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1 INTRODUCTION 

A young, small business venture with a unique idea or service, that will add value for the 

customer, or more commonly called; a startup, is the phenomenon of the 21st century.  

The Finnish startup scene is still in its cradle, and therefore facts and statistics are hard to 

come by (Lukkari, 2018). As reported by Etla (2016), 4000 Finnish startups emerge every 

year, of which 70% survives the forthcoming five years. It is crucial to underline that 

entrepreneurship plays a bigger, more important role for the economy than one might 

think. Startups aid the growth of the economy by lifting productivity and creating jobs. 

Unfortunately, this development is not dynamic, and the impact is realized years later 

(Etla, 2018). 

 

According to Etla (2018), of all of the startups that enter the Finnish market each year, 

only 2% or roughly 100 companies show promising growth from the start. However, a 

third of these promising startups will experience trouble with funding. Considering these 

promising startups experiencing challenges, it is important to understand what the growth 

and success factors of these startups are. Furthermore, it would be essential, to research 

why only 2% of the startups are perceived as scalable, and what could be done to increase 

that amount. A greater amount of scalable startups are valuable assets for the Finnish 

economy.  

 

Finland is the home to a very positive startup culture, that supports young companies 

testing the market, even though these companies might fail rapidly (Etla 2018).  

The Finnish public sector support new companies with funding in various ways, which is 

an enormous help for a company just beginning its journey. For instance, Business Fin-

land has seven different funding programs meant for startups (Business Finland 2019). 

The private sector’s funds have also been growing lately, from 185 million € invested in 

2013 to 479 million € invested in 2018 (Fiban, 2019). A new study from Etla (2019) 

suggests that 83-93% of companies that are funded by business angels are more likely to 

survive after two years in business than companies without angel funding.  

 

Empowering examples from startups that are big successes, such as Rovio, Smartly.io 

and Supercell are also powerful enablers that can create a positive mindset for future 
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entrepreneurs. The Finnish startup scene is known for being collaborative and open to 

sharing knowledge (Koiviola, 2019). Moreover, another meaningful enabler for the Finn-

ish startup culture is Finland’s high innovation index, currently ranked as 3rd most inno-

vative in the world (Jamrisko, Miller & Lu 2019).  

1.1 Aim and research questions  

The aim of this thesis is to research whether there are any common denominators of suc-

cess and failure factors of startups in Finland? The author aims to explore various themes 

and theories connected to startups, that supports them in succeeding or poses challenges 

to them. 

More specifically, the research questions are: 

1) What are the success factors for a Finnish startup? 

2) What are the challenges for a Finnish startup? 

1.2 Demarcation  

This thesis focuses on startups that operate in the technology field. These have, generally 

speaking, the highest growth potential. 

1.3 Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is divided into six chapters. The introduction leads the reader into the Finnish 

startup world and why this topic is relevant. The second chapter reviews the academic 

literature that is closely linked to startups, i.e. Funding, key challenges, success factors, 

predicting success and so on. The thesis’s methodology is presented in the third chapter, 

shedding light over the chosen research method, data collection and how data analysis 

was implemented. Trustworthiness and credibility of the research is also discussed. The 

fourth chapter presents the findings of the data collection according to the themes identi-

fied in the data. The results are hereafter discussed and analyzed against to the material 

in the literature review. The sixth chapter offers the conclusions of the research, and the 

most important findings. At last, practical implications, limitations and suggestions for 

future research are submitted. 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature review aims at examining different topics that are closely linked together 

around the main theme; startups. In order to understand how startups work and what 

makes them successful or not, one needs to research the building blocks of a new venture. 

The topics in this part have been partly chosen because of how often they reoccur in 

academic literature regarding startups.  

2.1 Concepts 

Startup: 

A young company operated by a small group of people at most. A startup has a good 

growth potential, because they can offer new value to the customer through a prod-

uct/service that wasn’t known before (Fontinelle 2017). However, the well-known en-

trepreneur from Silicon Valley, Steve Blank, defines a startup as “a temporary organiza-

tion designed to search for a repeatable and scalable business model” (Raghu 2017). 

 

Entrepreneur: 

A person that takes all responsibility in order to bring an innovation or idea to life. An 

entrepreneur makes all the decisions regarding a new business operation (Sitkins 2010).   

 

Startup lifecycle: 

The different phases of a start-up’s life. These phases determine the different activities 

that should carried out at a certain time. There are several opinions regarding which 

phases are most important, but most models have the same general idea; from idea to 

investment to growth (Lopez; Nawal, 2018, Salamanzadeh et al, 2015). 

 

Startup ecosystem: 

A startup ecosystem refers to the interaction between startups and their supporting ele-

ments. This kind of ecosystem is meant to aid the startups to grow and develop (Tripathi 

et al, 2017).    

 

Business model: 
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A business model is a plan, made by the business, that strives to answer the questions of 

who the customer is, what the product is and how it can create value for the customers. 

There are many kinds of business models, depending on size and industry (Rissanen & 

Sainio, 2016).   

 

Business Angel: 

A person that aids the start-up with financial assets, own knowledge and useful networks. 

The person receives a part of the profit but is not given a place in management (Jungman 

et al, 2004, Collins Dictionary 2019).  

 

Pivoting: 

To alter your business model according to how the market reacts to the product or service 

that is being offered (Ripsas et al, 2016).  

 

Proof-of-concept: 

An exercise meant to test if an idea can be turned into reality. A proof-of-concept seeks 

to verify that the idea will work as one has envisioned. The exercise gives the opportunity 

to see if there is potential for further developing or building (Rouse, M. 2019 TechTarget). 

2.2 Key challenges of startups  

To be able to avoid failure in the initial phase, Duggan and Blayden (2001) examine the 

importance of planning and preparing a project thoroughly, while Bourdeau (2010) fo-

cuses on five essential tasks such as building credibility, hiring good employees and add-

ing value to customers in order to be successful. Giardino et al (2015) published the ten 

most critical challenges for startups, based on the survey answers from almost 5000 

CEOs. According to the results, most startups face the most challenges in the competition 

for constant cutting-edge technology and finding their first paying customers. Other major 

challenges were finding appropriate financial funding as well as finding an entrepreneur-

ial team with the ability to react swiftly. Giardino et al (2015) were able to categorize the 

challenges into four main dimensions; product, market, financial and team. Most of the 

challenges detected in the survey, are found in the dimensions product and market. The 
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challenges within these dimensions were at their peak when the problem was being eval-

uated and when the product that has been developed was in its mature stage.  

 

Figure 1Top 10 challenges for startups (Giardino 2015) 

 
Cantamessa et al (2018) approached the subject from another angle, by analysing 214 

startup failure reports from the websites Autopsy and CB Insights (https://www.getau-

topsy.com/ & https://www.cbinsights.com/). A model called SHELL, mainly used for 

identifying causes of accidents in aviation, was in this case used to visualize that startups 

rarely fail due to one cause, and that there may be several reasons why a startup goes out 

of business. The authors identified failure categories, which were clustered and then 

placed into the SHELL-categories; software, hardware, environment, liveware (organiza-

tion) and liveware (customers). In the startup environment, software relates to the busi-

ness plan, hardware is the product being offered to the market and the environment con-

sists of stakeholders and competitors. The analysis showed that the highest number of 

failing startups belonged to the sectors social media, software and service. 44% of the 

failed startups went out of business in 1-3 years, 28% managed to stay active for 3-5 years 

and 14% failed during their first year. After 5 years the number of remaining startups was 

merely 14%.  



12 

 

 
Figure 2 Reasons why startups fail (Cantamessa et al 2018) 

There are usually several reasons to why startups fail, and most of these reasons originated 

from the software/business plan and the livewire/organization. Further analysis showed 

that the companies had the wrong business model in use and that there was no prod-

uct/market fit. The most prominent problems in the organization were having no cash left 

and that the business lacked development.  

2.3 Predicting success 

Predicting success and preparing for risk and uncertainty is a vital part of the startup pro-

cess. Success versus failure prediction model serve as an aid for not only entrepreneurs, 

but stakeholders such as investors, suppliers and public policy makers. Lussier (1995), 

developed a model which tests 15 different variables in order to predict whether a busi-

ness will fail or succeed. Former models have mainly concentrated on financial variables 

and are usually helpful only after the first year’s sales are published.  The variables used 
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in Lussier’s model are capital, industry experience, professional advisor, staffing, educa-

tion and parents owning a business, among others. Lussier (1995) states that this model 

even can be used by an entrepreneur who does not have a business yet but wants to know 

the probability of success. By estimating one’s strengths and weaknesses in each of the 

variables, it is possible to get an idea of the probability of success. 

 

Figure 3 Success versus failure variables (Lussier 1995) 

 

Over time, with the help of new information, the model has been altered by adding vari-

ables that better suit SME’s of the 21st century. Teng, Bhatia & Anwar (2011) used the 

Lussier-model as a base but had ultimately 26 questions in their survey. They found that 

especially training, good timing in releasing products and skilled managers were variables 

that helped ensure success. Halabí & Lussier (2014) on the other hand, used only eight 

variables in their survey, one of them being “use of internet”. The most successful startups 

had started with a large amount of working capital, used internet more than less successful 
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companies, kept detailed plans of the future, kept good control of financial and accounting 

information as well as invested in marketing. The education level among the entrepre-

neurs varied a lot, thus not giving sufficient evidence of its importance.  

 

Cassar (2014) argues that experience from previous entrepreneurial work in a certain in-

dustry allows the entrepreneur to have an ability to forecast the future of new ventures.  

Having entrepreneurial experience helps develop cognitive skills in intellectually evalu-

ating and assessing the opportunities of new ventures. By reflecting on the past, the en-

trepreneur can obtain information that will improve the future. Past experience aids in 

lowering the  optimism, thereby not clouding the judgement. Mitchell et al., (2004) like-

wise takes support from the expert information processing theory that suggests that expert 

entrepreneurs are able to store and use information in a more productive way than less 

experienced colleagues. This theory proposes that entrepreneurs with more experience 

seldom fail.  

 

Krishna et al., (2016) introduces a mathematical model to accurately predict a company’s 

success or failure. Data was collected from 7000 successful versus 4000 failed companies 

during 1999 – 2014. By taking into account the different phases of the companies’ life 

cycles, 9 different models were built. The models predict the outcome using mainly fi-

nancial factors such as seed funding and further rounds of funding, but also take into 

account key factors such as time it took to get seed funding, how valuable the company 

is during each phase and how many months it has been active on the market. The authors 

also took into account severity factors that were categorized as either positive or negative. 

Positive factors such as good traction, low burn rate, good management and unwavering 

belief gave a positive score, while negative factors like non-scalable idea, wrong position 

on the market, lack of flexibility and incompetent leadership gave a negative score.  

2.4 Critical success factors  

A study by Santisteban & Mauricio (2017) reviews 74 different studies discussing success 

factors in information technology startups. Although the last two decades has seen a lot 

of literature on the subject of success factors of startups, there is still no general agreement 

regarding what these factors are. Furthermore, there is no agreed upon definition on what 
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success in a startup means, since every author defines it in a different way. All of these 

definitions have however, similar features, usually regarding growth of the company or 

the number of generated jobs.  

 

Santisteban & Mauricio (2017) identifies 21 tested factors that influence success, as well 

as 13 proposed factors that have not been tested or studied. The 21 tested factors have not 

been ranked, only categorized. The following factors were discussed in at least 10 differ-

ent studies, of which many focused on the strengths of the founding team such as previous 

startup experience, industry experience and technology or business skills. Venture capital 

was also a popular factor to explore. Topics that were discussed in a minor scale were 

management experience, size of the entrepreneurial team, age and gender of entrepreneur, 

R&D experience, motivation and government support. All of the factors were categorized 

into organizational, individual or external.  

 

In addition, the authors identified 7 different models of the startup life cycle stages, from 

which one unanimous was created. The objective was to tie the different success factors 

to the development stages of the life cycle. Conversely, of the 21 factors, only six were 

connected to the different development stages. Previous experience and government sup-

port are tied to the seed stage, whereas the early stage benefits from venture capital. The 

growth stage is connected with a team that is skilled in business and technology, venture 

capital and clustering, meaning that companies that are connected to each other, work 

together in order to achieve benefits. The expansion stage is linked with clustering as 

well.  

 

Figure 4 The startup life cycle stages based on the literature review (Santisteban & Mauricio, 2017) 
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2.5 Unforeseeable uncertainty 

Startups that face risk for a long time of their lifecycle, have to, according to Sommer et 

al (2008) understand that traditional risk planning is not an adequate tool for a new ven-

ture that cannot foresee the risk and uncertainty that they are facing, but should instead 

use methods such as trial and error learning or selectionism in order to better cope with 

unforeseeable uncertainty. Unforeseeable uncertainty refers to factors that startups cannot 

recognize or articulate beforehand. The trial and error method involve actively looking 

for new information and conform the ongoing activities accordingly. It requires active 

and ongoing problem solving from management (Cassar, 2014). Selectionism, on the 

other hand, refers to pursuing several approaches simultaneously, in order to obtain new 

information and market feedback faster (Sommer et al, 2008). 

 

However, in order to choose the right method, Sommer et al (2008) underline that man-

agement has to estimate how many decisions have to be taken into account and how many 

interactions these decisions will spark. This determines the complexity of the project. 

Another factor that will decide the method is the amount of unforeseeable uncertainty.  

Selectionism works better with high complexity and trial and error learning get the best 

results when unforeseeable uncertainty is high. The startups must also take into account 

that both high complexity and high unforeseeable uncertainty can be difficult to handle 

and should be advised to proceed with caution. The authors also found that many of the 

startups where using a mix of these methods, for example applying one method for the 

main project while using the other for a sub-project (Sommer et al, 2008). 

2.6 Life cycle of startups 

There are numerous life cycle models for startups, some more elaborate than others. The 

model by Morgan Brown (Tradecraft, 2016) is detailed and uses many of the principles 

of the Lean Startup methodology. According to Petch (2016) it is favorable for the startup 

founder to understand the phases of the lifecycle and where he/she is right now, in order 

to know if progress is being made and how to move forward. 
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2.6.1 The 5 phases of the startup lifecycle 

 
The first phase is to recognize how the solution (product/service) actually solves the prob-

lem effectively. To move forward with this hypothesis, the intended target market is tested 

by conducting interviews and running demand tests on crowdfunding sites. This data will 

provide a solid base from which the minimum viable product (MVP) can be designed. By 

definition, a minimum viable product is “a product with enough features to attract early-

adopter customers and validate a product idea early in the product development cycle” 

(ProductPlan 2019).  

 

Figure 5 The 5 phases of the startup life cycle by Brown, M (Tradecraft 2016) 

 

The second phase of the lifecycle is building the MVP. Time spent on building the product 

varies, and by the end of the phase, the MVP will be tested on initial users. The end of 

phase two requires a good customer flow to be able to collect more data on customer 

behaviour. However, the team should not do too much channel discovery at this point, 

just enough to measure retention. The third phase is testing product/market fit, in other 

words, testing how well the product fits in on the intended market. However, there are 

processes building up to the product/market fit, that have to be tested. Firstly, making 

sure that the customer understands the value proposition, accurate descriptions of the 
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product as well as features and benefits. A user that does not speak the same language as 

the startup is difficult to win over. Secondly, funnel optimization is tweaking the elements 

of the product so that the user perceives the product as valuable and easy to use. Lastly, 

testing which channels work best when pushing the product forward. Experiment with a 

few channels at a time to receive the best data (Tradecraft, 2016).  

 

Testing how the product fits the market is best done by examining retention rates. Return-

ing customers is a good sign of a product that is doing well, but other functions that help 

determine the status of the product is collecting more data from users by doing interviews 

or counting the net promoter score. The score is calculated by subtracting the percentage 

of the disappointed customers from the percentage of the content customers that would 

recommend the product (Net Promoter System, 2018). The fourth phase is scaling up and 

starting to grow. This is done by concentrating on the right channels. Good retention rates 

and conversion flow signals the beginning of a new phase. After recognizing the success-

ful channels in the last phase, in this phase one channel at a time will be the main point 

of growth. This involves hiring the people that are most skilled within that channel and 

giving them enough assets to make the startup grow. When growth slows down, another 

channel with good results will be used as the main way to growth. The last phase of the 

life cycle is maturity. The startup has now reached a point in the life cycle where original 

growth has slowed down, and new means of growth must be found. Recommended ways 

of finding new growth is through acquisition, expansion abroad and continually investing 

in the startup’s growth processes as well as looking for new channels of growth.  

2.7 Business models for startups 

A business model determines who the customer is, what the value proposition is, how the 

value chain will be created and why the product is needed by the consumer (Crick 2016). 

Rissanen & Sainio (2016) stress the importance of continuously developing the business 

model and changing business models in order to be competitive. This recommendation is 

not only for new ventures, it applies to incumbent businesses as well. Constantly changing 

or adjusting the business model is called “business model innovation”. This term involves 

changing the building blocks of the model, extending the model, introducing a parallel 
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business model to the original one and creating a disruptive model (Rissanen & Sainio, 

2016).  

2.7.1 The Lean Startup 

 There is a subcategory of the term “business model innovation”, called “business model 

experimentation”, that involves changing the business model through experiments. A 

very popular business model principle, based on business model experimentation is the 

“lean startup”, created by Eric Ries (2011). It involves shortening the cycles of planning 

and development of products, which enables the founders to quickly discover whether to 

adjust or keep the same business model (Blank, 2013; Rissanen & Sainio 2016). Accord-

ing to Eisenberg, Ries and Dillard (2012) a lean startup can be defined as “a firm that 

follows a hypothesis-driven approach to the evaluation of an entrepreneurial opportunity 

and the development of a new product for a specific market niche”. Startups live in an 

environment of constant uncertainty and should not operate the same way as established 

companies, who have more knowledge of their market and customers. When startups de-

velop new products, focus should be, according to Dobrila (2012), on constantly experi-

menting with versions of the product. This constant stream of feedback either validates 

or contradicts the hypothesis, offers the opportunity to learn and move away from the 

constant uncertainty.  

2.7.2 Minimum Viable Product 

As discussed earlier, it is important to validate the vision that the founder has, to see that 

it offers value to customers. This is done by creating a version of the product, including 

only the necessary features. This version of the product is called a minimum viable prod-

uct (MVP) and is used for experiments that test the MVP’s features and collecting data 

on customers (Dobrila 2012). By continuously updating the MVP with feedback from 

users, constant learning and validating is possible. 
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2.7.3 From Product Development to Customer Development 

The customer development process (CDP) is a business model created by Steve Blank 

(2014), who recognized the consequences of the popular business model product devel-

opment process (PDP) and therefore created a model better suited for startups. The PDP-

model is designed to focus on getting the product to the customers as rapidly as possible, 

whereas the CDP-model’s focuses on getting to know the customers and creating solu-

tions for their problems (Blank, 2006). As Blank (2006) comments: “Startups don’t fail 

because they lack a product; they fail because they lack customers and a proven financial 

model.” The CDP emphasizes learning and discovery as the most important activities of 

a startup, not execution. This means ignoring sales and marketing activities and focusing 

on discovering customers problems, learning how much the customer would pay for a 

solution and continuously learning from mistakes. Blank (2006) states that a company 

must be able to prove that there is a market and that the solution available by the startup 

is attractive to the potential customers.  

 

Figure 6 The product development model versus the customer development model (Blank,2006) 

 

The product development model follows four stages, beginning with concept/seed; a 

phase that is meant to clarify the founder’s vision and form a concept for the startup. This 

phase seeks to answer questions regarding future customers, market segments, distribu-

tion, competitors, and most importantly: how the customers will benefit from the prod-

uct/service. The second stage, called product development, the engineering and marketing 

team work simultaneously in order to move forward quickly. The engineering team 
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focuses on building the product as well as giving estimates for delivery and costs. The 

marketing team organizes customer focus groups, prepare sales and PR material.  

In the third stage, called Alpha/Beta test, the engineering team will first test the prod-

uct/service in a small scale, with the help of a small group of outside users to see that 

everything works and stabilize issues that arise. The last stage, known as product launch 

and first customer ship, will need extensive funding for many simultaneously ongoing 

processes (Blank, 2006) 

The CDP model has four phases, all of them designed to be repeated. In other words, 

Blank (2006) points out that it will take time to find the right roadmap, underlining the 

fact that learning and discovery are vital in the process. This model is meant to comple-

ment the PDP- model mentioned earlier. The first step is customer discovery, focusing 

only on learning who the potential customers are, and validating whether it is important 

to the customer that the problem can be solved. Simply put, does the founder’s vision 

have a market? The next step is customer validation that sets out to make the first suc-

cessful sales and use these to build a model for future sales. Completing these steps gives 

useful information and demonstrates that the startup’s product/service has found a market 

with paying customers and that the problem solved is valuable to the customer. Moreover, 

it means that the product/service has the correct price and that the sales channels and sales 

processes are the correct ones (Blank, 2006). 

In the third step; customer creation, focus lies on capturing the interest of the end-user 

and increase demand. These activities require heavy spending on marketing, and should, 

according to Blank (2006) be done after the first wave of customers. This helps the startup 

control the cash burn rate. The last step, called company building, develops the startup, 

that formerly only concentrated on learning and discovery, into a formal type of company 

with specified departments for marketing, business development and sales. The objective 

is to build further on the success with the first wave of customers (Blank, 2006) 

2.7.4   Business Model Canvas 

Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) have identified nine building blocks that should be present 

in any kind of business model, thus covering all the processes of a business, new or in-

cumbent. These building blocks are customer segments, value propositions, delivery 
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channels, customer relationships, revenue streams, key resource, key activities, key part-

nerships and cost structure. Together, these building blocks form a business model canvas 

that visualizes how each building block is necessary in order to earn money and grow.  

 

Figure 7 Business Model Canvas (Osterwalder, A. 2010) 

Ladd (2018) tested how validating the hypothesis for each building block correlated with 

venture success. He found that even by validating one of the following; customer seg-

ment, value proposition, key activities and key partnerships, the venture had a greater 

chance of success. It should also be pointed out that validating the remaining building 

blocks; channels, customer relationships, revenue streams, key resources and cost struc-

ture had no impact on venture success. Ladd (2018) therefore suggest that only a part of 

the business model canvas is a potential help for entrepreneurs. Hussyin (2019) on the 

other hand underlines the usefulness of the business model canvas, arguing that the model 

takes into account all the important features of a business and gives a sense of direction 

to the entrepreneur.  

 

Maurya (2012) argues that the business model canvas is not suited for entrepreneurs with 

fresh startups, since it uses only examples of successful and matures businesses. Maurya 

created a version of the model, called lean canvas. It takes into consideration the uncer-

tainty and risk that a startup is facing and has new building blocks such as “problem”, 

that sets out to identify the customers problem that the startup wants to solve. “Solution” 

is a building block that aims for a well-articulated simple solution to a problem well-
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understood. The other new building blocks in the lean canvas are “key metrics”, that fo-

cuses on the important performance indicators and “unfair advantage “that outlines the 

startups competitive advantage.  

 

Figure 8 The Lean Canvas (Maurya, A. 2012) 

2.7.5 Entering the market as a startup 

Entering a new market, the founder not only has to take into account that all startups are 

different, but there are different types of markets as well. Blank (2006) has identified four 

different markets. Different types of markets impact every aspect of the market entry, and 

startups have to take into account the size of the market, how the product should be 

launched and whether the customer has recognized the problem which the startup has a 

solution for.  

 

A startup can enter an existing market with a new product. However, success demands 

outranking existing products with better performance. An existing market offers a famil-

iar environment with known competitors. It is also possible to create a new market with 

a new product that solves entirely new problems, which offers differentiation from com-

petitors in the same field. Competition is scarce in this market, but future customers need 

to be defined and convinced to buy the solution. Entering a new market with a new prod-

uct requires a competent use of funds.  
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Resegmenting an existing market as a low-cost product means that the startup offers the 

customer a product at a lower price than the competitors. The product might not neces-

sarily be the best performing. Entering this part of the market and staying there is easy as 

long as the startup is making a profit. When demand slows down, a change of market is 

advisable. Resegmenting the existing market with a niche-product is quite the opposite to 

the former market type. This means that the startup offers a similar product as the com-

petitors, but with specific features to a higher cost, and only for a certain part of the mar-

ket. Resegmenting existing markets are the most common way to enter a market, but are, 

according to Blank (2006) also the most complex ways to do so. 

2.8  Funding  

Since most startups are interested in the scalability of their businesses, growth processes 

that can help new ventures scale up rapidly are also, to a limited degree, discussed in the 

academic literature regarding startups (Cavallo et al 2019: Nanda et al, 2020). In this case, 

focus lies on growth that has been provided by different types of investors. Some authors 

discuss the meaning of knowledge, human resource and pure choice as growth opportu-

nities (Tripathi et al, 2019), but this thesis will only discuss economic resources in relation 

to funding of startups.  

 

Figure 9 The startup lifecycle and options for investment (Etula 2017) 
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2.8.1  Venture Capital investors 

The Finnish startup scene has seen large investments the last 5 years. According to the 

Finnish Venture Capital Association (2018), 4 billion euro has been invested in startups 

and growth companies in this time. Venture capital investors can help launch small dy-

namic startups by investing capital and providing the companies with industry expertise 

and their personal network. In return, the investor receives a share in the company. This 

partnership is designed to raise the profile and the value of the company. Other benefits 

that a venture capital investor might provide are increase of the company’s value, de-

crease of financial risk and faster growth. Cavallo et al (2019) found that venture capital 

funding affected both digital startups as well as digital scaleups positively, helping these 

kinds of ventures create linear growth.  

 

In order to be attractive in the eyes of an investor, a startup needs to, first and foremost, 

have a product that has found a solution to a problem in a different and better way than 

its competitors on the market. Another important issue is the team behind the product. 

Investors value talent, and demand to have the right kind of expertise building the product. 

Investors will also assess the international demand for the product, as well as the business 

model and the scalability of the company (Finnish Venture Capital Association, 2018).  

2.8.2  Business Angels  

Etula (2017) defines a business angel as a kind of private investor, that see themselves as 

helping hand, or angels to startups in need of funding. The business angel’s average in-

vestment is 10 000€ minimum. The typical business angel has excellent management 

skills and might have been an entrepreneur once. A typical angel investor feels the need 

to contribute to startups by sharing their expertise and investing a piece of their private 

fortune. According to Etula (2017) the business angel always offers a minority investment 

worth 10-30%. The funding is used during the four first stages of the startup’s life cycle, 

from pre-seed to the later growth stage. During this time the company is expected to ad-

vance from an idea to real growth, getting past the valley of death where many startups 

perish, and hopefully make an entrance on the international market.  
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Equity can come in three different forms; private, sweat & network. A business angel is 

more than likely willing to share more than their private fortune, they are eager to invest 

sweat and networks in order to boost the growth of the company (Etula, 2017).   

2.8.3  Business Incubators & Accelerators 

Business incubators and accelerators are programs that provide startups with the right 

tools for growth, in other words, funding is usually available, but these programs are de-

signed to help the startups grow during the first phases of the startup life cycle, as well as 

accelerate the growth at a later stage. A business incubator program helps the startup 

throughout the most difficult time of the startup lifecycle. Through the program, the 

startup has access to office space, skills training as well as financial and professional 

networks. The incubation program does not generally offer investments to the startup, but 

rather, access to partners that do (Sepulveda, 2012; Infodev, 2016). A business accelerator 

offers shorter programs in order for the startup to launch growth. In these programs, in-

vestment in exchange for a share of the company is much more common. Focus lies on 

helping the startup with organizational, operational or strategic difficulties that is slowing 

down growth (Finac, 2017; Sepulveda, 2012).  

2.8.4  Bootstrapping & Crowdfunding 

Other types of funding that are closely tied to startups are bootstrapping and crowdfund-

ing. Bootstrapping is a type of funding that according to Perry et al (2001) “uses non-

traditional business funding sources”. The sources are usually family and friends, or al-

ternatively ex-coworkers. Another way of bootstrapping might be to delay payment of 

salaries or use one’s personal savings. The first type is referred to as a “cash-increasing 

technique”, while the other is a “cost-decreasing technique”.  

 

Startups that have been able to get their business of the ground, e.g. by bootstrapping, but 

are not able to get additional funding from business angels or venture capitalists, have the 

option to get funded by the individual. Crowdfunding is collecting small amounts of cap-

ital from a large number of people. Funds are collected via crowdfunding platforms. There 

are three types of crowdfunding, depending on the supporters reward: donation, lending 



27 

 

and equity (Paschen, 2017). The first type, donation, is categorized into pure donation 

and reward donation. The first category is a so called “pure” donation from the supporter 

to the startup, with no strings attached. It is a donation given for the development of a 

specific product or service. By giving a reward donation, the supporter receives a com-

pensation in the form of meeting the founder or partaking in the products development. 

 

 The second type of crowdfunding is lending, which is divided into three categories: for-

givable loan, presales and traditional loan. In lending crowdfunding, it is expected that 

any funding given by the supporters, will be repaid at some point. A forgivable loan refers 

to a loan that will be given back if/when the founders startup produces revenue. A tradi-

tional loan is given using standard lending agreements. Interest of the loan is decided 

before the sales campaign begins. A presale loan will be returned to the supporter as a 

finished product (Paschen, 2017). 

 

The third type is equity crowdfunding, which is divided into investor-led and entrepre-

neur-led. In this type of funding, the donator receives a share in the company as a reward. 

Investor-led funding refers to stakeholders that are experienced venture capitalists, busi-

ness angels or specialist of a certain industry. The platform used for these kinds of projects 

are available through subscription only. In entrepreneur-led funding, on the other hand, 

invites are open to any kind of investor interested in the project (Paschen, 2017).  

 

This kind of financial inclusivity would not work without the power of social media, that 

helps spread the word to the whole community, making it possible to raise large amounts 

of money (Dresner, 2014, Méric, Brabet et al, 2016). By using crowdfunding, startups are 

able to receive validation regarding product and market. Obtaining funding validates the 

products problem/solution fit, in other words, it proves that the product is able to provide 

a solution for a problem. Feedback regarding the product from early adapters helps to 

improve the product for next launch and testing the market early on gives the founder an 

inkling of future sales (Paschen, 2017). 
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2.9 Key aspects summarized 

Key challenges of startups 
Cantamessa et al (2008) states that a start ups rarely fail as a result of one component 

gone wrong. There are often several factors that contribute to a failure. Most of the failed 

startups belong to the software or social media field, of which 44 % goes out of business 

in 1-3 years. Giardino et al (2015) finds that most challenges derived from the tasks re-

garding product and market, highlighting problems such as not finding paying customers 

and the stress of continuously being forced to deliver cutting-edge technology. Can-

tamessa et al (2008) on the other hand demonstrates that mainly financial reasons such as 

running out of cash, not being able to develop the business or having the wrong business 

model were dominant factors for failure. 

 

Success factors & predicting success 
As a counterweight to studies that determine the challenges of startups, there are some 

academic studies that focus on the success factors and how to predict success. Lussier’s 

(1995) model on predicting success has been altered and updated regularly to better suit 

the small companies of the 21st century.  In the different models, especially financial in-

dependence and marketing activities are important in order to thrive. Cassar (2014) sug-

gests that an entrepreneurial background is the key to success, arguing that cognitive 

skills, acquired from previous entrepreneurial endeavours, help assess and evaluate new 

business opportunities as well as prevents hasty decisions. Santisteban & Mauricio (2017) 

set out to identify the success factors by reviewing other studies. They find that indeed 

previous startup experience is widely discussed in many studies, as is industry experience, 

venture capital, management expertise and technological skills.  

 

Life cycle of startups 
Visualizing the startups life cycle gives a better understanding of the different phases of 

a life cycle, and which processes to spend time on.  By grasping these phases, it is easier 

to know when progress is being made as well as when to move onto the next phase (Petch, 

2016). The startup life cycle model used in this study is by Morgan Brown (2016) and 

focuses on how the product/service evolves over time. Different models work different 

angles, such as financial or organizational. The first phase is recognizing that there is a 
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genuine solution to an actual problem. Testing the market is an important part in order to 

move forward to the next phase; building the minimum viable product. An MVP is a 

product with enough features to attract early adopters and validate a product idea early in 

the product development cycle. The following phases are used for testing, how the prod-

uct fits into the market, which channels are the most valuable for the product, and  how 

to use resources for growth. 

 

Business models 
There is a lot of pressure on businesses to constantly evolve their business model in order 

to keep their competitive edge (Rissanen & Sainio, 2016). The lean startup model by Ries 

(2011) gives companies the possibility to constantly experiment with their current busi-

ness model to find the best one. It relies upon shortening the product planning and devel-

opment cycles, thereby being able to quickly react to changes that need to be made. Ei-

senberg, Ries & Dillard (2012) argue that startups belong to a different universe with 

constant uncertainty and should not be operating the same way as established companies. 

Before the lean startup came along, Steve Blank (2006), the startup guru, developed a 

business model that focused on getting to know the customer and developing the customer 

relationship, instead of focusing on pushing out a product too quickly to a customer with 

needs that are unknown. 

The business model canvas by Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010) presented an opportunity 

for each entrepreneur to build a business model that suits their company the best, by pre-

senting building blocks that cover all the business processes needed. Marya (2012) re-

fined the model by adding building blocks that take into consideration the risk and uncer-

tainty that startups face, as well as building blocks that outlines the startups unique selling 

point. 

Funding 

Sufficient economic resources is one of the most challenging tasks for startups, and many 

companies fail early on if there are no funding opportunities to help them in the early 

stages of the startup life cycle. There is a lot of funding available in Finland, from differ-

ent public and private organizations. The amount of capital available from venture capital 

investors has also been growing the last few years, which is very promising for the Finnish 
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startup scene. Funding is also available by the help of business angels that not only share 

their own fortune, but also invest sweat and networks to help the startup grow. 

 

Business incubators and accelerators are programs designed to help startups grow, not 

always by investment, but with other tools such as office space, networks and skills train-

ing. 

 

Bootstrapping and crowdfunding are non-traditional business funding sources, that use 

primarily funding by individuals. Bootstrapping refers to using own funds, or money from 

family and friends, whereas crowdfunding is collecting small amounts of capital from a 

large number of people, usually through a social platform.  

3 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research approach  

This thesis will explore the different themes that enable Finnish start-ups to be successful. 

This study will also look into the challenges that startups face and explore the causes for 

failure. 

More specifically, the research questions are:  

1) What are the success factors of Finnish startups? 

2) What are the challenges for Finnish startups? 

 

The data for this kind of exploratory thesis was collected with a qualitative research 

method that allows the interviewer to ask in-depth questions regarding personal experi-

ence, academic background and motivational drivers. The qualitative method of choice 

for this thesis was semi-structured interviews with founders of Finnish startups from the 

technology field. This form of data collection is the most appropriate since it gives valu-

able insight into a founder’s journey with the startup, exploring the choices that have been 

made and how it affected the success of the company. By following the journey, the aim 

is to identify the factors along the way that enabled the founder to build a successful 

startup as well as the challenged faced (Bryman & Bell, 2003). 
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 A semi-structured interview follows an interview guide but is considered flexible as it is 

allowed to change the order of the questions and ask follow-up questions if needed. An 

interview has the possibility to ask in-depth questions that might need many follow up 

questions. The interviewer has the possibility to observe the object to determine the va-

lidity of the answers. The choice of a semi-structured interview is justified since there is 

not enough space on a survey or the possibility to anticipate the follow up questions that 

could be needed to collect the proper data. A survey is a correct tool when the aim is to 

collect concrete and unambiguous facts (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2001).  

3.2 Data collection  

Six interviews were conducted during March and April of 2020. The first two interviews 

were held in the researcher’s employer’s office; the rest were held virtually with the help 

of a video conferencing platform. In the beginning of every session I explained the theme 

of the thesis and informed the interviewee that the intention of the semi-structured inter-

view is to let the participant tell the story of his startup, and gently guide him through the 

different topics with explorative questions. Each interview lasted between 40 – 60 

minutes and was recorded with a phone. Half of the interviews were held in English, due 

to the interviewees mother tongue, and the other half in Finnish as per the request of the 

interviewees, since these participants felt that their stories would be more detailed if told 

in their native language.  Each interview was transcribed, and the interviews conducted 

in Finnish were later translated into English. The researcher has carefully translated the 

interviews to correctly mirror the language spoken in the original interview. There is, 

however, a slight risk that the nuance of certain phrases, such as slang or emotionally 

charged parts are lost in translation. The transcribed interviews were thoroughly context 

analysed in order to find the underlaying themes from the data. Each analysed interview 

was coded into excel (Please see Appendix 2) 

Participants had to meet the criterion that they are the founder, or part of the founding 

team of the startup. Furthermore, the startup had to have been active for a few years, 

preferably 3-4 years. Failed startups were also eligible for the study, if the company had 

been active for the required amount of time. Suitable candidates were tracked down using 

search engines with the search terms “successful Finnish startups”, which led to an abun-

dance of articles where startups were discussed. The researcher also used her personal as 
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well as professional network to find suitable startups for the study.  In the beginning, only 

founders from startups in the technology field were invited to participate. However, one 

exception was made for the founder of the failed gaming company whose primary product 

was a boardgame that was not connected to the technology field, but later on in the lifecy-

cle went on developing a game app.   

The interview consisted of 8 main themes, each having 1-3 prompts in order to collect as 

detailed data as possible. The themes were based on the theoretical part of the thesis, 

choosing the factors that are strongly linked to start-ups, such as the startup life cycle, 

market entry, unforeseeable uncertainty, business models, funding and success factors. 

For this particular study, the interviewee’s background was an important part of the data 

collection, so some questions strived to unravels each participants background and moti-

vators for founding a start-up. The complete interview guide is found in Appendix 1. 

Data was collected from the founders of 6 different Finnish startup companies, all of 

which base their businesses on different technology solutions and are already a few years 

into the venture and can showcase a certain measure of success. One exception to this, as 

mentioned before, is the failed gaming company whose primary product was not initially 

linked to the technological field.  

 

Nr # Business field Founded in Code 
1 Digital investment 2017 DI 
2 Clean technology 2011 CT 
3 Educational technology 2015 ET 
4 Entertainment, Film & Digital media 2014 EFD 
5 Digital Real estate 2017 DRE 
6 Gaming  2016 G 

Table 1 List of participants business fields and each individuals code 

3.3 Data analysis 

With the help of data analysis, the researcher strives to present to others what has been 

observed and discovered. There are multiple ways to analyze qualitative data, Saldana 

(2011) recommends choosing the method that correlates well with your literature review, 

or in order words; which method will provide the most satisfactory answers to the re-

search questions as well as visualize the findings. Saldana also points out that a researcher 
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will throughout the whole documentation process start to observe and sense patterns and 

connections, but by choosing a method will systematically help to organize the data.  

 

Qualitative data is primarily analyzed with a deductive or an inductive method. Deduction 

is based on conclusions from facts and evidence that has been validated. Induction on the 

other hand, is forming assumptions by auditing the evidence as well as the knowledge 

collected. This study will apply an inductive method since the intention is to explore the 

success factors of Finnish startups. Apart from using an inductive approach, the data will 

be further analyzed with the help of thematic analysis. According to Nowell et al. (2017), 

this kind of analysis, that can be utilized in several academic fields, can generate rich and 

detailed material. In addition, an accurately produced thematic analysis can present find-

ings that are both “trustworthy and insightful”. Nowell et al (2017) approaches the the-

matic analysis in 6 phases, beginning with breaking the data into smaller pieces of code, 

continuing on to looking for categories and finally producing and defining the themes. 

An example of the thematic analysis made for this study can be found in Appendix 2. 

3.4 Credibility & Trustworthiness 

A qualitative study needs to take into consideration the factors “credibility” and “trust-

worthiness”, rather than “reliability” and “validity”, according to Saldana (2011). The 

latter is more appropriate when discussing if a quantitative study is accurate. Credibility 

refers to introducing a narrative that is convincing, as well as an accurate methodology. 

The credibility of a study can be demonstrated by using the appropriate academic refer-

ences, openly sharing the analytical methods used as well as using quotes from the inter-

views to name a few.  Trustworthiness on the other hand, is openly discussing the research 

process, sharing information regarding number of interviews or illustrating analytical and 

ethical dilemmas. Saldana (2011) underlines that research is never written in stone: “But 

remember that we can never conclusively “prove” something; we can only, at best, con-

vincingly suggest. Research is an act of persuasion”. This thesis meets every of the crite-

ria of trustworthiness and credibility mentioned above; the theoretic review displays a 

range of appropriate references, the thematic analysis used on the collected data is openly 

presented and several quotes from participants have been used in the results section. As 
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for trustworthiness, the information regarding number of participants has been shared, as 

well as the whole research process.  

4 RESULTS 

In this chapter, the findings from the thematic analysis are presented. The collected data 

from the semi-systematic interviews has been thoroughly analyzed with the thematic 

analysis method, as discussed in the previous chapter. To begin with, the identified di-

mensions and themes will be introduced, after which each theme will be examined more 

closely. 

4.1 Dimensions & themes 

The thematic analysis revealed various ideas arising from the data. They were then the-

matically bundled together to second order themes and further categorized into three di-

mensions. The first two dimensions that emerged: the success factors (1) and the chal-

lenges & reasons for failure (2) illustrated the positive and the negative factors that sup-

port either success or failure. It became clear, however, that the founders background as 

well as personal thoughts on success needed to have its own dimension: the founder (3). 

The first dimension contains the themes: funding (1), team & network (2), product & 

customer (3), preparation (4) and innovation & experimenting (5). The second dimension 

holds the themes funding (1), product (2), team (3), market (4) as well as miscellaneous 

negative factors labelled as others (5). The third dimension contains the themes back-

ground & experience (1), success skills (2) and the Finnish startup scene (3). 

4.2 The success factors  

This dimension examines the positive factors that enables a startups success. Each 

founder was given the task to reflect upon the startups journey, reminiscing aspects that 

affected the business in a positive matter. The themes of this dimension are funding (1), 

team & network (2), product & customer (3), preparation (4) and innovation & experi-

menting (5). Figure 10 demonstrates how the data was organized thematically. 
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Figure 10 The themes of the Success-dimension 

4.2.1 Funding 

Every one of the interviewed startup founders highlighted the importance that funding 

has for the startup. Adequate funding does not only mean possibility for growth, it vali-

dates the business idea for potential clients and potential investors.  

 
“Cash is king in this line of business - and money makes the journey possible” (CT) 
 
Two of the startups have managed to stay independently funded, of which one is no longer 

active. The founder of the inactive started mentioned that: 

 
“We when started the company, we didn’t think about investment, we wanted to use our own 

money and stay independent for as long as possible” (G) 
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The other startup was afraid of owing the bank money, and used low-cost solutions for 

most activities, ensuring a slower growth but with a longer runway. 

 
“I feel that a lot of companies try to invent the wheel all over again, when there actually are smart 
solutions available for a lot of activities” (DI) 
 
“Another success factor is our lean cost model; other companies would have burned a lot of 
money by now” (DI) 
 
The other startups have been granted money from several sources, both private and pub-

lic. All of the founders commented in one matter or another that applying for funding is 

time consuming and takes a lot of paperwork, and in certain cases; a piece of the company 

in return.  

 
” It is easy to get public funding, but it demands a lot of work” (EFD) 
 
One founder has had the luck of having a private funder that believed in the business idea 

from the start and funded the company for two consecutive years. 

 
“Success was possible thanks to a funder who believed in me from the start” (ET) 
 

4.2.2 Team  

Several startup founders commented that the team itself or the work performed by the 

team has led the company to success. One founder said that a prerequisite for a successful 

growth company is giving the employees room to develop their skills. 

 
” Our teamwork led to success” (CT) 
 
“I think that our team’s dynamic is the reason we have achieved a certain amount of success” 
(DI) 
“We have put in a lot of effort in the company culture - the people here have to grow in order for 
the company to grow” (CT) 
 
One founding member recognized that there was a constant need for skilled programmer 

and used more than intended of the budget, in order to be spared from the hassle of dif-

ferent subcontractors.  
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“We realized that we need to have the skills in-house and have employed our own programmer” 
(EFD) 
 
The same team also took in an external advisor with a large network to help them navigate 

through different funding opportunities. The interviewee from this team explained that 

startup companies that are looking to be successful, need to be open to working with 

external partners, a person that has their own point of view and can offer constructive 

feedback. 

4.2.3 Product & Customer 

For many of the founders, putting the customer in the spotlight was highly prioritized. A 

few companies had built a part of their business idea on co-creating the product with the 

customer, in order to get valuable early input. However, the process wasn’t always 

smooth. 

 
“Before launching the product, we started co-creating the product together with teachers” (G) 

 

“The product was co-created with customers, but it took resilience and strength to create a prod-
uct that was to everybody's liking” (CT) 
 
A few founders have created the products or services to meet a need or problem of their 

own, anticipating that if they experience a problem, others will too. One founder com-

mented that by solving a problem like this, and offering it to the public, makes you an 

expert according to the customer. 

 
“The idea came from my own frustrations with the market” (DRE) 
 
“I wanted to provide people with better customer experience” (DRE) 
 
“If an entrepreneur has a problem that he is looking to solve with the product, then you are 
already an expert in the eyes of the customer” (CT) 
 
 
Other founders, that had not co-created the product with the customer, recognized that 

the valuable aspect of identifying the customer’s needs before launching the product, 

since this was a favourable way of validating the business idea. Another founder com-

mented that by knowing the customers’ demands, finding the product/market fit is much 

more accessible.  
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“By identifying the customer's needs, you will also find the product/market fit” (EFD) 
 

When asked which was more important, launching the product quickly onto the market 

or getting acquainted with the customer, most founders admitted that these were equally 

important activities, whereas others replied that: 

 
“Getting to know the customer before launching a product is vital” (ET) 
“The product needs to be launched asap” (G) 

4.2.4 Preparation 

When asked about what kind of preparations were made before going live, each founder 

seem to have their own take on how to prepare for the future. Half of the founders men-

tioned that they thoroughly mapped future megatrends or tested the future-proof-theory 

in order to receive some form of evidence that they were on the right track. 

 
“Future megatrends and the future proof -theory validated my idea” (CT) 
 
“In the beginning we mapped the megatrends of the world and put all our effort in to offering 
those to the customers” (EFD) 
 
“Future plans are affected by current megatrends & other external factors” (ET) 
 

One founder concluded that market research seems to be a waste of time, that the team 

should put the effort in creating and testing minimum viable products (MVP), and listen 

to how the customers respond. 

 
“I was a firm believer that market research doesn’t really get you far, it’s more important to get 
the product as ready as possible, release it and see how the marker responds.” (G) 
 
“When you start up your own company, you forget about existing models and follow your intui-
tion” (DI) 
 
Many of the founders also mentioned that they had to learn a lot of skills in order to get 

the business up and running. One commented that the best way to learn something is just 

by doing it yourself, be it coding, applying for funding or choosing the correct business 

model.  
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” We started from zero, none of us could even code very well at that time, we have learned eve-
rything by doing it ourselves” (DI) 
 
“We had to learn about funding from the beginning, we had no prior expertise” (G) 
 

4.2.5 Innovation & experimenting 

The interview guide did not contain questions regarding innovation & experimenting 

practices in the startup process, but evidence of these practices surfaced through questions 

about business plans and success factors. One founder in particular described their culture 

like this: 

 
“We are constantly innovating and have an agile trial & error culture” (EFD) 
 
“Our success factors are growth hacking and a culture of experimentation, constantly developing 
and being innovative” (EFD) 
 

Others commented the need for experimenting in the startup world, a few have followed 

the guidelines of the lean startup by Eric Ries, others experimented in other ways. 
“The lean model was so popular in school that it was easy to incorporate such a model into our 
business” (DI) 
 
“We have the same kind of loop as Ries describes in his book: build - measure - learn, however 
ours is create - measure – learn” (EFD) 

4.3 The challenges & reasons for failure 

This dimension examines the negative factors that affect startups and could potentially 

lead to failure. Many of these themes are the same as in the positive dimension, which 

suggests that there are always two sides to every story. The themes of this dimension are 

lack of funding (1), difficult product & market (2), team friction (3) and miscellaneous 

challenges (4). Figure 11 demonstrates how the data was organized thematically. 
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Figure 11 The themes of the challenges & reasons for failure - dimension 

4.3.1 Lack of funding 

A lot of founders have witnessed the damage that funding, or in this case a lack of, can 

do to a company. Some commented that applying for funding is time consuming and 

contains extremely difficult procedures; preparing financial plans for the future, calculat-

ing the budget and showing proof that the product or service has an unsaturated market 

and that there are customers willing to pay for it.  

 
“Raising money means losing focus and time” (G) 
 
“I feel that the Business Finland funding model is not working, you get a little capital to work 
with - but never enough, and you have to apply for loans at the same time that you are working 
on projects, it takes too much time. Only when you submit the final report on a project will you 
receive money” (EFD) 
 
“The most challenging phase was trying to get funding; it was extremely difficult” (DI) 
 
Other significant problems related to funding is that startup activities in Finland, such as 

marketing and hiring people, are expensive. Having to work with a budget that is con-

stantly too small effectively shortens the runway of the startup, causing a lot of problems 

for the founders. 

 
“Having to hire new people made a dent in the budget and caused us not to be able to launch a 
commercial product” (EFD) 
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“A small budget slows down the growth & development of the companies” (EFD) 
 
“The biggest reasons for failure are probably all connected to funding. Everything in Finland is 
expensive, especially hiring people” (DI) 
 
“Word of mouth needs money” (DRE) 
 
“Our market entry was chaotic, it's hard to do something systematic without proper funding” 
(DI) 
 
One founder felt that many venture capital firms were only willing to fund startups that fit into a 

certain category, and that especially gaming companies were sought after. 

 
“VC's are looking for scalable, multimarket companies” (DI) 
 
When asked about the main reasons why startups fail, almost all the founders replied that 

lack of funding was the most significant cause why startups could not carry on. Even the 

two founders who had managed to keep business running while staying self-funded ad-

mitted that funding probably caused most of the startups to fail. The game developer, for 

instance, had run out of money after three years and could not keep the activities running 

without adequate funding. 

 
“Failure comes from total lack of funding” (DRE) 
 
“Not having adequate funding or the ability to conform to the situation are also reasons for fail-
ure” (CT) 
 
“If we hadn't pushed for a growth company, we would have been able to keep this company on 
the side, keeping it slow and organic” (G) 

4.3.2 Difficult product & market  

Fundamental difficulties for the startup founders were also caused by the products and 

the intended markets. In the second phase of startup life cycle, the essential task is to find 

how the product or service fits into the market.  At least half of the founders commented 

that if the product does not find its fit quickly enough, it might lead to failure: 

 
“Not finding the product/market fit in time leads to failure - motivation, faith & money runs out” 
(ET) 
 
“Not finding product/market fit leads to failure” (G) 
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Another central challenge was not being familiar with the industry itself, which led to not 

understanding the sales channels or how to position the product, as one founder said. A 

founder found it difficult to validate the business idea, because they had released a new 

product into a brand-new market, and there was no competition to analyze. A founder 

commented that testing assumptions is always problematic, but in order to get the busi-

ness idea validated, decisions need to be made sooner rather than later. The founder with 

the failed company realized that one can make endless assumptions about the market and 

the customer, but by going to market you gain a lot of new information. 

 
“Another thing that we didn’t do early enough was working on the positioning of the product, 
and finding the correct channels, tweaking them correctly and we did this way too late.” (G) 
 
“We had no competition in the beginning, which gives little validation for the business idea” (ET) 
 
“It's difficult to test your assumptions - but decisions have to be made quickly in order to validate 
quickly” (DI) 
 
“Of course, you can make assumption about the customer, but you only know for sure once the 
product is on the market and in this short period, we learned a lot about positioning, costs, and 
customers” (G) 
 
Various unexpected costs managed to catch a few founders off-guard, that even simple 

marketing activities like word-of-mouth marketing is expensive.  

 

“Word of mouth needs money” (DRE) 
 
“We did completely underestimate many things like customer acquisition costs” (G) 

4.3.3 Team friction  

While most founders discussed the importance of having adequate funding in order to 

stay in business, one founder commented that internal conflicts within a team is a consid-

erable cause for failure. The founder of one company, said on the other hand, that there 

had been a lot of challenges with the existing team, but the cause was the lack of skill in-

house, not internal conflicts. The same founder recognized both the need for an adviser 

that could guide them to find the proper funding, as well as a chief technology officer to 

be in charge of technological ventures. 

 
“Failure is mainly caused by internal conflicts” (CT) 
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“It's always difficult working with different personalities” (G) 
 
“The biggest challenge in the beginning was the lack of skill in-house” (EFD) 
 
“The team has been lacking a CTO - someone who has enough knowledge of technology to guide 
us forward” (EFD) 
 
One founder mentioned the importance of having a team that is energized and said that 

things were very different 10 years ago in the startup businesses, that employee’s health 

and wellbeing were not central topics back then.  

 

“It is difficult to be innovative if the team is tired” (CT) 
 
For one founder, there was the problem of having external factors pushing the team in a 

different direction than the one they wanted to take. They had enrolled into an accelerator 

program, that kept pushing them into the growth game, a route that the founding team felt 

reluctant to take. 

 
“the things is, when you are a part of the accelerator, it felt like we also had to be a growth 
company. This perhaps side-tracked and rushed us a bit” (G) 

4.3.4 Miscellaneous challenges  

Most of the founders felt, that a startups failure is never caused by one single circum-

stance, that there are in fact, several factors in play together, causing the startup to go out 

of business. There are so many activities to keep track of, and constant pressure to validate 

the business idea – to oneself, to investors and to customers. 

 
“Sales, funding, finding investors & telling the own growth story are constant worries” (ET) 
 
“I did not grasp how long the process of getting everything to work is” (CT) 
 
“There are usually multiple reasons for failure: bad timing, bad product, wrong market or bad 
distribution” (EFD) 
 
“There is so much stress in running a startup” (DRE) 
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4.4 The founder  

When conducting the interviews and analyzing the text, it is clear that the founders of the 

startup have a central role in finding the answers to the research questions. Background 

and experience (1), success skills (2) and the Finnish startup scene (3) are themes that 

need to be looked at from another point of view, since these themes reside in a dimension 

of personal experiences and reflections, not to mention how unique the Finnish startup 

environment seems to be. Figure 12 demonstrates how the data was organized 

thematically. 

 

Figure 12 The themes of the founder - dimension 

4.4.1 Background & experience 

All the founders in this study have a rich and detailed background, and all quite similar 

to one another. Most of them are highly educated, with usually at least two degrees com-

pleted. They have been in the work life for quite some while and have had different job 

descriptions on different career levels along the way. 

 
“When I came to Finland, I did my master’s degree in game design and my bachelors’ degree in 
business economics. I have a PhD in game design” (G) 
 
“I have been 10 years in the work life in different roles such as ICT lead and business development 
lead” (DI) 
 
“I have experience from the academic world where I worked for four years, both as a teacher as 
well as participating in different research projects” (CT) 
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“I have a background in investor relations” (DRE) 
 

Some of these founders have gained experience from working in startups before they 

started their own, particularly one has a past volunteering for the Slush-event for multiple 

years. A few founders revealed that they have learned everything that they need to know 

by doing those activities themselves. One founder commented that the most valuable les-

son he learned from the startup that he had worked in previously was, how to be finan-

cially responsible. 

 
“I was a part of the organizing team at Slush, and that basically my call to fame. I was part of 
the group that grew Slush from 500 visitors to 17 500 visitors” (DRE) 
 
“We started from zero, none of us could even code very well at that time, we have learned every-
thing by doing it ourselves” (DI) 
 
“I don’t have any prior experience from startups, but I have always been very entrepreneurial” 
(G) 
 
“Experience from another startup gave a good reference for how to spend money wisely” (ET) 

4.4.2 Success skills 

The founders were asked to comment on skills that they think are important for a startup 

founder to master in order to succeed. Several founders painted a picture of a person that 

is capable of withstanding a lot of pressure, being a little reckless and willing to experi-

ment, even if that means failing. One founder in particular underlined that being in touch 

with one’s own personal limitations and strengths, as well as being humble were im-

portant skills. 

 
“A founder needs to be resilient & persistent” (G) 
 
“As a startup founder you have to be a little reckless & willing to fail” (EFD) 
 
“Success comes from a good mix of being accurate and "shit happens" - attitude” (DI) 
 
“A founder needs huge self-awareness & humbleness” (G) 
 
Some mentioned that having adequate business skills is important, as well as the ability 

to sell the business idea to investors and possible customers. One said that being capable 
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of managing different kinds of personalities, be it team members, investors or other im-

portant stakeholders. 

 
“A founder needs to be creative, impulsive and willing to test new things - as well as substantial 
understanding of business & finishing what you started” (ET) 
 
“You need to have the ability to sell” (DRE) 
 
“It's important to have business skills” (DI) 
 
“The ability to be versatile, social and to handle different types of people” (DI) 
 

4.4.3 The Finnish startup scene  

During the interviews, many founders talked about the Finnish startup community, the 

Finnish brand, and which skills are in high demand. One founder expressed his gratitude 

for the valuable Finnish brand, which gives him a clear advantage in foreign markets.  

 
“Our product has the "Finland stamp" which makes it attractive in the TechEd-field” (ET) 
 
“You can trust Finns and Finnish society is very stable” (CT) 
 
“The Finnish brand has a good reputation” (DI) 
 
One founder mentioned that he has never found it so easy to connect with other Finnish 

startup founders, to exchange ideas and experiences. This was echoed by another founder 

who has seen the Finnish startup scene evolve under many years, saying that people in 

the community collaborate, and help is always available, you just have to ask for it.  

 
“The startup community in Finland is unique” (G) 
 
“One of the things that we have, compared to Sweden’s startup scene, is that our scene is more 
collaborative and people from different companies support each other more” (DRE) 
 
“Finland has nowadays a strong pay it forward culture” (CT) 
 
Some founders commented the high level of know-how that is available in Finland. Finns 

are, according to them, highly trained, especially in engineering. One founder pointed out 

that there are two things that combine successful Finnish startups – well executed distri-

bution and visible added value. 
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“There are highly trained people in Finland” (CT) 
 
“Finnish engineer know-how is very high” (ET) 
 
“Finnish successful startups usually have excellent distribution channels” (EFD) 
 
“Finnish successful startups transparently show the added value they are offering - and the cus-
tomer enjoys that” (EFD) 
 

5 DISCUSSION 

This chapter will discuss the findings of the research and examine these against the liter-

ature review. The aim of the study was to investigate the success factors and reasons for 

failure of Finnish startups and look for similarities or patterns that could suggest that there 

is a certain way to ensure that a startup can grow to be successful. Interviews with startup 

founders revealed a colorful world of startup stories where both positive and negative 

drivers could be identified. The positive drivers were collected into the dimension success 

factors and contains the themes funding (1), team (2), product & customer (3), preparation 

(4) as well as innovation & experimentation (5). The negative drivers belong to the di-

mension challenges and reasons for failure. The themes are lack of funding (1), difficult 

product & market (2), team friction (3) and miscellaneous challenges (4). A third dimen-

sion was regarded necessary, in order to collect categories that involved the founders 

background and personal experiences (1), as well as reflections on success (2) and what 

the Finnish startup scene (3) looks like. This dimension is named the founder.  

5.1 Success factors  

5.1.1 Funding 

In the literature review, when reviewing critical success factors, funding does not surface 

in the same manner as in the interviews. Santisteban & Mauricio (2017) mention in their 

literature review that venture capital is an identified factor for success but is perhaps be-

cause of the study’s literature nature not discussed further. The results of the interviews 

showed that all the founders, even the ones that had not received external funding, grasped 

the importance of money. It was stated that a startup constantly needs resources in order 
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to continue with daily activities, and that funding is most likely what makes success pos-

sible. According to the Finnish venture capital association (2018), venture capital is used 

for faster growth, decrease of financial risk and increase of capital value. In models that 

were designed to predict success (Lussier, 1995: Halabí & Lussier, 2014), capital is a 

central factor. Testing the models on startups suggested that the most successful ventures 

had enough working capital, as well as good control of finances and accounting. 

5.1.2 Team  

Bourdeau (2010) states that one of the five essential tasks to execute in order to be a 

successful company, is hiring good employees. Santisteban & Mauricio (2017) present 

evidence in their literature review, suggesting that the founding team members previous 

experience, industry familiarity as well as technology and business skills all affect the 

startups success. When the interviewees were asked about where success derives from, 

the second most popular answer was the team. While some did not specify which factor 

within the team was the winning concept, others spoke very positively of the effect of 

hiring people with the right skills or teaming up with external advisors. 

5.1.3 Product & Customer  

The entrepreneurs that participated in the study highlighted the importance of activities 

such as co-creating with customer and offering customers transparently added value in 

products, suggesting that these themes should be given more attention when discussing 

critical success factors. All the while, the literature review offers only indecisive sugges-

tions of these themes as success factors. Bourdeau (2010) proposed that adding value to 

the customers is one essential way of staying on the road to success, while Teng, Bhatia 

& Anwar (2011) discussed the meaning of timing when releasing products to the market. 

The startup product is discussed more from the failure point of view, which will be com-

mented upon in another chapter.  

However, this aligns well with Blank (2006) who, recognized early on why startups go 

out of business. He claimed that by focusing on customer centric activities such as getting 

to know the customer and creating solution for their problems, would eventually lead to 

business success.  
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5.1.4 Preparation 

There was scarce academic information regarding the importance of planning for the fu-

ture; Duggan & Blayden (2001) highlighted that planning and preparing a project is cru-

cial, Sommer et al (2008) talked about being prepared for unforeseeable uncertainty, or 

in other words aspects that one cannot see coming. Several of the startup founders that 

participated in the study, commented on the topic of preparing for the future. Half of the 

founders explained that by mapping future megatrends and testing the future proof con-

cept, they had some kind of roadmap as to what kind of products to offer to customers 

and in which direction grow. Another claimed that future plans need to be made for every 

occasion with a potential investor. Sommer et al (2008) presented two kinds of takes on 

how to be prepared for the future; selectionism and trial & error. None of the founders 

had found it necessary to go to such lengths in order to deal with issues in the future. 

 

The preparation theme is not strictly preparation as in making up plans, the category 

learning plays a small role as well. Two founders mentioned that most of the startup ac-

tivities were unknown to them, and that simultaneously as the startups were being built, 

they educated themselves to be prepared for the future. This category in not covered in 

the literature review  

5.1.5 Innovation & Experimenting  

The business model chapter of the literature review offers a brief explanation of business 

model experimenting, and that the lean startup theory by Ries (2011) belongs to this cat-

egory. Eisenberg, Ries & Dillard (2012) conclude that startups operate in a different en-

vironment than traditional companies and need their own set of rules for how to survive. 

Dobrila (2012) explains that lean startups should primarily focus on constantly experi-

menting with new versions of the product, when developing new goods. The need for 

experimenting is a vital part of the startup process, according to some of the founders. 

One founder is particularly fond of Ries’s model and has adjusted it to better serve his 

purposes. Innovating and experimenting is a part of this team’s culture and considered 

one of the reasons for success. This team takes on new projects constantly, burying pro-

jects that do not take flight and continuing with those that survive. It needs to be men-

tioned, however, that a culture like this is only possible thanks to the revenue from the 
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parent company, that innovation practices are expensive. Another founder has found that 

the lean startup model has helped his little company to stay financially lean and make 

agile decisions within the team, so focus is not entirely on being innovative or experi-

mental. 

5.2 Challenges and reasons for failure 

5.2.1 Lack of funding 

Funding, or the lack of it, seems to be the most commented topic whether discussing 

success or failure. Several academic sources present studies that point to the fact that the 

startup will not make it for long without funding. Interestingly enough, lack of funding is 

not in first place in either of the following studies. Giardino et al (2015) presents evidence 

that securing appropriate funding is viewed as the third most critical challenge after thriv-

ing in technological uncertainty and acquiring first paying customers. This evidence is 

supported by Cantamessa et al (2018) that published a study that analyzed startup failure 

reports. The biggest reasons for failure was not finding the product/market fit, running 

out of cash was in third place. Of the six interviewed startup founders, only one had failed 

after running out of money in the third year. Several of the founders witnessed of the 

challenges that lack of funding causes, such as constantly doing projects will small budg-

ets or slowing down the growth, and all of the founders regarded lack of funding as one 

of the considerable reasons for failure. Some startup founders had very strong opinions 

regarding funding process; saying that funding is terribly difficult to receive, and the pa-

perwork steals valuable time from actual undergoing projects. He mentioned that Busi-

ness Finland’s funding policy is a little backwards, instead of receiving the whole sum 

upfront, like in the American model, you receive a little amount at first which leads to 

having to apply for loans while simultaneously working on client projects just to get by. 

Only in the end, when the final report has been submitted, will you receive rest of the 

money. 
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5.2.2 Difficult product & market  

Giardino et al (2015) suggest that the main challenges that startups have to combat are 

found in the following dimensions: product, market, team, financial. The study also shows 

evidence that of these dimensions, most challenges are connected to product and market. 

Problematic issues in these dimensions is for instance constantly being forced to produce 

cutting edge technology or acquiring the first paying customers. According to Cantamessa 

et al (2018), not finding the product/market fit is the fourth most common reason why 

startups fail. The interviewees of the study concur with the statement that a lot of obstacles 

are connected to the product and the market, and especially issues with the product/market 

fit are risky. The founders also had problems with validation after product launch, since 

a few of the founder’s products entered a new market, and there was no competition that 

could validate the business idea.  

5.2.3 Team friction 

In the literature review, Giardino et al (2015) presents the 10 most critical challenges for 

startups. The startup team claims three of the 10 challenges, showing that CEO’s think 

that it is complicated building entrepreneurial teams that can manage staying focused and 

disciplined, while they manage multiple tasks. Some participants of the study had minor 

concerns regarding the startup team, such as managing different personalities or being 

able to hire the right kind of skill to have in-house. One founder in particular expressed 

the opinion that a startups failure is caused by internal conflicts.  

5.2.4 Miscellaneous challenges  

This topic collects the startups challenges, that had no category of their own. Cantamessa 

et al (2018) highlighted that there are usually several reasons why startups fail, it is sel-

domly caused by a single factor. One founder acknowledged this by saying that there are 

usually multiple reasons for failure: bad timing, bad product, wrong market or bad distri-

bution. Another founder mentioned that constant worries were sales, funding and finding 

investors.  
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5.3 The founder 

5.3.1 Background & experience 

Cassar (2014) addresses the positive aspects of having previous experience from entre-

preneurial work. In his opinion, it gives the ability to forecast the future of a company, as 

well as evaluate and assess opportunities from a different perspective than less experi-

enced colleagues. The interviewees were all highly academically trained individuals, and 

most had at least two sets of degrees. Only a few had real entrepreneurial experience, but 

all the founders said that they had more or less entrepreneurial personalities. Mitchell et 

al (2004) comments that people with entrepreneurial experience store and use information 

in a more productive way, ultimately leading to more success in business. Some of the 

founders agreed with this statement, saying that having previous entrepreneurial gives 

you an advantage, especially with financial challenges and how to be a lean business. 

Other founders said that having that experience from before does not matter, that it might 

be helpful, but it is more important to have the skills and the knowledge that affects the 

product.  

5.3.2 Success skills 

To clarify, the founders that participated in the study were asked to give their point of 

view on which skills a startup founder needs to possess in order to succeed. The literature 

review does not explicitly mention skills like these, there is an acknowledgement of in-

competent leadership affecting the future of the company negatively and unwavering be-

lief being a positive factor (Krishna et al, 2016) as well as technology skills being a critical 

success factor (Santisteban & Mauricio, 2017). The founders themselves talked about 

skills such as self-awareness, humbleness, persistence and resilience, but also the im-

portance of being willing to take risks and to be able to fail, that failing was necessary in 

order to succeed in the future. This question in the interview guide was meant to illustrate 

the perfect startup founder, but these practical examples are only mirrored in the literature 

review in a minor way, leaving room for suggestions at this point.  
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5.3.3 The Finnish startup scene  

This part is meant to paint a picture of the “unique” Finnish startup scene that one founder 

mentions in his interview. Finland has been distinguished in later years as a highly inno-

vative country, in 2018 Finland claimed 1st place, but had only slipped down to 3rd place 

in 2019 (Business Finland 2018 & 2019). One founder with a lot of past experience men-

tioned that what makes Finland’s startup scene different from e.g. Sweden’s is the will to 

collaborate and help each other. This is echoed by Lancaster (2017), as well as Koiviola 

(2019) that discuss what makes Finland so special as a startup country and what its ad-

vantages are. Another founder highlighted the same by saying that Finland has nowadays 

a strong “pay it forward “culture.  

 

5.4 Summary of discussion 

The findings of this study mirrors to some extent the results from previous studies. The 

literature that the literature review is based on, is primarily fixated upon startups key 

challenges (Giardino et al 2015: Cantamessa et al 2018: Lussier 1995: Teng, Bhatia et 

Anwar 2011: Halabí et Lussier 2014).There are clear connections between empirical ev-

idence and the literature review on the challenges of startups, such as lack of funding, 

team conflicts or difficulties finding the product/market fit. The most problematic nega-

tive factors for startups seem to involve the dimensions finance, product & team.  

The literature review discusses success factors rather briefly (Santisteban et Mauricio 

2017: Sommer et al 2008: Cassar 2014: Krishna et al 2016) but the collected empirical 

evidence mirrored some critical success factors quite clearly, e.g. the importance of an 

experienced team with skilled team members and receiving venture capital. Positive cat-

egories that were not completely echoed in the literature review but had a lot of support 

in the empirical evidence was the importance of the customer and the need to be innova-

tive. 
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6 CONCLUSION 

This study has shown that there are two sides to every story, or in this case, every theme. 

The purpose of this thesis was to explore which success factors and challenges have been 

researched earlier and how these would align with startup founders’ own stories and ex-

periences. The aim was to examine whether there are similar reasons for success and 

failure amongst startup founders – something that would imply that success or failure 

follows a certain pattern. The evidence would suggest that every startup follows a path 

that is individual. There is no “one size fits all” guide to success, but there are elements 

that quite clearly stimulates growth and success. The same applies for failure, there is no 

pattern that fits every startup that goes out of business. 

 

The Finnish startup scene possesses certain positive elements that can be helpful in the 

creation on new Finnish startups. A vivid picture was painted thanks to the empirical 

evidence and was echoed by several other sources. The Finnish scene is known for being 

collaborative and sharing knowledge between companies, and nowadays there is a strong 

“pay it forward” culture amongst startup people. Finns are generally speaking, highly 

educated individuals, and showcase a strong engineer and digital knowledge. 

 

This study found that particularly funding, team and customer were important elements 

for the positive success factors and funding, team and product for the negative failure 

factors. Having funding allowed for all kinds of activities – it gave the startups the nec-

essary means to grow, develop products and innovate. On the other hand, lack of suffi-

cient funding was a serious constraint. Applying for funding was time-consuming and 

difficult and was seen by many as the greatest reason for failure. A startup team with 

members that have past experience, business and technology skills, as well as good lead-

ership within the team have a good foundation for success. For others, an undynamic team 

with different personalities, too many tasks to handle and lack of motivation could lead 

to bigger issues and could in the end lead to failure. The customer element was an im-

portant factor according to the empirical evidence, although this was not echoed in the 

literature review as heavily. Many of the founders implied that being customer-centric 

has a positive effect on success. The last negative element was the product; unlike the 

previous positive element, product issues was represented both in the literature and in the 
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empirical evidence: not finding the product/market fit on time, could lead to lack of fund-

ing and loss of motivation and ultimately lead to failure. It is important to add to this 

discussion what many previous studies have already stated: success or failure is in the 

end caused by many different components; rarely by one. 

6.1 Practical implications 

This study highlights the fact that success or failure is rarely caused by one single com-

ponent, but by several different ones that are either charged positively or negatively so to 

speak. Funding is one of the most important reasons why startups succeed, since it enables 

so many different activities such as marketing, innovation and product development. If a 

startup wishes to be in the growth game, they need to access other enabling elements such 

as a skilled team, past experience and a customer centric product idea. The same applies 

to failure, lack of funding may extensively shorten the runway, but without enabling com-

ponents such as team conflicts or no product/market fit, there could still be a chance to 

survive. 

6.2 Limitations and suggestions for future research 

The purpose of this research was to investigate startups within a certain age range, pref-

erably 3-6 years old and active. Due to difficulties finding willing participants, one inter-

viewee was the odd one out with a primary physical product, his secondary was a tech-

nological product. Furthermore, this company was no longer active. It must also be stated 

that this company had, in its active years made revenue, so it was decided to let this com-

pany participate. Other limitations to the study is its small sample size; six startup found-

ers participated in the study, leaving a lot of information yet to be discovered. This is 

however, generally deemed sufficient for a qualitative study; the purpose is not to gener-

alize. 

 

Success or failure is not achieved over night. For this particular statement, a research that 

involves a longer period of time and several more participants is suggested. A longer 

qualitative study gives room for exploring all the components that come together for a 

success or failure. Another suggestion is to use the same kind of frame used in this study 
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and increase the number of participants to a 100 startup founders. Research with larger 

sample sizes of qualitative interviews could generate interesting results with more accu-

rate data regarding success and failure factors.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1 – INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  
 

1) Background 

a. Tell me about your background, what did you do before you founded com-

pany x? 

b. What inspired you to start your own company?   

c. Did you have any prior experience from startups?  Tell me about that! 

 

2) Life cycle & phases 

a. If you look back at your company’s beginning and its path to the present 

time, which were some of the most the critical phases?  

b. When in the life cycle did they occur?  

c. PROMPT – how did you resolve them?  

d. Have you monitored your path during the startup life cycle? Tell me what 

your phases looked like? 

e. Which were the biggest mistakes that you made during the first phases? 

 

Which of the following categories did it concern: Financial, Product, Market, Team? (Not 

a question, just for author to keep in mind later) 

 

 

3) Predicting Success  

a. Tell me about the preparations made before going live? Was market anal-

ysis made? Or any kinds of analysis? 

i. What kind of predictions did you make for your future? 

 

 

4) Entering the market  

a. Tell me about your market entry process  

b. Into what kind of market did you enter? (New product – exiting market/ 

new product – new market etc) 



 

 

c. Are you familiar with the concept minimum viable product? Did you have 

such a product?  

d. Tell me about how the minimum viable product was tested?  

 

5) Unforeseeable Uncertainty 

a. Did your company have to deal with issues that you could not predict be-

forehand? Tell me about these problems. 

 

 

6) Business model 

a. did you use a certain business model when starting out? 

i. What led you to use this kind of model? / Why did you not have a 

business model?  

b. Did this model focus more on getting to know the customer or getting the 

product to market?  

 

7) Funding/ Growth  

a. How did you perceive funding for startups before starting out? Was this 

an important factor for you?  

b. With what kind of funding has the startup been built? (Bootstrapping, 

crowdfunding, Business angels, venture capital, public sector funding) 

c. Tell me how the company was able to grow? (incubator/accelerator/ven-

ture funding) 

 

 

8) Success 

a. Which do you think are the success factors of your company?  

b. Which factors do you think contribute to a startup’s failure?  

c. What do successful startup in Finland have in common? 

d. Are entrepreneurial skills important for a startup founder? Why/ Why 

not? 

e. Which skills do you think are important for a startup founder to master?  

 



 

 

APPENDIX 2  

THEMATIC ANALYSIS 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 


