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Abstract

Startups are vital to the economy and the digital
future and are creators of around 50% of new jobs.
Some studies indicate that around 90% of startups fail in
their first months, mainly because they focus on launch-
ing products or services without adequate market val-
idation. In addition, they have little or no experience
in organisational management and lack the resources
to apply quality models, which hinders their ability to
face the challenges of a highly volatile and compet-
itive environment. Therefore, this paper proposes the
LightStartup framework, focused on startups in the ser-
vice sector. LightStartup provides a lightweight, con-
sistent and formalised process model, a process assess-
ment model and a maturity model based on the ISO/IEC
33000 standard. LightStartup accompanies companies
in transitioning from an informal management style to
a formal and long-lasting management system, cover-
ing the management of services, people, customers and
organisational governance.

Keywords: Startup Companies, Service Management,
Service Quality, Process Reference Model, Maturity
Model.

1. Introduction

Startups are key in driving economic growth, job cre-
ation, and technological advancement, contributing sig-
nificantly to Europe’s job market with about 50% of new
job opportunities (Steigertahl and Mauer, 2018). How-
ever, over 90% of startups fail shortly after their incep-
tion, underscoring the need for systematic approaches to
company development and market challenges (Marmer
et al., 2011; Startup Genome Report, 2022). Startups of-
ten lack experience in organisational development and

management, focusing primarily on product or service
development with limited resources (Wang et al., 2016).
Generally, startups have little or no experience in organ-
isational development and management processes, fo-
cus mainly on launching products or services without
adequate market validation, and have limited resources
(Giardino et al., 2014; Ries, 2011). Implementing man-
agement models or standards presents challenges due to
their complexity and bureaucracy, which are more suited
for large corporations (Amalia Yunia Rahmawati, 2020).
Startups encounter difficulties adhering to standards like
ISO 9001, including limited resources, excessive docu-
mentation, and unrealistic requirements (Gotzamani et
al., 2007; Mendes et al., 2021; Zeng et al., 2007). Con-
sequently, startups require tailored management frame-
works to transition from informal to formal management
systems, yet academic research in this field remains lim-
ited (Jayaprakash and Patat, 2018). Therefore, there is
a pressing need for comprehensive management models
that provide startups with practical guidance and sup-
port to manoeuvre through the complexities of the mar-
ket and establish sustainable growth strategies. Con-
sequently, to bridge the academic-business gap, this pa-
per introduces the LightStartup framework, an adapta-
tion of LightSME (Feversani et al., 2023), which has
proven its usefulness in three different SME service pro-
viders, and has been rigorously validated with service
experts and representatives from companies of various
sizes and services such as banking, technology, market-
ing, human resources, etc., as well as referenced in other
studies (Abdelilah et al., 2024; Dubach, 2023). Based
on ISO/IEC 33000 standards, it comprises a lightweight,
structured process reference model, a process assess-
ment model, and a maturity model. Adapted for startups,
it guides the transition from informal to formal man-
agement, identifying weaknesses and strengths. Section
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2 covers related work, section 3 outlines the methodo-
logy, section 4 details LightStartup, section 5 validates
it through a case study, and section 6 concludes and sug-
gests future work.

2. Background

Concerning the proposal’s main objective, it is es-
sential to know which quality management models are
implemented in start-ups in the service sector. To this
end, a systematic literature review (SLR) has been car-
ried out, following the guidelines proposed by Biolchini
et al. (2005) and Kitchenham (2004), to answer the gen-
eral question: “How is the research of quality manage-
ment models characterised in a startup context”. Spe-
cifically, the following research questions (RQ) have
been defined: RQ1. What are the quality management
models aimed at startups? RQ2: What are the exist-
ing capability models or maturity models for startups?
RQ3: What is the main objective of the existing pro-
posals? RQ4: What are the main characteristics of the
existing proposals? RQ5: Have the identified proposals
been validated in real settings?

To answer the RQ, a search string has been defined
and executed in the leading scientific databases such as
Web Of Science, ACM Digital Library, IEEEXplore,
Science Direct SD, and Scopus, considering articles
published between 1984 and 2023:

(“startup” OR “start-up” OR “entrepreneurship”)
AND ((“model” OR “best practice” OR “framework”)
AND (“capability” OR “maturity” OR “quality”))

To ensure the relevance of the articles identified dur-
ing the search, inclusion and exclusion criteria were
defined to refine the results obtained during the SLR
(Kitchenham and Charters, 2007). Consequently, those
studies whose subject matter was related to startups
and/or best practices, business model innovation, capab-
ility models, evaluation models, standards such as ISO
9001, maturity models, VUCA (Volatility Uncertainty,
Complexity and Ambiguity) environment, etc., were in-
cluded. Likewise, as exclusion criteria, we discarded
all articles that, despite dealing with startups, did not
demonstrate a clear relationship with the improvement
and management of services.
Initially, 2083 studies were identified. Repeated studies
were eliminated, leaving 1960 articles. Of these, 38 met
the inclusion criteria (relevant studies). Subsequently,
exclusion criteria were applied, leaving 28 primary stud-
ies (Table 1).

2.1. Discussion of the results

The primary studies (Table 1) were analysed to
provide answers to the RQs defined in the previous sec-

Table 1. Primary studies.

Ref. E C L Author reference
S1 ✓ (Wang et al., 2016).
S2 ✓ (Cukier & Kon, 2018a).
S3 ✓ (Amalia Yunia Rahmawati, 2020).
S4 ✓ (Koç et al., 2016).
S5 ✓ (Lermen et al., 2023).
S6 ✓ (Setiawan, 2015).
S7 ✓ (Gularso et al., 2020).
S8 ✓ (Witek-Crabb, 2016).
S9 ✓ (Guerrero et al., 2023).
S10 ✓ (Spremic et al., 2022).
S11 ✓ (Peixoto et al., 2023).
S12 ✓ (Seo & Lee, 2019).
S13 ✓ (Avila et al., 2012).
S14 ✓ (Sirilarbanan, 2017).
S15 ✓ (Laforet, 2011).
S16 ✓ (Suriyankietkaew, 2022).
S17 ✓ (Ngassam, 2020).
S18 ✓ (Zorzetti et al., 2020).
S19 ✓ (Utami et al., 2021).
S20 ✓ (Ma et al., 2021).
S21 ✓ (Nguyen-Duc et al., 2020).
S22 ✓ (Nasution & Suzianti, 2021).
S23 ✓ (Slávik et al., 2019).
S24 ✓ (Mirghaderi et al., 2023).
S25 ✓ (Crowne, 2002).
S26 ✓ (Martinich, 2002).
S27 ✓ (Shang et al., 2008).
S28 ✓ (Chakrabarti & Mukherjee, 2022).

tion. In this table, the type of study is noted: Empirical
(E), Conceptual (C), and Literature review (L). No qual-
ity management models oriented or created exclusively
for startups have been identified (RQ1). However, the
study (S1) proposes a framework combining the service
experience engineering (SEE) method for customer-
oriented service innovation and the service integration
capability maturity model (CMMI-SVC) to improve
processes in startups (Wang et al. (2016)). However,
the CMMI model in small companies might be ineffi-
cient because it was initially designed for large organisa-
tions, requires training and is costly and unaffordable for
small companies (AL-Ashmori et al. (2017) and Huang
and Zhang (2010)). In (S2), a methodology is proposed
to assess the maturity level of the startup ecosystem to
better and faster adapt to the market (Cukier and Kon
(2018)). However, startups need formal management
to ensure that resources are used efficiently to achieve
the organisation’s goals (Carraro et al. (2020)). Con-
cerning maturity models (RQ2), one study (S6) attempts
to define its model for assessing the capability level of
contracting companies. Another study (S8) develops
a theoretical framework for understanding companies’
strategic management maturity based on the Capability
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Maturity Model (CMM). Finally, (S9) proposes a con-
ceptual maturity model to determine the degree of di-
gital transformation of companies oriented towards per-
sonal services (education, health, leisure, etc.). Regard-
ing the main objectives and characteristics of the pro-
posals identified (RQ3, RQ4), the most representative
studies focus on measuring the maturity of the digital
transformation of their organisation (S9); assessing the
digital maturity of start-ups (S10); understanding the re-
lationship between social networks and the level of busi-
ness maturity (S11); analyse the business ability to cope
with changes in the VUCA environment (S20); combine
methods to develop a service innovation framework, re-
lating the SEE method and, up to level 2, the CMMI-
SVC model (S1); create a theoretical Optimal Maturity
Model based on RAD, Agile and Lean methodologies,
based on the CMMI structure (S3).

In general, mainly theoretical proposals have been
identified (RQ5) that have not been validated in real en-
vironments but through surveys of start-ups to obtain
data (S3). Statistical methods have also been used to
analyse startup incubator factors (S22), as well as com-
parative studies (S5) and literature reviews (S18, S19) to
identify improvement opportunities for startups.
Although to a lesser extent, validated studies in prac-
tical situations have also been identified, such as a ser-
vice innovation framework applied to e-commerce in a
university centre to assess its feasibility (S1) and a star-
tup ecosystem maturity model validated in New York
startups (S21).

The primary studies date from 2002, and the trend
has been growing globally since 2019, probably due to
technological advances and market developments. This
highlights the global need for propositions that help star-
tups navigate from market insertion to consolidation and
sustainable growth.

It is essential to consider additional concepts and
factors to improve and ensure companies’ continued
success. For example, Service Management (SM) en-
sures that quality and valuable services are delivered to
customers (FitSM (2016) and Gronroos (1990)). Pro-
cess Reference Model (PRM): defines processes and
their relationships, which are fundamental in organ-
isational design and evaluation models (Berger et al.
(2009) and ISO/IEC (2015b)). Process Assessment
Model (PAM): assesses organisational maturity, identi-
fying areas for improvement and strengths (ISO/IEC
(2015c) and Perkins et al. (2010)). Maturity Model
(MM): it comes from the field of software engineering
(SI) and indicates a company’s preparedness for market
changes based on the quality of its processes (ISO/IEC
(2015c), Sener (2018) and Wendler (2012)). Service
Quality Management (SQM): involves measuring cus-

tomer satisfaction and encompasses the processes and
practices of companies (Caruana et al. (2000)). Higher
service quality leads to increased customer satisfac-
tion, attracting and retaining customers (Raza and Ali
(2015)). Process improvement (PI): contributes to the
systematic change of existing processes or the devel-
opment of new ones, aligning with the company’s and
stakeholders’ needs (ISO/IEC (2015b)).

Primary studies have been reviewed to determine
whether they address the above concepts. The reviewed
studies demonstrate an interest in supporting startups
from various angles. For example, studies S1 and S13
promote implementing activities to plan, deliver and
control services (SM). Studies S1, S13 and S20 seek to
improve organisational processes (IP). In addition, stud-
ies S3, S6 and S22 were identified as promoting using
assessment models (PAM) to understand the complete-
ness of processes. Another key approach is the use of
maturity models (MM), as observed in studies S1, S2,
S3, S8, S9, S10, S21 and S25, which consider the read-
iness of the company to face changes in the environ-
ment. In addition, study S1 emphasises the importance
of having coherent and consistent processes (PRM) and
measures customer satisfaction and business practices
(SQM). Table 2 summarises the studies (Sn) that include
at least one of the analysed characteristics, indicating
with “✓” the characteristics/approach present and with
“X” those absent or on which model they are based.

Table 2. Studies with at least one feature.
S1 S2 S3 S6 S8 S9 S10 S13 S20 S21 S22 S25

PRM ✓ X X X X X X X X X X X
PAM X X ✓ ✓ X X X X X X ✓ X
MM ✓ ✓ ✓ X ✓ ✓ ✓ X X ✓ X ✓
SM ✓ X X X X X X ✓ X X X X
PI ✓ X X X X X X ✓ ✓ X X X
SQM ✓ X X X X X X X X X X X

The systematic review results reveal the absence of
a proposal designed explicitly for startups to guide them
in improving the quality of their services through formal
process management. This ideal approach should in-
clude the features mentioned above and approaches,
providing clearly defined and measurable processes.
Furthermore, it should facilitate the transition from an
informal startup management to a formal, controlled,
scalable and adaptable management model.

3. Research Methodology

The Three Cycle View of Design Science Research
(DSR), introduced by Hevner Alan (2007), provides
structured guidelines for constructing useful solutions
(artefacts) to address identified problems. Grounded in
DSR principles outlined by Hevner et al. (2004) and Pef-
fers et al. (2007), this approach ensures the artefacts’
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consistency, coherence, and validity. DSR aims to un-
derstand how artefacts interact with specific domains,
necessitating validation of artefact behaviour in con-
trolled (e.g., laboratories) and uncontrolled (e.g., real-
world) contexts. As highlighted by Wieringa (2010),
this validation process is crucial for understanding the
anticipated outcomes and behaviour of the proposed
solution.

The Three Cycle View of DSR methodology is com-
posed of three closely related cycles of activity:
Relevance Cycle establishes the research environment
requirements and defines acceptance criteria for evalu-
ating research results. Testing the artefact in real-world
settings informs the need for further iterations, leading
to reformulations of requirements based on practical ex-
perience.
Rigor Cycle, here, foundational theories, methods, and
existing knowledge are combined with new insights
gained from the research process and field tests. These
contributions benefit scientific, academic, and profes-
sional audiences, enriching the knowledge base.
Design Cycle focuses on rapid iteration for artefact de-
velopment, evaluation and refinement based on feed-
back. The requirements of the relevance cycle and the
design and evaluation methods of the rigour cycle in-
form this iterative process (Hevner Alan, 2007). Figure
1 summarises the Three Cycle View of the DSR meth-
odology.

Figure 1. DSR Cycles. Source: (Hevner Alan, 2007).

3.1. Three Cycle View of DSR

The three-cycle methodology previously mentioned
is instantiated in this paper from the design cycle to
give continuity to the framework previously developed
for SMEs. Figure 2 shows the instantiation of the meth-
odology used throughout this work.

The Relevance cycle consisted of conducting inter-
views and surveys with three startups to identify their
needs and requirements. Initially, the companies re-
ceived a detailed framework description, including its
implementation, objectives and expected results. These
startups, whose identities are kept confidential, repres-
ent diverse profiles and characteristics. The first startup,
established in Switzerland in 2021, operates an online

Figure 2. Implementation of the Three cycle view of

DSR.

platform that transforms physical grocery stores into re-
tail media channels. The second startup, founded in Por-
tugal in 2018, provides design and multimedia services
to organisations focused on social and environmental
impact. Lastly, the third startup, established in Brazil in
2018, specialises in revolutionising marketing through
data analytics and automation to enhance value for the
company and its customers.

The interview and survey results informed the design
cycle’s next phases. Although, due to the length of the
article, these documents are not included, the responses
obtained are highlighted: the clarity and ease of ap-
plication of the framework; its perceived importance to
their company; its potential to rethink tasks/processes;
its ability to provide information on the current state of
the company; its role in identifying strengths and weak-
nesses; its ability to uncover opportunities for improve-
ment; and its potential to validate the company’s object-
ives.

During the Design cycle, the LightStartup frame-
work was elaborated (see section 4) considering the
needs identified in the startups contacted. To this end,
the framework developed for SMEs (Feversani et al.,
2023) was applied and the results achieved in each pro-
cess and task of the PRM were thoroughly reviewed
to identify those that did not meet the expected object-
ives, those that could be considered redundant and those
that were necessary but were not contemplated in the
PRM. In addition, it was complemented with informa-
tion obtained from interviews and surveys of three star-
tups from different sectors and countries.

LightStartup, a case study approach, was employed
in a real-world setting to assess the efficacy of the de-
veloped artefact. This technique enables a thorough ana-
lysis of the proposal’s aspects and performance in an
authentic context (Baxter and Jack (2008), Eisenhardt
(1989) and Yin (1994)). The validation of the LightStar-
tup framework is elaborated in section 5 of this paper.

The Rigour cycle starts with the systematic review
of the SLR literature (section 2), which, together with
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the development of the ongoing research in this study,
aims to enrich the academic and corporate knowledge
base.

4. LightStartup Framework

The proposed Lightweight Framework for Service
Management Evaluation for Startup Companies (Light-
Startup) is based on the Lightweight Framework for
Service Management Evaluation for SMEs (LightSME)
(Feversani et al., 2023). Initially designed for small
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the service sec-
tor, LightSME draws from the ISO/IEC 33000 family of
standards, encompassing the Process Reference Model
(PRM), Process Assessment Model (PAM), and Matur-
ity Model (MM).

Through the interaction of its three models, Light-
Startup aims to help startups manage their internal pro-
cesses formally and sustainably. This efficient manage-
ment of internal processes directly impacts the quality of
service that companies offer their customers, both in the
industrial and service sectors (Azam et al., 2012; Bour-
anta et al., 2009). This approach is based on principles
of Total Quality Management (Dahlgaard et al., 2008),
promoting quality and organisational management that
lasts over time.

LightStartup aims to be a roadmap to help star-
tups transition from an informal management style to a
formal and sustainable management system. By offering
a suite of well-defined and formalised processes, Light-
Startup positions startups to navigate market uncertain-
ties effectively, enhance investor appeal, and mitigate
the risks of failure (Bouredja and Bourouaha, 2022).

To apply the LightStartup framework in real-life en-
vironments, the LightStartup-Spreadsheet support tool
has been developed. This consists of an Excel spread-
sheet that automatically evaluates the tasks and activities
that make up the processes. As this evaluation is carried
out, the linked spreadsheets generate real-time graphs,
facilitating an immediate visual analysis of the results.
LightStartup-Spreadsheet not only includes the detailed
information from the process reference model, but also
incorporates additional columns that enhance the ana-
lysis. The “Capability Level” column indicates the or-
dinal scale used to weight each task or activity. The
column “Evaluation value” reflects the rating assigned to
each task or activity, based on the evidence presented by
the company. Finally, the “Evidence” column provides a
description supporting the weighting given to each task
or activity.

4.1. Process Reference Model (PRM)

The LightStartup PRM adapts its predecessor frame-
work. This adaptation resulted in a reduction of approx-
imately 34% of the processes. The simplification of pro-
cesses and tasks responds to the fact that some of them
would not be applicable in the early stages of a startup
company, as its main focus is on developing the product
or service, attracting investors and acquiring customers
(Giardino et al., 2014; Ries, 2011).
Therefore, processes such as innovation-oriented organ-
isational leadership management or offering disruptive
services are considered inherent characteristics of star-
tups. Other processes, such as the management of crim-
inal compliance, which regulates the internal and ex-
ternal conduct of the company, are integrated in the pro-
cess “GCo1. Manage behaviour”. Also, providing train-
ing plans is not a priority at this stage, as startups tend to
have few members and, if they need to cover a specific
demand, they prefer to outsource or hire skilled staff.
For these reasons, these and other processes have been
excluded in this version of the PRM.
In addition, new processes have been incorporated, such
as “GP1. Publicise Services”, which focuses on ser-
vice promotion and publicity impact. Existing processes
have also been improved, such as “GP2. Manage Mar-
keting Strategies”, to identify market opportunities, bet-
ter define and target strategies, and make more efficient
decisions, among other things. Furthermore, Light-
Startup’s PRM aims to streamline processes by redu-
cing bureaucracy, minimising documentation, and cut-
ting costs typically associated with larger, more estab-
lished companies. It simplifies tasks to address funda-
mental startup needs, guide, assess their status and out-
line steps for improvement. LightStartup organises its
processes along four dimensions:

Organisational Governance establishes overarching
objectives and guidelines to direct the entire organisa-
tion’s operations, ensuring alignment across all dimen-
sions. Its key factors include “Strategy”, “Portfolio”,
“Service Culture”, “Compliance” and “Data and In-
formation Management”.

Services: manages all activities related to the ser-
vices offered by the company. Its key factors include
“Design and Innovation”, “Service Management”, “De-
livery”, and “Responses and Incidents”.

Customers and Consumers dimension oversees
communication and activities concerning customer and
consumer experiences, aiming to deliver personalised
services and enhance customer satisfaction, loyalty, and
commitment to the company. Its key factors include
“Communication channels”, “Needs and desires”, and
“Customer management and loyalty”.
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People: this dimension encompasses various pro-
cesses relating to the organisation’s staff, such as re-
cruitment, retention, remuneration, intra- and inter-team
communication and training. Its key factors include
“Administration and human resources”, “Training”, and
“Communication and team management”. Figure 3
shows the PRM structure and summarises the pro-
cesses that compose this model, organised by dimen-
sions (Dim.), including codes (Cod.) and Key Factors.

Figure 3. LightStartup’s PRM structure.

4.2. Process Assessment Model (PAM)

The model evaluates process performance and cap-
ability by assessing how effectively processes achieve
their objectives outlined in the PRM. The PAM is based
on the ISO/IEC 33020 ISO/IEC (2015a) standard. PAM
comprises four capability levels: Level 0: “Incomplete”,
where the process does not exist or reaches at least 15%
of its target; Level 1: “Achieved”, between 15% and
50% of its target; Level 2: “Managed”, between 50%
and 85%; and finally, Level 3: “Established”, exceeds
85%. Table 3 summarises the four capacity levels.

To determine the level of process capability, an or-
dinal scale (Table 4) is used to evaluate the tasks that

Table 3. Capability levels in LightStartup

Capability levels Description
Level 0 - Incomplete (L0) less than 15%
Level 1 - Completed (L1) between 15% and 50%
Level 2 - Managed (L2) between 50% and 85%
Level 3 - Established (L3) more than 85%

make up the processes.

Table 4. Ordinal scale

Ordinal scale % of the task performed
0 “Not achieved” Less than 30%
1 “Partially achieved” Between 30% and 71%
2 “Fully achieved” Between 71% and 100%

4.3. Maturity Model (MM)

The LightStartup MM features four maturity levels,
each summarised in Figure 4, indicating the capability
level objectives and the required processes, denoted by
codes, for each level. These processes are distributed
based on affordability and the anticipated objectives for
each maturity level.

Emerging: the organisation is in its initial stages
and needs to implement fundamental processes. The re-
quired processes at this level include Managing the port-
folio (GP0), Defining customer service criteria (GC0),
Planning the service (SM1), Managing the client portfo-
lio (CL0), and Managing the incorporation, remunera-
tion and dismissal of staff and collaborators (PM1). All
processes in the “Emerging” column of Figure 4 should
reach at least capability level L1 (see Table 3).

Essential: the organisation implements and man-
ages, besides the processes indicated in the previous
level (Emerging), the PRM processes: GP1 - Publi-
cise Services, GCo1 - Manage behaviour, SR0 - Re-
gister complaints and incidents, SR1 - Manage service
changes, CL1 - Manage customer acquisition and CCh0
- Manage interaction (casual - informal). All processes
in the “Essential” column of Figure 4 are expected to
achieve at least an L2 capability level.

Optimum: the company demonstrates that processes
from previous maturity levels (“Emerging” and “Essen-
tial”), as well as current level processes (“Optimum”),
are established, known by all involved parties, and ef-
fectively achieve their objectives. Processes at this level
include: Manage Marketing Strategies (GP2), Man-
age Business Plan (GS1), Establish Service Culture
(GC1), Measure Performance Results (SP1), Manage
New Needs and Desires (CN1) and Manage Teams -
inter/intra communication (PC2).

Premium: the organisation aligns with its objectives,
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possesses evaluation methods, and implements criteria
for continuous improvement across services, processes,
and teams. In addition to processes from previous levels
(“Emerging”, “Essential” and “Optimum”), new pro-
cesses are defined for this maturity stage: Manage Or-
ganisational Digitalisation (GD0), Manage Data Digit-
alisation and exploitation of information (GD1), Design
the service and perform formal tests (SD1), Manage
customer loyalty (CL2), Facilitate professional develop-
ment (PT2), Manage talent attraction (PM3). In both
the “Optimum” and “Premium” maturity levels, all pro-
cesses outlined in Figure 4 are anticipated to achieve a
capability level of L3.

Figure 4. LightStartup maturity model.

LightStartup encourages continuous improvement
beyond the “Premium” maturity level even if the com-
pany transitions to SME status. This is achievable due
to its compatibility with the LightSME framework. After
reaching the “Premium” level, the company can utilise
the LightSME framework to evaluate its processes and
further enhance them. This feature is illustrated in Fig-
ure 5.

Figure 5. LightStartup to LightSME scalability.

5. Validating the LightStartup framework
through a Case Study

In line with DSR methodology, validating the arte-
fact is a key aspect of the design cycle (Hevner et al.,
2004). Hence, this section outlines the validation pro-
cess of the LightStartup framework through its applica-
tion in a real case study (CS).

The main objective of this CS is to verify that Light-
Startup is indeed suitable and valuable to accompany
startups in the transition from an informal management
style to consolidate with a formal management system

sustained over time. Moreover, it aims to assist these
firms in navigating uncertain and demanding markets,
thereby mitigating the risk of failure.

The validation of the LightStartup framework in a
Portuguese startup is detailed below, along with the ana-
lysis of the results. The CS focuses on assessing all
company processes structured around the four dimen-
sions of the LightStartup framework: “Organisational
Governance”, “Services”, “Customers and Consumers”,
and “People”. Information for the validation process
was gathered directly from the company’s founder, who
provided insights into its processes, tools, and internal
methodologies. The startup, which offers communic-
ation and content creation services focusing on social
impact entities, operates with a small team of three per-
manent staff members, occasionally supplemented by
temporary hires or outsourced services. At the time of
the collaboration, the company lacked formal certifica-
tions or established practices related to the framework,
indicating a limited understanding of the subject matter.
The founder’s identity, company name, and brand/logo
are not disclosed to maintain confidentiality.

The company’s processes were thoroughly reviewed
and evaluated against LightStartup’s PRM model. Us-
ing the PAM model and the ordinal scale from Table 4
in subsection 4.2, each task was rated with a value of 0
for “Not achieved”, 1 for “Partially achieved” or 2 for
“Fully achieved”, considering evidence such as docu-
ments, testimonies, and software.

After rating the activities, it was possible to know the
level of capability of each of the company’s processes,
which were rated as L1 (Performed), L2 (Managed) and
L3 (Established) (Table 3 in section 4.2).

5.1. Case study results

Based on the PRM model (subsection 4.1), the CS
results are summarised using the maturity model (Figure
6). For each maturity level, the table presents the process
code, achieved capability level (L1, L2, L3), process tar-
get result (✓ or X), and the percentage of process com-
pleteness from left to right.

Figure 6. CS LightStartup Maturity Model.

The company operates at the Essential maturity
level (vertical rectangle with black dashed lines, Fig-
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ure 6). It must address processes marked with “X” in
the maturity model to advance. To attain Optimum or-
ganisational maturity, the focus should be on processes
GP2, GC1 and SP1.

In terms of maturity by dimensions (horizontal rect-
angle with red dashed lines, Figure 6), the company’s
status is as follows: “Customers and Consumers” have
reached the Premium level; “People” is at Optimum;
while “Organisational Governance” and “Services” re-
main at the Essential level, with potential to reach
Premium by addressing processes GP2, GC1, and SP1
in their respective dimensions.

Additionally, the results obtained when applying
LightStartup with its predecessor (LightSME) to the
same startup company are compared. These results
show that LightStartup provides a solution better suited
to the specific needs of startups. For reasons of space,
only four processes are summarised in Figure 7 as a res-
ult of this comparison.

Figure 7. Comparison of process evaluation results

using both Frameworks.

The validation results of the LightStartup framework
have demonstrated its usefulness as a guide for com-
panies on the road to internal improvement, identifying
those points that stand out as requiring attention.

5.2. Lessons learned

During the Relevance Cycle (section 3.1), three start-
ups with different profiles participated, but with a com-
mon problem: the lack of a simple framework to guide
their internal management. One of them participated in
the validation of the proposal (section 5), providing in-
formation on its internal processes. Key observations
included: the informality of their structure, the focus on
delivering value to the customer, the priority on con-
tinuous improvement of their products or services, and
the need for training due to market volatility.

The validation of the LightStartup framework (sub-
section 5.1) confirmed its usefulness in these companies,
as it provides a comprehensive overview of the current
management of the company. The framework highlights

areas for improvement and strengths, increasing com-
petitiveness and attractiveness to investors. PRM pro-
cesses are adapted to the reality of the startup, guiding
it from inception to growth. In addition, LightStartup
is compatible with LightSME, easing the transition for
SMEs with a solid foundation of formal processes. In
addition, LightStartup emphasises regular review and re-
finement of processes to adapt to the evolving market
and business needs.

6. Conclusions and Future Work

Startups are crucial to the global economy, gener-
ating more than 50% of new jobs and fostering innova-
tion. However, many fail due to limited resources, a lack
of organisational management expertise, and an excess-
ive focus on launching products without market valida-
tion. Moreover, lacking specific frameworks or models
to help them formalise their internal management leaves
them vulnerable in a rapidly changing and increasingly
competitive environment.

To address the identified gap, this work has de-
veloped the LightStartup framework, based on the
LightSME framework and the ISO/IEC 33000 stand-
ards. LightStartup provides a streamlined and form-
alised process reference model, assessment model and
maturity model designed to guide start-ups in transition-
ing from informal management practices to sustainable
management practices. It provides essential, easy-to-
implement processes and a realistic and scalable matur-
ity model.

The validation carried out in a real case study shows
that LightStartup can help startups to cope with the con-
stant changes in the market, become more competitive,
access funding and be an attractive company for poten-
tial investors by demonstrating that it evaluates and re-
views its internal processes.

However, future work involves applying the frame-
work to a wider range of start-ups and conducting lon-
gitudinal analyses to assess its impact on company per-
formance over time.
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