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Abstract

One of the major megatrends of the twenty-first century is digitalisation, which is
changing almost every area of the world economy. This change has primarily affected
financial services: mobile platforms, cloud computing, APIs and open- banking
interfaces, advanced analytics, and, more recently, artificial intelligence (Al) and
generative Al have all fundamentally changed communication, transactions, and
obtaining information. From real-time personal finance insights to integrated financial
services within non-bank customer journeys, these technologies promise efficiency,

productivity, and time savings while also creating new opportunities for innovation.

The economics and competitive dynamics of banking are being recast by this change,
which extends beyond consumer touchpoints. While traditional banks manage legacy
constraints, regulatory requirements, and sizable installed customer bases, new
entrants, known as Neobanks and Near-banks, operate with digital-first architectures
and partner ecosystems. The understanding of digital adoption in finance has
significantly improved as a result of earlier research, but there are still significant gaps.
Less is known about how different banks convert digitalisation into different outcomes,
such as how they reorganise value creation, delivery, and capture (Business-model
Canvas), how they quickly operationalise dynamic capabilities (sensing, seizing, and
reconfiguring), how partnerships and ecosystems change competitive pressure
(Porter) and capability access (RBV), and how customer-perceived value—particularly
performance and excitement attributes (Kano)—translates into quantifiable effects on

customer satisfaction and revenue.

In order to fill these gaps, this dissertation examines how business-model innovation
(BMI) is influenced by digitalisation in traditional, neobank, and near-bank banks as
well as how these BMI pathways connect to revenue and customer satisfaction. The
study uses a qualitative, mixed-model approach. A structured guide was used to
conduct expert interviews, and Mayring's qualitative content analysis was used to
compare the results to a category system that included Business-model Innovation,
Customer Satisfaction, Revenue, Strategy & Culture, and Transformation. Pattern
matching is used to test five hypotheses. An actionable agenda that connects digital
investments to customer-visible value, faster execution, and sustainable growth is the

second objective. The first is to determine the ways in which the mechanisms



and drivers of change vary systematically by bank type. The dissertation aims to
provide decision-relevant advice for executives navigating the shift from pilots to
scaled, long-lasting impact, as well as empirically supported insight into how banks

can manage the impact of digitalisation on their business and operating models.

This dissertation's first section consists of a thorough literature review that synthesizes
the body of knowledge regarding Al, digital transformation, customer satisfaction,
business-model innovation, and dynamic capabilities. The theoretical underpinnings
and recurrent themes in earlier studies and practice are identified in this review. The
second part of the study uses expert interviews as a qualitative method to validate
and enrich the findings from the literature. The goal of this exploratory study is to
find implementation strategies, organizational difficulties, success factors, and
practical insights that are frequently absent from scholarly work. The study makes sure
that its conclusions are both theoretically and empirically supported by putting
important hypotheses from the literature to the test in actual banking situations.

Keywords: Banking; Business-model Innovation; Digital Transformation; Dynamic
Capabilities; Neobanks; Near-banks; Customer Satisfaction; Revenue Growth.
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1. CHAPTER 1 - Introduction

Digitalisation has become one of the defining forces reshaping the global banking
industry, fundamentally altering the ways in which financial institutions create, deliver,
and capture value. The proliferation of mobile platforms, cloud technologies, open-
banking architectures, and increasingly sophisticated forms of artificial intelligence has
accelerated customer expectations, intensified competitive pressures, and exposed
structural weaknesses within traditional banks. As financial services become more
seamlessly embedded into everyday digital experiences, the boundaries between
industries blur, and banks must continuously adapt their strategies to remain relevant.
Static or inflexible business-models can no longer meet the pace of change. In this
context, dynamic business-model adjustment emerges as a core strategic capability—
one that directly influences customer satisfaction, operational performance, and long-

term revenue growth.

The transformation of customer behaviour represents one of the most powerful
catalysts of change. Modern banking customers expect convenience, speed,
personalisation, and transparent interactions across digital channels. Their
preferences are shaped not by banks themselves but by digital-native firms such as
technology platforms, e-commerce ecosystems, and fintech innovators that set new
benchmarks for frictionless experience design. Customers no longer judge financial
institutions solely on traditional criteria such as security or trust; instead, they
increasingly prioritise intuitive digital journeys, real-time insights, and tailored product
offerings. Banks that cannot respond to these expectations risk losing relevance, even

if they maintain robust balance sheets or long-standing brand equity.

However, while the industry recognises the need for transformation, academic and
managerial literature offer limited guidance on how banks should operationalise
dynamic business-model adjustment. Research often focuses on isolated
phenomena: digital products, transformation frameworks, customer satisfaction
metrics, or organisational capabilities. What is missing is an integrative view that
connects these dimensions and explains how continuous strategic adaptation can be
practically implemented across different banking archetypes—traditional banks,

neobanks, and near-banks. Moreover, most existing research focuses on singular



bank types, giving little attention to cross-segment comparisons. This fragmentation

represents a significant research gap.

Responding to this gap, this dissertation investigates how business-model
transformation unfolds in practice across different banking models and how these
transformations influence customer satisfaction and revenue outcomes. It does so by
integrating theoretical insights with empirical evidence derived from thirty expert
interviews across three bank categories. Through this mixed-methods design, the
dissertation builds a comprehensive strategic concept that explains how banks can

proactively adapt their business-models in a continuously evolving environment.

Mixed-Methods Research Approach

(Theoretical foundation) (Exploratory research)

Literature Review J { Qualitative Interviews

A

A

Strategic Framework Development
(Validated concept & recommendations)

Figure 1: Overview of the mixed-methods research approach.

Source: Author’s own illustration.



The following three representative banking groups have been defined:
e traditional banks
e neobanks

e near-banks (or fintech-like financial service providers)

The research object comprises senior experts and decision-makers from traditional
banks, neobanks, and near-banks who are involved in business-model
transformation.

To elaborate on the defined banking groups, a number of research questions and
five hypotheses have been defined.

The primary research subject is the overarching enquiry, which is supported by sub-
research regarding the relevant components.

Research subject: How can dynamic business-model adjustments be strategically
implemented in the banking sector to enhance customer satisfaction and drive

sustainable revenue growth?

A. Research on strategic business-model adjustment
e What internal and external drivers are motivating different types of banks to
adapt their business-models?
e What are the key elements and characteristics of dynamic business-model
transformation in the banking sector?
e How do regulatory, technological, and market dynamics shape the strategic
transformation process within each banking group?

B. Research on customer satisfaction
e How do business-model innovations affect customer satisfaction across the
three banking segments?
e What specific customer needs, preferences, or expectations are being
addressed through these business-model changes?
e How do customers perceive the value and trustworthiness of services across

traditional, challenger, and near-banks?

C. Research on revenue growth
e What are the observed or anticipated revenue impacts of business-model
adjustments in each type of bank?



e How do different banking models generate value and monetise digital services?
e What role does customer satisfaction play as a driver of revenue growth in the

context of business-model transformation?

D. Research on implementation and framework
e What are the common challenges and success factors in implementing
strategic business-model adjustments across banking types?
e What practical recommendations can be derived from the findings to support
the successful transformation of business-models in the banking sector?
e How can the research findings be synthesised into a strategic framework
applicable across different banking environments?

To structure the exploratory investigation and guide the analysis of this dissertation,
five key hypotheses were derived from the research questions outlined in the previous
section. Assumed relationships between strategic business-model modifications,
customer satisfaction, and revenue growth in various banking institutions are reflected
in these hypotheses. Although the study mostly uses a qualitative, mixed-methods
approach, the development of hypotheses facilitates an organized, theoretically
informed investigation of trends among near-banks, neobanks, and traditional banks.
By acting as analytical pillars, the hypotheses enable the study to test important
presumptions and produce insights that are both strategically pertinent and empirically
supported. The overall thesis to be evaluated is:

Implementing appropriate and timely adjustments to the components of the
Dynamic business-model in banks can increase a customer satisfaction, which

will ideally result in revenue growth.

The following hypotheses have been defined:

Hypothesis 1: Dynamic business-model adjustment has a significant impact on

improving customer satisfaction and revenue growth in the banking sector.

Reasoning: A business-model generally comprises several components that directly

affect customers. It is assumed that making appropriate and timely adjustments to



these components can promote customer satisfaction, which will ideally result in

revenue growth.

Hypothesis 2: Traditional banks, neobanks, and near-banks differ significantly in

terms of their respective drivers of business-model transformation.

Reasoning: The structural, technological, and client segments that each type of
financial institution operates under influence their strategic priorities and
transformational requirements. Traditional banks are frequently motivated by the need
to update outdated systems, adhere to changing legal requirements, and take
defensive measures in the face of competition. Neobanks, on the other hand, usually
employ proactive innovation tactics that emphasize customer-centricity, agility, and
digital service delivery.

Hypothesis 3: Customer satisfaction improves more noticeably in neobanks and

near-banks after business-model adjustments than it does in traditional banks.

Reasoning: Neobanks and near-banks are generally built on customer-centric, digital-
first models that place an emphasis on quick service delivery, personalization, and
seamless user experiences. They frequently use emerging technologies to directly
address customer pain points in their business-model adjustments. The speed and
impact of transformation on the customer experience, however, may be challenged by
the structural constraints that traditional banks typically face, such as complex
hierarchies, slower decision-making processes, and legacy IT systems. Therefore,
after business-model changes, challenger and near-bank settings are likely to see
more significant and visible customer-centric outcomes, even though traditional banks

may also seek to improve customer satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4: A common set of success factors for implementing dynamic business-
model innovation can be identified for the three banking groups.

Reasoning: All banking groups face similar transformation challenges, including
leadership alignment, technological capability, and customer focus, despite structural



differences. Successful innovation across institutional types is frequently supported by

these common enablers.

Hypothesis 5: Revenue growth in the banking industry is significantly impacted by
dynamic business-model adjustment, with different degrees of impact for traditional

banks, neobanks, and near-banks.

Reasoning: Each type of financial institution reconfigures its business-model in a way
that shapes revenue outcomes. Because of their extensive but established product
portfolios and legacy infrastructures, traditional banks mainly increase revenue
through cross-selling opportunities within their existing client base. Furthermore, they
would improve the profit and loss statement through cost optimisation and efficiency
improvements. Neobanks usually increase their revenue through customer
acquisition, digital innovation, and focused service offerings like buy-now-pay-later or
subscription models. On the other hand, near-banks increase their revenue by utilising
ecosystems and partnerships, introducing supplementary goods and services that
broaden their sources of income. These variations imply that although revenue is
positively impacted by dynamic business-model adjustment for all bank types, the rate
and methods of revenue growth vary.

The objective of the dissertation is therefore twofold: first, to conceptualise a strategic
framework that describes the components and mechanisms of dynamic business-
model adjustment; and second, to validate this framework empirically through
qualitative research based on expert interviews. This strategic concept aims to support
banking leaders in navigating the complexities of digital transformation, enabling them
to shape customer-centric and revenue-generating business-models in an
environment marked by rapid technological advancement, shifting customer

expectations, and intensifying competition from fintech and ecosystem players.

Through its combination of theory and empirical analysis, the dissertation contributes
to academic scholarship by illuminating how business-model innovation is influenced
by dynamic capabilities, customer-value structures, and organisational transformation.

It enriches practice by identifying the specific levers that enable banks to transition
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from reactive adaptation to proactive, strategically grounded business-model

evolution.

2. CHAPTER 2 - Theoretical Background

The theoretical foundation of this dissertation provides an integrated conceptual
perspective on the forces shaping dynamic business-model adjustment in the banking
sector. The chapter synthesises relevant literature across digital transformation,
strategic management, business-model innovation, customer satisfaction theory, and
the evolving role of data and artificial intelligence. By integrating these strands, the
chapter builds a coherent framework that informs the empirical investigation and
supports the analysis of how banks across different archetypes respond to

environmental pressures and technological disruption.

Digitalisation has fundamentally transformed the structural logic of banking.
Historically, banks created value through physical distribution, trust-based
relationships, and high regulatory barriers. However, the rise of digital platforms,
mobile technologies, and open-finance ecosystems has shifted value creation toward
data-driven, customer-centric, and technology-enabled models. The increasing
prevalence of instant payments, embedded finance, algorithmic risk assessment, and
personalised financial insights reflects a broader transition: banking is evolving from a
product-centric to an experience-centric industry in which customer expectations are
shaped less by financial institutions and more by digital-native companies operating

outside the banking sector.

To understand the implications of this shift, it is essential to conceptualise the three
banking archetypes examined in this dissertation: traditional banks, neobanks, and
near-banks.

Traditional banks are characterised by legacy technology landscapes, hierarchical
structures, complex compliance environments, and established customer bases.
These institutions often operate with interdependent core systems and siloed
processes that limit innovation speed. While they benefit from extensive brand equity
and regulatory expertise, their organisational rigidity frequently constrains their ability

to introduce new business-model components or rapidly scale innovations. Their
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transformation journeys are often incremental, driven by operational efficiencies or

compliance requirements rather than disruptive innovation.

Neobanks represent digital-native banking institutions built upon cloud-based,
modular technology stacks. They operate with agile cultures, streamlined processes,
and a strong emphasis on rapid iteration and customer-centric design. Their value
propositions are rooted in convenience, transparency, real-time interaction, and
intuitive user experiences. Neobanks leverage data analytics and machine learning to
anticipate customer behaviours and deliver personalised offerings. Their business-
models are typically platform-oriented, enabling partnerships with fintechs, merchants,

and digital ecosystems.

Near-banks occupy a unique intermediary position. While they do not hold full banking
licences in many cases, they provide financial services such as payments, credit,
wallets, or embedded financial functionality through API-based infrastructures. Their
operations are often integrated into larger digital ecosystems—such as e-commerce,
mobility, or lifestyle platforms—allowing them to distribute financial services within
non-financial customer journeys. Their business-models rely heavily on ecosystem

participation, speed of product development, and scalable digital infrastructures.

The following table summarises the characteristics of the three groups.

Dimension Traditional Banks Neobanks Near Banks

Legal Status Fully licensed Fully licensed Often non-licensed/ partial licenses
Infrastructure Legacy systems, physical branches |Cloud-native, no branches API-based, embedded in platforms
Customer Experience |Mixed (branch + digital) Mobile-first, user-centric Seamless, integrated UX

Innovation Speed Slow to moderate High Very high

Revenue Model Interest, fees, cross-selling Subscriptions, freemium, marketplace |Transaction-based, partnerintegrations
Strategic Focus Defending position, digitization Growth, disruption, differentiation Niche specialization, scalability
Regulatory Complexity |High Mediumto high Low to medium

Table 1: Comparison of the three banking groups.

Source: Author’s own illustration.

These three archetypes face different constraints and opportunities, which shape their
business-model strategies and influence the effectiveness of transformation initiatives.

To analyse these dynamics, the dissertation draws on multiple theoretical frameworks.

At the centre of this theoretical foundation stands the concept of business-model
innovation (BMI). A business-model describes the mechanisms through which an

organisation creates, delivers, and captures value. Business-model innovation
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involves altering these mechanisms to achieve competitive advantage, improve
customer value, or respond to environmental change. While early academic work
treated business-models as static representations, contemporary research
emphasises their dynamic nature. Digital transformation has introduced new business-
model patterns, including platform-based models, ecosystem-oriented models, and

data-driven monetisation structures.

Business model innovation

Start-up Business Model
Transformation

There is no current Existing business model is
business model. changed into another
Greenfield — business
model has to be created

Figure 2: Business-model overview.

Source: Author’s own illustration. Based on Zott and Amit (2010).

Understanding the dynamics behind business-model innovation requires deeper
consideration of internal organisational capabilities. Two influential theoretical lenses
underpin this analysis: the resource-based view (RBV) and dynamic-capabilities
theory (DCT).

The resource-based view argues that competitive advantage derives from valuable,
rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable resources. In banking, such resources include
customer trust, institutional knowledge, regulatory expertise, proprietary data, digital
talent, and innovative technologies. However, RBV’s focus on static resources is

insufficient to explain continuous adaptation in fast-changing industries.

Dynamic-capabilities theory extends RBV by emphasising the organisational
processes that enable companies to sense opportunities and threats, seize them

through timely investment, and reconfigure resources and structures accordingly.
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Teece’s framework is particularly relevant given the rapid evolution of digital
technologies and competitive landscapes in banking. Banks that lack dynamic
capabilities struggle to translate innovation initiatives into meaningful business-model
adjustments or customer-value improvements. Conversely, banks with strong dynamic
capabilities can anticipate customer needs, innovate quickly, and reposition their value
propositions proactively.

Aspect Dynamic Capabilities Theory (Teece, Pisano & Shuen, 1997) Business Model Canvas (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010)
Core Idea Firms achieve sustained competitive advantage by sensing, seizing, Astatic representation of how a business creates, delivers, and
and reconfiguring resources to adapt to environmental change. capturesvalue across nine building blocks.

Structure-oriented, static: what the business looks like at a given

Focus Process-oriented, dynamic: how firms continually adapt over time. point
. . N . _— . Business modeldesign (value proposition, channels, partners,
Level of Analysis Strategic/organizational routines (capabilities, processes, leadership).
cost/revenue structure).
. . . . Present configuration of business elements; can be adjusted
Time Horizon Long-term adaptation and renewal under uncertainty.

iteratively but not inherently dynamic.

Explains how banks adapt to disruption (e.g., PSD2, fintech competition, [Maps out current or target banking models (e.g., value proposition =

Applicationin Banking . L . L " N
Al adoption) by reconfiguring assets, culture, and risk processes. seamless digital CX; revenue streams = fees, lending margins).

Captures agility, learning, and resilience — essential in volatile

Strengths ; Provides clarity, simplicity, and comparability across institutions.
environments.
Weaknesses Abstract, harder to operationalize and measure. Static; does not explain how banks adapt dynamically over time.
Provides the “what” (business design elements). Together they form
Complementarity Provides the “how”(adaptive processes). ( 8 )- Tog ¥

a holistic view of business modelinnovation.

Table 2: Dynamic-capabilities theory vs. business-model canvas.
Source: Author’s own creation, in accordance with Teece, Pisano and Shuen (1997a) and Osterwalder et
al. (2011).

Complementing dynamic-capabilities theory, Porter’'s Five Forces framework provides
a structural analysis of competition within the banking sector. Digital entrants—such
as fintechs, neobanks, and embedded-finance providers—have lowered barriers to
entry by leveraging cloud-native infrastructures and platform-based models.
Substitutes such as payment apps, digital wallets, and consumer-lending platforms
challenge traditional revenue streams. Meanwhile, the bargaining power of customers
has increased due to greater transparency, low switching costs, and abundant
alternatives. This intensifying competitive landscape reinforces the necessity of

business-model innovation.
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Potential new

competitors
Threat from new competitors

Suppliers Buyers (customers)
Negotiating power of the f Negotiating power of the
suppliers U P — - . customers

Substitute products
Threat from substitute
products and services

Figure 3: Porter’s five forces.

Source: Author’s own illustration. Based on Porter (1999).

Customer satisfaction theory represents the next foundational pillar. Traditional
satisfaction drivers—such as trust, reliability, and service quality—still matter, but
digitalisation has expanded the satisfaction construct. Customers now seek seamless
digital experiences, intuitive interfaces, rapid service delivery, and personalised
insights. The Kano model helps distinguish between basic needs, performance
attributes, and excitement attributes. Traditional banks often excel in meeting basic
needs but lag in delivering excitement attributes that differentiate digital experience.
Neobanks and near-banks, in contrast, use digital capabilities to provide innovative
features that create delight and drive stronger satisfaction improvements.

Furthermore, empirical studies highlight the strong link between customer satisfaction
and revenue generation. Customer satisfaction affects retention, cross-selling, loyalty,
and overall share of wallet. In digital environments, satisfaction also drives referral
behaviour, amplifying growth through network effects. Banks that strategically align
business-model innovation with customer-experience design therefore create

reinforcing mechanisms between satisfaction and financial performance.
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Digital ecosystems add another conceptual dimension. Financial services are
increasingly embedded into broader value chains—such as travel, commerce, or
mobility—creating opportunities for banks to participate as orchestrators, partners, or
infrastructure providers. Ecosystem participation changes the scale and economics of
distribution: it enables access to new customer segments, supports new revenue
models, and enhances customer convenience through contextually relevant financial
services. However, ecosystem success requires modular architectures, interoperable
APIs, data-sharing frameworks, and organisational agility—capabilities that differ
significantly across bank types.

Artificial intelligence, including generative Al and emerging agentic Al, represents a
transformative force that cuts across all strategic dimensions. Al enhances risk
assessment, automation, fraud detection, and operational efficiency. More
importantly, it enables hyper-personalisation, predictive modelling, and autonomous
service execution. As Al matures, banks must integrate ethical considerations, data-
governance principles, and explainability frameworks into their transformation

strategies.

Synthesising these theoretical perspectives, the dissertation identifies five
interconnected dimensions that form the conceptual backbone of dynamic business-
model adjustment: business-model innovation, customer satisfaction, revenue
implications, strategic and cultural enablers, and organisational transformation
capability. These dimensions inform the empirical research and the categorisation
framework used in Chapter 3. They also shape the interpretation of findings in Chapter
4 and underpin the strategic concept presented in the conclusion.

By building upon these theoretical foundations, the dissertation positions itself within
a broad academic discourse while offering a coherent and integrated framework for
analysing contemporary business-model evolution in the banking sector. The chapter
concludes by outlining how the upcoming methodological chapter operationalises

these concepts through qualitative inquiry.
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3. CHAPTER 3 — Empirical Research and Analysis

This chapter presents the empirical foundation of the dissertation, detailing the
research design, methodological choices, data-collection procedures, and systematic
evaluation process used to analyse business-model transformation across traditional
banks, neobanks, and near-banks. It outlines how qualitative expert interviews were
conducted, how the categorisation and coding structure was developed based on
Mayring’s content-analysis methodology, and how the findings were derived through
a rigorous multi-stage evaluation process. The purpose of this chapter is to ensure
methodological transparency, demonstrate academic rigour, and establish how
empirical evidence informs the analytical framework and hypotheses testing in
subsequent chapters.

Research Methodology and Rationale

The empirical research is grounded in a qualitative methodology based on semi-
structured expert interviews. Qualitative inquiry is particularly well suited to the study
of business-model transformation, as transformation processes are inherently
complex, dynamic, and context-dependent. Banking institutions differ widely in their
organisational cultures, technological architectures, regulatory environments, and
strategic priorities. Quantitative surveys cannot capture these nuances, whereas
qualitative interviews allow for rich, layered insights into how senior leaders perceive
transformation drivers, strategic challenges, customer expectations, and revenue

implications.

This study draws on principles from grounded theory, particularly in its iterative
approach to discovering themes emerging directly from participant narratives.
However, the research is not a purely inductive grounded-theory project. Instead, it
adopts a hybrid approach that combines grounded-theory principles with the
structured evaluation logic of Mayring’s qualitative content analysis. The theoretical
frameworks presented in Chapter 2—business-model innovation, dynamic
capabilities, customer satisfaction theory, and ecosystem participation—were used to
inform the initial coding structure, while still allowing for inductive development of new
categories where interview data introduced perspectives not yet captured by existing

theory.
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The research objective is not merely to document industry practices but to interpret
them through a theoretical lens and assess their implications for business-model
transformation. To this end, the interviews were specifically designed to elicit insights
from individuals with strategic responsibilities—executives, transformation leaders,
digital innovators, and customer-experience managers—who influence or directly

oversee transformation initiatives within their institutions.

Selection of Interview Participants

A total of thirty expert interviews were conducted, distributed equally across the three
banking archetypes relevant to this dissertation: ten from traditional banks, ten from
neobanks, and ten from near-banks. All participants held senior leadership roles,
including Chief Digital Officers, Heads of Transformation, Strategy Directors,
Innovation Leads, and Customer Experience Executives. Their seniority ensured
access to informed perspectives on strategic decision-making, transformation

initiatives, and organisational performance.

Selection followed a purposive sampling strategy. For traditional banks, participants
were chosen from institutions with legacy core systems, large customer bases, and
extensive regulatory obligations. For neobanks, participants were selected from
digital-first challengers known for agile operations, rapid innovation cycles, and
customer-centric product design. For near-banks, interviewees were drawn from
fintech companies and digital financial service providers that operate adjacent to
traditional banking, often leveraging APIl-based embedded-finance models or platform
partnerships.

Ensuring equal representation across archetypes enabled structured cross-case
comparison, allowing the researcher to identify patterns unique to each bank type as
well as commonalities shared across the industry. Interviewees worked across
multiple regions, including Europe, Asia, and North America, ensuring global breadth

in perspectives while retaining thematic coherence.
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Interview Design and Data Collection

The interviews were conducted over a twelve-month period. Each interview lasted
between 45 and 75 minutes and was held virtually using Microsoft Teams. Before each
session, participants received an interview outline explaining the study’s purpose,
ethical considerations, confidentiality procedures, and data handling processes. All

sessions were recorded with the explicit consent of participants.

The interview guide consisted of seventeen questions structured around five analytical
dimensions: business-model innovation, customer satisfaction, revenue implications,
strategic and cultural enablers, and transformation capability. These questions were
formulated to align closely with the dissertation’s research questions and hypotheses.
They followed a semi-structured narrative approach, providing enough structure to
ensure comparability across interviews while allowing participants to elaborate freely

on their experiences.

The interview guide incorporated both qualitative and quantitative elements.
Participants were asked not only to describe their experiences but also to rate certain
constructs—for example, the effectiveness of transformation initiatives or the strength
of customer satisfaction drivers—on a scale from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high). These
quantitative indicators were later used to identify cross-case patterns and to support
interpretation of qualitative statements.

The narrative flow began with broad topics, such as the nature of transformation within
the participant’s organisation, and then moved toward more specific themes such as
customer expectations, digital channels, ecosystem participation, revenue models,
and organisational culture. This progression encouraged participants to contextualise
their insights, enabling the researcher to trace causal relationships between strategic

decisions and observed outcomes.
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Interview #
# Interview Question Score
1 What are the key internal or external factors that have driven your organization to change its business model in
recent years?

2 How would you rate your institution’s strategic approach to adapting its business model to changing market or |1 = low/unimportant;
technological conditions? 5 = high/important

3 In your view, how do regulatory or compliance requirements influence your ability to transform your business
model?

4 How would you rate your banks ability to respond to customer expectation changes through a business model 1 = low/unimportant;
adjustment? 5 = high/important

5 How have your customers’ expectations changed in recent years, and how has your organization responded to

these changes?

6 What specific innovations or initiatives have had the greatest impact on improving customer satisfaction in your
bank?

7 How do you assess and measure customer satisfaction in the context of recent strategic or digital initiatives?

8 Have the changes in your business model resulted in measurable improvements in revenue or profitability?

9 Can you describe any specific product, service, or digital channel that has significantly contributed to new

revenue generation?

10 In your experience, is there a direct link between customer satisfaction improvements and revenue growth? 1 = low/unimportant;
5 = high/important

11 What have been the main challenges in implementing business model changes in your organization?

12 What critical success factors have enabled your organization to adapt successfully to strategic or digital
transformation?

13 Based on your experience, how would you rate the effectivity of business model adjustments in your bank? 1 = low/unimportant;
5 = high/important

14 How would you rate the influence of internal hierarchies and corporate culture on enabling or hindering strategic |1 = low/unimportant;
change within your organization? 5 = high/important
15 What challenges do you face in scaling your customer base while maintaining personalized services?
16 How does your institution measure customer satisfaction, and how is this data used to inform further
innovation?"
17 Demographic questions (optional)
Company Size
Location

Company type
Job description
Age

Gender

Table 3: Example interview guide.

Source: Author’s own illustration.

Content analysis is a key element of the empirical research in this dissertation. This
practice is defined as the analysis of material which results from any type of
communication. However, in fact, content analysis not only analyses communication,
it also provides insights beyond that (Mollenhauer and Rittelmeyer, 1977),
incorporating formal aspects into the analysis. For example, it is not only the spoken
communication that is part of the analysis, but also the way the person is speaking
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and whether they appear certain and confident or not (Mahl, 1959). Mayring
summarises ‘content analysis’ as follows (Mayring, 2015a):
Content analysis must do as follows:

e Analyse communication

¢ Analyse fixed communication (communication captured on something)

e Proceed systematically

e Proceed in a rule-based manner

e Proceed in a theory-based manner

e Pursue the goal of drawing conclusions about certain aspects of communication

Mayring identifies qualitative research as an essential methodology within content
analysis. According to his third postulate, qualitative research aims to examine a
chosen subject by interpreting the research findings, acknowledging that survey
results may not always be fully transparent. Where there is a lack of transparency,
objectivity, and reliability, a study can benefit from the qualitative evaluation, analysis,
and interpretation of the results.

To strengthen the qualitative research, the core criteria from quantitative research
(objectivity, reliability, and validity) are considered. Objectivity means that the findings
can be checked independently of the researcher’s influence (Mayring, 2015a). In
qualitative studies, subjectivity is recognised as unavoidable, so transparency and
intersubjective understanding are prioritised over its complete exclusion.

For this thesis, the methodology of grounded theory was chosen because the
procedural principles and working principles formulated in this theory have a high
degree of generality. This approach enhanced the relevance of the theory to the
specific subject matter. Grounded theory enables the translation of research data into
practical application. This methodology aligns with the objectives of the study by
deriving theoretical insights directly from empirical data. Grounded theory ensures that
findings are both theoretically sound and practically relevant, producing a framework
directly tied to empirical observations (Stribing, 2021).

As several dimensions of customer behaviour and business-models are examined in
this research work and this gives a certain complexity to the subject matter, the
possibility of an open hypothesis finding should be permitted. This dissertation applies
an open hypothesis approach, with the hypotheses defined at the beginning of the
research, based on the theory, but not treated as rigid yes/no statements. In this
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context, they act as guiding principles to direct the data collection and analysis. This

also means that the hypotheses remain open to modifications, extensions, and even

falsification during the empirical process. Mayring states explicitly that qualitative

content analysis can be conducted with open hypotheses (Mayring, 2015b).

Mayring (2014) proposes a seven-step model for conducting qualitative content

analysis:

1.

Concrete research question. Clearly formulate the research question,
highlighting the relevance to real-world issues and, where possible, explicating

the researcher’s viewpoint.

. Linking to theory. Situate the research question and anticipated interpretation

within relevant theoretical concepts and literature.

Definition of research design. Determine if the study will be explorative (new
categories formed inductively), descriptive (existing theory informs categories),

correlational, or causal.

Sampling strategy. Justify the selection and size of the sample — be it

interviews, documents, or other materials.

Data-collection and -analysis methods. Justify the use of QCA. Develop and
— crucially — pilot test the category system, using inductive and/or deductive

processes.

Processing and presenting results. Analyse the data, apply the category
system (with iteration, if necessary), and clearly present results referencing the

research question.

Discussion of quality criteria: Reflect critically on the quality of the analysis
in terms of objectivity, reliability, and validity, recognising the specificities of the
qualitative research.
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Mayring details several analytic strategies:

Summarising Content Analysis. This reduces material to core content,

preserving essential information and structure.

Inductive-Category Formation. Categories are developed directly from the

material, allowing context-specific interpretations.

Deductive-Category Application. Categories are derived from theory and
then systematically applied to the data.

Structural and Contextual Techniques. Formal structuring, content
structuring, and broad/narrow context analyses can all be used based on study
needs.

Mixed and iterative approaches: Several analytic techniques can be
combined and iterated as needed.

Mayring emphasises the importance of classic quality criteria (objectivity, reliability,

validity), but adapts them for qualitative research:

Pilot testing of the category system enhances reliability.
Rule-guided coding ensures transparency and replicability.

Inter-coder agreement can be used to boost objectivity, though strict
independence is often not expected in qualitative research.
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Data Collection Methods

Following data collection, each interview was transcribed using Microsoft Teams’
automated transcription feature. The transcripts were then manually verified and
corrected by the researcher. Manual review served several crucial functions: it
ensured accuracy of language, eliminated typographical errors, preserved contextual
details such as pauses or emphases, and allowed the researcher to revisit tone and

sentiment—a critical advantage in qualitative interpretation.

The verified transcripts constituted the raw data for analysis and were imported into a
structured evaluation environment. Each transcript was read multiple times to
familiarise the researcher with emerging themes, patterns, and potential analytical

relationships.

Analytical Framework and Coding Procedure

The evaluation process followed Mayring’s systematic content-analysis methodology,
which unfolds in several stages: open coding, axial coding, and selective coding.

Open Coding
The evaluation of the qualitatively collected data was facilitated by coding. For this

purpose, the interview recordings were evaluated individually and coded in three steps
(Figure 4).

> Open Coding >> Axial Coding \) Selective Coding \/>

Figure 4: Three-step coding process.

Source: Author’s own illustration. Based on Hussy, Schreier, and Echterhoff (2013).

Open coding formed the initial analytical stage. Each transcript was examined line by
line, and every meaningful statement related to the dissertation’s research questions
was assigned a descriptive code. During this stage, no attempt was made to group or
categorise codes; rather, the goal was to capture the full breadth of insights, including:

e Transformation barriers
e Technological drivers

e Customer satisfaction levers
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e Revenue impact mechanisms
e Cultural and organisational dynamics

e External pressures such as regulation or competition

Open coding resulted in a large set of initial codes reflecting diverse perspectives and
organisational realities.

Axial Coding

The second stage, axial coding, involved grouping related codes into broader thematic
categories. Codes relating to similar concepts—such as “speed of innovation”, “agile
delivery”, and “ability to prototype”—were consolidated under transformation
capability. Statements concerning customer trust, personalisation, and digital
expectations were merged into customer-satisfaction drivers. This process enabled
the creation of a coherent category structure that captured both the depth and diversity

of the qualitative material.

The axial coding process also relied on Mayring’s inductive category formation, which
allows categories to evolve as new insights emerge. Thus, categories were refined
iteratively and sometimes redefined to better reflect participant narratives.

Selective Coding

Selective coding constituted the final analytical stage. It involved identifying the central
themes most relevant to answering the research questions and evaluating
hypotheses. At this stage, the analysis focused on uncovering overarching patterns
across bank types, identifying causal relationships, and determining which
transformation drivers and barriers were most critical. Selective coding also
highlighted convergence and divergence across traditional banks, neobanks, and

near-banks.
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Category Structure and Analytical Dimensions

The final category framework combined deductive and inductive elements. Initially,

five high-level analytical dimensions were defined deductively, based on theory and

hypotheses:

The categories were built deductively based on the identified research gap, research

questions, and hypotheses, with a willingness to apply the inductive approach if

required to ensure empirical richness. The categories built for this dissertation are

listed below.

Categories Subcategories

Business-Model Innovation

Products and services

Channels

Partnerships and ecosystems

Technology transformation

Customer Satisfaction

Convenience and speed

Personalisation

Loyalty and retention

Innovation and excitement

Revenue

Revenue diversification

Profitability challenges

Efficiency gains

Strategy and Culture

Leadership, vision and approach

Talent and skill

Change management

Customer-centric culture

Transformation

Change drivers

Success factors

Barriers and challenges

Speed of execution

Table 4: Categories and subcategories.

Source: Author’s own illustration.
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Each dimension included multiple subcategories described in the table above.

As coding progressed, several inductive subcategories emerged, such as Al
governance considerations, ethics and transparency, or ecosystem orchestration
roles. These additions enriched the analytical depth and ensured that the category

framework remained grounded in empirical realities.

Each thematic unit was assigned a quantitative rating from 1 to 5, allowing measurable
contrast between the perspectives of different bank types. These ratings were not
used for statistical inference but served to support comparative analysis.

Based on the coding principles, defined categories, and subcategories, the following
example is given to illustrate the linkage between the transcript and the categories.
Transcript (illustrative):

‘We realised customers were unhappy with the long account opening times. That's

why we automated the KYC process, which helped us speed up onboarding and keep

customers from leaving.’

Coding process

Transcript Excerpt Category ‘ Subcategory

‘Customers were dissatisfied with long | Customer Convenience &

account opening times.’ Satisfaction Speed

‘We automated the KYC process.’ Business-Model Technology
Innovation Transformation

‘This helped us keep customers from | Customer Loyalty and

leaving.’ Satisfaction Retention

Table 5: Coding-process example.

Source: Author’s own illustration.
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Methodological Integrity

The research design adheres to high standards of qualitative rigour. Data triangulation,

systematic coding, transparency in category formation, and iterative comparison

ensured the reliability and validity of results. The multi-stage coding process also

ensured that empirical insights were consistently aligned with theoretical constructs

while retaining the richness of participant perspectives.

This methodological structure provides a strong empirical foundation for the findings

and critical analysis presented in Chapter 4. The following chapter uses the

categorisation framework to compare perceptions of business-model transformation

across bank types, evaluate hypotheses, and derive strategic recommendations.

The following integrated framework concludes the chapter 3:

Research Hypothesis Interview Questions Category Subcategories
Question
RQ1: How can | H1: Dynamic | Q2: How would you rate your institution’s | Business- BMI: Products &
dynamic business-model strategic flexibility in adapting to these | Model Services,
business-model adjustment has a | changes? Innovation, Channels,
adjustments be | significant impact | Q4: How would you rate your bank’s ability to | Customer Revenue
strategically on improving | respond to technological advancements | Satisfaction, Models,
implemented in | customer compared to competitors? | Revenue Partnerships,
the banking | satisfaction and | Q6: What specific innovations or initiatives Technology
sector to | revenue growth in | have you introduced to address customer CS: Trust,
enhance the banking sector. | needs? Convenience,
customer Q8: Have the changes in your business- Personalisation,
satisfaction and model resulted in measurable improvements Innovation,
revenue growth? in customer satisfaction? Loyalty
Q9: Can you describe any specific product, Revenue: New
service, or channel innovation that had the Streams,
greatest effect on customer loyalty? Efficiency,
Q10: In your experience, is there a direct link Diversification,
between business-model innovation and Profitability
revenue growth?
RQ2: What | H2: Traditional | Q1: What are the key internal or external | Transformation | Change Drivers
internal and | banks, neobanks, | factors that have driven your bank’s (Regulation,
external drivers | and  near-banks | business-model changes in recent years? Technology,
are motivating | differ significantly | Q3: In your view, how do regulatory or Customer
different types of | in terms of their | compliance requirements affect your ability to Demand,
bank to adapt | respective drivers | innovate? Competition),
their business- | of business-model | Q5: How have your customers’ expectations Bank Type
models? transformation. changed in recent years, and how has your Differences

bank responded?
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RQ3: How do | H3: Customer | Q7: How do you assess and measure | Customer Trust & Security,
business-model | satisfaction customer satisfaction within your institution? | Satisfaction Convenience &
innovations improves more | Q8: Have the changes in your business- Speed,
affect customer | noticeably  after | model resulted in measurable improvements Personalisation,
satisfaction business-model in customer satisfaction? Innovation 'Wow
across different | adjustments in | Q9: Can you describe any specific product, Effects’, Loyalty
banking neobanks and | service, or channel innovation that had the & Retention
segments? near-banks than in | greatest effect on customer loyalty?
traditional banks. Q15: What challenges do you face in scaling
your customer-centric initiatives across the
organisation?
Q16: How does your institution measure
customer satisfaction and integrate feedback
into strategic decisions?
RQ5: What | H4: A common set | Q11: What have been the main challenges in | Strategy & | Strategy &
success factors | of success factors | implementing business-model innovations at | Culture, Culture:
can be identified | for implementing | your bank? | Transformation | Leadership, Risk
across all three | dynamic business- | Q12: What critical success factors have Appetite, Talent,
banking groups | model innovation | enabled you to successfully implement Change
for implementing | can be identified | business-model changes? Management
dynamic across all three | Q13: Based on your experience, how would Customer-
business-model banking groups. you rate the importance of partnerships and Centric Culture
innovation? collaborations (e.g., fintech, technology Transformation:
providers) in driving innovation? Barriers,
Q14: How would you rate the role of internal Success
hierarchy and culture in facilitating or Factors,
hindering transformation? Implementation
Cross-cutting / | (applies to all Hs) Q17: Demographic questions (bank type, | Transformation | Bank-Type
Contextual role, years of experience). (structuring Differences
dimension) (Traditional,

Neobank, Near-
Bank)

Table 6: Integrated Framework.

Source: Author’s own illustration.
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4. CHAPTER 4 - Research findings, critical analysis and recommendations

This chapter presents the empirical findings derived from the thirty expert interviews
and integrates them into the conceptual framework developed earlier. It begins by
examining findings for each banking archetype individually, followed by a cross-case
synthesis and comparison across the five analytical dimensions developed in the
categorisation framework: business-model innovation, customer satisfaction, revenue
implications, strategy and culture, and transformation capability. Numerical scores
based on the interview data (1-5 scale) are incorporated throughout to illustrate the
magnitude of differences between bank types. The chapter then evaluates the

hypotheses and concludes with recommendations for action.

Individual Evaluation per Bank Type

Traditional Banks

The following results have been derived from an analysis of the empirical research
data. These results relate to bank type 1 (i.e., traditional banks). The results have been
coded on a scale from 1-5, where 1 indicates either a low intensity in the
category/subcategory or a fundamental disagreement. The maximum achievable
score per category is 5.

The results for traditional banks range from 2.8 to 3.7, with the revenue category being
the lowest and the business-model innovation category the highest. The categories of
customer satisfaction, strategy and culture, and transformation are relatively
consistent, ranging between 3.1 and 3.5. The overall picture suggests that traditional
banks are in a sense ‘stuck in the middle’. While there is a stronger push with regards
to business-model innovation, the categories of revenue, strategy and culture,
customer satisfaction, and transformation are lacking. None of the categories is
showing a strong push towards the maximum score of 5, due to the interdependencies
between the categories.
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Traditional Bank overview

Customer Satisfaction 5.0
3.5
5.0
. 5.0
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

m Max. Score = Traditional Bank

Figure 5: Results — traditional banks, across all categories.
Source: Author’s own illustration.

Overall, traditional banks are showing a strong focus on optimising their omnichannel,
with an emphasis on efficiency. While technology transformation is seen as important,
the speed of executing a transformation is scored relatively low. Due to their relatively
high levels of customer loyalty and retention, as well as their customer-centric cultures,
they have been able to protect and even defend their business-model and market
share. In a nutshell, traditional banks have a defensive strategy, clearly not playing
offensively against their competitors and disruptors.
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Traditional Bank overview

Technology Transformation | .2
Products and services | 3.2
Partnerships and Ecosyster I .5
Channels | 4.8
Personalization I 3.0
Loyality and retention | .
Innovation and Excitement | 25

Customer Satisfaction  Business Model Innovation

Convinience and Speed I 52
Revenue Diversification - | 24

Revenue

Profitabilty Challenges G 2.6
Efficiency gains I 5.7
Talent & Skils I 3.7
Leadership, vision and approach I 3.0
Customer-centric culture I 4.0

Strategy and Culture

Change Management - | .
success factors | 3.0
Speed of exeouion - I 3.5
Change drivers | 3.7

Transformation

Barriers and Challenges [ 3.0

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0

Figure 6: Results — traditional banks, across all categories and subcategories.
Source: Author’s own illustration.

Neobanks

The resulting scores range from 3.3 to 4.1. The revenue category is the lowest-scoring
category, with 3.3, while the categories of business-model innovation, customer
satisfaction, and transformation scored the highest, with 4.1. The strategy-and-culture
category scored 3.4.

The overall picture shows that neobanks, as a group, have a clear tendency with
regards to business-model innovation, a strong focus on customer satisfaction, and a
transformation approach. The revenue category scored relatively low. This could be
because neobanks typically have a strong focus on a set of products and avoid
unnecessarily broadening their product-and-services offering. The similarities
between the levels of business-model innovation, customer satisfaction, and

transformation demonstrate a correlation between these categories.
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Neobank overview

Business Model Innovation - 5.0
Customer Satisfaction - 5.0
Strategy and Culture t 5.0

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

= Max. Score mNeobank

Figure 7: Results — neobanks, across all categories.
Source: Author’s own illustration.

Overall, neobanks are showing a strong muscle in their driving of fast-paced
transformation. The high velocity of transformation has revealed some gaps in the
ability to drive personalisation, as well as a gap in long-term vision and leadership.
Focused on their core banking-products, neobanks are not making significant attempts
to broaden their products and services. The nature of their business (i.e., being fully
digital) allows them to focus less on profitability and efficiency and more on customer
centricity, innovation, and excitement. This context underpins the offensive, fast-paced
strategy of neobanks, addressing customer needs. Neobanks address certain

customer needs and, to some degree, act as trendsetters.
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Neobank overview

Technology Transformation | 4.4
Products and Services I 3.8

Partnerships & Ecosystems I 4.0

Business Model
Innovation

Channels | 4.3

Personalization (I 3.7

Loyalty and retention |G 4.3

Innovation and Excitment | 4.3

Customer Satisfaction

Convenience and Speed | 4.1
Efficiency gains I 3.0

Revenue Diversification | I 3.8

Revenue

Profitability Challenges G 2. 1
Talent and Skils I 4.0
Leadership, vision and approach | 3.1

Customer-centric culture | 4.2

Strategy and Culture

Change Management | 4.5
success factors | I 4.0
Speed of execution |G 4.5

Change drivers (I 3.7

Transformation

Barriers and Challenges | 4.3

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0

Figure 8: Results — traditional banks, across all categories and subcategories.
Source: Author’s own illustration.

Near-Banks

The resulting scores range from 3.7 to 4.3. The revenue category is the lowest scoring,
with 3.7, while strategy and culture scored the highest, with 4.3. Business-model
innovation, customer satisfaction, and transformation all scored at the same level, 4.2.
The overall picture shows that near-banks, as a group, have a clear tendency with
regards to business-model innovation, a strong focus on customer satisfaction, and
an enabling strategy and culture that drive transformation at scale. The revenue
category scored relatively low. This could be because near-banks typically have a
strong focus on their platform and ecosystem and avoid unnecessarily broadening
their product and service offerings. The matching scores for business-model
innovation, customer satisfaction, and transformation demonstrate a correlation

between these categories.
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Near-Bank overview

Business Model Innovation 42 5.0

Customer Satisfaction 49 5.0

5.0
Revenue 3.7

Strategy and Culture 43 5.0

Transformation 5.0

4.2

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

mMax. Score mNear-Bank

Figure 9: Results — near-banks, across all categories.
Source: Author’s own illustration.

Overall, near-banks demonstrate the strong muscle needed to drive fast-paced
technology transformation. One key driver of this fast pace is the partnerships and
ecosystem they are leveraging, which allow every partner to focus on their respective
core-competency. This facilitates the combination of the best capabilities. The high
speed of transformation has revealed some gaps in the ability to drive personalisation,
though there has been growth in innovation and excitement. The platform approach
has involved a strong push in terms of products and services to further broaden their
offerings and increase the value-chain coverage ratio. The nature of this business (i.e.,
being fully digital) allows them to focus less on profitability and efficiency and more on
customer centricity, convenience, and speed. While speed of execution is key for near-
banks, barriers and challenges are a dominant subcategory — and regulatory and
ecosystem orchestration tend to fall into this. This underpins the offensive, fast-paced,
technology-centric strategy of near-banks, addressing customer needs at speed and

acting as trendsetters by combining the best capabilities on a single platform.
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Near-Bank overview

Technology Transformation I 4.3
Products and Services I 4.3
Partnerships & Ecosystems | mm— 4.1

Business Model
Innovation

Channels I 4.3
Personalisation I 3.8
Loyalty and retention I 4.3
Innovation and excitement I 4.5

Customer
Satisfaction

Convenience and Speed I 4.3
Efficiency gains I 1.0
Revenue Diversification I 3.8

Revenue

Profitability Challenges G 2.5
Talent and Skills G 3.0
Leadership, vision and approach I 4.5
Customer-Centric Culture I 4.0

Strategy and Culture

Change Management I 4.0
Success factors I 4.0
Speed of execution GG 4.3
Change drivers I 3.5

Transformation

Barriers and Challenge:s | mm— 4.6

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 25 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0

Figure 10: Results — near-banks, across all categories and subcategories.
Source: Author’s own illustration.

The analysis of all five dimensions (business-model innovation, customer satisfaction,
revenue, strategy and culture, and transformation) revealed that traditional banks
scored lowest of the three in every dimension. Neobanks and near-banks scored
similarly in relation to transformation, business-model innovation, and customer
satisfaction. Some differences were evident in strategy and vision, as well as in the
revenue category. Near-banks scored the highest in all five categories, compared to
the other bank types. Neobanks scored second highest. Overall, there were no real
strengths or strong expressions visible for traditional banks. The results demonstrate
that traditional banks are ‘stuck in the middle’ and in a defensive mode vis-a-vis the
disrupters, while the neobanks and near-banks are overperforming in all categories.
The traditional banks appear to be almost intimidated by neobanks and near-banks.
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Group comparison on category level across all bak types

The following graphs shows the scores across all three bank types and all categories:

Group comparison on category level across all bank types

~&—Traditional Bank ~==@==Neobank Near-Bank
Transformation

Business Model Innovation Strategy and Culture

Customer Satisfaction Revenue

Figure 11: Group comparison on category level, across all bank types.

Source: Author’s own illustration.

The next section provides an overview by subcategory.

Overall synthesis for the subcategory business-model innovation:

o Traditional banks innovate cautiously, focusing on technology upgrades and

incremental product changes, limited by regulation and legacy systems.

o Neobanks place equal weight on all four subcategories, using tech, products,
and partnerships to differentiate, but developing primarily through a customer-

first digital channel.

o Near-banks are the most balanced across all dimensions, highlighting
that ecosystem orchestration requires all four levers to work together. Their
strength lies in visionary leadership and partnerships, making them the most

‘holistic’ innovators.
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The three bank types differ in terms of business-model innovation not only
in degree (traditional banks lower, neobanks and near-banks higher) but also
in nature:

« Traditional banks = defensive, cost driven
o Neobanks = customer-driven, digital-first

o Near-banks = ecosystem-driven, partnership-first

Subcategories of Business Model Innovation

emTraditional Bank — e=====Neobank Near-banks

Channels
5.0

Technology Transformation Partnerships and Ecosystem

Products and services

Figure 12: Subcategories of business-model innovation.

Source: Author’s own illustration.
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Overall synthesis for the subcategory customer satisfaction:

A consistent pattern was observed, with traditional banks relying on trust and stability;
neobanks excelling in speed, loyalty, and innovation; and near-banks thriving on
embedding services into their ecosystem. Personalisation remains a challenge for all
three types, particularly for traditional banks. All three bank types benefit from relatively
high levels of loyalty and retention, though the underlying drivers are different. Platform
stickiness is the key strategy for near-banks, while neobanks focus on community,
rewards, and recurring engagements. Lastly, traditional banks still rely on personal

relationships with customers.

Subcategories of Customer Satisfaction

e Tr aditional Bank — e==Neobank Near-banks

Convinience and Speed

5.0

4.5

Personalization Innovationand Excitement

Loyality and retention

Figure 13: Subcategories of customer satisfaction.

Source: Author’s own illustration.
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Overall synthesis for the subcategory revenue:

Overall, the revenue category saw low scores across all three dimensions and for all
three bank types. The efficiency-gains subcategory was striking though, with
traditional banks attaining the highest score. Profitability challenges were scored
higher for neobanks and near-banks. The other notable scores were for revenue
diversification, where near-banks scored particularly low.

Subcategories of revenue

e Traditional Bank Neobank Near-banks

Efficiency gains

5.0

45

Revenue Diversification Profitability Challenges

Figure 14: Subcategories of revenue.

Source: Author’s own illustration.

Overall synthesis for the subcateqgory strateqy and culture:

The strategy-and-culture category paints a quite diverse picture for all subcategories
and bank types. The subcategory of change management revealed significant
differences, with traditional banks scoring the lowest and neobanks the highest. The

subcategory of customer-centric culture was scored similarly for all bank types. While
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traditional banks and near-banks were almost identical in this respect, neobanks
slightly outperformed them. With regards to leadership, vision, and approach,
traditional banks and neobanks were almost at the same level, while near-banks
significantly outperformed them both. In the talent-and-skills category, near-banks
scored the lowest, followed by traditional banks. Leading in this subcategory was the
neobanks.

Subcategories of Strategy and Culture

e Traditional Bank Neobank Near-banks

Change Management
5.0

Talent & Skills Customer-centricculture

Leadership, visionandapproach

Figure 15: Subcategories of strategy and culture.

Source: Author’s own illustration.

The category of transformation revealed a relatively consistent picture for neobanks
and near-banks, with some differences in the subcategories. Traditional banks had the
lowest score in all subcategories, except for change drivers, where they scored almost
the same as neobanks.
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Subcategories of Transformation

e Traditional Bank — e====Neobank

success factors

Figure 16: Subcategories of transformation.
Source: Author’s own illustration.

Barriers and Challenges

5.0

Speed of execution

e N €@ r-ba nks

Change drivers
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Hypothesis Evaluation

Consistency /
(Literature — Em|

terature review (theol ased assessment)

Verdict: Supported (with nuance) Verdict: Supported Consistency: High.
Theory logic: Key evidence: « Direction and mechanisms match theory
» Dynamic Capabilities « CS (avg): Traditional 3.5; Neobank 4.1; Near-bank 4.2 (digital-first models capture larger Customer
(sensing-seizing-reconfiguring) and BMC (Value (moderate—high, aligned with BMI intensity). satisfaction/revenue lift).
Proposition, Channels, Partners, Key Resources)
predict that targeted BMI elevates customer « Innovation & Excitement (CS subcategory): Neobanks 4.3; Near  + Empirics add nuance rarely stressed in
satisfaction (CS) and stimulates revenue via banks 4.5; Partnerships & Ecosystems (BMI): Neobanks 4.0; Near literature: Traditional banks’ business model
acquisition, retention and cross-sell. banks 4.1. innovation (BMI) often improves customer
satisfaction (CS) indirectly through efficiency;
. . . « Kano: Performance and especially Excitement « Products & Services (BMI): Trad 3.2; Neobanks 3.8; Near banks Neobanks show a growth—profitability tension;
Hypothesis 1: Dynamic business  attriputes (e.g., instant onboarding, predictive 4.3. Revenue diversification: Traditional banks 2.4 vs. Neo-/Near ~ Near-banks grow via ecosystem depth more
model adjustment has a significant  jnsjgnts) create non-linear CS gains. banks 3.8. than product breadth.

impact on improving customer
satisfaction and revenue growth in the . Ry | eadership, data/analytics, digital talent and ~ + Technology transformation — efficiency (Traditional banks) vs.  Conclusion: Literature and evidence

banking sector agile culture function as VRIN resources enabling  convenience/speed (Neo-/Near banks). Execution speed: converge on the BMI—CS/Revenue link, with
sustained BMI effects. Traditional 3.6; Neobanks 4.5; Near banks 4.3. bank-type pathways differing.
Boundary notes: Effects should be strongest in
digital-first models; incumbent gains are more Mechanism observed:
incremental/efficiency-led. « Traditional: cost/efficiency upgrades defensively stabilise
satisfaction.

+ Neobank: feature velocity + User experience raise CS directly
and drive growth.

+ Near-bank: embedded journeys + partner leverage scale CS &
revenue via ecosystems.

Verdict: Strongly supported Verdict: Supported Consistency: Full.

Theory logic: Key evidence: « Evidence confirms theory's heterogeneity
« Porter/Five Forces and AIFOM imply « Driver intensity similar in score (Traditional banks 3.7; Neobanks  claim and adds a methodological caution:
heterogeneous drivers: Traditional — 3.7; Near banks 3.5), but composition differs markedly. similar ‘intensity’ scores can mask very
regulation/compliance + legacy constraints; different driver mixes.

Hypothesis 2: The drivers of busines: Neobank — customer expectations + technology + + Traditional banks: regulation, cost pressure, legacy IT; Neobank: Implication: Transformation roadmaps must be
rivalry; Near-bank — ecosystem/partner dynamics  customer demand + tech; Near bank: partner alignment, external  bank-type-specific, tied to the dominant driver

+ platform economics. shocks (e.g., COVID). composition.

« DCT: different loci of ‘sensing’ across types « Consequence: locus of control and speed vary (regulator-driven

(regulator vs. customer vs. partner). vs. customer-driven vs. partner-dependent).

Verdict: Supported Verdict: Supported Consistency: High, with nuance.

Theory logic: Key evidence: « Confirms larger CS gains in Neobanks/Near

ol " .+ Kano: ‘Excitement’ factors and frictionless journeys « Customer Satisfaction (avg): Neobank 4.1; Near bank 4.2 > banks. Nuance: personalisation in Neobanks

Hypothesis 3: Customer satisfaction
imypproves more noticeably in should generate disproportionate CS gains in digital Traditional bank 3.5. (~3.7) lags other CS drivers, yet aggregate CS
neobanks and near banks after contexts. « Execution speed: Neobank 4.5; Near bank 4.3 > Traditional bank  remains higher, suggesting convenience,
business model adjustments than in 3.6 (speed acts as amplifier). transparency and excitement can compensate
traditional banks « DCT/CX: agility and rapid iteration amplify CS uplift; « Traditional banks' improvements valued but incremental in the short-run.

diffusion theory expects earlier adoption and (channels/efficiency) relative to Neobanks/Near banks ‘wow’

stronger perceived value among digital-native users. experiences i.e., delighters.

Verdict: Supported (with nuance) Verdict: Partially supported Consistency: Partial.

Theory logic: Key evidence: « Both literature and evidence identify common
Hypothesis 4: A common set of « RBV/DCT: shared themes (leadership vision, « Success-factor scores: Traditional bank 3.0; Neobank 4.0; Near  factors; empirics highlight **equifinality**:
success factors can be identified customer-centric culture, digital/agile capabilities) bank 4.0 (themes recur but maturity/weight differ). different configurations yield similar outcomes.
across all three banking groups for  should underpin transformation, but embodimentis  + Near bank excels in ecosystem orchestration (leadership/partner
implementing dynamic business path-dependent (legacy, governance, resource playbooks) yet shows lower in-house talent dependence; Neobank « Disagreement is not directional but
model innovation endowments). strong in agile culture/talent but leadership vision appears more configurational—relative weights and

tactical; Traditional shows governance commitment but is micro-foundations differ by bank type.

constrained by IT/culture.

Verdict: Supported Verdict: Supported Consistency: Full.
Hypothesis 5: Dynamic business Theory logic: Key evidence: « Literature and empirical findings both show
model adjustment has a significant « BMC (revenue streams, products/services), RBV  + Revenue diversification: Traditional 2.4, Neobank 3.0, Near-bank revenue growth is positively linked to BMI, with
impact on improving revenue growth (resourc§§ for mor?elisatu.).n), gnd DCT.(seizing 1.0. Prt?ducls & services: Tr.adi(ional 3.2, Neoba‘nk .3.8, Ne‘ar-bank varying magnitudes across bank types.
in the banking sector, with varying opportunities) predict positive impact. Literature 4.3. Evidence shows defensive revenue strategies in Traditional,
levels of impact across Traditional expects differences: Traditional = modest/stabilising, innovation-led growth in Neobank, and strongest diversification in

Neobank = moderate via innovation, Near-bank = Near-bank.

banks, Neobanks, and Near-banks. N
strongest via ecosystems.

Table 7: Hypotheses examination combined, literature review, and empirical research.

Source: Author’s own illustration.
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Recommendations for Action

For Traditional Banks

o Prioritise core-system modernisation.
o Strengthen agile delivery models and cultural transformation.
« Shift focus from incremental digitisation to holistic business-model redesign.

For Neobanks

« Improve profitability and risk-management capabilities.
o Expand ecosystem partnerships and diversify revenue streams.

« Balance innovation velocity with operational sustainability.

For Near-Banks

o Consolidate their ecosystem roles and ensure regulatory robustness.
o Strengthen governance structures for scalability.
 Expand embedded-finance use cases into additional verticals.

Across all institutions, customer-centric design, leadership commitment, modular
architectures, data-driven decision-making, and cultural agility are essential enablers
of dynamic business-model adjustment.

5. CHAPTER 5 - Conclusion and Implications

This dissertation set out to investigate how dynamic business-model adjustments can
be strategically implemented in the banking sector to enhance customer satisfaction
and enable sustainable revenue growth. By combining a comprehensive theoretical
foundation with qualitative insights from thirty expert interviews across traditional
banks, neobanks, and near-banks, the study provides a nuanced understanding of the
mechanisms that drive transformation and the factors that differentiate successful

innovators from those struggling to adapt.

The research demonstrates that banks operate in an environment defined by
continuous and multifaceted change. Digital technologies, evolving customer

expectations, regulatory developments, and increasing competitive pressure from
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fintechs and digital ecosystems compel financial institutions to rethink the strategic
logic of their business-models. Business-model transformation is therefore no longer
a discretionary or periodic activity; it has become an organisational imperative that

determines long-term relevance and competitiveness.

The findings reveal significant differences in how banking archetypes approach
transformation. Traditional banks possess strong institutional foundations, including
brand trust, regulatory expertise, and established customer bases. Yet their ability to
implement dynamic business-model adjustments is constrained by deeply embedded
legacy systems, hierarchical organisational structures, and risk-averse cultures. Their
transformation efforts tend to focus on operational stability and incremental
improvement, which produces limited benefits for customer satisfaction or revenue
diversification. While traditional institutions recognise the need for innovation, they
often struggle to convert conceptual intent into practical, scalable business-model
change.

Neobanks, by contrast, show high levels of transformation readiness and capability.
Their digital-native architectures, agile working models, and customer-centric design
philosophies allow them to innovate rapidly, experiment continuously, and deliver
compelling digital experiences. Their strength lies in anticipating customer needs,
designing intuitive and personalised services, and deploying new propositions quickly.
However, neobanks face challenges related to financial sustainability, including
competitive pressure, narrow monetisation models, and the need to develop more
robust risk- and compliance-management capabilities as they scale. Their long-term
success will depend on balancing innovation-driven growth with disciplined

operational execution.

Near-banks represent a distinctive category that combines innovation agility with
strong revenue potential. Operating at the intersection of finance and digital
ecosystems, these institutions provide embedded financial services integrated into
broader customer journeys. Their business-model logic enables them to reach
customers in contextually relevant environments and distribute services at scale with
low marginal cost. As a result, near-banks are well positioned to generate new and

diversified revenue streams. Nevertheless, they must manage regulatory complexities
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and carefully govern their ecosystem partnerships to ensure transparency, security,
and strategic alignment.

Across all three archetypes, the findings underscore the critical role of dynamic
capabilities in enabling business-model transformation. Institutions must develop the
ability to sense emerging opportunities, seize them through timely resource
deployment, and reconfigure internal structures to support strategic change.
Traditional banks often struggle across all three capability dimensions, while neobanks
excel in sensing and seizing but must strengthen reconfiguration as they mature. Near-
banks demonstrate strong performance across these capabilities, particularly in

leveraging external ecosystem relationships to enhance internal innovation.

Customer satisfaction emerges as a central driver of strategic transformation.
Customers increasingly expect seamless digital experiences, personalised insights,
real-time services, and integrated journeys that transcend traditional banking
boundaries. Institutions that prioritise digital convenience, intuitive design, and
contextual value creation show stronger satisfaction outcomes. The research confirms
that business-model adjustments focused on customer-centric innovation—rather
than purely operational improvements—have meaningful impact on satisfaction and
loyalty. Furthermore, customer satisfaction acts as a mediator between business-
model innovation and revenue growth, illustrating the interdependence of experience

quality and commercial performance.

From a managerial perspective, several implications arise. First, banks must adopt a
holistic approach to transformation. Technology upgrades alone are insufficient;
effective transformation requires alignment of strategy, culture, governance, talent,
and customer-experience design. Leadership commitment is essential to break down
organisational silos, encourage cross-functional collaboration, and foster a culture of
innovation. Second, banks must embrace modular and cloud-based architectures that
support agility, interoperability, and ecosystem participation. Third, customer-centricity
must evolve beyond traditional satisfaction metrics and incorporate predictive

analytics, behavioural insights, and continuous journey optimisation.

The dissertation also offers implications for regulators. As financial services

increasingly converge with broader digital ecosystems, regulatory frameworks must
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evolve to ensure consumer protection while enabling responsible innovation. Near-
banks and embedded-finance providers operate in a complex regulatory interface that
requires clarity and adaptability to support sustainable growth.

Academically, the dissertation contributes new empirical insights by comparing
transformation pathways across traditional banks, neobanks, and near-banks. It
extends business-model innovation literature by integrating dynamic capabilities,
customer-satisfaction theory, and digital-ecosystem concepts into a multidimensional
analytical framework. It also enriches understanding of near-banks, a segment that
has received limited scholarly attention despite its growing influence on financial

services.

The study has several limitations. Its qualitative design, while rich in depth, does not
allow for statistical generalisation. The findings reflect the perspectives of senior
leaders and therefore may not capture operational viewpoints or internal variation
within institutions. Additionally, given the rapid evolution of digital technologies and
market conditions, the findings represent a moment in time; future developments in
artificial intelligence, agentic Al, regulatory structures, or consumer behaviour may

shift the dynamics observed in this research.

These limitations point toward future research opportunities. Quantitative studies
could measure the impact of specific business-model adjustments on financial and
customer outcomes across larger datasets. Longitudinal studies could examine
transformation trajectories over time. Comparative research across regions or
regulatory regimes could illuminate contextual factors shaping transformation
success. Finally, dedicated inquiry into agentic Al and autonomous financial services

could reveal how emerging technologies will redefine future business-model logic.

In conclusion, the dissertation demonstrates that dynamic business-model adjustment
is essential for banks seeking to thrive in an environment of continuous disruption.
Institutions must build the capabilities, structures, and cultural foundations required to
innovate proactively, deliver superior customer experiences, and achieve sustainable
revenue growth. The strategic concept developed in this dissertation provides a
comprehensive, empirically grounded framework to guide banking leaders in
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designing future-ready business-models that reflect the realities of a rapidly

transforming financial landscape.

48



Dissertation Contributions

This dissertation makes a focused set of theoretical as well as methodological and
applied contributions to research and practice in the area of banking transformation.
In line with academic conventions and the scope of the study, the contributions are
deliberately limited to the most significant aspects that are directly supported by the

conceptual framework and empirical findings.
Theoretical Contributions

Dynamic business-model adjustment as a continuous process

This dissertation contributes to the literature by conceptualising dynamic business-
model adjustment in banking as a continuous, capability-driven strategic process,

rather than as a one-off or purely episodic transformation activity.

Linking dynamic capabilities to business-model elements in banking

The study contributes to existing theory by relating dynamic capabilities—sensing,
seizing, and reconfiguring—to concrete business-model elements in the banking
context, thereby extending their applicability to regulated and legacy-intensive

environments.

A holistic perspective on banking transformation

The dissertation develops and empirically supports a multi-dimensional transformation
framework that integrates business-model innovation, customer satisfaction, digital
transformation, and strategic and cultural enablers, offering a more holistic view of

transformation dynamics in banking.
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Methodological and Applied Contributions

Comparative insights across banking archetypes

From an empirical perspective, the dissertation offers comparative insights into
transformation patterns across traditional banks, neobanks, and near-banks,

highlighting both shared challenges and archetype-specific differences.

Archetype-based framework for structured comparison

By organising empirical insights into a coherent, category-based structure, the study
provides a comparative analytical framework that can be used to assess competitive

advantages and disadvantages across banking archetypes in a systematic way.

Application of qualitative content analysis to banking transformation

Methodologically, the dissertation demonstrates how Mayring’s qualitative content
analysis can be combined with grounded-theory principles to examine complex
transformation processes in the banking sector in a transparent and replicable

manner.

Practical guidance for operationalising transformation

In addition to its academic contributions, the dissertation offers empirically grounded
insights into how banks can translate transformation concepts into practice, thereby
supporting executives and transformation leaders in addressing common

implementation challenges.
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