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Abstract 

Business plans and investment pitches organize strategic intentions and projected economic 

outcomes, but neither instrument independently establishes that the organization presenting the proposal 

possesses the capability to execute it. Business-planning research reports a generally positive 

relationship between planning and performance while also showing that context moderates that 

relationship (Brinckmann et al., 2010). The distinction establishes the central premise of this article: a 

plan can be useful without constituting evidence that the organization behind it is ready for investment. 

Entrepreneurial forecasting adds a second concern because forward-looking claims can reflect 

optimism as well as analysis. Cassar (2010) documented overoptimism among nascent entrepreneurs 

concerning venture operation, sales, and employment expectations. Consequently, projected revenue, 

customer growth, employment, expansion, or profitability should be treated as propositions requiring 

evidence rather than as self-validating outcomes. 

Investor research independently supports the need to examine execution rather than presentation 

alone. Carpentier and Suret (2015) found that market and execution risks were important in angel-

investment rejection decisions, while Croce et al. (2017) demonstrated that screening criteria change 

across stages of venture evaluation. These findings show that investment judgment already extends 

beyond the attractiveness of the written opportunity. 

Organizational-readiness scholarship provides the theoretical bridge between strategic intention and 

implementation capability. Weiner (2009) conceptualized readiness through shared commitment and 

collective efficacy, while Weiner et al. (2008) and Shea et al. (2014) demonstrated the importance of 

clearer conceptualization and measurement. This literature supports examining whether an organization 

possesses the human, structural, and resource conditions necessary to execute a proposed strategy. 

This article integrates these streams to develop the Rethink Business Model (RBM) as a 

preimplementation diagnostic framework. RBM evaluates Leadership Alignment, Communication, 

Accountability, Business Acumen, Systems Integration, and Organizational Sustainability through 

internal and external evidence, claim-to-evidence comparison, break-even execution readiness, critical-

risk identification, and five decision outcomes: Go, Conditional Go, Pilot, Hold, and Rethink/No-Go. 

The framework is not presented as a deterministic predictor of business success. Instead, it is 

positioned as a structured diagnostic for identifying discoverable preinvestment weaknesses before they 

become costly postinvestment failures. A sequential program of instrument construction, mixed-methods 

data collection, validation, implementation, reassessment, and longitudinal outcome testing is therefore 
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specified as the pathway through which RBM can develop from a conceptual diagnostic framework into 

an empirically tested assessment instrument. 
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1. Introduction 

Nti (2026) introduced the Rethink Business Model (RBM) as a multisource diagnostic framework 

for preimplementation organizational readiness. The original RBM framework developed by Nti consists 

of six interconnected diagnostic dimensions: Leadership Alignment, Communication, Accountability, 

Business Acumen, Systems Integration, and Organizational Sustainability. The present study does not 

attribute the origin of RBM to the external theories reviewed in this manuscript; rather, it extends Nti’s 

original framework into the specific context of diagnosing business plans and investment pitches before 

capital commitment. 

Business planning remains a central practice in entrepreneurship because it translates an opportunity 

into strategic, operational, market, and financial propositions. Brinckmann et al. (2010) found that 

business planning is positively associated with performance overall, but the magnitude and usefulness 

of planning vary by organizational and environmental context. The evidence therefore supports planning 

as a valuable managerial process while rejecting the stronger inference that the existence of a plan proves 

that a venture can execute what the plan describes. 

The distinction between planning and readiness becomes consequential when a plan is used to obtain 

capital. An investor does not finance prose, tables, or slides in isolation; capital is ultimately exposed to 

an organization that must convert those representations into operating performance. Cassar (2010) 

demonstrated that entrepreneurial expectations can be systematically optimistic, which means that 

coherent forecasts can still exceed subsequent outcomes. This evidence creates a need to separate the 

quality of the proposition from the readiness of the organization presenting it. 

Investment research confirms that sophisticated evaluation already considers more than opportunity 

attractiveness. Carpentier and Suret (2015) identified market and execution risk as important reasons for 

rejecting proposals, and Croce et al. (2017) showed that angel-investment criteria differ across evaluation 

stages. The implication is that execution is a distinct object of judgment. RBM formalizes that judgment 

by asking whether organizational evidence supports the execution requirements embedded in a plan or 

pitch. 

Organizational-readiness theory further clarifies why intention cannot substitute for capability. 

Weiner (2009) distinguished collective commitment from collective efficacy and linked implementation 

capability to task demands, resources, and situational factors. An organization can therefore desire a 

strategic outcome without possessing the coordinated capability to produce it. RBM transfers this insight 

into the preinvestment context by diagnosing readiness before capital commitment rather than after 

implementation problems emerge. 
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Nti’s (2026) six original RBM dimensions organize this diagnosis around Leadership Alignment, 

Communication, Accountability, Business Acumen, Systems Integration, and Organizational 

Sustainability. These dimensions are not presented as independent virtues; they operate as interconnected 

conditions that influence whether the enterprise can convert capital into the activities promised by the 

business plan. Systems thinking reinforces this interdependence by emphasizing relationships among 

organizational components rather than isolated strengths (Senge, 2006). 

The article therefore develops RBM as a diagnostic layer between business presentation and 

investment decision. The logical sequence is Business Plan or Pitch, Material Claims, Execution 

Requirements, RBM Evidence Examination, Critical-Risk and Break-Even Readiness, and Investment 

Determination. Establishing this sequence requires first examining how business planning, investor 

evaluation, and readiness assessment developed historically and why their convergence creates the 

contemporary diagnostic problem. 
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2. Historical Development and Background 

Modern business planning developed from broader managerial efforts to reduce uncertainty before 

committing resources. Strategic planning, budgeting, feasibility studies, market analysis, and financial 

forecasting each offered mechanisms for converting uncertain future activity into analyzable 

propositions. As entrepreneurship became increasingly connected to external financing, the business 

plan evolved into a principal communication instrument through which founders explained 

opportunities, resources, markets, management, and anticipated returns. 

The growth of venture capital and angel investing expanded the evaluation process beyond the 

written plan. Investors developed staged screening, management meetings, due diligence, reference 

checking, financial analysis, and negotiated investment terms because a document alone could not 

resolve uncertainty concerning the venture. Carpentier and Suret (2015) empirically demonstrated that 

angel investors reject proposals for reasons involving both market and execution risk, showing that 

organizational capability became an important component of investment judgment. 

Croce et al. (2017) further showed that evaluation criteria are not static across the investment 

process. Using a large sample of ventures seeking angel financing, their research demonstrated that 

investors apply different criteria during pre-screening, screening, and due diligence. This staged pattern 

is important for RBM because it establishes that investment readiness is progressively examined rather 

than determined by one persuasive presentation. RBM can therefore be understood as a structured 

addition to this historical movement toward deeper precommitment evaluation. 

A parallel history occurred in organizational-change research. Early readiness studies used varied 

definitions and instruments, creating conceptual inconsistency. Weiner et al. (2008) reviewed the 

readiness literature and identified substantial ambiguity as well as limited evidence concerning the 

reliability and validity of many instruments. The historical lesson is that readiness cannot be responsibly 

assessed through loosely defined questions or intuitive judgment alone. 

Weiner (2009) responded to that problem with a theory of organizational readiness emphasizing 

shared commitment and collective efficacy, while Shea et al. (2014) developed and psychometrically 

assessed a theory-based measure. Miake-Lye et al. (2020) later found continuing heterogeneity across 

readiness assessments and emphasized the challenge of connecting broad readiness constructs to 

scenario-specific implementation factors. These developments show that readiness assessment becomes 

more useful when it is theoretically grounded and contextually operationalized. 
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RBM emerges at the intersection of these histories. Business planning created a structured 

representation of the opportunity; investor due diligence recognized the need to look behind that 

representation; and readiness scholarship developed methods for examining implementation capability. 

RBM integrates these developments around a specific unresolved decision: whether the organization 

behind a business plan demonstrates sufficient evidence of integrated readiness to justify exposing 

capital to the strategy it proposes. 
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3. Social and Economic Context of the Problem 

Investment decisions have consequences that extend beyond the founder and capital provider. A 

financed venture may create employment obligations, supplier relationships, leases, debt, technology 

commitments, community expectations, and public-sector incentives. When organizational weaknesses 

remain undiscovered until after capital is committed, the resulting losses can therefore spread across a 

network of stakeholders rather than remain confined to one balance sheet. 

Entrepreneurial optimism has a socially productive side because persistence under uncertainty can 

support innovation and venture creation. However, Cassar (2010) showed that nascent entrepreneurs can 

overestimate future operating outcomes. The evidence indicates that optimism and rigorous evaluation 

must coexist. A diagnostic framework should therefore protect entrepreneurial initiative without treating 

founder conviction as equivalent to organizational evidence. 

The social importance of this distinction is particularly visible when households or small investors 

commit resources they cannot easily replace. A persuasive pitch can create confidence through narratives 

of growth, social impact, technology, or market disruption, yet those narratives do not reveal whether 

the organization has aligned leadership, reliable communication, accountable execution, viable 

economics, integrated systems, or resilience. RBM addresses this asymmetry by requiring evidence 

behind the promise. 

Lenders and public development institutions face a related problem because unsuccessful 

investments may involve more than equity loss. Loan defaults, abandoned projects, underutilized 

facilities, or failed subsidized initiatives can create broader economic costs. Investor research showing 

the importance of execution risk (Carpentier & Suret, 2015) therefore has relevance beyond private angel 

investing. Execution readiness is a legitimate concern wherever capital is allocated on the expectation 

of future organizational performance. 

The organizational consequences also matter. When capital enters an unready enterprise, the funding 

itself can accelerate weaknesses by increasing hiring, spending, customer commitments, technology 

complexity, or geographic expansion before governance and systems mature. Systems thinking suggests 

that growth can amplify interactions among weak components rather than simply enlarge successful ones 

(Senge, 2006). Preinvestment diagnosis can therefore function as a preventative intervention rather than 

merely a rejection mechanism. 

The social and economic context consequently reframes RBM as a protection and improvement 

framework. Its objective is not to discourage investment but to identify correctable weaknesses before 
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those weaknesses are financed at scale. This context leads to a precise research problem: current planning 

and evaluation practices provide important information, but they do not by themselves create one 

integrated diagnostic of the organization behind the plan. 

  



Rethink Business Model (RBM) | Dr. Osei Nti | Scholarly Manuscript 

4. Problem Statement 

The central problem is that business plans and investment pitches can communicate projected 

outcomes without independently establishing whether the organization possesses the multidimensional 

readiness required to achieve them. Brinckmann et al. (2010) demonstrated that planning can contribute 

to performance while remaining dependent upon context. A plan therefore provides structured intention 

but cannot, by its existence alone, establish execution capability. 

Entrepreneurial forecasting intensifies this problem because numerical precision can create an 

appearance of certainty that exceeds the underlying evidence. Cassar (2010) found systematic 

overoptimism in nascent entrepreneurs' expectations. Consequently, revenue forecasts, customer targets, 

hiring projections, and expansion plans may be mathematically coherent while remaining 

organizationally unsupported. The problem is therefore not simply poor forecasting; it is the absence of 

a systematic bridge between forecast requirements and organizational evidence. 

Investor studies identify execution risk as a real decision criterion, but execution assessment remains 

distributed across judgment, screening, meetings, and due diligence rather than organized through one 

common six-dimensional diagnostic. Carpentier and Suret (2015) showed that execution risk contributes 

to proposal rejection, while Croce et al. (2017) demonstrated stage-specific evaluation. These findings 

establish the importance of execution without resolving how organizational readiness should be 

consistently diagnosed. 

Readiness scholarship provides relevant constructs but also reveals limitations in measurement 

transfer. Weiner et al. (2008) documented conceptual and psychometric weaknesses across readiness 

instruments, and Miake-Lye et al. (2020) found continuing heterogeneity and context specificity. A 

generic readiness questionnaire therefore cannot simply be relabeled as an investment diagnostic. The 

business-plan context requires direct linkage among claims, economic thresholds, organizational 

evidence, external conditions, and capital risk. 

The unresolved problem is thus an integration problem. Planning research, forecasting research, 

investor evaluation, financial analysis, readiness theory, and systems thinking each illuminate part of the 

investment decision, but no single one of these streams determines whether the organization behind a 

particular plan is ready to execute the proposition being financed. RBM addresses this gap by integrating 

those requirements through six dimensions and a claim-to-evidence method. 

The problem statement consequently supports a bounded scholarly claim. RBM is not asserted to 

predict business success at this stage. It is developed to determine whether discoverable evidence 
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supports execution readiness before investment. This distinction guides the purpose of the study and 

prevents the framework from promising certainty that can only be established, if at all, through later 

longitudinal validation. 
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5. Purpose of the Study 

The conceptual object being extended in this study is Nti’s (2026) original Rethink Business Model. 

Accordingly, the purpose is not to construct the six RBM dimensions from prior literature as though they 

were derived from other scholars. The purpose is to operationalize, support, and empirically prepare 

Nti’s existing six-dimensional framework for a new preinvestment diagnostic application. 

The primary purpose of this study is to develop RBM as a structured preimplementation diagnostic 

framework for evaluating the organizational readiness underlying business plans and investment pitches. 

The framework shifts attention from whether a proposal is persuasive to whether the enterprise 

demonstrates evidence supporting the execution requirements embedded in that proposal. 

A second purpose is to operationalize the six RBM dimensions as diagnostic criteria. Leadership 

Alignment, Communication, Accountability, Business Acumen, Systems Integration, and 

Organizational Sustainability must each be connected to observable evidence rather than treated as 

descriptive headings. This operationalization is necessary if RBM is to progress from a conceptual model 

into an assessment instrument. 

A third purpose is to integrate internal and external readiness. Weiner (2009) emphasized that 

implementation capability is influenced by task demands, resources, and situational factors, while 

Brinckmann et al. (2010) demonstrated contextual moderation in the planning-performance relationship. 

RBM therefore evaluates not only the organization but also the external conditions that can support or 

contradict its execution claims. 

A fourth purpose is to connect financial thresholds to organizational capability. Break-even analysis 

identifies the economic activity required to cover relevant costs (Shim & Siegel, 2012), but the 

calculation does not establish that an organization can reach that activity level. RBM therefore treats 

break-even as an execution-readiness threshold whose organizational requirements must be evidenced 

across the six dimensions. 

A fifth purpose is to establish a summative decision structure that translates diagnosis into action. 

The proposed classifications of Go, Conditional Go, Pilot, Hold, and Rethink/No-Go provide 

differentiated responses to varying evidence conditions. These classifications are designed to support 

investment judgment without making unsupported claims that a favorable classification guarantees 

future success. 

The final purpose is methodological: to specify how RBM should be empirically tested. Framework 

development must be followed by instrument construction, pilot data collection, psychometric and inter-
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rater validation, mixed-methods explanation, implementation testing, and longitudinal outcome research. 

This pathway establishes the basis for the research questions that guide the framework's development. 
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6. Research Questions 

Research Question 1 asks how the six RBM dimensions can be operationalized as criteria for 

diagnosing the organizational readiness underlying a business plan or investment pitch. This question 

responds directly to readiness scholarship demonstrating that conceptual clarity and measurement quality 

are necessary for useful assessment (Weiner et al., 2008; Shea et al., 2014). 

Research Question 2 asks how internal and external evidence can be integrated to determine whether 

material business-plan claims are sufficiently supported for preinvestment decision-making. This 

question reflects the contextual nature of both planning effectiveness and implementation capability 

(Brinckmann et al., 2010; Weiner, 2009). 

Research Question 3 asks how break-even requirements can be incorporated as execution-readiness 

thresholds rather than accepted solely as projected financial outcomes. Cost-volume-profit analysis 

establishes the economic threshold (Shim & Siegel, 2012), while RBM examines whether the 

organization possesses the coordinated capability to reach it. 

Research Question 4 asks how critical diagnostic findings can be translated into consistent Go, 

Conditional Go, Pilot, Hold, or Rethink/No-Go decisions. The question recognizes that not all 

deficiencies have equal materiality and that severe legal, liquidity, governance, systems, or economic 

weaknesses may need to override favorable average scores. 

Research Question 5 asks what empirical validation procedures are required before RBM can 

support stronger claims concerning its relationship with subsequent business outcomes. Shea et al. 

(2014) illustrates the methodological rigor required for readiness measurement, while Miake-Lye et al. 

(2020) demonstrates why context-sensitive validation remains necessary. 

Together, the research questions move logically from construct definition to evidence integration, 

financial threshold analysis, decision classification, and validation. This sequence prevents the 

framework from jumping from theory to investment recommendation without an explicit measurement 

and evidence pathway. 
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7. Significance of the Study 

For entrepreneurship scholarship, the study distinguishes business-plan quality from organizational 

readiness. Brinckmann et al. (2010) demonstrated that planning is useful but context-dependent, while 

Cassar (2010) showed that entrepreneurial expectations can be optimistic. RBM integrates these findings 

by treating the plan as an input to diagnosis rather than the final evidence of viability. 

For investors, the study provides a structured organizational lens for a problem already visible in 

investment research. Carpentier and Suret (2015) found that execution risk matters in rejection decisions. 

RBM seeks to make that concern more traceable by connecting execution risk to six defined dimensions 

and explicit evidence requirements. 

For lenders and development agencies, RBM may provide a disciplined way to distinguish ventures 

that require rejection from ventures that require intervention before funding. A Conditional Go, Pilot, or 

Hold classification can identify correctable deficiencies without forcing a binary fund-or-reject decision. 

This can improve capital discipline while preserving potentially valuable opportunities. 

For organizational leaders, the framework turns preinvestment diagnosis into a developmental 

process. Weaknesses in alignment, communication, accountability, commercial understanding, systems, 

or sustainability can be assigned to owners and corrected before scale magnifies them. The framework 

therefore has managerial value even when no external investor is involved. 

For measurement scholarship, the study responds to the continuing challenge identified by Weiner 

et al. (2008) and Miake-Lye et al. (2020): readiness constructs require clearer operationalization and 

context-sensitive assessment. RBM contributes a specific application context—business-plan and 

investment-pitch diagnosis—while acknowledging that validation must precede predictive claims. 

The study's broader significance lies in shifting attention from postfailure explanation to 

precommitment diagnosis. Instead of asking only why a financed venture later failed, RBM asks which 

weaknesses were discoverable before capital was committed and whether those weaknesses could have 

been corrected, tested, or used to alter the investment decision. 
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8. Literature Review 

The literature review is organized thematically so that each stream establishes one component of the 

diagnostic problem and links logically to the next. The review does not treat prior scholarship as if it 

created RBM; instead, it identifies evidence that supports the need for the framework and clarifies the 

original integrative contribution. 

8.1 Business Planning and Venture Performance 

Business planning is often treated as either indispensable or unnecessarily rigid, but empirical 

evidence supports a more nuanced conclusion. Brinckmann et al. (2010) found a positive planning-

performance relationship overall while demonstrating that context changes the strength of that 

relationship. This finding establishes planning as useful without making it a sufficient condition for 

success. 

The performance value of planning can arise because planning forces managers to clarify objectives, 

resources, markets, and implementation assumptions. Yet these benefits concern the planning process 

rather than proof that the resulting assumptions are correct. RBM preserves the value of planning while 

separating the document's organizing function from the organization's execution readiness. 

Contextual moderation is particularly important for new ventures because uncertainty is higher and 

historical evidence is limited. Brinckmann et al. (2010) found differences related to firm newness and 

cultural context. This suggests that the same planning practice may not have identical implications across 

ventures, reinforcing the need for a diagnostic that examines the specific organization and environment. 

A business plan also performs a communication function with investors and lenders. That function 

can improve clarity, but it can also compress uncertainty into persuasive forecasts. The plan therefore 

serves as a map of claims that RBM can test rather than as an endpoint of evaluation. 

From an RBM perspective, planning quality and readiness should be treated as related but distinct 

constructs. A weak plan may make readiness difficult to evaluate because claims are unclear, while a 

strong plan may make claims easier to diagnose without proving that the organization can deliver them. 

This distinction prevents document quality from becoming a proxy for execution capability. 

The literature therefore supports the first synthesis proposition: planning is valuable, but a business 

plan is not sufficient evidence of readiness. This proposition creates the need to examine how 

entrepreneurial cognition can influence the forecasts contained within the plan. 
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8.2 Entrepreneurial Forecasting, Optimism, and Projection Risk 

Entrepreneurial action requires judgment under uncertainty, making forecasts unavoidable. Cassar 

(2010) found that nascent entrepreneurs were overly optimistic about venture emergence and later 

operating outcomes. This evidence establishes that forecast error can reflect systematic cognitive 

tendencies rather than random calculation mistakes. 

Optimism can have functional value because founders often need persistence to overcome 

uncertainty, rejection, and resource constraints. However, the same optimism can become problematic 

when external investors interpret founder expectations as objective evidence. RBM therefore does not 

attempt to eliminate optimism; it separates conviction from substantiation. 

Cassar (2010) also found that preparation of projected financial statements was associated with more 

optimistic sales forecasts. This finding is especially important because formal financial modeling can 

create an appearance of analytical rigor. A projection can be carefully calculated while its underlying 

customer, price, conversion, or cost assumptions remain weakly evidenced. 

RBM addresses projection risk through claim-to-evidence analysis. Rather than asking whether 

management believes a sales target is achievable, the diagnostic identifies what must occur operationally 

for the target to be reached and then examines evidence for those requirements. This converts optimism 

from an unobservable psychological concern into an evidence problem. 

The diagnostic approach also protects founders. If a projection is unsupported, RBM can classify 

the weakness as correctable rather than automatically rejecting the venture. A pilot, revised pricing test, 

customer-validation study, or systems intervention can generate stronger evidence before full 

investment. 

The forecasting literature therefore supports the second synthesis proposition: forward-looking 

numbers should be treated as hypotheses about organizational performance until evidence supports the 

capabilities required to produce them. Investor decision research then shows how execution concerns 

enter actual capital-allocation decisions. 

8.3 Investment Pitches and Investor Decision-Making 

Investment pitches translate complex ventures into concise narratives designed to obtain attention 

and capital. Because the format rewards clarity and persuasion, pitches necessarily simplify uncertainty. 

Investor research demonstrates that experienced evaluators compensate by examining risk factors 

beyond the presentation itself. 
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Carpentier and Suret (2015) found that angel-group members' rejection decisions frequently 

involved market and execution risk. This evidence directly supports RBM's focus because it shows that 

execution capability is not a theoretical concern invented by the framework; it is already a material factor 

in real investment decisions. 

Croce et al. (2017) further demonstrated that business angel groups use different criteria at different 

stages of evaluation. Early screening can eliminate obviously unsuitable opportunities, while later due 

diligence examines deeper evidence. This staged structure indicates that the information needed for final 

commitment differs from the information needed to generate initial interest. 

RBM can be positioned within the deeper stages of evaluation because its purpose is not to 

determine whether a pitch deserves attention. It examines whether the organization behind an investment 

proposition is sufficiently ready to execute the strategy. The framework therefore complements rather 

than replaces opportunity screening. 

Investor judgment can nevertheless vary among individuals, creating inconsistency in how 

execution risk is interpreted. A structured RBM diagnostic can improve traceability by documenting 

which dimension produced a concern, what evidence supported the concern, and how the finding affected 

the decision. This does not eliminate judgment but makes it more transparent. 

The investor literature therefore supports the third synthesis proposition: capital providers already 

care about execution risk, but RBM can make that concern more systematic by linking it to defined 

organizational evidence. Organizational-readiness literature provides the theoretical constructs needed 

to deepen that assessment. 

8.4 Organizational Readiness 

Organizational readiness concerns whether members and systems are prepared to implement change 

or a new course of action. Weiner et al. (2008) found substantial variation in how readiness had been 

conceptualized and measured, revealing that the construct was widely used without consistent theoretical 

precision. 

Weiner (2009) advanced the field by distinguishing shared change commitment from shared change 

efficacy. Commitment concerns the collective resolve to pursue implementation, while efficacy concerns 

collective belief in the capability to perform the required tasks. This distinction is directly relevant to 

investment because an organization can be enthusiastic about growth while lacking the capability to 

execute it. 



Rethink Business Model (RBM) | Dr. Osei Nti | Scholarly Manuscript 

Resource availability and situational factors also influence implementation capability in Weiner's 

model. This means readiness is not purely psychological. Staffing, time, systems, knowledge, financing, 

and external constraints can materially affect whether a strategy is executable. RBM incorporates these 

conditions through its internal and external evidence structure. 

Shea et al. (2014) demonstrated the importance of psychometric assessment when converting 

readiness theory into a practical measure. Their work reinforces the principle that RBM cannot become 

a credible instrument merely by listing six dimensions. Items, scoring anchors, factor structure, 

reliability, and validity must be empirically examined. 

Miake-Lye et al. (2020) found continuing heterogeneity across readiness assessments and 

emphasized the need to connect broad constructs with scenario-specific factors. Investment diagnosis is 

one such scenario. A business plan contains financial, market, operational, and strategic claims that 

require evidence beyond generic willingness to change. 

The readiness literature therefore supports the fourth synthesis proposition: execution capability is 

distinct from intention and must be measured in context. RBM's six dimensions provide the proposed 

investment-specific context, beginning with Leadership Alignment. 

8.5 Leadership Alignment 

Leadership Alignment concerns whether those responsible for directing the enterprise share a 

sufficiently coherent understanding of the strategy being financed. Weiner's (2009) emphasis on shared 

commitment supports the proposition that implementation is weakened when collective resolve is 

fragmented. RBM applies this logic to strategic and capital decisions. 

A unified business plan can conceal leadership disagreement because documents often present one 

official narrative. Executives may nevertheless disagree about target markets, acceptable risk, use of 

funds, timing, hiring, or expansion priorities. Such disagreement matters because implementation 

requires repeated resource decisions after the investment is made. 

RBM therefore seeks observable evidence of alignment rather than relying upon declarations of 

unity. Board minutes, approved budgets, role definitions, strategic priorities, executive interviews, and 

decision histories can reveal whether leadership behavior corresponds with the plan. Convergence 

among these sources strengthens the finding. 

Leadership Alignment also interacts with Business Acumen. Executives may agree on a strategy 

while sharing an economically weak assumption. Alignment is therefore necessary but not sufficient. 
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The dimension diagnoses coherence of direction, while later dimensions test whether the direction is 

commercially and operationally supportable. 

Where material disagreement exists, the appropriate RBM response is not automatically No-Go. 

The diagnostic can identify whether governance clarification, strategic redesign, role definition, or 

executive coaching can resolve the deficiency before capital is committed. This demonstrates how 

diagnosis connects to intervention. 

The literature and analysis therefore support the conclusion that leadership alignment is a 

preimplementation condition because capital cannot reliably finance a strategy that the responsible 

leaders are not prepared to execute consistently. Once alignment exists, the strategy must be 

communicated across the organization. 

8.6 Communication 

Communication is the mechanism through which strategic intention becomes coordinated activity. 

Weiner (2009) recognized that implementation frequently involves simultaneous changes across 

workflows, decisions, staffing, and communication. This interdependence makes communication an 

execution infrastructure rather than a peripheral cultural feature. 

A business plan can describe departments as if they operate from the same information while actual 

organizations may contain silos. Sales may promise volumes operations cannot fulfill; finance may use 

assumptions unknown to marketing; technology may deploy systems without customer-service 

preparation. These disconnects convert communication weakness into investment risk. 

RBM examines communication through evidence such as reporting structures, meeting processes, 

management dashboards, escalation rules, customer communications, regulatory correspondence, and 

cross-functional decision records. The purpose is to determine whether critical information reaches the 

people who must act upon it accurately and on time. 

Communication quality also affects the reliability of evidence collected during diagnosis. If different 

leaders provide materially inconsistent accounts of the same business process, the inconsistency itself 

becomes diagnostic information. Triangulation can therefore reveal both factual uncertainty and 

communication weakness. 

Communication interventions may include redesigned reporting, clearer decision channels, common 

performance definitions, escalation protocols, or integrated information systems. The appropriate 

intervention depends upon the source of the communication failure rather than a generic 

recommendation for more meetings. 
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The dimension therefore supports a summative conclusion: an organization cannot be considered 

fully ready to execute a plan when execution-critical information does not move reliably across the 

enterprise. Reliable information flow then enables Accountability by making performance and 

responsibility visible. 

8.7 Accountability and Governance 

Accountability links strategic promises to identifiable responsibility. Business plans often describe 

outcomes in passive organizational language, such as 'the company will expand' or 'sales will grow,' 

without specifying who owns the actions necessary to produce those outcomes. RBM treats this absence 

as an execution risk. 

Investor concern with execution risk (Carpentier & Suret, 2015) supports examining governance 

and responsibility structures. A venture can possess capable people while failing because authority, 

ownership, and escalation are unclear. Accountability therefore requires more than naming a department; 

it requires decision rights and measurable responsibility. 

RBM traces material claims to owners, key performance indicators, reporting frequency, 

authorization limits, and corrective authority. If a plan depends upon regulatory approval, customer 

acquisition, technology delivery, or cost control, the diagnostic identifies who owns each requirement 

and what evidence demonstrates control. 

Governance evidence can include board structures, approval processes, financial controls, 

delegation matrices, performance reviews, and escalation procedures. These records allow the diagnostic 

to compare formal accountability with actual behavior. A title alone is insufficient if decisions 

consistently occur outside the stated structure. 

Accountability findings also affect intervention. Missing ownership may require role redesign; weak 

controls may require governance strengthening; conflicting authority may require escalation rules. These 

corrections can often occur before investment, illustrating RBM's preventative rather than merely 

evaluative purpose. 

The literature and analysis therefore support the conclusion that a material investment claim without 

accountable ownership represents an execution gap. Accountability establishes who must deliver the 

plan, while Business Acumen evaluates whether the economic logic they are responsible for delivering 

is viable. 
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8.8 Business Acumen, Financial Viability, and Break-Even 

Business Acumen concerns whether management understands how the venture creates, captures, 

and preserves economic value. Financial statements and projections can represent that logic, but Cassar's 

(2010) findings caution that formal projections can coexist with optimistic expectations. RBM therefore 

examines the reasoning and evidence behind the numbers. 

Core evidence includes pricing, customer economics, revenue drivers, fixed and variable costs, 

margins, working capital, cash needs, acquisition costs, retention, market evidence, and capital 

allocation. The diagnostic does not replace management's model with a second speculative model. It 

tests whether the existing model's critical assumptions are defensible. 

Break-even analysis is particularly useful because it converts a complex financial plan into a 

threshold: the level of activity required for relevant revenues to cover relevant costs. Cost-volume-profit 

analysis is an established managerial tool for examining relationships among volume, price, variable 

cost, fixed cost, and profit (Shim & Siegel, 2012). 

RBM extends the calculation by asking whether the organization can realistically perform at the 

break-even threshold. If 10,000 customers are required, leadership, communication, accountability, 

systems, and sustainability must collectively support acquisition and service of approximately that 

volume. Mathematical possibility is therefore separated from organizational readiness. 

Business Acumen also requires sensitivity to downside conditions. A venture whose economics 

become immediately unsustainable when acquisition cost rises modestly or sales are delayed may require 

stronger reserves, revised pricing, or a smaller pilot. The diagnostic uses such evidence to identify 

fragility without claiming certainty about which scenario will occur. 

The dimension therefore establishes that financial attractiveness and financial readiness are 

different. A profitable forecast describes an expected outcome; RBM evaluates whether commercial 

evidence and organizational capability support the path required to reach it. That path depends upon 

integrated systems. 

8.9 Systems Thinking and Integration 

Systems thinking provides a theoretical basis for examining the organization as an interconnected 

whole. Senge (2006) emphasized patterns and relationships rather than isolated events, supporting the 

proposition that organizational performance emerges from interactions among components. RBM 

applies this perspective directly to execution readiness. 
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A venture can possess excellent individual functions and still fail at their interfaces. Sales growth 

can overwhelm fulfillment; technology can fail to integrate with finance; customer service can lack 

access to operational data; compliance can lag expansion. These failures are systemic because no single 

function fully explains the outcome. 

RBM therefore examines workflows, technology architecture, financial systems, customer-service 

processes, data flows, cybersecurity, inventory or fulfillment, reporting, and continuity as an integrated 

operating environment. The question is whether the combined system can support the volume and 

complexity promised by the plan. 

Systems evidence is particularly important when a pitch emphasizes scalability. Scalability is not 

demonstrated merely by software or a large addressable market. It requires that the interacting 

components of delivery, support, finance, governance, and data can absorb increased demand without 

creating disproportionate failure points. 

Intervention may involve API integration, workflow redesign, capacity expansion, data governance, 

redundancy, automation, or clearer process ownership. The diagnostic should specify the interface 

causing the risk so that remediation targets the system rather than treating symptoms in isolation. 

The systems perspective therefore supports a summative conclusion: investment readiness depends 

upon the capability of the integrated enterprise, not the isolated excellence of its parts. Even an integrated 

enterprise, however, must remain viable when conditions become unfavorable, leading to Organizational 

Sustainability. 

8.10 Organizational Sustainability and Resilience 

Organizational Sustainability concerns the capacity to continue functioning when actual conditions 

diverge from favorable projections. Brinckmann et al. (2010) showed that planning outcomes depend 

upon context, while Weiner (2009) included resources and situational factors in implementation 

capability. These findings support resilience as a readiness concern. 

A plan may appear viable under base-case assumptions while becoming fragile under modest 

disruption. Customer concentration, supplier dependency, leadership concentration, low cash reserves, 

regulatory exposure, technology failure, or debt obligations can transform a temporary problem into an 

existential threat. RBM therefore examines the structure of vulnerability. 

Evidence may include liquidity, operating reserves, revenue concentration, succession 

arrangements, supplier alternatives, insurance, business-continuity plans, backup systems, regulatory 
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dependencies, and scenario responses. The purpose is not to predict the precise disruption but to assess 

whether foreseeable stress can be absorbed. 

Sustainability also interacts with break-even readiness. A venture may be capable of reaching break-

even eventually but lack enough liquidity to survive until that point. The diagnostic must therefore 

distinguish long-run economic potential from short-run survival capacity. This distinction is critical to 

capital timing. 

Corrective interventions can include staged investment, reserve requirements, diversification, 

contingency planning, leadership succession, insurance, backup infrastructure, or revised growth pacing. 

A Conditional Go or Pilot can therefore preserve an opportunity while reducing exposure to identifiable 

fragility. 

The literature supports the conclusion that readiness includes the ability to withstand deviation, not 

merely the ability to launch. With all six dimensions established, the literature can be synthesized to 

identify the precise gap RBM is intended to address. 
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9. Literature Gap 

The reviewed literature establishes mature but partly separated streams concerning business 

planning, entrepreneurial forecasting, investor evaluation, financial thresholds, organizational readiness, 

and systems thinking. Each stream explains an important component of preinvestment decision-making, 

but none alone integrates the organizational conditions behind a business plan into one claim-to-evidence 

diagnostic. 

Business-planning research identifies relationships between planning and performance but does not 

establish that the written plan proves readiness (Brinckmann et al., 2010). Entrepreneurial-cognition 

research identifies optimism but does not provide a full organizational diagnostic for correcting it 

(Cassar, 2010). These streams therefore identify the need for further examination without specifying an 

integrated readiness architecture. 

Investor research shows that market and execution risks influence funding decisions (Carpentier & 

Suret, 2015; Croce et al., 2017). However, these studies describe evaluation criteria and decision 

processes rather than providing one standardized six-dimensional organizational diagnostic that can be 

applied to the claims within a business plan. 

Readiness research provides theories and measures of implementation capability, but reviews show 

heterogeneity, conceptual variation, and context specificity (Weiner et al., 2008; Miake-Lye et al., 2020). 

These instruments were not developed specifically to connect investment-plan claims, break-even 

requirements, organizational evidence, and capital-decision consequences. 

Financial analysis provides break-even and cost-volume-profit tools, but these tools identify 

economic thresholds rather than organizational capability to reach them (Shim & Siegel, 2012). Systems 

thinking explains interdependence but does not itself produce an investment classification. The 

unresolved problem is therefore integration across these analytical levels. 

The literature gap is consequently defined as an integration-and-application gap: the absence of an 

empirically validated preimplementation framework that systematically tests whether organizational and 

environmental evidence behind a business plan supports the execution claims on which capital 

commitment depends. RBM is developed to address this gap, while validation remains a necessary future 

stage. 
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10. Origin and Development of the Rethink Business Model 

The intellectual origin of the Rethink Business Model is Nti (2026), who introduced RBM as a 

multisource diagnostic framework for preimplementation organizational readiness. The framework was 

developed to move organizational assessment upstream, before implementation decisions create 

commitments that are difficult or expensive to reverse. This origin establishes RBM as Nti’s conceptual 

contribution rather than a renamed version of an existing readiness instrument. 

Nti’s (2026) original framework organizes readiness through six interconnected dimensions: 

Leadership Alignment, Communication, Accountability, Business Acumen, Systems Integration, and 

Organizational Sustainability. These dimensions constitute the structural core of RBM. External 

literature can support, challenge, refine, or help operationalize individual dimensions, but the six-

dimensional architecture itself must be attributed to Nti. 

The original RBM contribution is also distinguished by its multisource diagnostic logic. 

Organizational readiness is not inferred from a single manager’s opinion or a single survey score; 

evidence can be drawn from leaders, organizational records, financial information, operating systems, 

stakeholders, and contextual conditions. This multisource orientation provides the foundation for the 

claim-to-evidence method developed further in the present article. 

The present study extends Nti’s (2026) framework into a new but logically related application: the 

diagnosis of business plans and investment pitches before capital commitment. The business plan 

becomes the object being examined, while the RBM dimensions become the criteria through which the 

organization behind the plan is evaluated. This extension preserves the original framework while 

specifying a distinct preinvestment use case. 

Theoretical perspectives used in this article therefore serve a supporting role. Systems Thinking 

helps explain interdependence among RBM dimensions; Organizational Readiness theory helps explain 

the distinction between intention and implementation capability; Self-Determination Theory contributes 

a motivational perspective; and leadership-development scholarship informs potential interventions. 

None of these sources is presented as the originator of RBM. 

This provenance distinction is necessary for scholarly accuracy and future validation. Empirical 

research can test whether Nti’s six dimensions are reliable, distinct, and associated with later outcomes 

without transferring authorship of the framework to the theories used to examine it. The present article 

consequently positions Nti (2026) as the foundational RBM source and the remaining literature as the 

evidentiary and theoretical environment in which the framework is extended and tested. 
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11. Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework must be distinguished from the origin of the conceptual model. Nti 

(2026) is the originator of RBM and its six diagnostic dimensions. Systems Thinking, Organizational 

Readiness theory, Self-Determination Theory, and leadership-development scholarship are used as 

supporting theoretical lenses that help explain relationships relevant to RBM; they are not presented as 

the sources from which RBM itself was created. 

Systems Thinking provides the first theoretical foundation because RBM treats the organization as 

an interconnected system rather than a collection of independent departments. Senge (2006) emphasized 

relationships and patterns within organizations. This supports the RBM proposition that leadership, 

communication, accountability, commercial capability, systems, and sustainability must be interpreted 

together. 

Organizational Readiness theory provides the second foundation by distinguishing commitment 

from capability. Weiner (2009) argued that collective readiness reflects both change commitment and 

change efficacy, influenced by task demands, resources, and situational factors. RBM extends this logic 

into the preinvestment context by evaluating whether the enterprise can execute the strategy being 

financed. 

Self-Determination Theory contributes a human-motivation lens. Deci and Ryan (2000) identified 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness as central psychological needs influencing motivation. Within 

RBM, these constructs help explain why formal assignment of responsibility is insufficient when leaders 

and employees lack competence, meaningful engagement, or relational coordination. 

Executive coaching and leadership-development scholarship contributes an intervention perspective 

rather than a separate diagnostic construct. Coaching can support goal clarification, self-awareness, 

behavior change, and leadership effectiveness. Within RBM, coaching is therefore positioned as one 

possible response to diagnosed weaknesses in alignment, communication, accountability, or business 

acumen. 

The theories are complementary because they operate at different analytical levels. Systems 

Thinking explains interdependence; readiness theory explains implementation capability; Self-

Determination Theory helps explain human motivation within implementation; and coaching provides a 

mechanism for leadership intervention. None alone constitutes RBM, but together they support the logic 

of the six-dimensional diagnostic. 
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The theoretical framework therefore prevents RBM from becoming an arbitrary checklist. Each 

dimension is connected to established explanations of organizational behavior and implementation, 

while the original contribution lies in integrating those explanations around preinvestment business-plan 

diagnosis. This theoretical foundation is translated into the conceptual framework. 
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12. Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework for this study is the Rethink Business Model developed by Nti (2026). 

The present article advances that original framework by applying and operationalizing it as a 

preinvestment diagnostic criterion for examining the organizational evidence underlying business plans 

and investment pitches. Nti’s six original dimensions remain the organizing architecture of the 

diagnostic. 

The conceptual framework begins with the business plan or investment pitch as the object of 

diagnosis. This is a critical distinction because RBM does not create the proposal it evaluates. The plan 

supplies material claims concerning customers, markets, operations, leadership, growth, technology, 

financing, and expected returns. 

The second stage converts claims into execution requirements. A claim that the company will enter 

five countries, for example, requires leadership agreement, regulatory readiness, capital, market 

evidence, accountable ownership, systems capacity, and resilience. The conceptual framework therefore 

converts persuasive statements into testable organizational conditions. 

The third stage maps those requirements across the six RBM dimensions. Evidence can support 

more than one dimension because organizational conditions are interdependent. A customer-acquisition 

claim may involve Business Acumen, Communication, Accountability, Systems Integration, and 

Sustainability simultaneously. 

The fourth stage integrates internal and external evidence. Internal evidence concerns the 

organization's leadership, processes, resources, economics, systems, and resilience. External evidence 

concerns market, regulation, infrastructure, competition, labor, suppliers, political conditions, and other 

factors that can support or contradict implementation. 

The fifth stage compares evidence with break-even and other critical execution thresholds. Material 

contradictions or missing evidence are classified by severity, and critical gates can override favorable 

averages. The framework therefore prevents strong performance in one dimension from mathematically 

concealing a fatal weakness in another. 

The final stage produces a summative determination—Go, Conditional Go, Pilot, Hold, or 

Rethink/No-Go—and connects that decision to corrective intervention and reassessment. The complete 

conceptual sequence is Business Plan/Pitch → Claims → Requirements → Six-Dimension Diagnosis → 

Evidence → Critical Risk and Break-Even Readiness → Decision → Intervention/Reassessment. 
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13. Literature Synthesis and Integration 

The synthesis of external scholarship provides evidentiary and theoretical context for the RBM 

framework but does not establish its intellectual origin. RBM and its six-dimensional structure originate 

with Nti (2026). The planning, entrepreneurial-cognition, investor-evaluation, readiness, financial, and 

systems literatures are integrated here to explain why Nti’s framework is relevant to the preinvestment 

problem and how its constructs can be operationalized and tested. 

The planning literature establishes that structured planning can contribute to performance but that 

context matters (Brinckmann et al., 2010). This means a plan should be taken seriously as an organizing 

instrument without being treated as conclusive evidence. RBM adopts the plan as the diagnostic starting 

point. 

The entrepreneurial-cognition literature establishes that expectations can be systematically 

optimistic (Cassar, 2010). This finding means that forward-looking claims require evidence outside the 

founder's confidence or spreadsheet. RBM responds by extracting material claims and identifying the 

execution requirements that must be supported. 

Investor research establishes that execution risk materially influences real funding decisions 

(Carpentier & Suret, 2015). This finding confirms that organizational capability belongs within 

investment evaluation. RBM responds by organizing execution readiness into six defined dimensions 

rather than leaving the concept entirely implicit. 

Readiness scholarship establishes that commitment, efficacy, resources, and context affect 

implementation and that measurement must be theoretically and psychometrically defensible (Weiner, 

2009; Shea et al., 2014). RBM responds by separating conceptual development from later instrument 

validation and by integrating internal and external evidence. 

Financial and systems perspectives add two further requirements. Break-even analysis identifies the 

economic threshold (Shim & Siegel, 2012), while systems thinking explains why the organization's 

interacting components must collectively support that threshold (Senge, 2006). RBM therefore links 

financial viability to integrated execution capability. 

The synthesis yields the central scholarly proposition: a business plan describes an intended future, 

but investment readiness depends upon evidence that the organization and environment can support the 

activities required to produce that future. RBM is the proposed diagnostic bridge between those two 

states. 
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14. Methodology and Research Design 

Methodologically, the object being operationalized and prepared for empirical validation is Nti’s 

(2026) RBM. External readiness measures and theories inform instrument-development standards, but 

the proposed items, evidence anchors, scoring rules, and critical gates are intended to measure the 

constructs contained in Nti’s original six-dimensional framework. 

The proposed empirical program uses a sequential framework-development and validation design 

because RBM is currently a conceptual diagnostic rather than a validated predictor. The first phase 

establishes constructs and evidence requirements from literature and theory. This sequencing follows 

measurement scholarship emphasizing the need for conceptual clarity before psychometric testing (Shea 

et al., 2014). 

The second phase develops the diagnostic instrument. Items should be written for each dimension, 

accompanied by scoring anchors, evidence requirements, and critical-gate rules. Expert review should 

assess whether items adequately represent the intended constructs and whether language is 

understandable across relevant business contexts. 

The third phase uses quantitative data to establish preliminary readiness profiles. Surveys can 

capture perceptions of alignment, communication, accountability, capability, integration, and resilience. 

Quantitative measurement provides comparability, but perception scores alone cannot establish whether 

material business claims are objectively supported. 

The fourth phase therefore adds qualitative interviews and documentary evidence. A sequential 

explanatory mixed-methods approach allows interviews to explain why scores are high, low, or 

contradictory. Financial statements, governance records, system evidence, market data, and operational 

documents provide additional sources for triangulation. 

The fifth phase integrates evidence through case-level diagnostic matrices. Scores, interview 

explanations, documents, contradictions, missing evidence, and critical gates are compared before a final 

decision is assigned. This structure preserves the distinction between a survey instrument and the broader 

RBM diagnostic process. 

The final phase is longitudinal validation. Baseline RBM findings should be compared with 

subsequent outcomes such as break-even attainment, survival, profitability, restructuring, or closure. 

Only after such testing should stronger claims concerning predictive or criterion validity be considered. 
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15. Population and Sampling 

The initial population should include organizations approaching a material capital decision, such as 

external investment, debt financing, geographic expansion, major technology implementation, or 

significant internal capital allocation. Selecting ventures at a preimplementation stage aligns the sample 

with RBM's intended diagnostic purpose. 

Participants should include individuals with direct knowledge of the business rather than 

respondents selected solely for convenience. Founders, executives, finance leaders, operations leaders, 

technology leaders, sales leaders, board members, and relevant advisors may each possess evidence 

concerning different RBM dimensions. 

Purposive sampling is appropriate during early instrument development because the research 

requires information-rich cases. Participants must be able to address specific execution requirements 

rather than offer general opinions about entrepreneurship. This improves construct relevance during pilot 

testing. 

Later validation should broaden the sample across industries, venture stages, ownership structures, 

capital intensity, and regulatory environments. Miake-Lye et al. (2020) showed that readiness 

assessments can be context-specific, making cross-context testing important before generalizing RBM 

thresholds. 

Sampling should also account for nested organizational data. Multiple respondents from the same 

enterprise may provide different perceptions of alignment or communication. Those differences should 

not automatically be averaged away because disagreement itself may be diagnostically meaningful. 

The sampling strategy therefore develops in stages: purposive and information-rich during 

construction, broader and more heterogeneous during validation, and longitudinal during outcome 

testing. This progression supports both depth and eventual generalizability. 
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16. Data Collection 

Data collection begins with the business plan or pitch because the diagnostic must identify the claims 

being financed. Researchers should extract material statements concerning market demand, revenue, 

costs, growth, staffing, technology, expansion, financing, regulatory assumptions, and expected returns. 

These claims create the evidence map for the remaining collection process. 

Leadership and organizational surveys provide structured quantitative data concerning the six RBM 

dimensions. Survey items should use behaviorally anchored response options where possible rather than 

vague agreement statements. Shea et al. (2014) demonstrates the importance of clear measurement when 

readiness constructs are operationalized. 

Semi-structured interviews provide explanatory evidence that surveys cannot capture. Interviews 

can examine why leaders interpret the strategy differently, how decisions are made, where 

communication fails, who owns critical outcomes, and what management believes will happen if 

assumptions are not met. Interview protocols should map to the six dimensions while allowing emergent 

risk themes. 

Documentary evidence should include financial statements and projections, budgets, governance 

records, organizational charts, KPI reports, contracts where appropriate, process maps, technology 

architecture, policies, and operational records. The purpose is triangulation: repeated managerial 

assertions should not automatically receive the same evidentiary weight as independently verifiable 

documentation. 

External evidence should examine market demand, competitors, regulation, infrastructure, labor, 

suppliers, political conditions, and other factors material to the specific plan. Brinckmann et al. (2010) 

and Weiner (2009) both support the relevance of context. The external diagnostic therefore prevents 

strong internal readiness from obscuring an incompatible operating environment. 

All evidence should be logged through a claim-to-evidence matrix identifying source, date, 

reliability, RBM dimension, contradiction status, materiality, and remaining gap. This collection 

structure makes the final decision auditable and prevents the diagnostic from becoming an 

undocumented expert opinion. 
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17. Data Analysis and Evidence Integration 

Quantitative RBM items should be scored using predefined anchors that describe observable levels 

of readiness. Anchors reduce ambiguity by distinguishing, for example, undocumented responsibility 

from partially defined responsibility and fully evidenced accountability. Numeric scores should 

summarize evidence rather than replace it. 

Qualitative interviews should be coded deductively by the six RBM dimensions and inductively for 

emergent themes such as contradiction, dependency, hidden assumption, governance conflict, or external 

constraint. This dual coding approach allows the framework to test its predefined constructs while 

remaining open to risks not anticipated by the instrument. 

Documentary analysis should map each piece of evidence directly to material business-plan claims. 

A revenue-growth claim may require market evidence, sales capacity, systems capacity, and working 

capital. Evidence should therefore be analyzed relationally rather than stored as a general appendix 

disconnected from the claim it supports. 

Integration should occur through a joint diagnostic matrix. Quantitative scores, qualitative 

explanations, documents, external evidence, contradictions, and missing information are displayed 

together for each dimension and material claim. Mixed-methods integration is valuable because 

convergence strengthens findings while divergence signals a need for further investigation. 

Break-even analysis should use verified or clearly labeled financial inputs to identify the economic 

threshold. RBM then examines whether the six dimensions support the activity required to reach that 

threshold. This preserves the distinction between calculating break-even and diagnosing break-even 

readiness. 

Final analysis should apply materiality and critical-gate rules before assigning a decision. A severe 

legal, liquidity, governance, or systems deficiency should not disappear within an average score. The 

summative decision must therefore be traceable to both dimension-level evidence and any overriding 

critical findings. 
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18. Validity, Reliability, and Trustworthiness 

Content validity should be established before large-scale testing by asking experts in 

entrepreneurship, investment, organizational leadership, finance, systems, and measurement to evaluate 

whether proposed items adequately represent each RBM dimension. Expert disagreement should be 

documented and used to refine definitions and boundaries. 

Cognitive testing should determine whether respondents interpret items as intended. Ambiguous 

terms such as alignment, sustainability, or integration can carry different meanings across industries. 

Testing item comprehension reduces measurement error before psychometric analysis begins. 

Quantitative validation should examine internal consistency where items are expected to represent 

coherent constructs, factor structure where sample size permits, and relationships among dimensions. 

Shea et al. (2014) provides an example of the rigor required when developing readiness measures for 

practical use. 

Inter-rater reliability is particularly important because RBM includes evidence-based judgment. 

Two trained assessors reviewing the same documents and interviews should reach reasonably consistent 

classifications. Scoring manuals, evidence anchors, calibration exercises, and adjudication rules can 

improve consistency. 

Qualitative trustworthiness should be strengthened through triangulation, audit trails, negative-case 

analysis, transparent coding, and participant clarification where appropriate. Contradictory evidence 

should be preserved rather than removed merely to create a cleaner narrative because contradictions can 

reveal material readiness problems. 

Validity should ultimately include criterion-related and longitudinal evidence. If RBM is later 

claimed to relate to business outcomes, baseline assessments must be compared with subsequent break-

even, survival, profitability, restructuring, or closure. Until then, the framework should be described as 

a diagnostic of readiness rather than a predictor of success. 
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19. Ethical Considerations 

RBM research can involve highly sensitive commercial information. Financial statements, investor 

materials, customer data, internal disagreements, regulatory issues, technology architecture, and strategic 

plans may create competitive or reputational risk if disclosed. Ethical design must therefore extend 

beyond ordinary survey confidentiality. 

Informed consent should explain what information will be collected, who will have access, how 

findings will be reported, and whether diagnostic results may influence an investment decision. 

Participants should understand the distinction between research participation and commercial due 

diligence when both occur in the same environment. 

Data minimization should limit collection to information necessary for the research and diagnostic 

purpose. Secure storage, access controls, encryption where appropriate, retention schedules, and de-

identification should be specified before data collection. Sensitive documents should not be reproduced 

unnecessarily in reports. 

Conflict-of-interest management is essential when the assessor has financial, advisory, or 

organizational relationships with the venture or investor. Such relationships can influence scoring or 

interpretation. Disclosure and independent review can reduce the risk that RBM becomes a tool for 

legitimizing predetermined decisions. 

Diagnostic reporting should distinguish verified evidence, participant statements, analytical 

interpretation, and unresolved allegations. A negative finding can affect reputation or financing, so 

conclusions should be proportional to evidence and should identify uncertainty explicitly. This standard 

is consistent with RBM's emphasis on evidence rather than persuasion. 

Where empirical research involves human participants, appropriate institutional ethics review 

should be obtained when required. Ethical safeguards protect participants while also improving the 

credibility of the framework because investors and organizations must trust that diagnostic evidence is 

collected and interpreted responsibly. 

  



Rethink Business Model (RBM) | Dr. Osei Nti | Scholarly Manuscript 

20. RBM Diagnostic Framework Checklist 

The checklist operationalizes the six dimensions into a consistent evidence review. Its purpose is 

not to reduce complex organizations to six yes-or-no questions but to ensure that every material 

investment proposition is examined across the same core readiness domains. 

Leadership Alignment examines whether governance decisions, budgets, executive priorities, roles, 

and interviews demonstrate coherent commitment to the strategy being financed. A critical finding arises 

when material leadership conflict threatens use of funds, strategic direction, or implementation authority. 

Communication examines whether execution-critical information moves accurately and timely 

across relevant functions and external interfaces. Reporting systems, meeting processes, escalation 

procedures, customer communication, and regulatory correspondence provide evidence. Material silos 

or misleading reporting can become critical findings. 

Accountability and Business Acumen jointly connect responsibility with economic logic. 

Accountability requires owners, KPIs, authority, and corrective mechanisms; Business Acumen requires 

defensible revenue logic, costs, margins, market evidence, cash needs, and break-even understanding. A 

plan can fail either because nobody owns the outcome or because the outcome is economically unsound. 

Systems Integration examines whether workflows, technology, finance, service, data, security, and 

operations collectively support the promised scale. Organizational Sustainability examines liquidity, 

concentration, resilience, continuity, regulatory exposure, and the ability to withstand deviation. These 

dimensions prevent scale and survival from being inferred from isolated strengths. 

The checklist therefore produces evidence domains rather than automatic conclusions. Each domain 

feeds the claim-to-evidence matrix, and critical gates can override favorable averages. This structure 

supports a transparent transition from evidence collection to investment classification. 
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21. Claim-to-Evidence and Critical-Risk Analysis 

The claim-to-evidence method is the central analytical mechanism of RBM. Every material 

statement in a business plan is treated as a proposition that implies specific execution requirements. This 

approach prevents persuasive language from being accepted as organizational proof. 

The first analytical step identifies the claim precisely. Broad language such as 'rapid expansion' 

should be translated into measurable or observable commitments such as countries entered, customers 

served, systems deployed, staff hired, or revenue generated. Clear claims make evidence requirements 

visible. 

The second step identifies what must be true for the claim to occur. Requirements may involve 

leadership agreement, regulatory approval, market demand, financing, staffing, technology capacity, 

supplier reliability, customer acquisition, or working capital. Each requirement is then mapped to 

relevant RBM dimensions. 

The third step evaluates evidence and contradiction. Strong evidence can include operating records, 

contracts, validated customer behavior, audited financial data, system tests, regulatory documentation, 

or consistent multi-source testimony. Missing or contradictory evidence lowers confidence and can 

trigger further investigation. 

The fourth step determines materiality. Not every gap threatens the investment. A minor reporting 

weakness differs from an inability to legally operate, reach break-even, maintain liquidity, or support 

required transaction volume. Critical gates therefore protect the decision from being distorted by simple 

averaging. 

The final step links the finding to a decision consequence. A correctable gap may produce 

Conditional Go or Pilot; unresolved material uncertainty may produce Hold; a fatal contradiction may 

produce Rethink/No-Go. The analysis therefore connects evidence directly to action rather than ending 

with a descriptive score. 
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22. RBM Decision Framework 

A Go classification indicates that available evidence sufficiently supports execution readiness and 

no unresolved critical gate prevents implementation. It does not mean that success is guaranteed. The 

classification concerns present readiness relative to the strategy being evaluated. 

A Conditional Go classification indicates that the opportunity can proceed only if specified 

deficiencies are corrected, controlled, or monitored. Conditions should be explicit, measurable, assigned 

to owners, and linked to deadlines. This prevents conditional approval from becoming an informal 

expression of optimism. 

A Pilot classification indicates that the opportunity demonstrates enough potential to justify 

controlled testing but not enough evidence to support full-scale commitment. Pilots are especially 

appropriate where market demand, acquisition cost, operational capacity, or systems integration remains 

uncertain. 

A Hold classification indicates that material evidence is missing or remediation must occur before 

a responsible decision can be reached. Hold differs from rejection because the underlying opportunity 

may remain attractive; the evidence base is simply insufficient, or the organization is not yet ready. 

A Rethink/No-Go classification indicates that critical findings materially undermine the proposition 

in its current form. This can arise from unsustainable economics, legal incompatibility, severe 

governance conflict, inability to finance the path to break-even, or other fatal conditions. Rethink 

emphasizes redesign where possible rather than assuming permanent impossibility. 

The five classifications therefore represent evidence states rather than predictions. Their value lies 

in differentiating investment responses and connecting each response to the diagnostic record. This 

structure also creates a logical foundation for postdiagnosis implementation. 
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23. Implementation and Postdiagnosis Intervention 

Diagnosis has limited value if findings do not lead to action. RBM therefore includes an 

implementation cycle that begins after the initial classification. Each material deficiency should be 

translated into a corrective action, responsible owner, evidence requirement, deadline, and reassessment 

criterion. 

Leadership weaknesses may require governance clarification, strategic alignment sessions, role 

redesign, or executive coaching. The theoretical framework positions coaching as an intervention rather 

than a diagnostic dimension. Improvement should be demonstrated through changed decisions and 

behavior, not merely completion of a coaching activity. 

Communication and accountability weaknesses may require redesigned reporting, shared 

definitions, escalation procedures, KPI ownership, authorization limits, or governance controls. These 

interventions should directly address the evidence gap identified during diagnosis rather than introduce 

generic management practices. 

Business Acumen and Systems Integration weaknesses may require revised pricing, customer 

validation, cost restructuring, working-capital planning, technology integration, workflow redesign, or 

capacity testing. A pilot can generate evidence where uncertainty cannot be resolved analytically before 

implementation. 

Organizational Sustainability weaknesses may require reserves, staged investment, diversification, 

backup infrastructure, succession planning, insurance, or contingency arrangements. The purpose is to 

reduce identifiable fragility before the organization assumes commitments that make correction more 

expensive. 

After intervention, RBM should be reassessed. The full cycle is Diagnose → Classify → Assign 

Owner → Correct/Validate → Reassess → Investment Decision → Controlled Implementation → 

Monitor → Postimplementation Review. This cycle makes RBM iterative and consistent with the 

broader principle of rethinking decisions as new evidence emerges. 
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24. Proposed Empirical Validation Program 

Phase I is conceptual development. Literature synthesis, theoretical integration, dimension 

definitions, and construct boundaries establish what RBM intends to measure. This phase is necessary 

because readiness reviews have shown the consequences of weak conceptualization (Weiner et al., 

2008). 

Phase II is instrument construction. Items, evidence anchors, critical gates, scoring guidance, and 

assessor instructions are developed and reviewed by experts. Cognitive testing and pilot interviews refine 

language before larger data collection. 

Phase III is pilot data collection. Selected ventures undergo surveys, interviews, document review, 

financial analysis, systems examination, and external evidence collection. Case-level profiles reveal 

whether the framework can distinguish meaningful readiness patterns and whether evidence 

requirements are practical. 

Phase IV is measurement validation. Content validity, construct validity, reliability, inter-rater 

agreement, and decision consistency are examined. Shea et al. (2014) demonstrates the type of 

psychometric rigor necessary before a readiness instrument should be treated as established. 

Phase V is implementation validation. Organizations receiving Conditional Go, Pilot, or Hold 

classifications undergo targeted interventions and reassessment. Researchers can examine whether 

identified deficiencies change and whether revised scores correspond with observable improvements in 

organizational capability. 

Phase VI is longitudinal outcome research. Baseline RBM profiles are compared with later break-

even attainment, survival, profitability, restructuring, additional financing, or closure. Only this phase 

can determine whether the framework has criterion or predictive validity beyond its immediate 

diagnostic usefulness. 
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25. Discussion 

The present analysis should therefore be interpreted as an extension of Nti’s (2026) original RBM 

rather than as a framework derived from the external literature cited in this article. Prior scholarship 

establishes supporting evidence concerning planning, optimism, execution risk, readiness, systems, and 

financial thresholds; Nti’s contribution is the integration of organizational diagnosis through the RBM 

architecture and its extension here to preinvestment decision-making. 

The literature and framework collectively demonstrate why investment readiness cannot be inferred 

from planning quality alone. Planning can contribute to performance, but contextual factors matter 

(Brinckmann et al., 2010). This establishes a legitimate role for the business plan without granting it 

evidentiary authority over organizational readiness. 

Entrepreneurial forecasting research adds a second layer by showing that expectations can be 

optimistic (Cassar, 2010). RBM responds by treating projections as claims requiring support. The 

framework therefore does not attack forecasting; it disciplines the transition from forecast to capital 

decision. 

Investor research establishes that execution risk already matters in practice (Carpentier & Suret, 

2015). RBM's contribution is to organize that concern around six dimensions and a transparent evidence 

chain. This can improve consistency without pretending that investment judgment can be completely 

automated. 

Readiness theory explains why the organization must be examined separately from its intentions 

(Weiner, 2009). Systems thinking explains why the six dimensions must be integrated rather than scored 

as isolated departments (Senge, 2006). These theoretical perspectives support RBM's central distinction 

between projected viability and diagnosed readiness. 

Break-even analysis provides the financial bridge. A business can calculate the customer or sales 

volume required to cover costs, but RBM asks whether the enterprise can actually acquire, serve, finance, 

and retain the required activity. This transforms break-even from a spreadsheet result into a cross-

dimensional execution threshold. 

The discussion therefore supports a bounded conclusion: RBM offers a coherent preimplementation 

diagnostic architecture, but its value must be established empirically. The framework should be judged 

by the quality of its measurement, evidence integration, intervention usefulness, and later relationship 

with business outcomes. 
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26. Implications 

For entrepreneurs, RBM provides a method for discovering weaknesses before investors or 

operating crises expose them. A Conditional Go or Pilot can preserve an opportunity while generating 

stronger evidence. Diagnosis therefore becomes a preparation mechanism rather than merely a screening 

barrier. 

For investors, RBM adds a structured organizational layer to financial, legal, market, and technical 

due diligence. It can document why an execution concern exists and whether the concern is correctable. 

This improves traceability when investment committees must explain decisions. 

For lenders, the framework can connect repayment assumptions to the organizational conditions 

required to generate cash flow. A financially attractive plan may still require governance, systems, or 

sustainability conditions before debt is prudent. RBM can make those conditions explicit. 

For accelerators, universities, and development agencies, dimension-level findings can guide 

support programs. Ventures with different weaknesses should not receive identical training. Diagnostic 

evidence can target leadership development, commercial analysis, systems work, governance, or 

resilience interventions. 

For boards and established companies, RBM can extend beyond startup investment to major internal 

capital decisions such as expansion, acquisitions, new technology, or internationalization. The 

underlying question remains the same: whether the organization is ready to execute the strategy being 

financed. 

For scholarship, RBM creates a research agenda linking entrepreneurship, investment decision-

making, organizational readiness, systems thinking, and financial thresholds. Its broader contribution 

will depend upon whether empirical studies demonstrate reliable measurement and meaningful 

relationships with later outcomes. 
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27. Limitations and Delimitations 

The principal limitation is that RBM is presently a conceptual framework and proposed diagnostic 

architecture rather than a validated predictor. No Go classification should therefore be interpreted as 

proof of future success, and no Rethink classification should be interpreted as proof that a venture can 

never succeed. 

A second limitation concerns information quality. Diagnostic conclusions depend upon access to 

accurate documents, candid participants, and verifiable external evidence. Fraud, concealment, 

incomplete records, or rapidly changing conditions can reduce the reliability of findings even when the 

assessment process is rigorous. 

A third limitation concerns context. Readiness instruments often vary across settings (Miake-Lye et 

al., 2020), and the relative importance of RBM dimensions may differ by industry, venture stage, capital 

intensity, or regulation. Empirical research must therefore test rather than assume universal weighting. 

A fourth limitation is assessor judgment. Evidence classification, materiality, and critical-gate 

decisions can involve interpretation. Inter-rater reliability, scoring manuals, training, and transparent 

audit trails are necessary to reduce inconsistency but cannot eliminate professional judgment entirely. 

The framework is deliberately delimited from specialized professional due diligence. RBM can 

identify the need for legal, accounting, tax, cybersecurity, valuation, environmental, or regulatory 

investigation, but it does not replace qualified specialists. Its domain is integrated readiness for executing 

the proposition. 

These limitations strengthen rather than weaken the research agenda because they identify what 

must be tested. RBM should advance through validation, replication, cross-industry comparison, and 

longitudinal research before stronger claims are made. 
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28. Future Research 

Future research should begin with content validation of the six dimensions. Expert panels can 

examine whether the constructs are distinct, comprehensive, and relevant to investment readiness. This 

work can identify overlap and missing domains before large-scale data collection. 

Measurement research should then test factor structure, reliability, item performance, and inter-rater 

agreement. Shea et al. (2014) provides a methodological precedent for theory-based readiness 

measurement. RBM requires comparable rigor if its scores are to influence real capital decisions. 

Comparative research should examine whether dimension importance varies across industries, 

organizational stages, and capital structures. A regulated financial business may face different critical 

gates from a software startup or nonprofit enterprise. Such findings can support calibrated rather than 

universal thresholds. 

Intervention research should test whether RBM-guided corrective actions improve readiness. 

Organizations classified Conditional Go, Pilot, or Hold can be reassessed after targeted interventions. 

Improvement would provide evidence of practical utility even before predictive validity is established. 

Longitudinal studies should compare baseline RBM findings with later outcomes such as break-

even attainment, survival, profitability, restructuring, follow-on financing, or closure. These studies can 

determine whether specific dimensions or critical findings have criterion-related value. 

Future scholarship should also examine decision quality itself. RBM may be valuable not only if it 

predicts outcomes but if it reduces avoidable capital loss, improves documentation, accelerates 

corrective action, or increases agreement among evaluators. These outcomes broaden the empirical 

definition of diagnostic usefulness. 
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29. Conclusion 

The intellectual provenance of the framework is central to the contribution of this article. Nti (2026) 

originated RBM and its six diagnostic dimensions as a preimplementation organizational-readiness 

framework. The present study extends that original contribution by specifying how RBM can diagnose 

the organization behind a business plan or investment pitch, how evidence can be collected and 

integrated, and how the resulting findings can inform capital decisions without claiming deterministic 

prediction. 

Business plans and investment pitches remain necessary instruments because they organize 

entrepreneurial intentions and communicate opportunities. However, the planning-performance 

literature demonstrates that planning benefits are contextual rather than automatic (Brinckmann et al., 

2010). A plan should therefore initiate evaluation rather than conclude it. 

Entrepreneurial forecasting research shows why further evaluation is necessary. Cassar (2010) 

demonstrated that founders can overestimate future outcomes, meaning that numerical precision does 

not eliminate uncertainty. RBM responds by requiring evidence for the organizational conditions 

underlying material projections. 

Investor research confirms that execution risk is already part of real funding decisions (Carpentier 

& Suret, 2015). Organizational-readiness theory explains why implementation capability differs from 

intention (Weiner, 2009), and systems thinking explains why readiness must be interpreted across 

interacting organizational components (Senge, 2006). 

Nti’s (2026) RBM integrates these findings through Leadership Alignment, Communication, 

Accountability, Business Acumen, Systems Integration, and Organizational Sustainability. Internal and 

external evidence is mapped to material claims, break-even requirements, contradictions, and critical 

gates before a summative decision is reached. 

The framework's immediate contribution is diagnostic, not predictive. Go, Conditional Go, Pilot, 

Hold, and Rethink/No-Go represent evidence-based readiness states rather than guarantees of success or 

failure. Empirical validation and longitudinal research are required before stronger outcome claims can 

be justified. 

The central conclusion is therefore concise: a persuasive business plan establishes an investment 

proposition, but it does not establish investment readiness. RBM is designed to diagnose the 

organizational evidence between those two states so that capital can be invested, conditioned, tested, 
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delayed, redesigned, or declined before discoverable weaknesses become potentially fatal investment 

decisions. 
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Author and Framework Provenance Note 

Dr. Osei Nti is the originator of the Rethink Business Model (RBM) and its six diagnostic dimensions. 

The foundational RBM publication is Nti (2026). External theories and empirical studies cited in this 

manuscript are used to support, contextualize, operationalize, critique, and prepare the framework for 

empirical validation; they are not presented as the intellectual source of RBM. 
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