (see table 1.2) investigated the impact if one product line or 

service was shut down. C-1 and C-3 felt that such a change would not have a major im-

pact, since they could be flexible enough to survive without one. C-2 on the other hand, 

was more dependent, since some services were complementary to others. Taking only 

the scale answers into consideration might not reveal the true meaning of the answer. 

However, combining the scale answers with the comments gives room for a more accu-

rate interpretation. With this in consideration, one can see that the construction compa-

nies are relatively consistent in their answers. 

The same three statements were answered by the auditing firms. On the statement if 

their product lines/ services differed, table 4.1, both companies agreed. Company A-2 

operates in several markets where there is a clear difference between the services of-

fered. The services A-1 offer requires different experience and education. In the second 

statement, concerning how easy it is to change between the services, table 1.1, A-1 was 

neutral and A-2 disagreed. However, they both commented that it would depend on 

each individual employee, and therefore it was not always easy. On the final statement, 

concerning the impact it would have on the company if one product line or service was 

shut down, table 1.2, the firms’ answers differed. It showed that A-1 agreed that it 

would have an impact, while A-2 strongly disagreed. Since A-2 operates in several 

markets, this might be a reason for why it is not as dependent on one product 

line/service.  

The interviewed IT-companies are different in size and age. While two of the compa-

nies, IT-1 and IT-2 are relatively large firms, IT-3 is a one man business. The two first 

IT companies both agreed on the statement that their product lines/services differed, and 

IT-3 was neutral (see table 4.1). The second statement concerning the ease to change be-

tween the tasks, table 1.1, the companies were consistent in their answers. All compa-

nies agreed that it was easy, IT-1 that strongly agreed pointed out that this was the 

backbone of their whole concept. The others answered that the since the tasks were in 

the same market, it was possible to change. However, they had reason to divide their 

business into different branches. On the third statement, table 1.2, the IT companies all 

agreed that it would have an impact if one product line/service was shut down. This was 

because the overall solution they offer to their customers would be lost.  

4.6.2 Suppliers 

The next part in the quantitative section investigates the relation between the companies 

and their suppliers. A question on how many suppliers the company had was first asked. 

C-1 had two categories of suppliers that within these two, could range from 2-50, de-

pending on the project. 
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“We have two different types of suppliers. Contractors are one, from whom we pur-

chase services as electrician, plumber, painter and all that. Then we have suppliers that 

deliver material. How many, differ from year to year and which kind of work we have.” 

(C-1) 

C-2 had 50-60 suppliers, while C-3 had four to five suppliers. The auditing firms’ use of 

suppliers differed a bit since they are not provided with material. However, services as 

well as office materials are needed, therefore suppliers are used. On the question of how 

many suppliers they had, A-1 answered: 

“No suppliers for tax and legal advice. What we have suppliers for is programs, IT-

services, office materials, education etc.” (A-1) 

A-2 had more suppliers due to the fact that their business is divided within several in-

dustries. 

“We could say 10 per company. Then the real estates have a few extra suppliers due to 

electricity and stuff like that, so it could be more there. However, in general it is 10-15 

in each company, so in total 50-60.” (A-2) 

The IT companies’ range of suppliers differed a lot. While two of the companies did not 

have more than 4-5 suppliers, one had as much as 50.  

“I don’t know the exact number but we do have a hand full of important suppliers. We 

can say that we have five suppliers that are central for our business.” (IT-1) 

“Around 50 maybe, but they differ a lot. Some suppliers deliver just a small component, 

and others are so tight with us that we have done underlying market plans with them.” 

(IT-2) 

“4 different suppliers in Ukraine, 1 supplier in Poland (never worked with the last one)” 

(IT-3) 

 

4.6.2.1 Statements and comments; suppliers 

All the tables on suppliers are found in appendix 1. Within the construction industry, C-

2 and C-3, agreed that their suppliers differed (see table 1.3). C-1 divided their suppliers 

into two categories, contractors and material suppliers, and commented that the contrac-

tors are more diverse while the material suppliers are more alike. Therefore, the overall 

answer was neutral. On the statement how easy it was to change supplier, table 1.4, C-1 

disagreed while C-2 and C-3 stood neutral. Overall, they were consistent in their an-

swers, since they all were more dependent on some suppliers However, it was important 

for them not to be completely dependent on one supplier. On the third statement con-

cerning the impact it would have on their company if they lost one supplier, table 1.5, 

the construction industry felt that there were enough suppliers available on the market, 

and therefore it was not a major problem to lose one. In general, the construction com-

panies were not significantly dependent on their suppliers, and could be flexible in their 

choice of supplier.  
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Even though the auditing industry does not rely on suppliers in the same sense as the 

construction firms do, their answers were not too different. On both the statements on 

how different the suppliers were (see table 1.3), and on the ease to change between sup-

pliers (see table 1.4), A-1 were neutral and A-2 strongly agreed. A-1 felt that it would 

depend on which supplier it concerned, similar to what the construction firms answered. 

On the third statement, table 1.5, concerning the impact it would have on the company 

if it lost one supplier, A-1 stood neutral, since some were critical for them and others 

were not. A-2 strongly disagreed, and with their earlier answers about their suppliers in 

mind, one can assume that since they have such broad range of suppliers, they are not 

dependent on one. Similar to the construction industry, one can see that the dependence 

on the supplier is not large, since there are suppliers to choose from, and relatively easy 

to change.  

When the three statements regarding suppliers were answered by IT-companies, one 

could notice that, similar to the construction companies, they also put efforts in not be-

ing too dependent on one single supplier. On the first statement regarding if their sup-

pliers differed a lot (see table 1.3), IT-1 and IT-3 stood neutral, while IT-2 strongly 

agreed. Drawing from their comments, it becomes clear that all three IT companies 

meant that there was a difference between the suppliers, however not a larger one since 

they all operate in the same market. The second statement regarding the ease to change 

between suppliers (see table 1.4), IT-1 and IT-2 agreed. IT-3 was neutral since they felt 

it was important to have the right connections if one were to change supplier, even if 

there was a high availability. On the third statement, concerning the impact it would 

have on the company if they lost one supplier (see table 1.5), IT-1 agreed, and the other 

two were neutral. The general opinion was that certain suppliers would have an impact 

while others would generate no impact at all.   

4.6.3 Labour 

In the last part of the scale section in the interview, the interviewee was asked about 

how many ways they could use their labour force. All of the SMEs felt that they could 

use their labour in multiple ways; however, some of the answers indicated that not eve-

ryone were able to do everything. 

”It is hard to change place on the labour since a good bricklayer cannot become a good 

construction worker and vice versa.” (C-3)   

“They can run a bit between the different departments, however someone is better in 

specific things but everyone knows the basic. Then we have them that only work with 

the professionals and have specific knowledge.” (C-2) 

“It is individual […] I can do this with some” (A-2)  

“They are often creative in different competence team so it is more than one that know 

the same type of things, but they are specialized.” (IT-2) 
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4.6.3.1 Statements and comments; labour 

On the statement that the tasks within the company differ (see table 1.6) both the con-

struction and auditing industries agreed or strongly agreed. The ability to provide high 

quality service is important for all the SMEs. This is the reason why the tasks differ so 

much, i.e. they add/change service after customers demand. Also on the ease to change 

task (see table 1.7), the auditing and construction firms were relatively consistent. They 

all talked about the importance to having flexible labour however, since they all operate 

in the service industry, it depends on which employee is best suited for the task.  

On the statement regarding the impact it would have on the company if one employee 

quit, table 1.8, once again the auditing and construction industries were consistent. All 

firms said that it would have an impact on them since the personality of their employees 

is most important. However, A-2 was neutral and said that it always depend on which 

employee who quit.  

The IT-companies were more diverse in their answers. On the statement regarding the 

difference of the tasks (see table 1.6), they answered either neutral or agreed. There was 

a difference between their tasks however, the tasks still concern the same market, and 

are therefore provide similarities. On the ease to change task, table 1.7, IT-1 stood neu-

tral, IT-2 strongly disagreed, and IT-3 agreed. IT-1 said that they tried to avoid to move 

people, and IT-2 commented that it is difficult. IT-3 that agreed said that since the tasks 

are similar, it could be easy, but the tasks still differ which in some case could make it 

difficult.  

On the statement if it would have an impact if one employee quit, see table 1.8, the 

companies answers differed. IT-1 strongly agreed, this company is also relatively new 

on the market and might still have a dependence and relation with their employees, as 

most of the SMEs pointed out to be important. IT-2 that is both larger and older than the 

other two IT companies, said that employees quitting was a problem in the beginning 

however, the dependence on their employees eased as they grew. IT-3 is so far a one 

man business, and was neutral, but they pointed out that no person in IT was irreplacea-

ble.  

5 Analysis 

In the analysis an interpretation between the frame of reference and the empirical find-

ings will be made. A content analysis is used in order to acquire a full understanding of 

the interviews.   

The analysis will take into account both the empirical findings as well as the literature 

review, to see whether these are related to each other. The analysis will also try to an-

swer the purpose, which is to investigate the concepts of flexibility and diversification 

with regards to SMEs in Sweden. The open-ended questions will be analysed using con-

tent analysis, where themes will be sought out, and the content in the interviews will be 
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used in order to compare it with the literature. In the quantitative analysis the mean will 

be calculated and compared, both between the companies, and the industries. These will 

further be analysed together with the comments by the interviewees to interpret what 

was said beyond the numbers. 

5.1 Content analysis 

Kumar (2011) suggests that to get a broad view and understanding of the in-depth inter-

views the material will be analysed by a content analysis. The author identifies four 

main steps to follow while conducting a content analysis: 

 Step 1. Identify the main theme - this is done by careful analysis of each re-

spondent’s response in order to understand the underlying meaning of what they 

communicate. From the given responses one will be able to create broad themes 

that reflect these meanings. It is therefore important to select an accurate word-

ing of the theme so that it represents the true meaning of the respond.  

 Step 2. Assign codes to the main theme - If one wants to count the number of 

times a theme occurs in an interview one should randomly choose a few re-

sponses to an open-end question and identify the main themes. Continue to iden-

tify these main themes until one has reached saturation point. Then write these 

themes and assign a code to them such as a number.  

 Step 3. Classify responses under the main theme - In this step, once the themes 

have been identified, one goes through the transcripts of the interviews and clas-

sify the responses under different themes 

 Step 4. Integrate themes and responses into the text of your report - When the 

responses are identified under different themes the next step is to integrate them 

into the text of one’s report. It is optional how to integrate them into ones report 

depending how one wants to communicate the findings in a report. Some use 

verbatim responses while others might count how frequently a theme has oc-

curred 

In order to code the empirical findings, the authors have identified key words and 

phrases which have been sorted into themes. The themes identified are; service, flexibil-

ity, competition, current state, conglomerates, and innovation. The answers from the in-

terviews have been classified into the themes. By combining the literature with the em-

pirical findings, the authors analyse the content of the interviews. To investigate what is 

important for the SMEs, an interpretation of the content has been analysed. Emphasis 

has been put on what they say, rather than how often they mention a certain word.  

5.2 Qualitative Analysis 

Kenny (2009) pointed out that the various meanings of diversification are confusing, 

something that was encountered while conducting the interviews. When the SMEs 

spoke about diversification, words such as; competences, high quality, broad range of 

service, low price and flexibility were brought up. Not once the word diversification 
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was mentioned however, flexibility was brought up by all the interviewed SMEs. The 

IT-companies talked widely about innovations, and development as important factors 

for their industry however, not even here diversification was mentioned. What is notice-

able, is that their view on diversification differed from the frame of reference as the re-

search field of diversification, not exclusively but generally, defined diversification as 

new products, services and markets. Currently there is little literature about SMEs and 

diversification, and one reason might be because they do not fit with the traditional def-

initions of what diversification is. The themes identified by the authors reflects what 

was mentioned as important for the SMEs, how they felt they diversified, or what was 

important for them in order to stay in the market  

5.2.1 Service 

From the interviews it was noticed that service often was brought up by the companies. 

The construction companies discussed their ability to provide really good service as 

how they diversified. C-1 mentioned that the close relationship they are able to build 

with their major customers is what makes them competitive, even against larger con-

struction firms. Getting to know ones’ customers is, according to the authors, an im-

portant part in providing a high quality service.  

A-1 mentioned their advantage of being small, since this allows them to really get to 

know their customer and provide a customized service. Also, A-2 said that the closeness 

to their customer was what diversified them against their competitors. High quality ser-

vice is the priority and policy for the company and this is how they want to market 

themselves. The literature however, does not agree that service is a diversification strat-

egy. Service could rather been seen as the nature of the company, than a major change 

that diversification often is referred to in literature. The extra service an SME can pro-

vide due to their smallness is an important factor for their survival.   

5.2.2 Flexibility 

One of the objectives of this thesis was to explore the importance of flexibility in SMEs. 

According to Dreyer and Gronhaug (2004) flexibility gives companies the ability to di-

versify. However, while conducting the interviews, flexibility was never mentioned by 

the authors in order to avoid any directives. Still, the concept was brought up in terms of 

phrases and key words by the interviewees.  

The construction companies defined their businesses as diversified by adapting to their 

customers’ needs. Recall from the frame of reference, Bahrami and Evans (2004) identi-

fied adaptability as one of the most frequently used terms to describe flexibility. C-3 al-

so referred to themselves as flexible in direct terms, with the comment: “[…] we are 

flexible as we try to adjust solutions after what the customer desires”. The company fur-

ther mentioned they had an advantage since they could hire employees after their cur-

rent need. In other words, they were able to adapt their labour force to their current 

work requirements.  
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Another company who referred to themselves as flexible in direct terms was A-1, who 

claimed they diversified themselves by being small and flexible. According to the frame 

of reference, diversification is not defined as being flexible. C-1 also mentioned how 

they could move their labour force quickly in order to provide high quality service. 

Switching from one occupation to another is also recognized by Bahrami and Evans 

(2004) as flexibility.  

The diversification model developed by Grüning (2012), does not include the concept of 

flexibility. However, according to Ansoff (1958), in order to diversify, the company has 

to go through physical and organizational changes. It is this ability to change that is de-

fined as flexibility. In order to diversify, companies thus need the notion of flexibility.  

In order to investigate whether any of the SMEs have had to use their flexibility, they 

were asked if they had faced any environmental changes from larger corporations. IT-1 

had encountered hindrances from larger competitors but was able to hedge away from 

these. Also C-1 answered that they have experienced direct competition from larger 

companies; however the larger firms actually had a hard time competing with them, 

since C-1 had the ability to be flexible. A-2 answered they had never been affected by 

larger corporations in their environment.   

It seems like SMEs have something that large competitors has trouble to compete with. 

Having a flatter organizational structure might be a reason for the SMEs to compete 

successfully against larger corporations, as these often have bureaucratic structures, 

making them less flexible. The importance of flexibility for SMEs will be further ana-

lyzed in the quantitative section. 

5.2.3 Innovation 

Something the authors noticed during the interviews was that, especially the IT compa-

nies mentioned innovation and development several times. The IT companies operate in 

an ever changing environment, and as IT-2 pointed out; in this industry you either de-

velop or discontinue. IT-1 defined their way of diversifying, as diving deeper into their 

core business and improving their current service to customers. Also IT-2 answered that 

they continuously develop their services. Both companies focus on making their com-

panies more efficient in the aspect of solving problems for their customers, which re-

quires innovation in order to stay in a leading position. According to the resource-based 

view, a company who diversify by allocating their resources in an efficient way can be-

come even more profitable. However, even though they seek efficiency, the companies 

do not actively diversify. The innovation can be argued to be a diversification strategy 

however, one could also claim that this is only a natural development for the companies.  

IT-2 was strongly focused on innovation. They said they always have to be innovative, 

and find new ways of solving a problem in more cost effective manners. In the litera-

ture, a common definition of diversification is launching a new product. However, the 

companies also said that it was not enough to be innovative and develop new products, 

one also has to be concerned about the timing. IT-1 have experience regarding this, 
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since they started with offering a new product to the market, and one of the problems 

was to convince everyone that this service was an improvement of what was currently 

offered.    

5.2.4 Competition 

According to Montgomery (1994), the theory of market power explains when compa-

nies diversify by getting rid of their competition, thus gaining more market power. 

However, even though all but one of the SMEs wanted to continue growing, competi-

tion was an important factor for them to continue developing themselves and to provide 

better services. As IT-2 pointed out, they develop better if there is though competition, 

due to this, competition could be positive for the companies.  

SMEs continuously have to find new creative ways to gain customers, either by looking 

for a new customer segment, a new region, or perhaps focus on a new core prod-

uct/service. For most of the interviewed SMEs, the focus to cope with their competitors 

was to market themselves better, build on reputation, and let the good word be spread. 

What should also be mentioned is that all SMEs operate in smaller towns where reputa-

tion could be even more important than in larger cities. In order to gain a good reputa-

tion, their flexibility and high quality service was most important for them. Since, SMEs 

often lack resources that larger firms have, these factors are critical for the SMEs to stay 

competitive on the market. 

Two of the companies, C-3 and IT-3, were dependent on being able to offer lower pric-

es, as this was one of their advantages towards their competitors. In order to distinguish 

themselves from their competitors, A-1, mentioned they were able to offer lower prices. 

According to the literature, lower prices are not seen as a diversification strategy. How-

ever, for these companies it is an important strategy to survive.  

5.2.5 Conglomerates  

According to Montgomery (1994), the theory of market power could also refer to when 

a business operates in more than one market. Only three of the interviewed companies 

diversify as conglomerates, meaning they had more than one business. The two compa-

nies, A-2 and C-2, operate in different markets simultaneously. Through the market 

power perspective, one can see that they have released their dependence on their com-

petitors by meeting them in different markets. Drawing from the frame of reference, this 

is also known as mutual forbearance. C-1 too has businesses in more than one market, 

but does not follow the traditional view of market power. Their reason to go into anoth-

er market was to be able to keep their employees in difficult times. 

5.2.6 Current state 

As mentioned, all of the SMEs except one wanted to keep growing. This shows that the 

SMEs want to keep developing and probably diversify into more areas in order to find 

more customers in the future. The company, A-2, who operated in four different indus-

tries was the only one who felt that they could not grow more and still keep up a good 
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service. Even though all of the companies except one wanted to continue growing, they 

do not speak of how they will do it. This further indicates that the SMEs do not actively 

seek diversification as a growth strategy.  

5.3 Quantitative analysis 

In the quantitative analysis the authors discuss how flexibility is related to the dimen-

sions; labour, product lines/services, and suppliers. Each answer is presented in a figure 

with a calculated mean derived from the Likert-scale answers. A mean above three, in-

dicates that the industries agree on the statement, and answers below three indicates that 

they disagree with the statement.  

5.3.1 Mean Labour 

By calculating the mean for each statement within labour, one can see how flexible the 

industries are within this dimension. Recall from the empirical findings, that all the in-

terviewees answered that they could use their labour in multiple ways with small re-

strictions. Still, the mean shows that the companies are highly dependent on their em-

ployees.  

. 

 

Figure 5.1 – Mean on labour 

The IT companies are least sensible to an employee quitting. IT-1 answered that it 

would have a major impact on their company if an employee quit, and IT-3 was neutral 

however, said that no one was irreplaceable within this industry. IT-2 on the other hand 

disagreed in the statement, which they justified by saying that the dependence on em-

ployees is lower when you grow. They said that they were vulnerable to this while they 

were small; however, now when they are bigger this vulnerability was not as high. IT-2 

is the biggest company that was interviewed and also the only one who disagreed on the 

statement. This further indicates that this is the key to why most of the companies seem 

to have labour as the most dependent factor, i.e. small companies are more dependent 

on their employees than larger.  
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Since the construction and auditing industries operate in the service sector their prod-

ucts are their employees, making them more dependent on their labour force. IT, on the 

other hand, sells a service that makes them less dependent on employees, even though 

they are small. Common for all of the interviewed SMEs, was that they all operate in 

fairly small communities where it is important to build strong customer relationships, 

and difficult to find good employees. This might be a further explanation to why the 

SMEs are dependent on their labour force. Also, time is for most of the interviewed 

companies, quite valuable as one can never make up for it once it is lost. From this per-

spective, one might argue that a loss of an employee does have a major impact as the 

time spent searching for a new employee, are resources drawn from something else 

within the company. However, the companies still said that they felt flexible with their 

employees in the sense that they could use their labour in multiple ways, and also that it 

was relatively easy to change tasks in the company.   

5.3.2 Product lines/services analysis 

In this part we investigated how flexible the interviewees were towards their product 

lines/services. On the questions on how many product lines/services the companies of-

fered the answers differed among all of the SMEs.  

 

 Figure 5.2 – Mean on Product lines/services 

As the mean shows in figure 5.2, the IT-industry is more dependent on their product 

lines/services than the other industries. IT-1 pointed out the importance of being able to 

offer an overall solution to their customers. This indicates that the product lines/services 

the IT industry offers are dependent on each other. On the contrary, if the construction 

industry would lose one product line/service, they can purchase it from someone else 

instead. This reduces the industry’s dependence on their product lines/services. C-2 dif-

fer from the overall construction industry, since they offer products which are depend-

ent on each other. The auditing industry’s services are not dependent on each other; 

therefore have a low mean on this statement.  

Looking at figure 5.2, one can see that the IT-industry is more flexible when it comes to 

their product lines/services, than the other industries, since it is easier for the IT compa-

nies to change between their services. A reason might be because the tasks within audit-
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ing and construction require specific knowledge for almost each service they provide. A 

painter might not be able to work as a bricklayer, and vice versa. Within IT, it might be 

easier to build on one’s original knowledge in order to provide other services.  

5.3.3 Suppliers 

The supplier dimension is where the SMEs were most flexible within. None of the com-

panies were particularly dependent on their suppliers, since their answers generated a 

low mean in the statement; it would have a major impact if the company lost one sup-

plier. All of the companies also answered that it was easy to change suppliers, some-

thing that indicates that it is easy to be more flexible when they are not dependent on a 

single supplier.  The mean for the construction industry is lower since company, C-1, 

strongly disagreed that it was easy to change supplier. This is because they believe that 

the relation one has with a supplier is truly important. 

Figure 5.3 – Mean on suppliers 

5.3.4 The flexibilities role  

As noted in the literature review, Petitt and Singer (1985) argued that SMEs could com-

pete with large firms due to the fact that they were able to be more flexible. During the 

interviews the word flexibility was never brought up by the interviewer; however it was 

still mentioned several times by the interviewees, especially during the quantitative part. 

According to Shi and Daniels (2003), flexibility is one of the most important success 

factors for a firm.  

The suppliers were the dimension where the companies were most flexible in, according 

to the research. Since the literature states that flexibility is the ability to act fast in reac-

tion to disasters as well as opportunities, one could argue that it is important to have a 

flexible supply chain. It is easier to act fast without being bound to a second part. The 

companies had a different amount of suppliers, ranging from 5-60. However, almost 

none said that they were especially dependent on a single supplier.  
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Figure 5.4 Total mean quit/lost/shut down 

As mentioned, most of the research agreed that in today’s fast changing world, flexibil-

ity was a necessary part for a firm’s survival. Perhaps the most revealing statements 

asked in each of the three dimensions would be; if one employee quit it would have a 

major impact on the business, if you lost one supplier it would have a major impact on 

the business, and if one product line/service was shut down this would have a major im-

pact on the business. All these three statements show how dependent each firm was on 

the three factors; labour, product line/service, and supplier. The mean for all industries 

are concluded in figure 5.4. In total, the largest impact for all industries would be if one 

employee quit, and the least is if they lost one supplier.  

Figure 5.5 Total mean ease to change 

Dreyer and Gronhaug (2012) recognize that labour, product and operations, are of great 

importance for the flexibility of a firm. The statement of how easy it is to change; tasks, 

product line/service, and supplier, is therefore a good indicator on how flexible the 

companies are. Here, the statement with the highest mean show most flexibility. The to-

tal mean for all industries concluded in figure 5.5 shows that the companies are flexible 

when it comes to their labour, in the sense that it is easy to change task. Congruent with 

what the companies themselves stated, the SMEs employees are flexible. This might be 
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why the employees are so important for the interviewed SMEs. The product 

lines/services is where the companies are least flexible. 

Figure 5.6 Total mean on the difference 

The labour was the dimension where the SMEs differed the most. Since the companies 

said that their ability to change after customers demand is important, this could indicate 

why the mean is highest on the statement that the tasks in the company differ a lot. All 

the companies had differences in their suppliers. However, the availability of suppliers 

in the markets eased their dependence on a single one. In total the product lines/services 

was the dimension where it was least difference. This could be since almost all compa-

nies’ services were limited to a single market.   

Flexibility is proven to be important for companies to prosper, and it is also an im-

portant factor for diversification. Dreyer and Gronhaug (2004) argued that flexibility is 

important in order for firms to develop new products, enter new markets and industries. 

However, flexibility is foremost a matter of managerial task. To be flexible a manager 

must encourage a flexible environment within a company. In SMEs it might be easier to 

involve the employees in all of the various tasks, and thereby a more flexible environ-

ment is created.   

6 Conclusion 

The purpose of this thesis was to investigate the concepts of flexibility and diversifica-

tion with regards to SMEs. To conduct our research, we synthesized current literature 

upon the concept of diversification, and whether flexibility might be a significant factor 

of diversification was also investigated. The literature definitions of diversification are 

broad. With regards to the literature, the authors define diversification as a growth strat-

egy that allows a company to enter further markets or product lines. However, the 

SMEs perception of diversification was not consistent the literature.  The SMEs defined 

the concept of diversification as the ability to provide a high quality service for their 

customers. This indicates that flexibility is of great importance for the companies, as it 

gives them the ability to adapt to changes such as customer demands.  
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The main finding in this thesis is that flexibility is an important capability for SMEs. 

SMEs have an advantage over large firms to be more flexible since they are smaller and 

often have a flatter organizational hierarchy. This allows information to flow more easi-

ly, leading to faster decision making since there are less steps to go through. Flexibility 

is needed to diversify, as Dreyer and Gronhaug (2004) pointed out, flexibility has been 

extended to incorporate the ability of firms to develop new products, enter new markets 

and industries. When a company diversifies it goes through organizational changes. It is 

this ability to change that is defined as flexibility. This proves that flexibility is needed 

to diversify. It is also noticeable through the interviews, that diversification and flexibil-

ity are correlated.  

For SMEs, their customer base is what is most important and therefore the flexibility to 

be able to adapt to their customers’ requests is important. According to the literature, 

SMEs can cope with competition from large corporations by being better at reacting to 

unpredictable changes. This is also shown in our research, since none of the companies 

felt that they could not stand against larger corporations. The flexibility and the extra 

services that they were able to offer had saved them when there had been a direct impact 

by larger corporations.    

From our quantitative research we found that the field in which the SMEs were most 

flexible in was their suppliers, i.e. none were dependent on a single supplier. The re-

search also showed us that the SMEs were least flexible when it comes to their labour 

force. Within the subject of labour, the companies were most dependent on their em-

ployees.    

The IT-companies exist in the most volatile environment of the three industries where 

one service or product sells until it is replaced by new technology. For SMEs it can be 

difficult to be too dependent on one service or product offered as this will increase their 

risk. Diversification into other market areas can be a way for them to adapt better to 

their changing environment. 

This thesis shows that SMEs have a competitive advantage in their ability to build close 

relationships with their customers. High flexibility pervades all of the interviewed com-

panies and enables them to cope with a changing environment but also provide high 

quality services to their customers. Diversification for the interviewed SMEs is a strate-

gy to adapt to customers demand therefore; flexibility is the important ingredient for 

their success.   

7 Discussion 

7.1 Contribution 

There are extensive literature to find on diversification and flexibility. However, there 

was a lack of literature on how these concepts were related to SMEs. Therefore, the au-

thors saw a possibility to contribute with a research on the importance of flexibility and 
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diversification for SMEs in Sweden. This thesis investigated how the definitions of flex-

ibility and diversification are applied in reality, and therefore provide a useful answer 

for SMEs to appreciate how their degree of flexibility and diversification affect their 

business. In addition, this report also contribute with an investigation on how flexibility 

is related to diversification   

7.2 Limitations 

The lack of earlier research on SMEs relation to diversification and flexibility limited 

the authors’ ability to find relevant literature. Also, due to the time frame, it was not 

possible to find a third auditing firms since when collecting the data it was their busiest 

time of the year for the industry. Therefore, no additional auditing firm had time to par-

ticipate in an interview. The time also limited the number of samples interviewed for 

this thesis.  

7.3 Further research  

This thesis is conducted with semi-structured interviews and a quantitative part. The 

method is chosen to acquire as many details as possible from the companies. The main 

weakness of this method is the number of samples used. Therefore, suggestions for fur-

ther research would be to conduct this research on focus groups or by surveys in order 

to increase the sample. By doing this, there is also a possibility to increase the number 

of industries in the research, and get an even more comparable research on how im-

portant diversification and flexibility are to SMEs.  

Since the research is limited to SMEs in Sweden, there is no proof that the answers 

would be the same if the investigation would have been conducted throughout the rest 

of the world. However, due to the high range of SMEs in Sweden, the authors still rec-

ommend further research on SMEs relation to flexibility and diversification in Sweden. 

With this in consideration, it is not definite that this research could not be conduct in the 

rest of the world.   
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Appendix 1 

Table 1.1 It is easy to change between the different product lines/services 
It is easy to change between the different product lines/services 

Company: Scale Answer: Comments: 

C-1 3. Neutral “Yes it can be, however trust is important for those you 

change between, so it could be really difficult as well” 

C-2 2. Disagree “We cannot lend people between for example house build-

ing and the store.” 

C-3 4. Agree “-Yes it is quite easy for us to change” 

A-1 3. Neutral “It is very dependent on which services that they change 

between” 

A-2 2. Disagree “It is individual; I cannot put people from one company to 

the other. With some employees I can do that” 

IT-1 5. Strongly agree “This is the backbone of the whole concept” 

IT-2 4. Agree “There is a clear reason for why we are divided into five 

branches” 

IT-3 4. Agree “Our products are quite similar; the difference is in the 

technologies used to develop those solutions. We are pretty 

flexible in this sense”  

 

Table 1.2 If one of the product lines/services was shut down it would have a major impact on the compa-

ny 

If one of the product lines/services was shut down it would have a major impact on the company. 

Company Scale answer: Comments: 

C-1 1. Strongly disagree “No on that case we just buy the service instead” 

C-2 4. Agree “Yes it would have an impact. If I for example would not 

have the joinery I would not be able to cut a board so the ser-

vices I could offer would be narrowed down” 

C-3 2. Disagree “No it would not have a major impact on us since we are flex-

ible and broad that we would have found another branch to 

develop. It is quite easy for us to adapt” 

A-1 4. Agree  “How much depends on which service, but for example 

something that has had an impact is when the government 

took away the audit requirement for smaller corporations” 

A-2 1. Strongly disagree “Since we talk about all four companies as one, it would not 

affect us if one of the companies had been sold or shut down, 

on the contrary it would affect the people but not the other or-

ganizations” 
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IT-1 5.Strongly agree “It is important to offer an overall solution” 

IT-2 4. Agree “Regardless which branch that is shut down, it would have an 

impact” 

IT-3 4. Agree  “Let’s say, major product line was closed, then I’ll have to 

find a new revenue stream which might take some time” 

 

Table 1.3 Our suppliers differ a lot 

Our suppliers differ a lot. 

Company: Scale Answer: Comments: 

C-1 3. Neutral “For the material suppliers I would say 1. Strongly disagree; there 

is no big difference at all. However for UE I would say 5. Strong-

ly agree, since they differ a lot. In general it would be impossible 

to answer so therefore a 3. Neutral.” 

C-2 4. Agree “Some could be niched, but there are those who have 30,000-

50,000 products” 

C-3 4. Agree “Two of our four suppliers offer basically the same thing, the oth-

ers differ” 

A-1 3. Neutral “It depends on which suppliers to compare” 

A.2 5. Strongly agree “Yes they differ, when one talk about these 60 they differ a lot, 

there is just a few that deliver the same things, and it is the price 

that is the reason we choose one over the other.” 

IT-1 3. Neutral “Since we work in a niched industry our suppliers have a certain 

similarity. One delivers software and the other hardware. It is dif-

ferent but still the same.” 

IT-2 5. Strongly agree No comment 

IT-3 3. Neutral “They are quite similar in size, experience, technologies used for 

production.” 

 

Table 1.4 It is easy to change supplier 

It is easy to change supplier 

Company: Scale Answer: Comments: 

C-1 1.Strongly disagree “No it is not easy since the most important thing is to build trust 

with the supplier” 

C-2 3. Neutral “Yes and no. We can have several suppliers that sell the same 

thing, with small differences.” 

C-3 3. Neutral “Some of our suppliers are easy to change, while others like our 

window supplier are more critical” 
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A-1 3. Neutral “It depends on which suppliers to compare” 

A.2 5. Strongly agree “Yes it is easy” 

IT-1 4. Agree “We have built a network of suppliers so that we are not depend-

ent on one. It is relatively easy to change between these” 

IT-2 4. Agree “It is like employees, some are easier to replace than others” 

IT-3 3. Neutral “Personal connections play significant role in this process, so 

change of suppliers can slightly affect business.” 

 

Table 1.5 If you lost one supplier it would have a major impact on the company 

If you lost one supplier it would have a major impact on the company 

Company: Scale Answer: Comments: 

C-1 2. Disagree “Not such big impact, however trust and quality are the most im-

portant factors for a supplier” 

C-2 2. Disagree “No impact as long as there would be a supplier left with that 

product” 

C-3 3. Neutral “It would have a major impact if we could not work with our 

window supplier anymore since we have low discounted prices 

with them and those discounts are necessary to be able to keep us 

in the market.” 

A-1 3. Neutral “For example IT-service, programs and expert help it requires a 

specific relation so these are always hard to change. 5 - Strongly 

agree. However for office material and, suppliers like that we can 

turn to anyone so, 1 - Strongly disagree.” 

A-2 1. Strongly disagree No comment 

IT-1 4. Agree “It is never good to lose a supplier but it has happened and it is 

possible to change a supplier. For all small companies the most 

important thing you have is time, and the time it takes to change 

a supplier is disastrous.”   

IT-2 3. Neutral “It depends on which supplier you talk about” 

IT-3 3. Neutral “It’s not that hard to find reliable supplier in IT business. But it 

takes some time.” 

 

Table 1.6 The different tasks in the company differ a lot 

The different tasks in the company differ a lot. 

Company: Scale Answer: Comment: 

C-1 5. Strongly agree No comment 

C-2 4. Agree “Everything goes together but we have extreme sides where spe-
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cific knowledge is required” 

C-3 4. Agree “Basically almost every job differ” 

A-1 4. Agree “It is range from easier to more advanced things” 

A-2 5. Strongly agree “Everything in the companies differ” 

IT-1 3. Neutral “I would say 3 because our employees can work with very differ-

ent things” 

IT-2 4. Agree “The tasks differ, however they are still in the same market” 

IT-3 3. Neutral “We have three directions of business which are different but in 

the same time they might be very similar in project management 

terms.” 

 

Table 1.7 It is easy to change between the different tasks 

It is easy to change between the different tasks 

Company: Scale Answer: Comments: 

C-1 3. Neutral “Since it is a choice about different personalities I cannot change 

as I want.” 

C-2 4. Agree “Yes it is, except for the extreme parts where specific knowledge 

is required.” 

C-3 4. Agree ”We try to have people that have a broad knowledge so that they 

can change between the tasks” 

A-1 3. Neutral “Depends on which tasks to compare” 

A-2 4. Agree “Yes I have to say it is” 

IT-1 3. Neutral “We do not frequently move people between the different sec-

tions” 

IT-2 1. Strongly disagree “It is not easy” 

IT-3 4. Agree “I agree based on the question in the previous answer” 

 
Table 1.8 If one employee quit it would have a major impact on the company 

If one employee quit it would have a major impact on the company. 

Company: Scale Answer: Comments: 

C-1 5. Strongly agree “Our employees are the most important part in our business.” 

C-2 4. Agree “In short-term yes, if we lost a front edge competence it could 

have a huge impact if a lot of people ask for this competence and 

we cannot provide it. The relation with the customers is important 

as well and this takes times.” 
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C-3 4. Agree “He would probably have worked with us for a while and we 

would have checked so he is good. But we always have other we 

checked that could stand in after need. So it would not have a ma-

jor impact.” 

A-1 5. Strongly agree “Strongly agree since each person has their own expert area, cus-

tomers and so on it takes long time to learn a new person.” 

A-2 3. Neutral “It depends too much on which employee that quit” 

IT-1 5. Strongly agree No comment 

IT-2 2. Disagree “That was a major problem when we were really small. A person 

could disappear and you ended up with a giant hole in the busi-

ness. When you grow bigger you try to get rid of that vulnerabil-

ity. We are not that sensitive but sure it affects us. Different people 

make different impressions.” 

IT-3 3. Neutral “Depends on an employee, but there’s no irreplaceable people in 

IT.” 
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Appendix 2 

1. Hur diversifierar ert företag sig? 

2. Vilka är era konkurrenter? 

a. Hur påverkar de ert företag? 

3.Hur många olika produktlinjer/servicar har ni möjlighet att erbjuda? 

a. Våra olika produktlinje/servicar skiljer sig mycket åt.. 

b. Det är lätt att byta mellan de olika produktlinjerna/servicarna.. 

c. Om en produktlinje/service skulle lägga ner skulle det ha stor påverkan på fö-

retaget. 

4. Hur många olika leverantörer har ni? 

a. Våra leverantörer skiljer sig mycket åt.. 

b. Det är lätt att byta leverantör... 

c. Om ni skulle sluta samarbeta med en leverantör skulle det ha stor inverkan på 

företaget... 

5. Hur många olika sätt kan ni använda er arbetskraft på? 

a. De olika arbetsuppgifterna på företaget är olika.. 

b. Det är lätt att byta mellan de olika arbetsuppgifterna... 

c. Om en anställd slutade skulle detta ha stor inverkan på företaget?... 

6.Vart står ert företag idag? 

a. Känner ni er nöjda med det eller har ni planer på/vill utvecklas vidare? 

 

1. How do you diversify your business?  

2. Who are your competitors? 

a. How do they affect your business? 

3. How many different product lines/ services options do you offer?   

a. Our different product lines/services differ a lot  

b. It is easy to move from one product line/service to another. 

c. If one of the product lines/services was shut down it would have major impact 

on the company. 

4. How many suppliers do you have?  

a. Our suplliers differ a lot 
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b. It is easy to change between the suppliers 

c. If you lost one supplier it would have a great impact on the business 

5. How many different ways can you use your labour?  

a. The tasks differ a lot 

b. It is easy to change between the different tasks 

c. If one employee quit it would have a major impact on the business 

6. Where are your company today? Is this a place you are satisfied with? 

7. Have a big company ever affected your business? In what way? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


