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Disruption innovation (DI) as a process, has been addressed recently in the literature 

(Kumaraswamy et al., 2018). So far it is understood that companies disrupting and 

pioneering business models imply time (Snihur et al., 2018), and adaptation to other 

variables that influence the process, like the ecosystem particularities (Shazad et al., 

2015), the incumbent’s resilience (Cozzolino et al., 2018), and the collaboration 



 

strategies (O’Reilly and Binns, 2019). Lately, Palmié (2020) determined three evolution 

stages for DI, finding that entrants at the early stage start to grow faster and gain 

legitimacy. The disruptor growth is due to its exploitation and adaptation capabilities 

(Ozalp et al., 2018), that prevails at that pace until the end of the second stage (Palmié et 

al., 2020).  

Most of this literature  is incumbent oriented focusing on how they can benefit from 

newcomers and compete with them (Christensen et al., 2018; Kammerlander et al., 2018). 

Previous scholars have analyzed the entrant perspective (Ozalp et al., 2018; Zietsma et 

al., 2018), finding that disruptors play different roles to face ecosystem tensions to re-

define their entrepreneurial journeys (Shazad et al., 2015), but the disruptor’s effort 

involved is still blurred (Yu and Hang, 2011). For instance, Berglund (2017) claims on 

more entrepreneurial action understandings on the disruptor’s changes over the process, 

especially within its ecosystem particularities (Palmié et al., 2020). These claims are 

especially important, considering the DI role for economic growth  (Hart and 

Christensen, 2002), and poverty reduction (Corsi and Di Minin, 2014; Si et al., 2015). 

The goal of the presented research is  to understand what entrepreneurs do to speed up the 

evolution process in the first’s stages. We designed a case-based study (Goffin et al., 

2019) around four startups that could be ideal candidates for DI, following a rigorous 

selection on the business model characteristics (Cozzolino et al., 2018; Hang et al., 2015; 

Yu and Hang, 2011), and their current position within the industry (Palmié et al., 2020; 

Renard and Hallam, 2018; Snihur et al., 2018).  

Our findings suggest, that, in early stage’s, startups change their innovation process 

thanks to an adaptation of practices coming from entrepreneurial methods and their 



 

competitor’s practices, that is strongly influenced by the founder background. Lter, they 

speed up the innovation process to compete aggressively for market share and venture 

capitalists. However, this second step is taken twofold: First, by adding or substituting 

some practices from methods with a higher experimental activity; and secondly by going 

out of the line, resulting with the creation of an organic and faster methodology that 

represents low cost.  

We conclude with an identification of disruptor’s practices during the process evolution 

within different industries. This research present theoretical and managerial 

contributions. We contribute tothe disruptor dilemma literature  by reducing the gap 

between theory and practice through entrepreneurial action lens.  The managerial 

contribution is given to entrepreneurs, to provide future guide in practical execution.  
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