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create value, for example, simply by lowering costs by 2 percent. Although

this is indeed value creation, it is hardly the value innovation that is needed

to open new market space. Although you can create value by simply doing

similar things in an improved way, you cannot create value innovation with-

out stopping old things, doing new things, or doing similar things in a funda-

mentally new way. Our research shows that given the strategic objective of

value creation, companies tend to focus on making incremental improve-
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strategic decisions involve risk taking. 

Chapter 2

1. Alternatives go beyond substitutes. A restaurant, for example, is an

alternative to the cinema. It competes for potential buyers who want to enjoy
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3. For more on the power of experiential learning, see L. Borzak (1981)
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