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Abstract
Continuous innovation in digital technologies enables the
information aspect of the physical world to be captured,
processed and shared effectively and efficiently, leading to the
emergence of business ecosystems. In these dynamic,
collaborative structures, an organization cooperates with
complementary partners through the orchestration of value cocreation and value co-capturing within particular architectures,
defined as business models. Enabled by platforms viewed as
shared transactional and organizational (institutional)
infrastructures, successful organizations have shifted from a
purely self-centered (idiocentric) perspective of their business
models towards a more intersubjective (allocentric) one. Yet,
today business model research is not fully able to conceptualize
such multilateral value co-creation architectures.
To close this gap, this dissertation proposes an ontology that
specifies business model components and their relationships
from an allocentric perspective. Through a consortium research
approach within the field of financial services, the research
provides empirical evidence showing how the application of the
ontology supports a company in the design, analysis and
communication of the orchestration of value co-creation
between mutually complementary partners. This dissertation
thus contributes to business model research by clarifying the
roles and relations of interdependent business model
participants and demonstrating how they leverage allocentric
business models to align their individual needs and capabilities
in mutually beneficial ways around a shared value purpose.

Zusammenfassung
Anhaltende
Innovationen
in
digitalen
Technologien,
ermöglichen es den Informationsaspekt der physischen Welt
effektiv und effizient zu erfassen, zu verarbeiten sowie zu teilen
und führen zur Entstehung von Geschäftsökosystemen. In
diesen dynamischen, kollaborativen Strukturen kooperiert ein
Unternehmen mit anderen sozialen und kommerziellen
Akteuren durch die Orchestrierung ihrer gemeinsamen
Wertschöpfungsflüsse innerhalb eines Geschäftsmodells.
Getrieben von der Entwicklung von digitalen Plattformen, die
als
gemeinsame
transaktionale
und
organisationale
(institutionelle) Infrastrukturen dienen, sind erfolgreiche
Unternehmen von einer rein subjektiven (idiozentrischen)
Perspektive ihrer Geschäftsmodelle zu einer intersubjektiven
(allozentrierten) Perspektive übergegangen. Doch in der
Geschäftsmodellforschung mangelt es derzeit noch an
Konzeptualisierungsansätzen,
um
die
mit
diesem
Perspektivenwechsel verbundenen, multilateralen Wertschöpfungsarchitekturen abzubilden und zu analysieren.
Um diese Lücke zu schließen, schlägt diese Forschungsarbeit
eine allozentrierte Geschäftsmodellontologie vor. Durch einen
Konsortialforschungsansatz
mit
Vertretern
aus
dem
Finanzsektor, liefert die Arbeit empirische Belege dafür, wie die
Anwendung der Ontologie ein Unternehmen bei der Gestaltung,
Analyse und Kommunikation der gemeinschaftlichen
Wertschöpfungsorchestrierung zwischen komplementären
Akteuren
unterstützt.
Die Arbeit
trägt
somit
zur
Geschäftsmodellforschung bei, indem sie aufzeigt wie
Unternehmen ihre kollaborative Wertschöpfung mit anderen
Akteuren durch die Bestimmung eines gemeinsamen
Wertezwecks, die Einnahme von spezifischen Rollen und das
gegenseitige Austarieren ihrer Bedürfnisse und Fähigkeiten
mittels allozentrierten Geschäftsmodellen orchestrieren.
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“Always remember, your focus determines your reality”
(George Lucas)
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1

Exposition

“Our competitors aren’t taking our market share with devices; they are
taking our market share with an entire ecosystem. This means we’re
going to have to decide how we either build, catalyze or join an
ecosystem”
(Stephen Elop, former CEO of Nokia – 2011)

The ability to convert information from the physical world into a
computer-readable format (digitization) forms the foundation of today’s
technological revolution (digitalization). Information technology
accelerates the speed and increases the methods in which data can be
processed. Additionally, it augments the quality with which data is
captured, structured and exchanged between social and economic
actors. By embedding information technology into physical objects,
almost any asset of value gains the capability to capture, process, and
store data and hence, to interact with its environment. Additionally,
tokenization allows the digital representation of property rights related
to transactions of these assets of value in incorruptible, distributed
digital ledgers, such as Blockchain. Once digitized and tokenized,
programmable transaction protocols (smart contracts), which
autonomously display, execute and enforce the terms of contracts
associated with these assets, make a digital transfer that is decoupled
from their physical form possible. Still in its early stage of technological
convergence, this combination of sophisticated communication
solutions, together with trustable contract mechanisms (Beck, 2006),
liberates social and economic actors from constraints in the way they
co-create and co-capture value in today’s economy. According to
Normann (2001), value creation is particularly affected in terms of time
(when value is created), of place (where value is created), of actors
(those who create value) and constellation (how value is created).
Consequently, through digitization and eventually tokenization as well
as through a common communication infrastructure, assets of any
value become accessible, sharable, reprogrammable and
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exchangeable with negligible transaction and coordination costs. As a
result, the steadily decreasing costs driven by ongoing innovations in
information and communication technology lead to increased dynamic
and interdependent business environments (Picot, 1996).
However, in order to transform data into meaningful information that
supports value creation, context is essential. The latter defines the
circumstances that form the setting for an event, statement, or idea, and
in terms of which it can be fully understood (Oxford Living Dictionary,
2018). Inspired by natural ecosystems, Rothschild (1990) and Moore
(1993) introduced the notion of Business Ecosystems (BE) as a means
to describe the value creation structure in increasingly dynamic and
interdependent business environments. BEs can therefore be
perceived as a structure (Adner, 2017), helping to outline a particular
context where multiple actors, dynamically organized around a shared
value purpose, mutually co-create value.
With the aim of collaboratively creating and capturing value in this
structural context, business actors need to be efficient at mobilizing,
managing, and using resources rather than acquiring and
independently owning resources – a significant contrast to a classical
mindset (Normann, 2001). In the context of widespread digitization of
businesses in particular and society in general, the inherent logic in a
business model (BM) became critical for a business’ success as well as
a focus for academic inquiries (Veit et al., 2014). Osterwalder and
Pigneur (2013) suggest that the business model concept (BMC) seems
particularly apt to provide an overarching framework in which novel
value creation architectures in the digital era can be strategically
structured, analyzed and designed. However, most researchers have
typically limited the concept to a single organization’s focal plan for its
self-contained value creation and value capturing endeavor (e.g.
Osterwalder, Pigneur, & Tucci, 2005; Kamoun, 2008; Teece, 2010),
thereby ignoring the fact that in today’s interdependent business
environment in which the information content is high, value is cocreated and co-captured by multiple actors (Vargo & Lusch, 2004).
Consequently, this idiocentric (firm self-centered) perspective of the
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BMC, is not suitable for organizations that reside and evolve in
ecosystems (Iivari, 2016; Iivari, Ahokangas, Komi, Tihinen, & Valtanen,
2016). Today’s idiocentric BMCs are no longer able to explain how
companies can achieve sustainable competitive advantage in the
emerging ecosystems of which they are a part. In fact, idiocentric BMCs
are unable to provide practitioners with insights on how they can design
their businesses in the expanding knowledge economy, where value is
co-created and co-captured. Hence, it is not surprising that many
traditional companies lack a clear understanding of the value creation
logic within these new business structures. Nokia is certainly one of the
most famous examples of a formerly highly successful company that
lost existential market share to companies that were industry outsiders,
including Apple, Samsung or Google, who seem to be better adaptors
to an ecosystem-oriented value creation logic. Although aware of the
competitive advantage of its competitors resulting from the ecosystem,
Nokia was unable to either build, catalyze or join an ecosystem on its
own. The company’s official declaration of surrender to this fact came
with the sale of its mobile device division to Microsoft in April 2014.
Taking into account the challenges that researchers and practitioners
face in explaining, designing and implementing ecosystem-oriented
BMs, a shift towards an allocentric (intersubjective) perspective on the
BMC is needed. Allowing a company to orchestrate value co-creation
(VALCO) with partners residing in the same ecosystems as itself, is a
shift in perspective that seems promising.
This brief outline provides the basis for the overall objective of this
dissertation. In this dissertation allocentric business models (ABMs) will
be conceptualized and a corresponding ontology1 through its
instantiation in financial service ecosystems will be designed.
The research background will be further detailed in section (1.1). The
research problem will be described in Section 1.2 and the research
motivation in Section 1.3. The research questions and related research
1

In the context of this dissertation, an ontology can be defined as a written description and visual
representation of the ABM’s’ components and their relationships (Burkhardt, 2012). See Section 1.3.2
for detailed information.
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objectives will be elaborated upon in Section 1.4. The specific
contributions of this dissertation to the target audience are highlighted
and supplemented by research demarcations in Section 1.5. Finally,
the chapter will conclude with an outline of the dissertation (Section
1.6).
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Research background

The following section outlines the implication of digitalization on value
creation. It underlines why digitally enabled value creating networks are
changing the rules of business including its sources of value, the ways
companies deliver it, and the mental models that guide organizations
and their leaders (Libert, Beck, & Wind, 2016, p. 5). It concludes by
pointing out why the financial industry seems to be a particularly
interesting empirical context for the analysis and demonstration of these
changes.
1.1.1

Value creation in a digitally enabled business environment

To understand the impact of digitalization on value creation, two major
aspects seem to be of particular interest. The first compares the unique
benefits of digital technologies as a system of resources compared to
earlier (analog) technologies. The second considers, the exceptional
characteristics of value creation and value capturing upon digitized and
eventually tokenized information as a resource. Before taking a more
detailed look at these two elements, it is important to specify a working
definition of the concept of value. For the moment 2, the notion of value
is defined as the perceived subjective benefit related to the effective
use, allocation and exchange of resources for its involved actors. This
benefit can be measured in economic as well as in functional,
emotional, symbolic or ecological terms.
What are the consequences of value creation based on digital
technologies as a system of resources?
Digital technologies allow the separation of the information aspect from
the physical world (Normann, 2001). Hence, digitization can be defined
as the process of converting data into a digital (i.e. computer-readable)
format, in which the information is organized into bits (Collins English
Dictionary, 2019). According to Yoo, Henfridsson and Lyytinen (2010),
digital technologies differ from earlier technologies in terms of their re-

2

The notion of value and especially VALCO will be further elaborated in Section 2.4
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programmability, the homogenization of data and their self-referential
nature. The fact that a digitally enhanced asset (e.g. a device) allows
for the execution of any digitally encoded instruction by storing and
transmitting both instructions and data in the same format, makes it
possible to perform a wide array of functions. Hence, the possibility of
re-programming the device’s application is only limited by the fantasy
(and programming skills) of its users. Additionally, the digital
representation of any analog signal into bits and bytes leads to a
homogenization of all data (Yoo et al., 2010, p.5). Hence, any digital
content can be stored, combined, processed, transmitted and displayed
using the same digital devices and networks. Therefore, the
homogenization of data separates the content from the medium, which
in turn dissolves product and industry boundaries and builds the
foundation of entirely new value creating systems. The self-referential
characteristic of digital technologies – the fact that they act upon each
other – accelerates this development even more.

What are the consequences of value creation based on
information as a resource?
“When one shares a material good, one divides it. When one shares
an immaterial good, one multiplies it.”
(Serge Soudoplatoff)

Soudoplatoff’s law perfectly summarizes the foundational basis
between value creation based on information compared to value
creation limited to purely physical assets. Assuming for the moment a
given context, where information extracted from data is synonymous
with knowledge enabling actors to perform actions with beneficial
outcomes for themselves and/or others, this fundamental law comes
with some important counter-intuitive consequences.
Firstly, knowledge exchanges are positive sum (Aberkane, 2015, p.5).
In other words, when “giving away” knowledge, no one loses it.
Obviously, this is not the case when giving away apples or the
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ownership of 10 Swiss francs. This also signifies that the usage of a
specific “knowledge amount” is non-rival, meaning that as long as the
communication infrastructure is performant enough, everyone at the
same time and at any given place can simultaneously use it without
negatively impacting other users. Hence, from an economic perspective
the accessibility and sharing of an existing bit of knowledge – once it is
created3 – is related to nearly zero-marginal costs. In contrast, when
accessing and sharing physical goods, the monetary aspect slowly
drops out of the equation when it comes to using dematerialized goods 4.
Secondly, through the division or sharing of information, the amount of
accessible knowledge grows in a super-linear way (Aberkane 2015,
p.5). Hence, knowledge represents a quasi-infinite resource. This
implies that knowledge cannot be considered a scarce resource in and
of itself. Physical assets, on the other hand, grow linearly and are bound
by physical constraints. For instance, when adding one apple to a
basket of apples, the basket grows exactly by that one apple.
Additionally, the total number of apples in the world is finite. In contrast,
the composition of two bits of knowledge systematically generate a third
one and the amount of knowledge that can be generated, processed
and stored is only negligibly limited by physical constraints
(computation hardware). This super-linear growth of information leads
to an abundance of knowledge and in many cases to an overload of
accessible information. Consequently, it becomes clear that the value
creation logic in relation to purely dematerialized goods works in exactly
the opposite way as value creation logic in relation to physical goods.
While in the physical world, value is generated by creating user access
to valuable limited material resources, in the digital world, value is
created by liberating users from all irrelevant, undesired information and
by communicating only what is valuable to them. The Google “search”
engine and its related services offer a good example of this. Too often
it is thought that the overall value purpose of Google is to make the
3

In fact, only the initial creation of the bit of knowledge necessitates a one-time cost (first copy cost).
In their book Abundance, Peter Diamandis & Steven Kotler refer to this phenomenon as
demonetization and provides exhaustive facts and figures in different sectors (Diamandis & Kotler,
2014, p.289).
4
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world’s information digitally available. However, the actual value for a
particular user group (web content searchers, web content providers
including advertisers) is not obtaining access to all the available web
content or acquiring access to all possible users by being displayed
during their search requests. Instead, the actual value is obtaining
access to or being displayed to the most relevant audience (i.e. making
the user aware of a search request-related service).
Thirdly, the value of knowledge increases the more it is used and
updated. This phenomenon is called network effect (Shapiro, Varian, &
Becker, 1999). Again, this is in total opposition to material resources
which deplete the more they are used. Hence, in order to create value
with its knowledge, a company has to guarantee that this knowledge is
updated as much as possible. No less important, the company has to
make sure that the users have the possibility to manipulate knowledge
(combine it with their own knowledge) in order to increase the value of
the knowledge for their particular user context. Consequently, a
company would do well to consider a user as a value co-creator rather
than a passive recipient. By allowing users to manipulate a specific bit
of its knowledge through a digital medium, a company does not lose the
knowledge, rather it increases its value by augmenting its quality as well
as its applicable reach. Therefore, the most important thing that a
company must be able to do to profit from this huge opportunity is to
create knowledge feedback loops allowing it and other users to profit
from the constantly re-programmed knowledge (i.e. functionalities)
based upon the digital medium. This is exactly what today’s platform 5
businesses such as Tencent, Baidu or Alibaba have perfectly
understood.
1.1.2

The company as an orchestrator of value co-creation

Having examined the impact of digitalization both from an infrastructural
(a system of resources as value creation facilitator) perspective as well

5

The notion of the platform concept will be further elaborated in Section 2.5

Exposition

9

as from an artifactual6 (information as a resource flowing through an
information facility) point of view, the following conclusion can be drawn
for value creation in an increasingly digitized world.
Embedding an asset with information technology enables it to learn;
hence, it is possible to run digitally encoded instructions on these assets
that allow its users to instantly benefit from a multitude of value-added
functions. An illustrative example of this unique characteristic is offered
by the continuous auto-pilot updates of the electronic car manufacturer
Tesla. The ultimate future goal involves re-programming the car into a
self-driving vehicle that will start to adapt itself autonomously to the
needs of its environment7. Additionally, an infinite amount of
homogenized contextual data collected by the car can be shared and
collaboratively used with other assets (i.e. buildings, roads) in order to
create additional value through super-linear knowledge growth resulting
in a positive-sum game. In fact, the more a digitally enhanced asset is
used and manipulated by its users in a beneficial way for themselves or
others, the more valuable this positive network effect becomes for the
ecosystem in which it is embedded. Accordingly, the more functions a
Tesla vehicle can perform, the higher its chances of corresponding to
the particular needs of its individual users.
So, what does all this imply for todays’ businesses? And how should
these businesses be perceived in such a context?
Essentially, the value creation logic based on information shared and
manipulated through information technology infers that a company can
generate value by perceiving its consumers, suppliers and other
partners as value co-creators. In fact, by addressing any stakeholder
as a value co-creator, a company is able to maximize its knowledgebased value creation. Consequently, successful companies in the
digitally enhanced economy naturally shift from dictating value creation
to orchestrating VALCO. Thus, by enhancing its resources with digital
6

According to Hess and Ostrom (2003, p.129), an artifact is a discreet, observable, nameable
representation of an idea or set of ideas (data, information and eventually knowledge).
7
It is clear that in order to realize that vision many legal and ethical questions have to be solved
beforehand.
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technology, a company can be perceived as an orchestrator of VALCO
coordinating various complementing participants that collaboratively
maximize their individual knowledge-driven value in a specific context.
From a normative standpoint, orchestrating VALCO implies
continuously collecting, processing, filtering, sharing and updating the
most relevant aspects of (infinite) digitized information with other actors
in the ecosystem to guarantee the most efficient and effective use and
allocation of the community’s scarce (finite) physical resources in terms
of economic, social and ecological value.
The business as an orchestrator of VALCO takes a perspective far
beyond its formal boundaries. Hence, rather than limiting its BM to the
value generated through its hierarchically controlled, unilaterally
produced and marketed product and service offerings, an orchestrator
takes an ecosystem-oriented perspective. In this contextualized,
dynamic network-like structure, the company’s BM is characterized by
rather heterarchically controlled, multilaterally co-created product and
service offerings. For financial service providers – as for any other
company – this implies that their products and services have to be seen
as modular functionalities contributing together with offerings from other
value co-creators to an overall shared value purpose. Hence, an
orchestrator designs its BM together with other actors in the ecosystem
around that shared value purpose, thereby, coordinating the
corresponding value flows among the involved actors by bridging the
digital and physical context in which they interact in a way uniquely
beneficial to all of them.
Taking this into account, Normann (2001) concludes that “yet,
paradoxically, the most interesting aspect of this separation
(unbundling) of the physical world from the dematerialized virtual world
consists of the opportunities it gives to re-link (re-bundle) the two in new
ways” (p. 31). Accordingly, the resulting value creating systems are thus
characterized by optimal resource density in which a combination of the
most effective resources for a particular shared purpose can be
mobilized by the value co-creators in real time to create the optimum
value/cost result in a specific time/space context.
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Figure 1: The unbundleability - rebundleability cycle (Source: Normann 2001, p. 30)

UBER, the mobility service orchestrator provides an example of how
the orchestration of VALCO in this virtuous cycle of dematerialization
(liquefaction) of assets – their unbundling and rebundling process
around a shared value purpose – works.
UBER mini-case: Orchestrating a mobility service ecosystem
Before UBER arrived on the market, the traditional taxi business was either
limited by physical context and analog information flows or digitized
information bound to a particular provider (e.g. a taxi operating company).
This meant that the allocation of information – as the key competitive
resource for VALCO among actors – was either bound to a physical context
(to the actual place where the potential taxi passengers and taxi drivers were
standing) or collected by a few players (i.e. taxi phone hotlines) that
(un)intentionally made that information only available to a limited amount of
privileged cab drivers.
Equipping actors with digital devices that allow those involved in this
particular mobility ecosystem to decouple relevant information from their
physical context and use them to fulfill a particular purpose (i.e. find a taxi,
find a guest, transport a certain item, etc.) has, in retrospect, opened an
incredible opportunity for a new value creating mobility system.
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So, how have UBER, its Chinese counterpart DIDI and others managed to
reconfigure and orchestrate this particular innovative mobility ecosystem?
First, innovative devices such as smart phones are able to digitize data from
an actor’s physical context allowing ecosystem participants to unbundle the
information aspect related to their needs in a particular situation. One only
has to consider the actual geo-location data of the people who need a ride
and nearby drivers having the capability of offering one. Not only this
information but also digitized maps or constantly updated information on
traffic jams help the ride users and providers to find the most efficient way to
come together and navigate in a specific space/time context.
Before the arrival of UBER, these decoupled information aspects of actors
that could help each other in this specific space/time context existed, but in
an uncoordinated way. Hence, no one could really benefit from this
dematerialization. By orchestrating (rebundling) these information flows as
well as the actors and objects to which they were related, UBER was able to
optimize resource density and create a new value system by bringing
together actors that serve others while serving themselves. Hence, it
became possible that each user had at his/her disposal in almost any given
space/timeframe someone able to provide a particular personalized mobility
solution. It is important to note that for UBER, the main goal was never to
provide the actual ride. Instead, their goal was to optimize the mobility
resource allocation for their users in any given space/time context. By
collecting and displaying drivers’ and users’ mutual ratings and integrating
navigation and payment modules into its platform, UBER enabled this newly
reconfigured mobility ecosystem to emerge and helped it quasi auto-regulate
itself via constant information feedback loops. It is clear that the orchestration
role of this particular ecosystem also puts UBER in a very powerful position.
Undoubtedly, with great power also comes great economic and social
responsibility. Accordingly, in order to maintain a well-functioning ecosystem,
it is essential that the company constantly adapts its solution to requests
coming from its value co-creators (i.e. drivers, state regulators, etc.) in order
to maintain its competitive position. Finally, it is worth noting that at the time
of this writing, UBER had not yet reached a break-even point. Thus, from a
purely financial perspective, the sustainability of its BM remains to be proven
by the company.
Figure 2: UBER mini-case study
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In an extensive empirical study of the S&P 1500, Libert et al. (2016)
highlight the success of US companies conceptualizing their BM to
orchestrate VALCO. In their analysis, the authors distinguish business
archetypes based on four asset types (Libert et al. 2016, p.7 ff). Asset
Builders (focusing on physical things); Service Providers (people);
Technology Creators (information/ideas); and Network Orchestrators
(connections/relationships). The fact that the connections established
by orchestrators may provide access to any of the other asset type, puts
them in a competitively advantageous position and is in line with the
above-mentioned value creation characteristics in a digitally enabled
economy. Figure 3 highlights this fact through various financial
indicators.

Figure 3: Financial indicators on BM archetypes (Source: Libert et al. 2016)
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The authors conclude that despite the rapid advancement of digital
technology and the remarkable advantage of networked BMs less than
2% of the companies used network orchestration as the basis for their
BMs (Libert et al., 2016, p. 12). This fact is even more perplexing when
taking a closer look at two additional numbers. On the one hand,
according to Brand Finance 500 of the top five most valuable brands
2018 (Brand Finance, 2018), four companies (Amazon, Apple, Google,
and Facebook) have all achieved sustainable competitive advantage by
setting up their BMs around the orchestration of VALCO in ecosystems,
including devices, books, games, music, media, and search, storage or
payment services. On the other hand, a vast majority of startups, which
are ranked on the Wall Street Journal and Dow Jones Venture Source
tracking list of unicorns (startups valued at $ 1 billion or more), are
building innovative ecosystem-oriented BMs. By December 2018, the
list included for example Uber and its Chinese competitor DIDI, Airbnb,
and WeWork, as well as payment service provider Stripe and P2P
lending/trading platforms such as SoFi or Robinhood. Unique to all of
these companies is their ecosystem-oriented BM, characterized by the
orchestration of VALCO among consumers, service providers and
contributing partners.
Although, these numbers speak for themselves it is obvious that even
established companies seem to lack mental and conceptual framing
tools that allow them to orchestrate VALCO in todays’ networked
economy. This is especially astonishing when considering the fact that
every organization has always been embedded in latent networks,
which nowadays are full of value creating opportunities based upon
digitized assets. In this sense, the financial industry provides a
particularly relevant empirical context for this dissertation. On one hand,
the value creation of banks is already largely based upon
dematerialized assets (money). On the other hand, traditional banks
and financial service providers are in the middle of a transformation
phase in which innovative actors from outside and to some extent inside
the banking industry are starting to realize the benefits related to the
orchestration of VALCO. Confronted with these transformations, it
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seems logical to conclude that banks and related financial service
providers would be keen to fund the research at hand.
1.1.3

Financial service ecosystems as empirical context

When considering the examples mentioned above, it is almost forgotten
that the world of finance provides us with a fascinating centuries-old
example of dematerialization (Normann, 2001, p. 31). In addition to
other functions, the concept of money separated the value of a physical
asset from the physical asset itself, so that different assets could be
compared and neutrally exchanged. After 1971, when former U.S.
president Richard Nixon ended the US dollar’s convertibility into gold,
money became completely dematerialized. Today, money simply
represents a claim on a physical (coin or banknote) or digital medium
(database) backed by the reputation of its issuers (e.g. national
governments and/or banks). However, only recently have banks started
to realize the shift in value creation logic related to an increasing
dematerialized and tokenized world of value assets. This has been due
primarily to the emergence of the Internet and distributed ledger
technologies. Because of the appearance of companies such as
Tencent and Alibaba that follow ecosystem-oriented BMs which
integrate banking services such as payments (i.e. WeChat’s red
envelope (hongbao) peer-to-peer money gift) or credits (i.e. Alibaba’s
Sesame Credit for merchants) in their BM, traditional banks are in the
middle of a transformation phase in which they must decide to either
develop, catalyze or join an ecosystem.
According to Capgemini (2018), the three leading positions of the top
ten banking trends in 2018, were: 1) the collaboration with FinTech
partners8, 2) the use of open application programming interfaces (APIs)
and 3) the shift in banking BMs towards platform-enabled ecosystems.
Enabled by ongoing innovations in information and communication
technology within the last two decades, banks and insurance
8

According to the Oxford Dictionary FinTechs are “computer programs and other technology used to
support or enable banking and financial services”. The research at hand refers to FinTechs as startups
offering financial services through computer programs and other technology.
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companies have started to resize internal operations (i.e. by digitizing
and automatizing business processes or by outsourcing), first in their
back offices and more recently in their front offices (Alt & Puschmann,
2016). This trend has accelerated the emergence of new ecosystems,
in which traditional financial institutions co-create value with innovative
FinTech start-ups as well as with companies from outside the financial
service industry (Puschmann, 2017; Nicoletti, 2017). Additionally, banks
deal with customers who are well-equipped with sophisticated and userfriendly information and communication tools that act as value cocreators (Frow & Paine, 2011; Vargo & Lusch, 2004) and therefore play
a vital role in the emerging ecosystems. Hence, the shift from a
traditional perspective on banking – following a rather linear value
creation logic – to banking in a digitalized world, where banks are –
visibly or not – embedded in a multi-actor value co-creating service
ecosystem, has encouraged banks to adapt their existing BMs.
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Research problem

Only recently have BM researchers recognized the importance of
contextual issues by acknowledging that partnerships can have a great
impact on value creation and that as a result, partners need to be
considered as value co-creators in a focal firms’ BM (e.g. Iivari, 2016;
Wirtz, Pistoia, Ullrich, & Göttel, 2016; Zott, Amit, & Massa, 2011a).
Some authors have started to extend the scope of a BMC towards an
ecosystem level of analysis by covering aspects of the firm’s interaction
with its environment, through the analysis of open BMs (e.g.
Frankenberger, Weiblen, & Gassmann, 2014; Chesbrough, 2007) and
/ or the examination of the role of networks within new BMs (e.g. Maglio
& Spohrer, 2013).
However, the focus of value creation and value capturing in these
studies remains highly idiocentric (firm self-contained), with limited
attention given to the role of business partners and mutual value
creation. Considering the emergence of service ecosystems and the
underlying value creation logic, the incompatibility of existing BMCs and
empirical evidence is obvious. This incompatibility is apparent in a
survey conducted by Wirtz et al. (2016) among BM researchers. The
survey highlights the lack of a deeper conceptual understanding of
mutual value creation and value capturing processes among business
partners.
Consequently, BM conceptualizations nowadays implicitly consider the
ecosystem, thereby merely expressing the interface of the focal firm’s
relation with its immediate partners (suppliers and customers)
(Blaschke, Haki, Riss, & Aier, 2017). This idiocentric standpoint
however omits considering the different roles and relationships of
business partners involved in collaborative value creation. With that
being said, this standpoint becomes less suitable for organizations that
reside and evolve in the same ecosystem (Iivari, 2016; Iivari et al.,
2016). In such complicated multi-actor settings, it is important for all
involved parties to understand in which ecosystems they belong to and
which role they occupy in these ecosystems (Iansiti & Levien, 2004;
Gobble, 2014).
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To conclude, existing BMCs and related ontologies and representations
are either fully idiocentric (e.g. Osterwalder, 2004; Osterwalder &
Pigneur, 2010; Al-Debei & Avison, 2010; Sinfield, Calder, McConnell, &
Colson, 2012) or fail to provide a company with an intersubjective, yet
unifying perspective, on a particular BM that allows it to orchestrate the
resulting VALCO interactions among the actors of the ecosystem it is
part of (e.g. Gordijn, 2002; Lüftenegger, 2014; Zolnowski, 2015). This
fuzziness in their perspective also seems be the reason why the latter
received relatively little attention from business practitioners. Instead,
alternative representations based on idiocentric BMCs (e.g. the lean
canvas, or the product canvas) are applied.
Consequently, when neither an idiocentric perspective on the BMC nor
alternative derivatives are able to fully describe and explain a
company’s VALCO endeavor within a BE, a change of perspective is
needed.
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Research motivation

The following section introduces the allocentric perspective on the BMC
and is motivated by the need to complement the existing, predominantly idiocentric-oriented BM theory with this perspective. It will
set the scene for the dissertation research questions and related
research objectives.
1.3.1

An allocentric perspective on BMs

Rooted in perceptual psychology – a subfield of cognitive psychology –
the term allocentric defines reference systems that do not depend solely
on the viewer’s (in this case the firm’s) current position or orientation
(Klatzky, 1998). Etymologically, allocentric comes from ancient Greek
and literally means “centered in something else (állos = other)” (Duden,
2019). From a behavioral point of view, allocentric actors emphasize
interdependence by taking into account and being responsive to the
needs of other in-group members (Triandis & Suh, 2002). By
comparison, allocentrics think in a more holistic way and define their
identities by the context that they share with others. However, this does
not mean that the two perspectives are mutually exclusive. In fact, some
personal psychology studies (e.g. Imamoglou, 1998) provide evidence
that actors who share allocentric and idiocentric characteristics are
especially well-adjusted to their environments. What can be noted
however, is that in contrast to an idiocentric perspective, only an
allocentric perspective makes it possible to take into account a multiactor context from a more holistic, multilateral standpoint. Obviously,
this is particularly relevant when orchestrating VALCO among actors
that reside in the same ecosystem.
So, what are the implications when applying an allocentric perspective
to the BMC? And more specifically, how do ABMs complement
idiocentric ones?
Supposing that in the broadest sense, the BM represents the
architecture of how a company creates and captures value, one realizes
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that speaking of ABMs implies understanding value creation and value
capturing from that perspective.
Beginning with the allocentric perspective on value creation two major
implications have to be considered. First, an allocentric perspective on
value creation implies not limiting the resulting value to products and
services uniquely offered – and fully controlled – by one specific
corporation or holding. Second, from an allocentric perspective value
creation happens through mutual beneficiary interdependencies among
multiple participants (in-group members) sharing their resources in a
specific context. Hence, the notion of VALCO is an inherent part of an
allocentric mindset.
As for value creation, two major implications can also be identified when
applying an allocentric perspective on value capturing. First, as value is
always perceived as co-created, every co-creator also captures a share
of that value. However, an allocentric perspective implies empathizing
with the needs and constraints of other value co-creators to specify the
nature of value (oftentimes this is a mix between economic, functional,
emotional and symbolic value) that each actor expects to capture.
Secondly, an allocentric perspective infers that the value captured by a
specific firm is never isolated from other value co-creators. Rather, it is
influenced by and impacts the nature of value capturing by other actors
in a particular ecosystem. This means that the value captured by a
specific firm always results in a dependence on a greater good (a
shared social and/or economic purpose) common to all value cocreators. However, an allocentric perspective on value capturing does
not infer that individual profit maximization (monetary or not) of a single
company becomes nullified. Instead, it implies that individual profit
maximization can only be achieved in interdependence to other actors’
perspectives on the nature of value to be captured. Therefore, having
an allocentric perspective of value capturing should not be confused
with altruism. Rather than altruistically maximizing the gain of others
disregarding its own outcome (Hulbert, Corrêa da Silva, & Adegboyega,
2001), a company adopting an allocentric perspective simply increases
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its own profits with regard to and dependent on the value captured of
other members of the ecosystem in which it resides.
Combining these characteristics highlights the main conceptual
differences between a purely idiocentric and an allocentric perspective
of a company’s BM. In idiocentric BMs, the final goal of value creation
and value capturing is fully self-oriented. Therefore, idiocentric BMs are
defined by a value proposition resulting from the creation and
distribution of products and services that are fully controlled by a
specific company. Accordingly, the profit maximization is perceived to
be decoupled from other parties. Hence, customers, suppliers and other
contributing partners are mainly seen as extensions to reach a purely
self-referral goal. In contrast, in ABMs the final goal of value creation
and value capturing is ecosystem-oriented. Therefore, ABMs are
defined by an intersubjective, shared value purpose. The latter results
from co-created and allocated products and services that are only under
partial control (e.g. in terms of their prices or design criteria) of the
specific firm that has instantiated the BM. Naturally the aim is to
maximize profits for the company. However, the company is aware that
these profits result from the well-being of the other participants involved.
An allocentric perspective on the BM allows a company along with other
social and business actors residing in the same ecosystem to
orchestrate their VALCO within a unified framework. This framework
permits an individual company to explain and to design the
interrelationships among various actors of the BM and to coordinate the
participants in a mutually beneficial way. By definition, this is only
possible because ABMs possess an intersubjective raison d’être
(shared reference point) that is not limited to the legal boundaries of a
certain company and is therefore not purely self-centered (idiocentric).
This intersubjective reference point represents a shared value purpose
that is based on a service9, defined as the “mutual application of
9

The term service represents the process for the exchange of assets of value between mutually
complementary social and business actors. Opposed to services, which are intangible outputs of the
production of a particular actor, the notion of service always includes two or more mutually
complementary participants who engage in this exchange process of assets of value. For further
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competences (knowledge and skills) for the benefit of another entity or
an entity itself” (Lusch & Vargo, 2014, p. 12; see also Vargo & Lusch,
2004). Consequently, a shared value purpose grounded in a particular
service unifies various complementary value co-creating actors
occupying mutually beneficial roles in relation to that service.
Hence, rather than underlying a self-to-service representational system
in designing its (idiocentric) BM, a company adopts a service-to-self
representational system when designing an ABM. This implies that a
company’s value propositions offered through its products and services
to other social and business actors in the ecosystem always represent
partial components of a service related to a shared value purpose. The
latter unifies these actors and determines the company’s as well as the
other value co-creators’ social and economic well-being. Consequently,
pursuing an ABM approach suggests that a company can best serve
itself by serving others.
Compared to an idiocentric BM approach, ABMs put higher emphasis
on a service-dominated (Vargo & Lusch, 2004) (eco)system-level
activity approach (Zott et al., 2011a) by defining the roles and the
relationships of value-proposing business partners who are, directly or
indirectly, mutually creating value for each party involved. The proposed
allocentric approach, however, strongly differs from the previously
mentioned research stream about open BMCs that cover aspects of a
firm’s interaction with its environment. Nevertheless, in the context of
open BMs, a firm’s collaboration with its ecosystem is primarily what
drives value creation and value capturing specifically for this firm
(Frankenberger et al., 2014). Unfortunately, however, these models
bind their focus on value creation and value capturing to this specific
firm (idiocentric), while disregarding the co-created value capturing
among other actors contributing to the same BM. While the open BMC
sheds light on the importance of synergies (bilateral value flows)
between a company and its direct partners, this model remains
idiocentric in and of itself. In fact, although partners help to enhance the
terminological explanations see, for example, Lusch and Vargo (2014, p. 20ff) and Section 4.2.2 of
this dissertation.
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value proposition of a specific firm, it is still strictly dictated by the latter.
VALCO is thus perceived as a means to an end to better fulfill a goal
that is purely limited to the perception of one single firm. Communalities
among the value co-creators involved in terms of a shared goal are
ignored by that firm. Consequently, neither a “closed” nor an “open”
perspective on the BMC is fully able to capture the interactions and the
interrelated value creation and value capturing, not just between the
firm and its direct partners, but also between the partners related to the
shared value purpose around which the ecosystem emerges. Thus,
both of these perspectives can be considered as idiocentric as Figure
4 highlights.

Figure 4: An allocentric perspective on the BM (Source: own illustration)

To conclude, an allocentric perspective on the BM is necessary to offer
a more comprehensive understanding of how a company can
orchestrate value creation and value capturing between various actors
contributing to the functioning a of a particular BM in an ecosystem.
Especially in the strategic management literature, arguments in this
direction are not completely new (see Nalebuff & Brandenburg, 1996 or
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Sull & Ruelas-Gossi, 2010). However, so far, these arguments have
received little attention from the research community.
Finally, it is worth noting that while an ABM provides a more detailed
understanding of the various synergies between different actors within
an ecosystem, it does not capture all the interrelationships between all
actors in a certain ecosystem. Instead, it permits a company to focus
on actors that are highly relevant for the functioning of a particular BM
defined by a shared value purpose around which the ecosystem
emerges.
1.3.2

The need for an Allocentric Business Model Ontology
(ABMO)

Ontologies represent content theories about types of objects, their
properties, and their relationships with one another (Chandrasekaran,
Josephson, & Benjamins, 1999). According to Gruber (1993) an
ontology represents an explicit specification of a conceptualization. The
latter can be defined as a structure <D, R>, whereas D is a domain and
R is a set of relevant relations with D (Guarino, 1998). Hence, an
ontology can be understood as a description of objects and their
relationships in a specific knowledge domain. From a BM perspective,
D represents a set of BM components, while R represents the
relationships and the dependencies among them (Burkhart et al., 2012).
Nowadays, there are several ontologies that represent BMs. The most
common ones are REA (McCarthy, 1982), the e3-value ontology
(Gordijn, 2002) and the business model ontology (BMO) (Osterwalder,
2004). According to Burkhart et al. (2012) BM representations can be
considered either from a graphical flow perspective (e.g. REA or e3value ontology) taking into account the process of the value exchange
of a firm or from a textual representation (e.g. BMO) of the constitutive
BM components of a company. Common to all of these is the attempt
to reduce conceptual and terminological confusion by providing unifying
frameworks for value creation and value capturing among social and
business actors. Nevertheless, considering present approaches, most
of the ontologies can be considered idiocentric with limitations
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regarding the orchestration of multilateral value flows among different
actors contributing to the same BM.
Consequently, these ontologies are theoretically incomplete when it
comes to the design of ABMs where value creation and value capturing
has to be represented from a multi-sided yet unified perspective.
Following the general principles of ontology design (e.g. Uschold &
King, 1995), the proposed ABMO should build upon existing BM
ontologies and complement the latter with objects and relationships that
specifically represent and explain the orchestration of VALCO among
actors unified by a shared value purpose. Consequently, the ontology
should contribute to the shared understanding and communication
between collaborative actors that have different needs and viewpoints
arising from their particular function in an organizations’ ABM.
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Research question and research objectives

By viewing ecosystems as a structure (Adner, 2017), the ABM provides
an architectural blueprint supporting ecosystem members in the
creation and capturing of mutually beneficial value flows. More
specifically, the ABMO should provide a company a conceptual frame
of reference allowing it to initiate and orchestrate VALCO among
participants that reside in the same ecosystem as the company itself.
Therefore, the ABMO should set the basis for new management tools
adapted for ecosystem structures. By targeting this objective, this
dissertation addresses the following overarching research question
(ORQ):
“How should an ABMO be designed and represented in order to
support the orchestration of VALCO among actors operating in
ecosystems?”
In order to provide answers to this overarching research question, it has
been broken down into the following two research questions (RQ) that
build on one another with each addressing one specific research
objective. Both research questions deal with the type level of the ABM.
The type level describes the characteristics of the ABM and its
components (objects) as well as their attributes and the relationships
among the components. In order to evaluate the overall research
question, however, the conceptualized ABM resulting from answering
RQ1 and RQ2 will be examined at the instance level. Instances
represent different applications of ABMs by describing and representing
real world cases through the developed ontology on different levels of
granularity. In the following subsection, the two research questions and
their objectives are presented.
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RQ1: What are the fundamental characteristics of an ABM?
The objective of this first research question is to provide an answer
concerning how idiocentric BMs have to be adapted in order to be in
line with an allocentric perspective on the BMC. To achieve this, the
dissertation examines the common ground of Service-Dominant-Logic
(SDL) theory and the BM literature. A tripartite framework of service
innovation as proposed by Lusch and Nambisan (2015) is applied as
an overarching analytical framework. By deducting theoretical
requirements from reviewing ecosystem, VALCO, and platform
literature (see Chapter 3) in relation to the BMC, the unique
characteristics of an ABM are identified. From an industry perspective,
this dissertation incorporates requirements from practitioners operating
in financial service ecosystems in order to further specify and validate
the construct.
From a practitioner’s perspective, the answer to RQ1 offers an overview
of the components within existing BMs that should receive particular
attention when orchestrating VALCO with other partners in the
ecosystem. From an academic point of view, the answer to RQ1
explains the constitutive differences between an idiocentric and an
allocentric perspective on the BMC. Finally, working out the unique
characteristics of allocentric business lays the groundwork for the
design of the corresponding ontology.

RQ2: What are the components of and their relationships within an
ABM?
Based on the specified characteristics of ABMs in RQ1, its components
and their relationships must be described and visually represented.
Relying on existing BM ontologies and the requirements of practitioners
operating in financial service ecosystems, the ABMO is presented in
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Chapter 4 and evaluated with the CC Ecosystem partner community10
in Chapter 5. The ABMO will complement existing ontologies with
objects (components) and relationships that specifically represent and
explain the orchestration of VALCO among actors operating in the same
ecosystem. In order to achieve this, the ontology is presented in a semiinformal way by following Uschold and Grunninger’s (1996) guidelines:
Capturing and coding the ontology: Identifying the key
concepts and relationships in the domain of interest and
producing unambiguous text definitions of them.
➢ Evaluating the ontology: Testing the consistency of the
ontology.
➢ Documenting the ontology: Meticulously documenting the
ontology provided.
➢

The main purpose of the ABMO is to ameliorate VALCO between
ecosystem actors by offering a company a tool that describes and
represents its collaborative business ventures.
For the purpose of evaluating the artifacts’ (constructs and model)
applicability and stability, this dissertation investigates different ABM
instantiations through three case studies. Rather than random
sampling, these cases have been selected based on a theoretical
sampling (Eisenhardt, 1989). This means that the case studies
contained in this dissertation guarantee a rather broad range (in terms
of involved actors and domain of activities as well as exchanged value
flows) of different ABM instantiations in financial service ecosystems 11.
In this regard, the goal is two-fold.
First, the applicability of the developed artifacts (constructs and model)
can be demonstrated and evaluated (see Sections 5.2; 5.3; 5.4). From
10

The Competence Center Ecosystem (former CC Sourcing) in the Financial Industry is a spin-off of
the Institute of Information Management of the University of St. Gallen. Together with industry experts
(e.g. banks and financial service providers) its research members analyze, among other phenomena,
the impact of emerging ecosystems on financial service providers by following a consortium research
approach (further details are provided in Section 2.9).
11
See Section 2.9.3 for further information of the applied evaluation approach applied in the research
at hand.

Exposition

29

a practical perspective, the aim is to evaluate the appropriateness of
the ABM in performing the task of describing and representing the
orchestration of VALCO among different, mutually complementary
social and business actors. Accordingly, the artifacts’ completeness,
simplicity, understandability and ease of use (March & Smith, 1995) are
examined. This does not imply that each of the three specific
instantiations will be evaluated on its own. Rather, the instantiations are
perceived as a means to assess the applicability of the ABM in different
settings.
Second, the insights of the different instantiations are summarized and
discussed with experts in the field in order to derive general guiding
principles for the configuration of ABMs with a specific focus on financial
service ecosystems (see Sections 5.2.4; 5.3.4; 5.4.4 and Section
6.1.2). In summary, these guiding principles are particularly useful for
practitioners when it comes to orchestrating their VALCO activities by
the means of ABMs.
Additionally, the artifacts’ usability (see Section 5.5) and their intended
use (see Section 5.6) in supporting the orchestration of VALCO among
mutually complementary social and business actors are assessed by
applying a think-aloud research method as well as through surveys
including a VALCO measurement scale and related items as proposed
by Ranjan and Read (2014). Finally, it is important to consider that the
development of the artifacts and their evaluation will go hand in hand in
order to ensure validated results.

1.5

Target audience, research contribution and
demarcation

This dissertation addresses Business and Information System
Engineering (BISE) scholars with a particular research focus on
business innovation and BM engineering. Furthermore, the work
provides insights for academics in the field of strategic management as
well as service and organization science. From an industry perspective,
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this dissertation addresses companies evolving in emergent
ecosystems with a particular focus on companies providing financial
services. Thus, the results are useful primarily for entrepreneurs,
consultants, innovation managers and corporate executives driven by
the initiation of collaborative business ventures. Additionally, the
dissertation addresses strategic project managers and business and
technology architects.
There are three contributions for the targeted audience. The first two
points address the research community, while the last point is of
particular interest to practitioners.
Firstly, following the recent call for BM researchers (Vukanovic, 2016;
Vanhaverbeke & Chesbrough, 2014), the proposed concept of ABMs
accommodates spatial dimensions and organizational boundaries by
taking into account the specific roles of value co-creating actors and
their relationships. In contrast to most modern, purely companycentered conceptualizations of BMs, the proposed ontology helps
researchers to analyze the interdependent nature and roles of business
partners residing in the same value creating ecosystem. In response to
the dynamics of modern business environments, an ABM approach is
particularly helpful, because the success of the actors involved depends
greatly on a clear understanding of the synergies between them.
Secondly, based on the previous work on networked VALCO (e.g.
Nenonen & Storbacka, 2010; Storbacka, Frow, Nenonen, & Park,
2012), the allocentric business model concept (ABMC) takes a further
step in explaining the orchestration of VALCO. The proposed
framework can be seen as an interface through which various business
partners’ resources and capabilities are orchestrated for VALCO.
According to Nenonen et al. (2010), such detailed understanding of the
BM is especially valuable when firms seek to alter their strategic
positioning in the ecosystem.
Finally, the research results contribute directly to practitioners in the
financial service industry and beyond. The ABMO provides a model that
enables the designing and structuring of collaborative business ideas
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for actors by leveraging the ecosystems in which they reside or want to
become part of. Furthermore, it helps actors who are operating or
planning to operate in the same ecosystem achieve a common
understanding of the core elements upon which they mutually create
and capture value. Following this logic, the dissertation also delivers
insights for practitioners on the operationalization of potential strategic
positions in ecosystems.
In line with these specific contributions, the following research
demarcations must be considered:
▪

Comparative assessment of ABM success. The success of
different ABMs relates not only to their design but also to their
specific implementation in different ecosystem structures. The
assessment of these different ecosystem structures, however,
is not part of the dissertation.

▪

Defining ecosystem strategy. By providing an ABMO, this
dissertation can help companies initiate and orchestrate
VALCO in ecosystems. Although, the thesis should support
companies in understanding their role in ecosystem structures,
it does not aim to provide strategic guidelines and methods
concerning a company’s positioning in the ecosystem.

▪

Modeling a whole ecosystem. The dissertation focuses on
ABMs. The concept aims to provide ecosystem members a
bridging architecture to help them link their strategic planning
(strategy) with its operative implementation (process) within an
ecosystem structure. However, neither the specific design of a
related collaborative process model nor that of a shared
technological architecture is part of this dissertation.
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Dissertation outline

This section concludes the Exposition part of this dissertation, firstly
by summarizing the research context and the research objectives and
then, by presenting the corresponding dissertation outline.
In today’s digitally enabled knowledge economy, value is created with
digitized and eventually tokenized data. Contrary to purely physical
assets, the value of data increases when it is shared and collaboratively
used. When transforming data into specific actionable knowledge for its
users, a particular value creating context emerges. Inspired by
biological ecosystems, BEs offer a structure to outline these particular
contexts, where a set of social and economic actors, dynamically
organized around a shared value purpose, co-create value in mutually
beneficial ways. In these BEs, the orchestration of VALCO becomes the
basis for a company’s BM (research background). However, today’s
idiocentric (self-centered) conception of a company’s BM, is no longer
suited to explaining how a company can efficiently and effectively
mobilize, allocate and use resources in mutually beneficial ways with
other complementary actors (research problem).
Contextualizing VALCO and value co-capturing in ABMs helps to solve
this problem (research motivation). To achieve this shift, the conceptual
peculiarities of the core components of the ABM and their relationships
have to be understood. Furthermore, how well this allocentric
perspective supports a company in designing BMs centered around the
orchestration of VALCO (overall research question) must be assessed.
Consequently, this dissertation aims to provide insights into to how
today’s BMCs must be adapted in order to allow researchers to better
understand and explain the orchestration of VALCO in an ecosystem
structure. Furthermore, it aims to provide practitioners – with a
particular focus on actors operating in financial service ecosystems –
with a tool to design and implement such BMs (research objectives). To
conclude, the purpose of the contrasting exercise between allocentric
and idiocentric business modelling approaches is not to diminish the
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value of the latter. Nor is it to suggest that they become totally obsolete
in BMs contextualized through ecosystems. Rather the aim of this
dissertation is to compare the different points of focus that arise from
the two perspectives and to close the conceptual gap left in the field
when it comes to orchestrating VALCO between different mutually
complementary BM participants operating in ecosystem structures.

Figure 5: Summary of the research context

The outline of the dissertation is as follows: The conceptual background
(BMC) along with the overall analytical perspective (service innovation
grounded in SDL) is introduced in Chapter 2. The intersection of BE
and VALCO as well as platform theory are described and explained
from an analytical point of view. Based on this, the applied research
approach is elaborated.
The characteristics of the ABM are presented in Chapter 3. By
collecting requirements from the BE, VALCO and platform literature as
well as from practitioners from the financial sector, the gaps among
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existing BMCs when transitioning towards an allocentric perspective
are identified. Consequently, the unique characteristics of the ABM
construct are elaborated in detail.
Chapter 4 is the core chapter of this dissertation. In this chapter the
ABMO is presented. After providing a general introduction to the
ontology, each dimension and its components and their relationships
are described in detail. The chapter concludes by presenting a visual
representation of the ABMO.
Chapter 5 includes a demonstration and evaluation of the ABMC and
related ontology by means of three different case studies grounded in
financial service ecosystems. Additionally, the artifacts’ usability and
their intended use are assessed by applying a think-aloud research
method as well as through surveys. In this context, it is important to
consider that the design (Chapter 4), demonstration and evaluation of
the artifacts went hand in hand. Hence, the structuration at hand
remains rather artificial.
Finally, Chapter 6 is dedicated to the dissertation’s key research
results, their implications, and limitations. This chapter will provide a
research outlook and closes with reflections related to the research
approach and the research findings.
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The following chapter begins with an introduction of the state-of-the- art
research on the BMC. Accordingly, an overview on different
perspectives of the concept, its components and their relationships as
well as their theoretical foundations is presented. This is followed by the
overarching analytical framework of this dissertation – service
innovation grounded in an SDL perspective. In this context, an
introduction to the literature on BEs and VALCO as well as platforms is
provided. Insights on these three constructs, including their theoretical
foundations will allow for the specification of the characteristics of the
allocentric perspective on BMs in Chapter 3. This chapter concludes
by presenting the underlying scientific background and approach to the
research at hand.
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Theoretical concept
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The Business Model Concept

The goal of this section is to offer a basic understanding of the actual
state of BM research by paying special attention to the orchestration of
VALCO. With this goal in mind, an overview of state-of-the-art BM
research is presented first. Next, the functions (purpose) of the concept
are reviewed. Finally, different BM components are explained and
consolidated from existing BM conceptualizations. This section
provides the conceptual foundation upon which the allocentric
perspective of the BMC will be developed in Chapter 3.
2.1.1

The current state of BM research

“While the term ‘business model’ has gained widespread use in the
practice community, the academic literature on this topic is fragmented
and confounded by inconsistent definitions and construct boundaries”
(George and Bock, 2011, p. 83). In order to gain clarity on the concept
it makes sense to first take a look at the definitions of the terms
“business” and “model”, which constitute the concept. Both terms can
be used in different ways (a “business” vs “doing business” / a “model”
vs “modelling”). By consolidating definitions from different dictionaries,
Jensen (2013) states that in its broadest sense, “to do business is to
perform activities (such as transactions) to exchange valuables” (p.65).
In most cases these activities are related to a specific legal entity, called
a business. However, by its very nature, business as the exchange of
valuables is always based on activities across organizational entities,
thereby involving different social and economic actors. This distinction
is vital when constructing BMs. The term business does not refer only
to a legal business entity, but especially to the action of doing business.
A model on the other hand, is a simplified representation of a
phenomenon / an aspect of the real world (Business Dictionary, 2019)
that might be communicated in numbers, words or pictures.
Hence, the objective of a BM is to facilitate understanding of the
activities related to the exchange of valuables by putting an abstract
focus on the most relevant aspects. Therefore, it is important to
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consider that the model only contains those features that are of primary
importance to the model maker’s and target audience’s purposes.
Reviewing the origins of the term in academia, various researchers (i.e.
Bellman, Clark, Malcom, Craft, & Ricciardi, 1957; Jones, 1960;
Chandler, 1962), DaSilva and Trkman (2014) conclude that the “BM
reflects a simplification of reality, explaining how innovative
undertakings dealing with technology can be materialized in
commercial benefits for its involved actors” (p.380ff). Consequently,
with the ongoing innovations in information and communication
technologies (ICT) the BMC started to gain prominence in the late
1990s among both practitioners and business researchers
(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010). From an industry point of view, the
applications of the concept are manifold. Companies use BMs to
understand their own business, to systematically improve their existing
business by developing new business ideas or as a concept to better
differentiate themselves from competitors. Based on discussions with
financial service providers from the CC Ecosystem community, it is
evident that the BMC is becoming more essential to understand,
develop and guide value creation and value capturing among business
partners (i.e. customers, start-ups and other industry players). The
practitioners consulted expect BMs to deliver a sort of mind map that
helps them define the future role and position of a financial service
provider in the emerging digitally enabled service ecosystems.
This broad and rather fuzzy understanding of the scope and the use of
BMs among practitioners seems to be similar to the one in the research
community. Because it draws from a range of disciplines, the term BM
is among the most carelessly used terms in businesses and there is a
variety of related definitions, conceptualizations and compositions
(Magretta, 2002, p.8). BMs have been referred to as statements,
architectures, models, methods, and patterns, among other
descriptions (Zott et al., 2011a). Although prevalent BM research mainly
focuses on the definition as well as its forms and components, the
research community still lacks consensus on the scope and the level of
analysis when examining them. In response, several researchers (e.g.
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Wirtz et al., 2016; Vukanovic, 2016; Schallmo, 2014) recently published
meta-analysis, examining the historical development of BM research,
thereby laying the foundation for further alignment between different
research streams and perspectives on the phenomena. Wirtz et al.
(2016, p.37ff) group BM research in three main research streams:
technology-oriented, organizational-oriented and strategy-oriented
stream. Across all these different research streams, the research
community seems to agree that the BM can be considered to be a
bridging architecture helping businesses to link strategic planning
(strategy) with its operative implementation (process). Concerning the
level of abstraction (analysis), some researchers view the BM closer to
the firm (e.g. Casadesus-Masanell & Ricart, 2010) and others place it
closer to the network (e.g. Timmers, 1998) while for others, it is still
nested somewhere between the firm and the network (e.g. Amit & Zott,
2001).
Table 1 provides an overview of different conceptualizations of the BMs
and their level of analysis as well as the inherent analytical reference
point of each conceptualization when explaining value creation and
value capturing. The level of analysis differs between “product/ service”,
“company” and “network” levels. Consequently, the level of analysis
describes the underlying frame that researchers use when
conceptualizing the BM. Hence, this mental frame is either
product/service-oriented or it is defined by one (company-level) or
several actors (network-level) determining the conceptual boundaries
of the BM. Additionally, the analytical reference point when explaining
value creation and value capturing distinguishes between a
“subjective”, an “inter-subjective” or an “objective” approach. A
subjective approach results in an idiocentric perspective (firm selfcontained) of the BM while an inter-subjective approach implies an
allocentric perspective. Finally, conceptualizations implying a purely
objective approach on value creation and value capturing remain
acentric or, in other words, without any specified reference point.
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Conceptualization
“A BM is a description of different roles of
network actors and the product, service
information flows between them”
“A BM depicts the design of transaction content,
structure, and governance so as to create value
through
the
exploitation
of
business
opportunities”
“A BM is the combination of ‘who’, ‘what’,
‘when’, ‘where’, ‘why’, ‘how’ and ‘how much’ an
organization uses to provide its goods and
services and develop resources to continue its
efforts.”
“A BM is a method of doing business. All BMs
specify what a company does to create value,
how it is situated among upstream and
downstream partners in the value chain, and the
type of arrangement it has with its customers to
generate revenue.”
“We define a BM as a representation of a firm’s
underlying core logic and strategic choices for
creating and capturing value within a value
network.”
“At its heart, a BM performs two important
functions: value creation and value capture.
First, it defines a series of activities that will yield
a new product or service in such a way that
there is net value created throughout the
various activities. Second, it captures value
from a portion of those activities for the firm
developing the model.”
“Generally speaking, the concept refers to the
description of the articulation between different
BM components or ‘building blocks’ to produce
a proposition that can generate value for
consumers and thus for the organization.”
“In short, a BM defines how the enterprise
creates and delivers value to customers, and
then converts payment received to profits.”
“A BM defines how an organization creates,
delivers and captures value.”

“A BM can be viewed as a template of how a
firm conducts business, how it delivers value to
stakeholders (e.g. the focal firm, customers,
partners, etc.), and how it links factor and
product markets.”
Table 1: BM conceptualization overview
Zott & Amit,
2010 p.222

Level of
analysis

Value
creation and
value
capturing
logic

Networklevel

Objective

Networklevel

Objective

Product/
service
level

Subjective

Networklevel

Subjective

Networklevel

Subjective

Product/
service
level

Subjective

Companylevel

Subjective

Companylevel

Subjective

Companylevel

Subjective

Networklevel

Subjective

When comparing the different conceptualizations according to their
level of analysis and underlying value creation and capturing logic, one
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can conclude that most researchers understand the BM as a
networked, yet firm-centric, boundary-spanning, activity system. Thus,
BMs can be perceived as systems of interconnected activities that
determine the way the company creates and captures value by doing
business with its partners (Zott & Amit, 2013).
Consequently, the great majority of existing BM conceptualizations take
a firm self-centric, goods-dominated (Vargo & Lusch, 2004) point of
view when conceptualizing the BM. According to this idiocentric “insideout” standpoint, companies add value throughout the value chain to the
goods and related services they produce. This value is then offered to
customers who “destroy” the value in their consumption processes
(Storbacka, Frow, Nenonen, & Payne, 2012).
Taking into account that in today’s digitally enabled knowledge
economy, value is co-created in BEs consisting of different social and
economic actors who are mutually sharing and using their resources for
the well-being of themselves and others, the aforementioned
conceptualizations can be considered theoretically incomplete. In fact,
only a few authors highlight the interdependences among various
actors in their conceptualizations (i.e. Timmers, 1998; Zott & Amit,
2013).
Being confronted with these interdependences in practice, it is not
surprising that financial service providers expect the BMC to provide
them with an understanding of how they can best orchestrate VALCO
in order to prosper in these dynamically emerging ecosystems.
However, only recently have researchers addressed this by exploring
the BMC with a more holistic and systemic lens (Wieland et al., 2017)
and shifting their attention “from what business models are
(conceptualization) onto what business model do (contextualization)”
(Iivari, 2016, p.58). In line with this argumentation, Zott and Amit (2013)
state that “BMs should center on the logic of how value is created for all
stakeholders, not just how it is captured by the focal firm” (p.404).
Hence, before taking a more detailed look at the concepts’ components,
getting a clear understanding of a BM’s purpose (what BMs do) seems
particularly important.
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The purpose of BMs

Even though the BM has been conceptualized from various angles it is
surprising that oftentimes these conceptualizations fail to elaborate and
to validate the purpose of their conceptualization. Additionally, there
seems to be some confusion between the functions of a BM and the
related purposes. Without being clear on its functions as well as the
purpose addressed, the significance of the conceptualization of a BM
remains limited. In this regard, it does not matter if these
conceptualizations might be further detailed by specific constitutional
components and the relationships among them (e.g. by a particular
ontology). In fact, as long as it remains unclear what specific purpose
is addressed by a certain conceptualization, there is always the chance
of finding or explaining something, albeit (un)intended, which may or
may not be useful. It is almost impossible to draw valid theoretical and
practical conclusions using BMCs that remain unspecific about their
intended purpose. Therefore, this section attempts to shed some light
on this matter, by summarizing the various functions and related
purposes which the BMC addresses. The insights provided in this
section, will be particularly relevant, when designing and evaluating the
ABMO in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.
By reviewing the aforementioned BM conceptualizations, it can be
concluded that the overall function of a BM can be defined as a story
telling how a set of interdependent actors translate technology into
individually perceived value (Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002). At the
moment of its creation, this story is oftentimes purely fictional, because
none of the participants really know if the conceptualized business idea
will be successful or not. However, the story can also reflect reality when
it is told retrospectively by analyzing existing BMs. Therefore, the
overall function of the BM as a story can be fiction or reality, depending
on the maturity of the business idea being illustrated.
By perceiving the overall function of the BM as a story providing
meaning to cognitively limited participants attempting to create value for
themselves and others through the shared use of technology, the BM’s
function can be further broken down into two main uses. First, it
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functions as a common language between value co-creators and
second, it can be used as a cognitive tool for visualization (Arend, 2013,
p. 392). Thus, the BM serves as a common verbal and visual narrative
helping its stakeholders reduce complexity and inconsistencies when
co-creating individual value on the basis of a shared value purpose.
Hence, as a common language and cognitive tool for visualization, the
BM helps to design, to understand, to analyze, to communicate, to
share, to manage and to protect (Osterwalder, 2004, p. 19ff) a particular
business logic among the participants involved. In summary, these
functions all serve the purpose of facilitating VALCO and value cocapturing for stakeholders applying the concept. This means that in
order to evaluate the effectiveness of a certain BMC, measuring its
impact on VALCO and value co-capturing seems promising12. In this
regard, BM design can be framed through design themes (Zott & Amit,
2011b). Hence, the effective orchestration of VALCO can result in
instantiated BMs characterized by novelty, lock-in, complementarities
and efficiency (summarized by the acronym NICE) or a combination of
them (Zott & Amit, 2011b, p. 221). However, in order to examine the
usefulness of a particular BM conceptualization (the relevance in terms
of its purpose), special attention should be paid to the underlying
mechanisms of VALCO leading to these design themes. In fact, the
benefits in relation to a particular design theme will only be observable
after the instantiation of a particular BM and is therefore out of scope of
this dissertation.

12

For further details on VALCO and its measurement see Section 2.4.3 and Section 5.1.
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Figure 7: Functions of BM conceptualizations

Having analyzed the purpose and functions of the BMC in general, the
next section will shed light on the components of different BM
conceptualizations.
2.1.3

BM components

Based on the preceding overview of the current state of BM research
and the functions of the BMC, this section will review its essential
components (elements or building blocks). The investigation is based
on several meta-analyses (Zolnowski et al., 2012; Schallmo, 2013;
Csik, 2014; Wirtz et al., 2015) from BM researchers. The goal of this
section is to provide a consolidated analytical grid that will serve at a
later stage (see Chapter 3) to analyze the impact of an allocentric
perspective on the BMC.
The review of different BM conceptualizations makes clear that the
definitory delimitations of their components, both with regard to their
content as well as the number of components, vary from author to
author. In order to clarify the distinct characteristics of these
components, the latter can be grouped into BM dimensions (Schallmo,
2013; Csik, 2014). Accordingly, each of the five BM dimensions listed
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below describes the underlying logic of a distinctive group of BM
components.

The WHY dimension – Why participate in a BM?
The WHY dimension contains BM components that are related to the
unifying goal of the BM. These components serve as narrative
reference points for the BM operator and the other BM participants
involved by providing them with a reason to participate in the BM.
However, among the BM conceptualizations reviewed, this dimension
received the least attention. Hence, the sole component that can be
attributed to the WHY dimension is the “vision”. One explanation could
be that components ranging in this dimension further blur the line
between the notion of business strategy and the one of the BM.
Although, the BMC is not similar to a business strategy and can be
defined as “strategy-as-a-practice” (Johnson, Christensen, &
Kagermann, 2007), there is a long ongoing debate on the
communalities and distinctiveness of the two research streams (see for
instance: Arend, 2013; George & Bock, 2011). Hence, BM researchers
are careful not to further blur the lines with ambiguous constructs.
However, the lack of components in this dimension particularly
challenges network-based BM conceptualizations as will be shown after
the presentation of the dimensions.

The WHO dimension – Who participates in a BM?
The components in the WHO dimension characterize the participants
and their role in the BM. In this regard, the perspective on value creation
and value capturing deserves special attention. Most BM components
in this dimension differ between a focal organization (the BM operator)
and other BM participants. Hence, most components in this dimension
are defined from a focal operator’s standpoint. This is in line with the
analysis presented in Table 1, as a purely subjective (focal organization
self-centered) approach on value creation and value capturing. In
general, components falling into the WHO dimension are “actor”, “focal
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organization”, “consumer” / “market segment”, “partner” and
“governance”. The “actor” component represents a consolidation of all
stakeholders involved in a BM. However, in many conceptualizations
and related ontologies, the “actor” component is limited to the focal
organization operating a particular BM (i.e. Osterwalder, 2004).
Additionally, “market segment” is mostly used to describe a particular
customer segment; hence the two components are grouped together.
Furthermore, almost every conceptualization contains a “partner”
component. In some ontologies (i.e. Gordijn, 2002) this element is
subsumed in the more generic “actor” element. Finally, the
“governance” element is used in earlier conceptualizations (i.e. Linder
& Cantrell, 2000). However, most of the later conceptualizations (i.e.
Osterwalder, 2004) ignore this element. This can be explained by the
fact that these conceptualizations put their focus on the focal
organization by ignoring the various roles and interrelationships
between other BM partners. Consequently, the authors do not see the
relevance of an explicit governance component.

The WHAT dimension – What do the BM participants offer each
other?
The WHAT dimension includes components that describe the value
delivery logic to either the customer or – in rare cases (i.e. Zolnowski,
2015) – to other BM participants. BM participants deliver value by
exchanging offerings (products and services) via an interface. However,
most BM conceptualizations define the components in the WHAT
dimension in a unilateral way by describing what a particular focal actor
is offering to a particular customer (i.e. Magretta, 2002; Osterwalder,
2004, Johnsen et al., 2008). This is particularly true for authors framing
the BMC at a company-level and underlying a purely subjective value
creation and value capturing logic. However, based on earlier
conceptualizations (i.e. Timmers, 1998) several researchers have
started to define constructs taking a more multi-lateral perspective on
the value flows between BM participants (i.e. Lüftenegger, 2014;
Zolnowski, 2015). Although, the descriptions of components differ
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slightly from author to author (see for instance Gordijn et al., 2005;
Burkhart et al., 2012), the following components can be grouped into
the WHAT dimension: “value proposition”; “value offering”; “channel /
interface”; “relationship”. However, the analysis also showed that the
“channel / interface” as well as the “relationship” components could be
classified in the HOW dimension, which is presented next.

The HOW dimension – How do BM participants create their
offerings?
Components that fall into this dimension describe how BM participants
create their offerings. Oftentimes, this dimension is described as
infrastructure (Osterwalder, 2004) or value architecture (Al Debei &
Avison, 2010). Compared to the other dimensions however, the
different conceptualizations are consistent in defining its components.
Overall, the following three constructs can be attributed to the HOW
dimension: “resources”, “activity” and “capability”. However, when
taking a closer look at the component’s granularity and
interdependences, it can be noted that some confusion exists. For
instance, Osterwalder (2004) defines capabilities as a combination of
different resources while the activity element is treated separately as
being part of different activity configurations. However, in a later
publication (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010) this cumbersome separation
disappears and the authors forgo the “capability” component while the
“resource” and “activity” components remain. Other authors express
either “resource” (i.e. Al Debei & Fitzgerald, 2010) or “activities” (i.e.
Razo-Zapata, 2012; Lüftenegger, 2014) as single elements of the HOW
dimension. Additionally, one major difference between the definition of
the components among various authors can again be traced back to
the level of analysis as well as the underlying value creation and value
capturing logic. While authors that conceptualize BMs on a companylevel primarily understand the HOW components in terms of a focal
organization’s resources and activities, researchers with a
product/service or network-level approach include other stakeholders in
their analysis when describing the constructs.
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The VALUE dimension – How do BM participants benefit from
their participation?
The VALUE dimension contains components that explain BM
participants’ benefits (monetary or other) resulting from their
participation. Most researchers, however, describe VALUE in terms of
monetary “revenues” and “costs” for the focal organization, while the
benefits for a particular customer group are subsumed in the “value
proposition” element (i.e. Osterwalder, 2004). A notable exception is the
ontology proposed by Lüftenegger (2014), who differentiates between
financial and non-financial costs and benefits not just for the focal
organization, but for all the stakeholders involved in the BM. However,
components taking into account the reciprocity in terms of costs and
benefits between BM’s stakeholders remain the exception.

A consolidated view on BM components
Even though the different BM conceptualizations vary, particularly in
terms of their level of analysis, it can be noted that coherence more or
less exists in the research community when naming the different
components. However, that does not obscure the fact that depending
on their level of analysis, the descriptions of the components labeled
similarly may seriously differ from one another. While BM
conceptualizations at the company-level (i.e. Osterwalder, 2004; Demil
& Lecocq, 2010; Teece, 2010; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010) limit the
explanations of the different components to the focal organization (the
BM operator), conceptualizations underlying a product/service 13 (i.e.
Razo-Zapata et al., 2012) and network-level (i.e. Gordijn, 2002;
Lüftenegger, 2014; Zolnowski, 2015) also consider other BM
participants in their descriptions. Although, existing conceptualizations
based on either a product/service-level or a network-level of analysis
are certainly better adapted to facilitate VALCO and value co-capturing
between mutually complementary businesses and social actors, they
face two important constraints. On the one hand, one group of these
13

Assuming that value creation and value capturing based on a certain product/service is not restricted
to only one particular focal organization.
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conceptualizations (i.e. Gordijn, 2002; Razo-Zapata et al., 2012)
remains rather objective in their value creation and value capturing
logic, which makes it difficult to identify the common reference point for
the BM participants involved based on what they can align themselves
with. As a result, these BM representations often end up in long and
complex process chains of somehow interlinked BM participants. Both
from an academic as well as from a practitioner’s perspective, this
makes it difficult to explain and to filter the essence of a particular BM.
Being aware of these limitations, the other group of product/service or
network-based conceptualizations (i.e. Lüftenegger, 2014; Zolnowski,
2015) tries to avoid this ambiguity by enhancing the components of
company-based (i.e. based on Osterwalder, 2004) conceptualizations.
This has the advantage that BM participants possess a specific
reference point with which to align themselves; however, this is
deduced from a focal organization’s value proposition. This means that
although these conceptualizations define the different components from
the perspective of several BM participants (i.e. customers, partners),
their conceptualizations remain oriented towards the value creation and
value capturing logic of one particular focal organization. Nevertheless,
it can be noted that this second group of conceptualizations in particular
represents a step towards the allocentric perspective of the BM. Hence,
they will receive particular attention in Chapter 3 (Analysis) of this
dissertation. Table 2 summarizes the different dimensions with their
components. The descriptions of the components are kept broad in
order to correspond to the different levels of analysis of the
corresponding conceptualizations.
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Component

Description

The vision component describes the goal of a BM. It serves as a natural
The “WHY”
Vision
alignment reference point for one or several BM participants when
Purpose
organizing their value creation and value capturing.
The actor component describes an independent social and economic actor
Actor
(and often legal entity) that is involved in a BM.
Focal
The focal organization component refers to the actor (oftentimes an
organization
independent legal entity) that operates a BM.
The customer component defines a particular customer group to which a
The “WHO”
Customer
focal organization or a set of BM participants offer one or several value
Actors
propositions.
The partner component refers to BM actors that help a focal organization
Partner
in the realization of the value proposition that is offered to a customer.
The governance component refers to target values and key performance
Governance
metrics in order to control and regulate the transactions between two or
several BM participants.
The value proposition component represents value for one or several BM
Value
participants. The value proposition is materialized trough 1-n value
proposition
offerings (products and services).
The “WHAT”
The value offering component defines a set of resources (value objects) in
Value Propositions
Value offering
the form of products and services that are exchanged between two or
multiple BM participants.
Channel
/
The channel / interface component describes how and where two or
interface
several BM participants interact in order to deliver value to each other.
The relationship component describes the personal and / or contractual
Relationship
relationships of between two or several BM participants.
The capability component describes the ability of one or several BM
Capabilities
participants to execute a repeatable pattern of actions.
The “HOW”
The resource component represents a set of available (production) factors
Resources
Value creation
that are owned or controlled by one or several BM participants.
Activities
The activity component represents specific actions one or several BM
participants perform to achieve their goals.
Table 2: Overview of BM dimensions & components (1/2)

Representative literature
Wirtz, 2010; Schallmo, 2013.
Gordijn, 2002; Osterwalder, 2004;
Razo-Zapata et al., 2012
Lüftenegger, 2014
Osterwalder, 2004; Zott & Amit, 2010;
Teece, 2010.
Osterwalder, 2004;
2007; Wirtz, 2010;

Chesbrough,

Linder & Cantrell, 2000; Wirtz, 2010;
Linder & Cantrell, 2000; Osterwalder,
2004; Zott & Amit, 2010; Teece, 2010
Gordijn, 2002; Razo-Zapata et al.,
2012
Linder & Cantrell, 2002; Gordijn, 2002;
Osterwalder, 2004
Linder & Cantrell, 2002; Osterwalder,
2004; Zolnowski, 2015
Hamel, 2002; Osterwalder,2004;
Wirtz, 2010
Osterwalder, 2004; Zott & Amit, 2010;
Al-Debei & Fitzgerald, 2010
Osterwalder, 2004; Chesbrough,
2007; Zott & Amit, 2010

Framing
Dimension

52
Component

Description

Revenues

The revenue component describes the way one or several BM participants
generate financial and / or non-financial benefits.

Costs

The cost component describes all financial and non-financial expenses of
one or several BM participants.

The “VALUE”
Value capturing

Table 2: Overview of BM dimensions & components (2/2)

Representative literature
Linder & Cantrell, 2002; Osterwalder,
2004; Al-Debei & Fitzgerald, 2010;
Lüftenegger, 2014
Linder & Cantrell, 2002; Osterwalder,
2004; Al-Debei & Fitzgerald, 2010;
Lüftenegger, 2014
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Summary

This last section of the conceptual overview of the BMC summarizes
the main insights of the previous sections by highlighting their impact
while aiming to complement existing BMCs with an allocentric
perspective.
This conceptual framing has shown that the research community has
provided many different complementary conceptualizations of a BM.
Overall, BM conceptualizations can be seen as a “large semantic web
of multi-levels and multi-views” (Jensen, 2013, p.74). Thus, BMCs
seem particularly relevant when describing the phenomena of “doing
business” from a rather holistic, multi-view perspective. The analysis of
the current state of BM research also clearly indicates that there is a
continuous trend towards a more systemic perspective of the concept.
It is obvious that this is a direct consequence of technological
developments increasing the interdependency of today’s business
environments.

Figure 8: Development of BM research (Source: adapted from Wirtz et al. 2016)
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Across all the different conceptualizations, the BM can be viewed as an
architecture of how a company embeds itself within a stakeholder
network in order to mutually create and capture value with other actors
in that network. The biggest challenge of this core understanding of the
BMC consists of its multi-view perspective on value creation and value
capturing. Hence, BMCs should be able to mediate between a
company-level and a network-level perspective on value creation and
value capturing. This is exactly where the allocentric perspective of the
concept seems promising. In this regard, the review of the conceptual
foundations provides some valuable insights into what needs to be
taken into account when trying to complement an already multi-faceted
research field with an additional perspective.
Firstly, the review has shown that too often authors do not elaborate on
the reasoning (purpose and usage) underlying a particular BM
conceptualization. Consequently, this makes it difficult to fully evaluate
the theoretical rigor as well as practical relevance of these
conceptualizations. Therefore, the elaboration of the allocentric
perspective on the BM must begin by explicitly stating its purpose and
function.
Secondly, it is important to avoid implicit definitions of the concept and
its components and their relationships, which has been the case in the
past (Zott & Amit, 2013; Arend, 2013). Only by explicitly defining the
different components and their relationships can a clear sense of the
scope of the concept be guaranteed and its coherence to the articulated
purpose be evaluated.
Thirdly, the review of BM components has shown that a huge
redundancy between different components already exists. Hence, in
order to avoid increasing this cacophony of components, the design of
the allocentric perspective has to maintain the semantic relationship to
other constructs as often as possible.
To conclude, in order to maintain clarity in the conceptualization of the
ABM perspective, a clear definition of its purpose, a clear sense of its
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scope, its semantic relationship to other constructs and its coherence
(Suddaby, 2010) must be guaranteed.
This conceptual background has underlined the need to explore BMCs
through a more holistic and systemic lens (Wieland et al., 2017).
Therefore, the next section introduces the analytical focus of this
dissertation by elaborating on service innovation grounded in SDL.
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Analytical focus
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Service innovation grounded in SDL
“[…] but just as goods in and of themselves are not the central
purpose of exchange, so too firms are not the central actors.

Organizations and firms are inventions to help humans solve the
problems associated with the exchange of their individual
advantageous abilities. […] as a result, how the firm thinks about its
role in value creation must shift”
(Vargo & Lusch 2004, p. 6ff)

This section contains an introduction to the overarching analytical
perspective of the BMC. In order to structure the analytical focus, a
tripartite framework of service innovation (Lusch & Nambisan, 2015)
based on SDL is applied. This framework helps to break down the
analytical lens of this dissertation, which consists of analyzing the BMC
from an ecosystem, a VALCO and a platform-based perspective. In
doing so, the analytical lens will help to further underline the necessity
to shift from an idiocentric towards an allocentric perspective on the
BMC.
In their seminal paper Service Innovation: An SDL Perspective, Lusch
and Nambisan (2015) deliver a conceptual framework taking into
account digitally enabled service innovation resulting from the
separation of information from matter and related to the rapid growth of
digital communication networks. In line with the impact of digitalization
presented in the research background (see Section 1.1), the authors
conclude that actors being embedded in dynamically emerging service
ecosystems (actor-to-actor structures), create value by orchestrating
their VALCO via service platforms, enhancing the efficiency and
effectiveness of their service exchange.
Based on an SDL perspective, this analytical standpoint seems
particularly relevant for gaining further insights into how the BMC has
to be developed in order to support a company in the orchestration of
VALCO. Hence, the following sections offer detailed explanations on
the different analytical constructs used to further frame the ABM.
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Accordingly, this section starts by examining the BMC from an SDL
Perspective (overarching analytical perspective). Section 2.3 sheds
light on BE as a means to further contextualize the BMC from a more
holistic point of view. Section 2.4 analyzes the BMC through the lens
of VALCO and will help develop an understanding of the theoretical
implications that are related to the shift from a rather linear, unilateral
value creation approach towards a multilateral, networked value
creation logic. Finally, Section 2.5 examines the BMC in relation to the
platform literature. Consequently, this section provides insights on
implications that are related to the continuous technological
developments in an increasingly digitalized business world. The goal of
each section is to provide an overview of the different analytical
constructs applied in this dissertation and illustrated in Figure 9.

Figure 9: Overview of the analytical focus
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By establishing the foundation of SDL Theory, Vargo and Lusch (2004,
2008, 2016) postulate a paradigmatic shift from a goods-dominant to a
service-dominant business logic. Rooted in marketing research, SDL
shifts the focus of economic exchange and value creation from a focal
firm to an actor-to-actor ecosystem – including service providers,
customers, suppliers and contributing partners – all acting as resource
integrators (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). In this multi-actor context, SDL
defines service as the mutual process of applying specialized
competences (knowledge and skills) for the benefit of other actors and
the actor itself (Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Lusch & Nambisan, 2015).
Accordingly, the theory builds on the premise that value occurs when
heterogeneous business partners work together toward mutual
benefits, the key being the orchestration between these parties
(Blaschke et al., 2017). This, however, is in contrast to the former
goods-dominant logic (GDL), where value creation and capturing are
mainly understood when taking place in a specific firm. As the
conceptual background section has shown, many of today’s BMCs are
still firmly rooted in GDL. These concepts still consider business
partners only as resource suppliers and customers as an extension of
a focal firms’ production process (Clauss, Laudien, & Daxböck, 2014,
Storbacka et al., 2012). Therefore, in order to get a better
understanding of value creation in the broader context of the
relationships’ network between complementary and competing
business partners (Vargo & Akaka, 2012), SDL Theory develops a
comprehensive and fundamentally different scope regarding how value
creation and value capturing among business partners should be seen
and carried out. Thus, SDL’s meta-foundations and foundational
premises build an explanatory fundament for a more systematic and
holistic conceptualization of BMs that are better adapted to today’s
interconnected business environments. Consequently, the following
sub-sections provide a review on SDL foundational concepts, its metatheoretical foundations, the related foundational premises as well as
derivatives propositions that inform practitioners as to how to compete
through service. The review is based on several articles (Vargo &
Lusch, 2004; Vargo & Lusch, 2008; Vargo & Akaka, 2012; Vargo &
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Lusch, 2014; Lusch & Nambisan, 2015; Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Lusch &
Vargo, 2018) that contributed to the establishment of the theoretical
foundations of SDL.

SDL core foundational concepts
Actor: Actors can be defined as purpose-driven entities that have
agency. Operating within structures that allow and constrain purposeful
actions, all actors can be viewed as “value centric, effectual,
enterprising, resource integrating entities” (Vargo & Lusch 2014, p.56).
It is important to note that the agency of these actors and the structure
(ecosystem) in which they act are intertwined. On the one hand, a
certain structure makes bounded rationality possible and allows its
actors to undertake meaningful actions for themselves and other
participants. On the other hand, without some degree of agency, there
would be no emerging actor-to-actor structure.
Service: As stated above, service can be defined as the application of
resources for the benefit of another entity or an actor itself. Under an
SDL perspective, a good (products or services) is always perceived as
an appliance or distribution mechanism for a service. In line with the
introduction of the allocentric perspective on the BMC that was
presented, a service representing a shared value purpose between
several actors can be seen as an entry point to design ABMs. With this
in mind, it is important that in order to manifest this particular service
(e.g. a financial service, a mobility service or an entertainment service)
several actors (in different roles) have to act as mutual resource
integrators (value co-creators) by exchanging their resources (e.g. in
the form of products/services, money, information or other social
currencies, such as attention).The beneficiary is always considered a
value co-creator of a particular service.
Resources: Resources can be defined as anything actors draw on to
correspond to their particular explicit or latent needs. In this context,
SDL differs between operand and operant resources. While operand
resources (i.e. natural resources or tools) require other resources to act
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on them to provide benefit, operant resources (i.e. intellectual skills or
manpower) are capable of acting upon operand resources to provide
value. It is evident that both types are always interlinked. However, from
an SDL perspective, operant resources are at the root of sustainable
competitive advantage, because in order to profit from operand
resources, actors always need to know how to use them (operant
resources).
Value: Value can be perceived as an increase in the well-being of a
particular actor. Because that value is an actor-subjective concept,
every occurrence of benefit can be defined as unique and contextdependent. SDL argues that resources from multiple sources (through
VALCO) are integrated to generate value for a particular actor; thereby,
value can only be proposed from one actor to another. Hence, a value
proposition is a representation of how an actor proposes to participate
in VALCO with another beneficial actor (Vargo & Lusch, 2014, p.57).

SDL meta-foundations, foundational premises and derivative
propositions on how to compete through service
Meta-foundations and their related premises are statements that are
assumed to be true. Hence, these foundations build the backbone of
SDL Theory and set the scene for knowledge development and
empirical testing. The following structuration of the theoretical
foundations and derivative propositions seems particularly suitable for
deriving design requirements for ABMs in the next chapter of this
dissertation.

Meta-theoretical foundations:
According to Lusch and Nambisan (2015) and based on Normann
(2001), SDL is grounded in four meta-theoretical foundations, which are
actor-to-actor networks, resource liquefaction, resource integration,
and resource density. Firstly, actor-to-actor networks (MF1) emphasize
collaborative value creation in service ecosystems. This implies a shift
from a linear, one-way process of value creation in traditional value
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chains towards multi-lateral, mutual value creation between the actors
operating in the ecosystem. Secondly, resource liquefaction (MF2)
describes the separation of the information aspect from its physical
carrier. As described in the research background (Section 1.1),
resource liquefaction builds the foundation for the innovative and useful
re-combination of decoupled bits and bytes with their physical context.
Thirdly, resource integration (MF 3) describes the fact that in order to
create value any actor has to combine its resources with those of other
actors in the ecosystem. The actors therefore engage in mutual
resource integration. Finally, resource density (MF 4) represents the
normative state of the most efficient and effective resource combination
among actors for a particular situation. Hence, each actor (ecosystem
participant) follows the premise of optimal resource density by being
part of a virtuous cycle characterized by resource liquefaction and
resource recombination (integration).

Foundational premises:
In order to distinguish SDL from the traditional GDL, Vargo and Lusch
(2004, 2008, 2016) proposed a set of eleven foundational premises for
it. The latter can be attributed to one or more of the meta-theoretical
foundations described in the previous sub-section.
Defining service as the fundamental basis of exchange (FP1) that is
oftentimes masked by an indirect exchange (FP2) mediated through
money, goods can be seen as distribution mechanisms for service
provision (FP3). Operant resources (e.g. knowledge) characterized by
their ability to act upon operand resources are the fundamental source
of strategic benefit (FP4) within economies that all represent service
economies (FP5). In service economies, value is always co-created
including the beneficiary (FP6). In doing so actors engage in VALCO by
offering value propositions (FP7) that are inherently beneficiary oriented
and relational (FP8). Hence, all social and economic actors can be
considered as mutual resource integrators (FP9). Consequently, the
value perceived by the beneficiaries (resource integrators) is always
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context-specific (FP10) and captured by the orchestration of VALCO
through actor-generated institutional arrangements (FP11).

Derivative propositions on how to compete through service:
Building on the theoretical foundations presented above, Lusch, Vargo,
and O’Brien (2007) propose nine practical implications for managers on
how to compete by following an SDL perspective.
By establishing competitive advantage as a function of how a company
applies its operant resources (i.e. knowledge) to meet the needs of its
stakeholders (DP1), collaborative competences are key for companies
to leverage knowledge for sustainable competitive advantage (DP2).
Continuously decreasing computation costs provides companies
opportunities for competitive advantage through innovative
collaboration (DP3) by engaging customers, suppliers and other
contributing partners in VALCO (DP4). Therefore, understanding how
actors uniquely integrate resources becomes an important source of
competitive advantage (DP5). In order to tap into this source, a
company has to provide its customers and partners VALCO
opportunities according to their individual desired level of involvement
(DP6). This allows companies to compete more effectively through
collaboratively developed value propositions (DP7). The value network
member that is able to coordinate (orchestrate) VALCO activities
emerging around these value propositions is in a stronger competitive
position (DP8). In this context, Lusch et al. (2007) consider retailers to
be in a particularly good position to do so. However, this rather limited
view on a particular type of company can be explained by the target
audience of the journal (Journal of Retailing) in which the article was
published. Finally, and independently of a particular industry,
companies that view their employees as operant resources will be able
to develop more innovative knowledge and thus gain competitive
advantage (DP9).
Table 3 consolidates the different theoretical and practical implications
resulting from SDL that must be considered when conceptualizing the
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ABM in the next chapter. Related to SDL, the BM can be seen as the
structural template in which VALCO takes place (Clauss et al., 2014).
Despite this, only recently have researchers started analyzing the
impact of SDL’s descriptive assumptions on the BMC. For instance,
Clauss et al. (2014) identified how BM components have to be further
developed in the context of SDL. Blaschke et al. (2017) place SDL as a
kernel theory and derive design principles for BM-based management
methods in their study. Both studies conclude that BMCs in the
knowledge economy require more complex network representations
that emphasize the multilateral roles and relationships of BM partners.
Consequently, the three central analytical themes of this dissertation –
BEs, VALCO and platforms – deserve further attention in the next
sections of this chapter.
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Central analytical themes
(adapted from Lusch & Nambisan,
2015, p.162)

Analytical theme- related Metatheoretical foundations (MFs)
(adapted from Lusch & Nambisan,
2015, p.160)

MFs related foundational
premises (FPs)
(adapted from Vargo & Lusch, 2008,
p. 7)
FP1: Service is the fundamental
basis of exchange (MF1).

FP2: Indirect exchange masks the
fundamental basis of exchange
(MF1, MF4).

Service Ecosystem
A relatively self-contained,
self-adjusting system of
mostly loosely coupled social
and economic
actors connected
by shared institutional logic
and mutual value creation
through service exchange.

MF1 Actor-to-actor network
Draws on a multi-actor perspective,
where all actors are co-creators of
value in a service ecosystem.

FP3:
Goods
are
distributed
mechanisms for service provision
(MF4).

FP4: Operant resources (e.g.
knowledge
and
intellectual
capacities) are the fundamental
source of strategic benefit (MF2).
Table 3: Consolidated theoretical & practical implications of SDL (1/3)

FPs related derivative
propositions (DPs)
(adapted from Lusch et al., 2007,
p.8)
DP1: Competitive advantage is a
function of how one firm applies its
operant resources to meet the needs
of the customer relative to how
another firm applies its operant
resources (FP1, FP4)
DP2: Collaborative competence is a
primary determinant of a firm’s
acquisition
of
knowledge
for
competitive advantage (FP4, FP9)
DP3: The continued ascendance of
information
technology
with
associated
decrease
in
communication and computation
costs, provides firms opportunities
for increased competitive advantage
through innovative collaboration
(FP6; FP9)
DP4: Firms gain competitive
advantage by engaging customers
and value network partners in cocreation and co-production activities
(FP6; FP9)
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Central analytical themes
(adapted from Lusch & Nambisan,
2015, p.162)

Analytical-theme related Metatheoretical foundations (MFs)
(adapted from Lusch & Nambisan,
2015, p.160)

MFs related foundational
premises (FPs)
(adapted from Vargo & Lusch, 2008,
p. 7)
FP5: All economies are service
economies (MF1).

Value Co-Creation
The processes and activities
that underlie resource
integration and incorporate
different actor roles in the
service ecosystem.

MF2: Resource liquefaction
Collaborative
value
generation
among
actors
by
decoupling
information from its physical form or
device.

MF3: Resource integration
S-D logic views all social and
economic actors as resource
integrators.
Table 3: Consolidated theoretical & practical implications of SDL (2/3)

FP6: Value is co-created by multiple
actors,
always
including
the
beneficiary (MF1, MF3).

FP7: Actors cannot deliver value but
can participate in the creation and
offering of value propositions (MF1).

FPs related derivative
propositions (DPs)
(adapted from Lusch et al., 2007,
p.8)
DP5: Understanding how the
customer uniquely integrates and
experiences
service-related
resources (both private and public) is
a source of competitive advantage
through innovation (FP6; FP8; FP9)
DP6:
Providing
service
coproduction
opportunities
and
resources consistent with the
customer’s
desired
level
of
involvement leads to improved
competitive
advantage
through
enhanced customer experience
(FP6; FP8; FP9)
DP7: Firms can compete more
effectively through the adoption of
collaboratively
developed,
riskbased pricing value propositions
(FP6; FP7)

Framing

67

Central analytical themes
(adapted from Lusch & Nambisan,
2015, p.162)

Analytical theme-related Metatheoretical foundations (MFs)
(adapted from Lusch & Nambisan,
2015, p.160)

MFs related foundational
premises (FPs)
(adapted from Vargo & Lusch, 2008,
p. 7)
FP8: A service-centered view is
inherently beneficiary oriented and
relational (MF3).

Service Platforms
A modular infrastructure that
consists
of tangible and intangible
components (resources)
and facilitates the interaction
of actors and resources (or
resource bundles).

MF4: Resource density
Draws on the effective and efficient
configuration of contextually relevant
knowledge

Table 3: Consolidated theoretical & practical implications of SDL (3/3)

FP9: All social and economic actors
are resource integrators (MF1, MF3).
FP10: Value is always uniquely and
phenomenological determined by
the beneficiary (MF3).
FP11: VALCO is coordinated
through actor-generated institutions
and institutional arrangements (MF1,
MF3).

FPs related derivative
propositions (DPs)
(adapted from Lusch et al., 2007,
p.8)
DP8: The value network member
that is the prime integrator is in a
stronger competitive position. The
retailer is generally in the best
position to become the prime
integrator (FP1; FP4; FP9)
DP9: Firms that treat their
employees as operant resources will
be able to develop more innovative
knowledge and skills and thus gain
competitive advantage (FP4)
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Ecosystems as a structure to contextualize BMs

In order to represent the physical and biological components as a unit,
the term “ecosystem” was suggested in 1930 by Roy Clapham (Ben
Letaifa, Gratacap, & Isckia, 2013). Applying biological ecosystems as a
metaphor to describe a value creation mechanism in increasingly
dynamic and interdependent business environments, Rothschild (1990)
and Moore (1993) introduced the notion of BEs. In sciences a metaphor,
viewed as a creative process, is used to import concepts and theories
from one scientific field (i.e. ecology) to another (i.e. management). It is
important to note that this metaphorical process may transform the
meaning of the objects involved (Gerring, 1999). In contrast to an
analogy that represents a comparative process based on deductive
inference and inductive connection, a metaphor represents a creative
process involving abduction, deduction and induction (Ben Letaifa et
al., 2013, p.24). However, the transformation of the objects through the
metaphorical process can pose some problems. Since its appearance,
the term “Business Ecosystem” has itself grown to encompass an
ecology of meanings both in the research community and in industry. In
order to mitigate the risk of misunderstandings related to the
metaphorical process, it is important to highlight the major differences
between biological ecosystems and their business-oriented counterpart
before taking an in-depth look at how the metaphor is defined in the
business context.
Basically, two main instances exist when a strictly biological metaphor
does not apply to business. Firstly, unlike biological communities,
business communities are social systems that are composed of actors
having agency. In biological ecosystems, species (apart from human
beings) generally lack the intellectual capabilities to forecast future
conditions. Hence, these other species cannot purposefully design
strategies and structures with the goal of decreasing risk and increasing
certainty (Mars, Bronstein, & Lusch, 2012, p. 278ff). In BEs however,
human actors try to design the structures through institutions precisely
with the aim of decreasing risk and increasing certainty. Secondly,
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compared to BEs, biological ecosystems do not evolve for a greater
good. Independently of the criticality of their role in a particular
biological ecosystem, species are not able to collectively imagine a
greater good that serves as a common anchor point to guarantee the
system’s stability. Due to their agency characterized by bounded
rationality, human actors in BEs align themselves around a shared
purpose. It is clear that each individual actor has a slightly different idea
concerning that shared purpose; however, if a BE does not evolve over
time toward this greater good, it is at risk of being eliminated or
becoming obsolete (Mars et al. 2012, p. 278). This, however, is not the
case in biological ecosystems.
The notion of BEs is further analyzed bearing in mind these two major
differences – both related to the variances in cognitive abilities between
human beings and other species. Consequently, different definitions
and related properties of the concept will be analyzed in Section 2.3.1.
In Section 2.3.2 the differences and similarities of the concept to other
business network structures will be examined. Finally, in Section 2.3.3
the implications of BEs in the light of BM research will be summarized.
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Towards a unified perspective of Business Ecosystems

Particularly in the field of strategy, the concept of “ecosystems” has
seen a boom. Jacobides et al. (2018, p.2256) note that searches for
this keyword in the title or abstract of the top strategy journals has
shown a sevenfold increase during the last five years. Both managers
and academics attach particular value to the metaphor because of its
ability to explain the complex network of business relationships within
and across industries (Harte, Shireman, Burke, & Scarlett, 2001).
Accordingly, definitions mainly stress the interconnectedness and
mutual dependency of social and economic agents for their success
and survival (Peltoniemi, 2004; Anggraeni, Den Hartigh, & Zegveld,
2007). Initially introduced by Moore (1993, 1996), the metaphor
provides a way to study the company as an interconnected part of its
larger environment by defining the different roles and related strategies
it has in the ecosystem (Iansiti & Levien, 2004). These initial thoughts
resulted in a substantial list of considerations both in terms of the
perspective researchers apply to the concept as well as to properties
derived from it. Hence, BEs have been overlappingly analyzed from an
innovation (e.g. Adner, 2006), an entrepreneurial (e.g. Isenberg, 2010),
a service (Vargo & Lusch, 2011), a customer (e.g. Manning & Thorne,
2002; Voima, Heinonen, Stradvik, Mickelsson, & Arantola-Hattab,
2011), a digital (e.g. Ammon & Brem, 2013) and, most recently, a
platform-based perspective (e.g. Tiwana, 2013; Parker, Van Alstyne, &
Jiang, 2016). The contributions to the body of research from these
various perspectives are manifold. For instance, Adner (2017)
highlighted the corresponding structure by which value is created and
captured; Iansiti and Levien (2004) as well as Dedehayir, Mäkinen and
Ortt (2018) among others analyzed particular roles of actors in this
structure; Baldwin (2008) and Jacobides (2018) have emphasized the
modularity and types of complementarities between actors; and
Williamson and De Meyer (2012) as well as Parker et al. (2017)
suggested the potential network effects arising from the
complementarities between actors operating in an ecosystem structure.
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Table 4 provides a non-exclusive set of definitions, related constructs
and derived components in order to offer a better understanding of
where and how the ecosystem metaphor can contribute to the
conceptualization of the ABM.
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72
Ecosystem definitions
(adapted from Anggraeni et al. 2007; Rong & Shi
2015)
DF1: An economic community supported by a
foundation of interacting organizations and
individuals – the organisms of the business world.
This economic community produces goods and
services of value to customers, who are
themselves members of the ecosystem. The
member organizations also include suppliers,
lead producers, competitors, and other
stakeholders. Over time, they co-evolve their
capabilities and roles, and tend to align
themselves with the directions set by one or more
of the central companies. Those companies
holding leadership roles may change over time,
but the function of the ecosystem leader is valued
by the community because it enables members to
move toward shared visions to align their
investments and to find mutually supportive roles.

DF2: Customer ecosystem: A complex grouping
of companies and customers, suppliers and
partners that gain mutual benefit from one
another.

Table 4: BE constructs and components (1/5)

Derived structural constructs from the
definitions

Shared Purpose: Ecosystems emerge
around a shared purpose that can materialize
through a service whose realization
necessitates multilateral relationships among
different actors. The shared purpose can be
defined by one or several actors that
orchestrate the other actors towards its
materialization. The shared value purpose
represents the glue that connects ecosystem
members on a system -level.
(DF1, DF5, DF11, DF13)

Derived construct-related
components from the definitions

Focal value proposition: This
component represents the intended
value on a system-level that is
inherent to the shared value purpose
around which ecosystem actors
align themselves.
DF13

Service: This component describes
the solution through which the
shared value purpose materializes.
Accordingly, a particular service is
realized through the mutual
alignment of goals, capabilities and
complementary resources between
ecosystem actors.
DF2, DF9, DF14
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Author &
year

Ecosystem definitions
(adapted from Anggraeni et al. 2007; Rong & Shi
2015)

Iansiti &
Levien, 2004

DF3: A BE is a business network, which is
organized around a keystone species and formed
by large, loosely connected networks of entities
that interact with each other in complex ways and
the health and performance of a firm is
dependent on the health and performance of the
whole.

Den Hartigh
& Van
Asseldonk,
2004

DF4: A network of suppliers and customers
around a core technology, who depend on each
other for their success and survival.

Peltoniemi,
2006

DF5: A BE consists of a large number of
participants, which can be business firms and
other organizations. They are interconnected in
the sense that they have an effect on each other.
Interconnectedness enables various interactions
between the members. These interactions can be
both competitive and cooperative. Together with
interconnectedness they lead a shared fate
among the organizations.

Table 4: BE constructs and components (2/5)

Derived structural constructs from the
definitions

Derived construct-related
components from the definitions

Roles: This construct describes the particular
functions (positions) ecosystem members take
on. In relation to a service through which a
shared value purpose materializes, four
different role archetypes can be derived from
the various ecosystem conceptualizations
(see Table 5). Firstly, users who apply their
capabilities to profit from the service output.
Secondly, providers, who apply their
capabilities to generate offerings for the
service realization. Thirdly, orchestrators who
apply their capabilities to coordinate the users
and providers’ capabilities. And finally,
contributors who apply their capabilities to
support either the users, the providers or the
orchestrators in their specific function.
(DF 1, DF3, DF4, DF8, DF9, DF10, DF11)

Actor: This component represents
legally independent, but socially and
economically interdependent entities
forming the ecosystem. These
entities take in particular roles when
aligning their individual capabilities
to materialize a shared value
purpose via a service.
(DF1 – DF14)
Goal: This component represents
an objective an actor strives for in
order to fulfill its perceived or latent
needs. This goal has to be aligned
with the purpose, ecosystem actors
in their particular roles, share
among each other.
(DF1, DF5, DF11)
Capability: This component
describes a set of activities by which
an actor, occupying a particular role,
converts its production factors
(resources) in order to achieve a
certain individual goal that is
logically aligned to the shared value
purpose of the ecosystem.
(DF1, DF6, DF11, DF13, DF14)
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Anggraeni
et al., 2007

DF6: The BE perspective offers a new way to
obtain a holistic view of the business network and
the relationships and mechanisms that are
shaping it, while including the roles and strategies
of the individual actors that are a part of these
networks.

Chang &
Uden, 2008

DF7: A BE is a network of buyers, suppliers and
makers of related products or services and their
socio-economic environment that includes
institutional and regulatory framework.

Adner &
Kapoor,
2010

DF8: An innovation ecosystem comprises not only
the core innovator, but also its upstream suppliers,
and its downstream buyers and complementors.

Table 4: BE constructs and components (3/5)

Factors of production: This
component represents a set of
complementary resources an actor
applies through its capabilities in
order to achieve a specific goal.
(DF1, DF9, DF14)
Benefits: This component
describes the value that an actor
captures when participating in the
ecosystem in a specific role. The
benefits can be monetary or other
and are always linked to the
particular goal an actor wants to
achieve. It is important to note that
firms capturing non-monetary value
in a particular ecosystem can also
monetize the value outside the
ecosystem.
(DF1, DF2, DF3, DF11)
Risk: This component describes a
particular cost that an actor faces
when participating in the ecosystem
and sharing its capabilities with
other members. The risk can be
manifested in important initial
investments with uncertain outcome
or in the creation of a lock-in
situation, when the success of one
actor becomes heavily dependent
on another ecosystem member. In
this situation the most powerful
actor can start to dictate terms and
conditions in a unilateral way and
undermine the decision power of the
dependent actor.
(DF1, DF3, DF5, DF7, DF14)
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Ecosystem definitions
(adapted from Anggraeni et al. 2007; Rong & Shi
2015)

Voima et
al., 2011

DF9: A customer ecosystem is defined as a
system of actors related to the customer that are
relevant concerning a specific service. This
includes service providers, other customers and
other actors only indirectly related to the service.

Eisenmann,
Parker and
Van
Alstyne,
2011

DF10: Markets, where user’s interactions with
each other are subject to network effects and are
facilitated by a common platform provided by one
or more intermediaries.

Williamson
& De Meyer
2012

DF11: A network of organizations and individuals
that co-evolve their capabilities and roles and
align their investments so as to create additional
value and/or improve efficiency

Table 4: BE constructs and components (4/5)

Derived structural constructs from the
definitions
Relationship: Taking on a specific role,
ecosystem members have to engage in
multilateral relationships in order to align their
capabilities to materialize their shared value
purpose through VALCO.
(DF1, DF2, DF3, DF5, DF6, DF10, DF12,
DF13, DF14)

Derived construct-related
components from the definitions
Value flow: This component
describes the nature of the value
contribution of actors in the
ecosystem when engaging in
multilateral relationships. In its
instance the value flow can
represent a particular resource, a
resource bundle in the form of
products and services or simply the
right to claim the latter.
(DF2, DF7, DF8, DF9, DF11)
Interface: This component
describes the area in which
ecosystem members have links to
each other and interact through
specific channels to exchange their
mutual value flows. In this context
the platform plays an important role
as it allows for effective and efficient
coordination of the multilateral
relationships among different
ecosystem members.
(DF4, DF5, DF10, DF14)
Agreement: This component
describes the formalized
relationship between the actors in
the ecosystem through terms and
conditions. At its instance it
represents governance metrics,
helping the actors to align their
capabilities to decrease risk and
increase certainty in their
multilateral relationships.
(DF1, DF3, DF6, DF7, DF12, DF13,
DF14)
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DF12: A BE is a community consisting of different
levels of interdependent organizations that
stimulate co-evolution between partners and their
business environment
DF13: The ecosystem is defined by the alignment
Adner,
structure of the multilateral set of defined partners
2017
that need to interact in order for a focal value
proposition to materialize.
DF14: An ecosystem is a set of actors with
Jacobides
varying degrees of multilateral, non-generic
et al., 2018
complementarities that are not fully hierarchically
controlled.
Table 4: BE constructs and components (5/5)
Rong &
Shi, 2015
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This review of different definitions of the BE concept allowed for the
identification of three major constructs that can be further broken down
into several components. At their instance level, these components can
be manifested through different forms. The following paragraphs
recapitulate the derived constructs and their components.
Shared purpose:
According to Adner (2017), a useful distinction can be made between
two general views on BEs: (a) ecosystem-as-affiliation, which sees
ecosystems as communities of associated actors defined by their
networks and platform affiliations; and (b) ecosystem-as-structure,
which views ecosystems as configurations of activity defined by a core
value proposition. When comparing different conceptualizations, it
becomes clear that the structural approach is more commonly used
when defining ecosystems. Most conceptualizations implicitly (i.e. Den
Hartigh & Van Asseldonk, 2004; Rong & Shi, 2015) or explicitly (i.e.
Moore, 1996; Peltoniemi, 2004; Mars et al., 2012) agree on the fact that
at its core, a BE consists of a shared purpose 14 that unifies ecosystem
members by incentivizing them to take on particular roles and engage
in multilateral relationships. As the BE is composed of different legally
independent actors pursuing their individual goals, it is difficult to
persuade all the actors to move in the same direction through formal
authorities. Instead, the shared purpose acts as an informal authority
enabling the alignment among partners and helping them to move in
the same direction without overly restricting their autonomy (Rong &
Shi, 2015). In this context, the shared purpose can be manifested
through a service that can only be realized through the combination of
a complementary set of capabilities and resources between various
ecosystem members (Voima et al. 2011). Although, the subjectively
perceived or expected value related to the shared purpose might differ
between ecosystem participants, it forms the basis upon which
ecosystem participants find common ground in the pursuit of their
individual goals. It is important to note that this shared purpose can
14

In this dissertation, shared value purpose is equivalent to shared / common vision, shared fate,
greater good.
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initially either be defined by one specific ecosystem participant or a
community of actors (the orchestrators). However, even if the shared
purpose is defined by one specific ecosystem member, the latter is
obliged to find other participants that share the purpose. This is simply
due to the fact that a service representing a shared purpose can, by
definition, only materialize through multilateral interactions between
several ecosystem participants taking on specific roles in relation to that
service.
Roles:
In the BE literature, various roles have been defined from different
perspectives. From a strategic behavioral point of view, Iansiti and
Levien (2004) distinguish between keystone, niche, dominator and
landlord. Den Hartigh and Van Asseldonk (2004) on the other hand,
consider the shaper, the adapter and the opportunist as the particular
roles in a BE. From a company-centered perspective, Adner and
Kapoor (2010) suggest a difference between the focal firm and its
complementors. Trying to combine these perspectives, Dedehayir et al.
(2016) differentiate between ecosystem leaders, dominators, suppliers,
assemblers,
complementors,
users,
experts,
champions,
entrepreneurs, sponsors and regulators. Thus, most of the
conceptualized roles take a strategy-oriented perspective and define
the roles either through their particular behavior (i.e. dominator or
opportunist), through a particular functional contribution (i.e. sponsor,
assembler, regulator) or through a specific actor-related characteristic
(i.e. landlord, entrepreneur). Consequently, these roles remain
conceptually detached from a shared value purpose that builds the
common anchor point around which the ecosystem emerges. Voima et
al. (2011), however, offer an interesting entry point by taking in an SDLperspective (see Section 2.2) and by highlighting the fact that roles can
be defined in relation to a service (materialized shared purpose). In
Table 5, role archetypes15 and capabilities in a BE are defined in relation

15

An archetype is something that is considered to be a perfect or a typical example of a particular kind
of person or thing, because it has all of the most important characteristics (Collins Dictionary, 2019).
In this dissertation the archetype represents the perfect example of distinct, yet interrelated, functional
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to the shared value purpose manifested through the realization of a
specific service. Each role archetype is characterized by unique
capabilities in relation to a specific service. However, the capabilities
characterizing one specific role archetype are related to the capabilities
of the other role archetypes. This means that although attributed to one
specific role archetype, its capabilities can only be performed in
interdependence to the capabilities of the other role archetypes which
make up the BE. Consequently, the capabilities of the role archetypes
are overlapping and are performed by the interplay of several
ecosystem participants.
Deductive reference
point

Service:
The mutual process of
applying
specialized
capabilities to manifest
a shared value purpose
for the benefit of other
actors
(ecosystem
members) and one
single
actor
itself
(Vargo & Lusch, 2004;
Voima et al., 2011)

Role archetype

Service User:
An actor acts as a user when its
individual goals can be realized
through the use of a service
outcome. Hence, an actor taking
in the user role, engages in
activities to convert its resources
to profit from the service result.

Service Provider:
An actor engages as a provider
when its individual goals can be
realized through the provisioning
of offerings to realize a service.
Hence an actor taking in the
provider
role,
engages
in
activities to convert its resources
to profit indirectly from the service
result (i.e. through monetary
compensation or social currency
such as reputation or status).

Capabilities
(Based on Plazibat, 2019;
Puschmann & Alt, 2016; Voima
et al., 2011; Wallin, 2006)
The engagement in the service
User role can be characterized
through the following usage
capabilities that are instantiated
through a specific set of activities
along the life cycle of multilateral
offerings (set of resources)
among ecosystem actors
Offerings identification
Offerings customization
Offerings compensation
Offerings rating
Offerings storage
Offerings replacement
The engagement in the service
Provider
role
can
be
characterized
through
the
following
provisioning
capabilities that are instantiated
through a specific set of activities
along the life cycle of multilateral
offerings (set of resources)
among ecosystem actors:
Offerings conceptualization
Offerings creation
Offerings issuance
Offerings evaluation
Offerings maintenance
Offerings renewal

Table 5: Ecosystem role archetypes and their capabilities (1/2)

roles a group of actors (legally independent, yet socially and economically interdependent entities)
can occupy when acting in a BE.
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Service Orchestrator:
An actor occupies the role of an
orchestrator when its individual
goals can be achieved through
the coordination of activities and
related resources between the
user and the provider. Hence an
orchestrator engages in activities
to convert its resources to profit
indirectly from the service result
either by being compensated by
the user or the provider (i.e.
through a monetary or nonmonetary reward)
Service Contributor:
An actor that engages as a
contributor realizes its individual
goals by supporting either the
users, the providers or the
orchestrators in their specific
function. Hence a contributor,
engages in activities to convert its
resources to profit indirectly from
the service result by being
compensated either through the
user, the provider or the
orchestrator (i.e. through a
monetary
or
non-monetary
reward)
Table 5: Ecosystem role archetypes and their capabilities (2/2)

The engagement in the service
Orchestrator role can be
characterized
through
the
following
orchestration
capabilities that are instantiated
through a specific set of activities
along the life cycle of multilateral
offerings (set of resources)
among ecosystem actors:
Offerings empowering
Offerings matching
Offerings contracting
Offerings transfer
Offerings transport
Offerings safekeeping
Offerings regulation

The engagement in the service
Contributor
role
can
be
characterized
through
the
following
contribution
capabilities that are instantiated
through a specific set of activities
along the life cycle of multilateral
offerings (set of resources)
among ecosystem actors:
Offerings usage support
Offerings provisioning support
Offerings orchestration support

Each role archetype can be occupied by one or several legally
independent but socially and economically interdependent actors,
following a specific set of goals that result from explicitly stated or latent
needs / wants16. In order to fulfill these needs, the actor, acting in a
particular role, performs capabilities by engaging in a specific set of
activities, thereby, transforming its production factors in the form of
different complementary resources. The outcome of this engagement is
manifested through financial and non-financial benefits and threats
(costs) that are evaluated in relation to an actor’s specific set of goals.
Only if the actor, occupying a specific role archetype, perceives a
16

From an economic point of view, there is a distinction between what is required for biological survival
(needs = biological necessities) and what is desired (wants = psychological amenities) to make life
more pleasant (lifeworthy) but which is not necessary for immediate survival (Business Dictionary
2019). Additionally, one can distinguish needs and wants in terms of their nature (needs = limited,
wants = unlimited) and flexibility (needs = remain rather constant over time, wants = may change over
time). However, following Maslow (1943), in this dissertation needs and wants are seen as similar
concepts of different hierarchical ranks and hence grouped in one construct.
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positive balance between the related benefits and perceived costs, is
s/he (respectively the legal entity) willing to participate in a particular
ecosystem in the long run. Through its orchestration capabilities, the
orchestrator has an important role in understanding and balancing the
needs, activities and resources of the other participants in order to
enable each actor to individually capture a subjectively valuable part of
the shared value purpose. Hence, for a company that wants to position
itself as an orchestrator, it is important to understand how it will be
perceived by the other ecosystem members occupying the
complementary role archetypes17. For instance, for an actor (private or
legal person) playing the role of a provider, the orchestrator will always
be perceived as an enabling distributor of its offerings for existing or
new users. For an actor occupying the user position, the orchestrator
will most likely be perceived as an access facilitator to offerings (related
to a particular service) from previously known or unknown providers.
Additionally, for actors that take on a user-oriented or a provideroriented contributor role, the orchestrator will be seen as a
complementary partner, helping them to enhance their support offerings
for their clients (users or providers in the ecosystem) that they share
with the orchestrator. Finally, for actors occupying an orchestratororiented contributor role, the orchestrator simply represents a client of
their particular orchestration support offerings. Considering this multilateral actor-to-actor perspective, the relationship construct helps the
ecosystem members in their complementing roles to organize their
mutual value creation and value capturing.

17

It is important to note, that unlike Jacobides, Cennamo, & Gawer (2018, p.2266), this dissertation
considers differences in the type of production and consumption complementarity (generic vs.
unique/supermodular) as a too rigid criteria to define which actors can be considered as ecosystem
members and which cannot. In fact, it is argued that actors (like a particular specie in biological
ecosystems) can be part of multiple BEs. Therefore, although offerings of various legally independent
actors are socially and economically interdependent in terms of their value, this does not mean that
an actors’ offerings are less valuable when they are produced/consumed separately from a specific
ecosystem or in coordination with offerings of members from another ecosystem. This small but
important conceptual difference results from the fact that this dissertation puts the service (shared
value purpose) at the center of the ecosystem, rather than as a particular offering of a specific
company.
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Relationship:
The relationships among actors residing in a particular BE can be
considered inherently multilateral. This implies that the relationships
among the different actors cannot be broken down into an aggregation
of bilateral interactions (Adner, 2017, p. 42). Additionally, the
relationships in BE are not unilaterally hierarchically controlled by one
specific actor no matter the specific role that is occupied. According to
Jacobides et al. (2018, p. 2266) all ecosystem members retain residual
control and claims over their assets in terms of their prices and
quantities. Accordingly, the following logically related components can
be derived when describing the multilateral relationships among BE
participants. First are, value flows, which represent mutual offerings
(resources, resource bundles or resource claims) in the form of
products and services that the actors offer each other in order to
mutually materialize the service upon which their shared value purpose
is based. Second, the interface describes the physical, digital (or a mix
of both) channels through which the actors engage in their mutual value
creation and value capturing endeavor. Finally, the agreement
represents the formalized terms and conditions underlying the
multilateral relationships among the ecosystem participants. At its
instance level, an agreement consists of particular governance metrics
helping the ecosystem participants to decrease risks and increase
certainty both at the individual as well as at the ecosystem level.
In conclusion and with regard to the properties identified, the following
definition for BEs will continue to be applied in this dissertation:
“Business ecosystems are dynamically evolving communities
of interdependent social and economic actors which
interact through coordinated technologies, norms and rules
to co-create and co-capture value in relation to a shared
purpose permitting the alignment of their individual goals”
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It is worthwhile to compare this concept to other organizational business
structures dealing with interdependences. This allows for the
positioning of the BE concept in relation to similar – yet different –
business network structures. The following sub-section will help to
clearly identify the key components that must be considered before the
implications of the concept in today’s BM research are summarized in
Section 2.3.3.
2.3.2

BEs in the context of other business network structures

Interdependent value creation in business networks has been a
concern in organizational science and, strategic and technology
management since their inception. Primarily explained through the lens
of new institutional economic theory (i.e. Coase 1937; Williamson 1975;
Jarillo 1988), business network structures viewed as hybrid
coordination mechanisms combine benefits of both market-specific,
price-based coordination (i.e. flexibility and actor commitment) and
company-specific, agency-based coordination (i.e. trust and
information sharing) (Sydow, Duschek, Möllering, & Rometsch, 2003).
Within this context, various conceptualizations of business network
structures (i.e. strategic networks, clusters, value nets, virtual
organizations or multi-sided markets) have been developed during the
last decades of management research. In order to get a better
understanding of the distinct explanatory power of the BE concept, a
non-exhaustive comparison is provided below. The review is based on
previous studies (see Peltoniemi 2004; Möller & Rajala, 2007; Eckert,
2010; Adner, 2017) and has the ultimate goal of providing insights into
why the concept of BE is particularly suited to contextualizing BMs. For
the analysis only multi-dimensional business network structures (Möller
& Rajala, 2007) similar to the BE concept were selected. Hence, purely
vertical business structures (i.e. supply chains, supplier networks) or
structures which are primarily horizontal business structures (i.e.
strategic/competition alliances) were excluded from the analysis. The
concepts compared with the BE are clusters, value nets, virtual
organizations and platforms / two-sided markets. Table 6 provides an
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overview of the definitions and key characteristics of the relevant
concepts. The comparison is based on the following four dimensions
structural boundaries, collaboration mechanism, value-creation logic,
governance structure. Each of these dimensions have different
comparison features, which helps to highlight the differences and
similarities among the concepts in Figure 10.
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Definition

Characteristics
▪

Cluster

Clusters are groups of inter-related
industries which originate from vertical
and horizontal relationships between
companies, that drive wealth creation in
a region (Porter 1990).

▪
▪

▪

Value net

The value network describes the
context within which a firm competes
and solves customers’ problems
(Christensen & Rosenbloom 1995).

▪
▪

A virtual organization is an organization
▪
responding to a market opportunity via
one central, customer-facing integrator
▪
company involving other detached and
Virtual
disseminated entities (from employees
▪
organization
to entire enterprises) and requiring
information technology to support their
work and communication
▪
(Gupta & Jalinder 1997).
Table 6: Definitions of selected business network structures (1/2)

Clusters represent the entire value chain of a
broadly defined industry from suppliers to
distributors, including supporting services and
specialized infrastructure.
Clusters are geographically concentrated
The legally independent companies in a cluster are
usually linked by the flow of goods and services
(value-adding activities).
Strategic cooperation between legally independent
companies.
In contrast to virtual organizations the partnership
among companies is designed for the long term and
is stable.
Usually composed of a carefully organized
hierarchical structure usually centered by one focal
actor for the entire system.
Cooperation
between
several
independent
companies as a response to a market opportunity.
Participation is determined by the capabilities
needed to address the market opportunity.
Rapid establishment and dismantling based on
formal and informal norms and rules in relation to
the market opportunity.
Uniform appearance towards the customer through
one central actor (the integrator).

Example

Silicon Valley,
Chinese special
economic zones,
Crypto Valley in
Zug

Boeing,
Starbucks,
Universities

Reuters Holding
IBM

Reference
literature

Porter, 1990;
Bell, 2005

Brandenburger
&
Nalebuff,
1996;
Brandenburger
& Stuart, 1996;
Christensen,
1997;
Stabell
&
Fjeldstad, 1998;
Alee, 2000
Handy 1995;
Mowshowitz,
1997;
Bleecker, 1998

Framing
Business
network
structure

86
Definition

“Two-sided (or more generally multisided) markets are roughly defined as
markets in which one or several
platforms enable interactions between
Two-sided
end-users, and try to get the two (or
markets
/
multiple)
sides
‘on
board’
by
platforms
appropriately charging each side. That
is, platforms court each side while
attempting to make, or at least not lose,
money overall” (Rochet 2005, p. 2)
Table 6: Definitions of selected business network structures

Characteristics
▪
▪
▪
▪

(2/2)

At least two distinct sides of participants
Direct and indirect network effects
One legal entity (e.g. a corporation) acts as the
Platform sponsor (owner) and coordinates the
network
Due to its central position the platform owner can
capture a significant part of the collaboratively
generated value in the network. This leads to a
“winner-takes-all phenomenon”

Example

Intel,
E-Bay,
Amazon

Reference
literature
Evans
(2003;
2011);
Rochet & Tirole,
(2004,2006);
Boudreau
&
Hagiu, (2009);
Hagiu & Wright,
(2015)
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As Table 6 and Figure 10 indicate, the selected business network
concepts show many similarities. Due to the overlapping nature of these
concepts, contrasting BEs is, to a certain degree, a rather ambiguous
task. When contrasting the BE concept of others, the purpose is not to
diminish the existence of other business network structures. Rather the
goal is to provide arguments as to why the BE concept seems
particularly suited to contextualizing BMs and to move towards a more
allocentric perspective of the concept.
Based on the analysis in Figure 10, the BE concept represents a
particularly promising structure for contextualizing BMs for three main
reasons. First, the concept emerges around a shared value purpose
that is neither bound to any particular actor (company or political
authority) nor related to any specific technology or restricted by any
particular geographical area, but which nevertheless offers an
integrative, flexible structure, allowing the modelling of VALCO and
value co-capturing among different types of social and business actors.
On the one hand, the structure is integrative in the sense that the BE
participants are aligned through the shared purpose. On the other hand,
the structure is flexible enough not to bound a-priori any participant to
a particular role, technology or location. Second, the BE concept takes
into account the value creation logic based upon digitized assets that
are characterized by multilateral VALCO between different participants
and resulting in direct and indirect network effects. Additionally, the BE
concept includes not only heterogeneous actors but also technologies,
regulations and physical infrastructures (Demil, Lecocq, & Warnier,
2018). Hence, it offers an overarching structure that allows the relinking of both the digitally enabled as well as the physical part of
VALCO among its participants. Finally, the concept builds upon a
heterarchical governance structure that is particularly suited to
contextualizing multilateral relationships among legally independent but
economically and socially interdependent actors. This concept takes
into account the dynamic nature of todays’ collaborations in a VUCA
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environment18 by assigning each member an important agency in terms
of its contribution and by the decision either to be part of or to leave a
specific ecosystem. Hence, from a purely normative point of view, no
single actor can dictate unilateral terms and conditions (prices,
quantities) related to the offerings of another actor. Nor is it possible for
one actor to force another actor to remain in or join a particular BE.
Compared to other business network structures (i.e. virtual
organizations, value nets), mostly under the control of one particular
powerful focal actor or integrator, this characteristic seems to represent
a perfect contextualization complement to the already firm-centric, yet
boundary-spanning BMC. As a result, contextualizing the BM through a
BE structure appears to be a logical step in order to move towards a
more allocentric perspective necessary for the orchestration of VALCO.
2.3.3

BM research in the light of BEs

As the previous section has shown, the BM and BE concept can be
considered to be complements. While the BE concept can be defined
as a structure helping to contextualize BMs, the BM can be viewed as
an architecture – a particular arrangement of the components of the
structure. In this regard, it is the structure (BE) viewed as the contextual
medium that allows the architecture (the BMC) to present itself as such.
In other words, while the BM focuses on a focal organization as the
“modelling architect”, BEs provide a specific structure (the “modelling
context”) of the environment which the focal organization shares and
forms with other social and business actors. Consequently, BMs and
BEs are not static per se but co-evolved (Demil et al., 2018). By using
the health, wealth and education ecosystem as illustrative examples,
Figure 11 based on the work of Demil et al. (2018) illustrates the
interplay between the BM and the BE concepts.

18

Originating from military education, VUCA initially represented an acronym to describe the more
Volatile, Uncertain, Complex and Ambiguous multilateral world resulting from the end of the cold war.
In strategic management research, the concept is used to describe the VUCA environment of which a
company is part of and has to deal with in order to remain competitive (Mack, Khare, Kramer, &
Burgartz, 2016).
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Figure 11: Business models and business ecosystems

With this in mind, it is important to note that while a BM can be particular
to one specific company (however, always including other co-creating
participants), the BE itself can never be particular to one specific
company. By considering that the purpose of a BMC is to allow an actor
to facilitate VALCO and value co-capturing between complementary
business and social actors acting and forming a particular context, the
significance of the ecosystem metaphor becomes obvious. In fact, it
builds the conceptual structure allowing an actor to orchestrate VALCO
by enriching the formally self-centered (idiocentric) reference point of
his/her particular BM to a more intersubjectively-oriented (allocentric)
shared value purpose.
In the last years, the significance of BE as a contextual structure for the
BMC has started to receive attention in the BM research community
(Amit & Zott, 2015; Iivari, 2016; Demil et al., 2018). However, up to now,
it has only been at a rather low level. By considering BMs as a story to
the stakeholders from multiple enterprises, Den Ouden (2012) analyzed
and modeled the ecosystem-aspect in terms of mutual value flows
among different actors. With a greater emphasis on the conceptual
side, others (e.g. Iivari, 2016; Chesbrough & Schwartz, 2007) argued
that the consideration of ecosystems helps to design a BMC in such
way that it allows the organization to define, link and monitor activities
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of co-creating actors. However, in support of the design side, Demil et
al. (2018,) conclude that “several frameworks and tools have been
created, such as the BM Canvas (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010), the
RCOV framework (Demil & Lecocq, 2010), the GRP model (Verstraete
& Jouison-Laffitte, 2011) or, more recently, the BM Navigator
(Gassmann, Frankenberger & Csik, 2013). In each of these models, the
role of the environment is reduced and predominantly embeds elements
of the micro-environment of a focal organization (Zott & Amit, 2010)” (p.
1219).
Finally, the BE concept has been used to analyze BMs emerging around
particular technologies such as the Internet of Things (Iivari et al., 2016;
Ikävalko, Turkama, & Smedlund, 2018) or mobile services (Haaker,
Faber, & Bouwman, 2011). Although, many of those conclusions are
rather case specific, two common aspects remain dominant: first, the
importance of VALCO among BM participants residing in the same
ecosystem; and second, platforms, as common collaboration
infrastructures, helping actors to coordinate their mutual value creation
and value capturing activities.
Therefore, in order to complete the analytical framing for the ABMC, the
next two sections first elaborate the concept of VALCO (2.4) before
taking an in-depth look at platform terminology (2.5).
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Value co-creation as an underlying mechanism for
BMs

This third analytical focus section contains three parts. First, Section
2.4.1 will highlight the main components of the concept. Then Section
2.4.2 will analyze the consequences, when viewing (allocentric) BMs as
a broader conceptualization of VALCO. Finally, Section 2.4.3 will
present measurement indicators allowing insights to be gained into the
evaluation of VALCO conceptualized by the ABM.
2.4.1

VALCO concept and components

In understanding how actors mutually create and capture value in the
emerging ecosystems within which they reside, VALCO has become a
key concept (Saarijärvie, Kannan, & Kuusela, 2013). It can be
understood as an overarching concept that describes collaboration
between multiple stakeholders (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). In
traditional demand vs. supply models, value is generated through the
exchange of products, manufactured by providers to meet the demand
of consumers. While in these traditional models’ providers and
consumers are conventionally situated on opposite sides of the
exchange, VALCO blurs this line by viewing providers and consumers
as co-creators creating value together. Thus, in line with an SDL
perspective, every service provider is always also a service beneficiary
and vice versa regardless of the actors’ contribution to the actual
service output (Autio & Thomas 2018, p.9). Consequently, the
consumer and provider are no longer separate units of analysis; rather
they interact with their contributing partners for the development of new
value creating opportunities. Thus, VALCO can be viewed as a
multilateral process during which value is reciprocally created for each
actor involved. According to Leclercq, Poncin and Hammedi et al.
(2017, p.8), these actors interact on an engagement platform by
exchanging their resources with one another for their mutual benefit.
Accordingly, all parties profit from a continuous learning process,
helping them to better satisfy their individual needs. Subsequently,
VALCO represents any act of collective creativity (Sanders & Stappers,
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2008) that is shared among multiple actors by permitting them to
analyze the production, allocation and use of value from an integrative
perspective. By consolidating research over the past ten years,
Leclercq et al. (2017) identified three main components constituting the
VALCO concept. Table 7 provides an overview of their research.
Concept

Components

Characteristics
Value-in-exchange: An actors’ perception of
the value achieved through the exchange of

Value
The perceived &
experienced subjective
benefit related to the
effective use, allocation
and exchange of
Value Co-Creation

resources between the

VALCO can be

actors involved.

understood as an

invested resources (e.g. physical, money,
intellectual) (Zeithaml, 1988).
Value-in-use: The extent to which the use or
consumption of resources (i.e. products &
services) increases the perceived well-being
of an actor (Grönroos, 2008).
Value-in-context: The extent to which an
actor’s context – in addition to the actual
use/consumption of resources – increases the
perceived well-being (i.e. through meaning)

overarching

(Chandler & Vargo, 2011).

concept that

Role: During the VALCO process an actor can

describes

take the mutually non-exclusive roles of the

collaboration

VALCO

mechanisms

output’s

beneficiary

(user),

the

provider, the mediator (orchestrator) or the

between multiple
stakeholders

Actor

(Prahalad &

A legally independent

Ramaswamy,

social or business entity

2004).

engaging in the mutual
production, allocation
and use of resources for
the benefit of itself and
others.

supporter (contributor).
Motivation: An actor can either have an
extrinsic motivation to engage in VALCO that
can be materialized through monetary reward,
social recognition or belonging / loyalty. Or the
actor can be intrinsically motivated, which is
expressed by social orientation (doing good
for society) or personal orientation (i.e.
personal achievement, hedonic motives or
intellectual curiosity).
Activity: An actor engages in simultaneous,
parallel activities with other actors in order to
co-create value.

Table 7: VALCO components I (Source: adapted from Leclercq et al., 2017)
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Platform
Describes the

Nature: A platform can either be a physical or
a digital medium of engagement.

engagement
infrastructure enabling

Interaction:

and / or facilitating the

coordination of either one-to-one, one-to-

VALCO process between

The

platform

enables

the

many or many-to-many interactions.

actors.
Table 7: VALCO components II (Source: adapted from Leclercq et al., 2017)

The implications when considering (allocentric) BMs as a broader
conceptualization of VALCO will now be elaborated.
2.4.2

BMs as a broader conceptualization of VALCO

The creative process described by the VALCO concept is inherently
reciprocal by including a set of parallel activities among actors
participating in joint value creation. Thus, the VALCO concept is
particularly useful in explaining how the value of knowledge increases
through sharing and collaborative usage and manipulation among
actors interacting through digitally enhanced infrastructures. It is critical
to understand precisely this fundamental difference between value
creation in a more analog, industrial age and VALCO in the digital,
information age when further developing an allocentric perspective on
the BMC. In this rather analog, industrial age, value based on physical
assets could only be generated and extracted in one place and at the
same time. This is no longer the case for value creation based on
digitized assets or digital enhanced physical assets (Normann, 2001).
Thus, due to the space and time constraints of industrial value creation
based on purely physical assets, sequential, unilateral value flow
concepts, such as the value chain or the value shop (Porter, 1985;
Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998), gained prominence in the study of the value
creation activities among business partners. However, these concepts
are unable to tackle the mechanism of mutual value creation based on
knowledge that follows a positive-sum game for its participants. Hence,
BMCs helping to design and explain value creation in the information
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age should consider the underlying VALCO mechanisms (the value
network) among the actors involved.
From the standpoint of a focal company designing its BM on this
industrial, linear value creation logic risks two major pitfalls. Firstly, by
limiting its suppliers to the role of pure component providers in order to
produce something to be sold and used later by its customers, it
artificially restricts the company’s role to a pure supply-sided “value
extractor”. Accordingly, it ignores the business potential this company
could realize by perceiving its suppliers as co-creators benefiting from
the use of their resources as well. Secondly, by perceiving its customers
as solely demand-side “value consumers”, it largely ignores the mutual
benefit that the latter could bring when receiving the incentive to
combine their own resources with the resources of the company. It is
clear, that the concept of VALCO is not new; however, companies have
historically tackled it with a traditional mind-set in seeing their suppliers
and consumers mostly – if at all – as extended value contributors to the
production and distribution of their products and services. From this
perspective, co-creation remains an idiocentric tapping into the brains
of the suppliers and particularly consumers in order to get more
information about them that can be transformed into better selling
products. This, however, is not VALCO. In fact, there is a high risk that
this ostensible VALCO process may be seen as a form of exploitation if
the parties are not adequately compensated (Cova & Dalli, 2009).
Consequently, co-creation always implies a subjectively perceived
equality between the partners involved. This can only be achieved by
orchestrating the needs and capabilities of the partners involved in a
way that everyone sees a benefit in the VALCO endeavor a company
is asking for. Finally, co-creation is about joint creation of value by a
company and its partners, not the partners trying to please the company
or vice versa (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Hence, (idiocentric)
BMCs which are unable to provide a multilateral perspective on value
creation and value capturing are also unable to act as broader
conceptualizations of VALCO. Interestingly, this fact continues to be
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ignored by many of today’s highly successful “Big Tech companies” 19.
The fact that they neglect to help a user to benefit from the
collaboratively created knowledge in a context other than the immediate
interaction with themselves is just one example. Today this issue is
addressed by the lack of transparency and sovereignty when it comes
to the value creation and extraction of users’ data. In this light, the topic
is treated as a regulatory subject. However, understanding the core
mechanisms of VALCO makes it apparent that companies –
deliberately or not – that prevent their users from benefiting from cocreated knowledge miss significant business opportunities. Just
imagine if Google or Apple better supported their users (and not just
third-party application providers) with user-friendly tools to re-use the
data generated from their own and third-party applications and services
in a bundled way. They could empower their users not just to
consolidate their health data generated through various applications,
but also to give them the possibility to offer these data on their own to
potential beneficiaries, such as doctors, health researchers, food
technologists or insurance companies through their platforms and
services. It is conceivable, that having this data sovereignty would also
help the companies to suddenly turn a regulatory issue into a huge
business opportunity. Thus, both from an academic as well as from an
industry point of view, it is not astonishing that the demand for tools,
methods and instruments to better grasp the opportunities of VALCO is
constantly increasing (Lusch & Nambisan, 2015; Sorensen et al., 2003).
Without a doubt, complementing todays’ BMCs with a more allocentric
perspective certainly represents a step in that direction. The next
section takes a closer look at VALCO measurement in order to evaluate
whether such an ABM conceptualization could positively enhance
VALCO among different actors.

19

Big Tech refers to the major technology companies such as Apple, Google, Amazon and Facebook,
and the things they do (Macmillan Dictionary, 2019). In the research at hand, the term “Big Tech
company” refers to companies whose primary business is selling technology or technology-enabled
services.
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VALCO measurement

If the ultimate purpose of the BMC is defined by its ability to support
VALCO and value co-capturing between mutually complementary
business and social actors, a measurement approach is needed to
evaluate its usefulness in doing so. Ranjan and Read (2014) provide a
comprehensive, empirically validated, measurement index including
theoretical dimensions and underlying constructs to evaluate VALCO
between different actors. The following part of this analytical section on
VALCO presents this measurement index and puts it in relation to the
evaluation of the ABM20.
Based on a comprehensive literature review, Ranjan and Read (2014,
p.291ff) conclude that there are two mutually complementary
perspectives on VALCO in the literature. One perspective emphasizes
the supply side and the other the demand side. By integrating these two
perspectives into one comprehensive measurement index, the authors
come up with two measurement dimensions each including three
specific constructs composed of different measurement items. The
following paragraphs present the two dimensions, their constructs and
related measurement items. Finally, at the end of this sub-section, their
usefulness for the design and especially for the evaluation of the
artifacts are summarized.
Co-Production – the supply-sided VALCO measurement
dimension
Co-production can be considered a set of activities simultaneously
carried out by economic and social actors within networks. According to
Ranjan and Read (2014, p. 292) “it is executed through collaboration
and dialog to integrate mutual resources into value configuration”.
Based on this definition, the authors define three underlying constructs
through which co-production can be measured. These are knowledge
sharing, equity and interaction.

20

For further details see Section 2.9.3 & Chapter 5 of this dissertation.
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Knowledge sharing:
Knowledge sharing comprises the allocation of value co-creator’s
(actors) information, ideas and creativity in the articulation of their
current and future needs. According to the authors, sharing information
results in better outcomes due to shared inventiveness and the
evaluation of needs compared to what would result if actors worked
independently.
Equity:
Equity describes an actors’ willingness to share control with other actors
in relation to activities upon its personal assets and in defining the
outcome of the mutual value-creation approach. Hence, the mutual
accessibility to personal assets, more transparency concerning
individual intentions and power sharing between actors are considered
to positively impact their VALCO.
Interaction:
Interaction takes into account the quality of the dialog between the
value co-creating actors. Thus, more opportunities to interact and better
communication tools to specify and clarify individual expectations and
requirements between actors lead to a better VALCO outcome.

Value-in-use – the demand-sided VALCO measurement
dimension
As highlighted in Table 7, value-in-use defines the extent to which the
use or consumption of the VALCO output increases the perceived wellbeing of a particular actor (Grönroos, 2008). In this regard, Ranjan and
Read (2014, p. 293ff) define experience, personalization and
relationship as underlying constructs to measure the value-in-use for
each actor.
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Experience
Experience describes an emphatic, emotional and memorable
interaction that has intrinsic value for the actors involved. Hence, the
better the actors can find complete expression during the VALCO
process, the better the perceived outcome by them will be.
Personalization:
Personalization refers to the perceived uniqueness of the VALCO
process and its outcome for each individual actor. Therefore, the higher
the perceived individualization, the better the overall result of the
VALCO will be.
Relationship:
Relationship takes into account the interdependence of actors with their
contextual environment emerging around VALCO. Hence, the more the
VALCO context (i.e. other directly or indirectly involved actors)
increases the subjective well-being of actors, the more fruitful their
mutual value creation will be.
Table 8 provides an overview of the dimensions and their constructs as
proposed by Ranjan and Read (2014). The corresponding
measurements items, however, are oriented towards the BMC as an
enabling instrument to facilitate VALCO among its participants. In doing
so, the measurement items provide, on the one hand, requirement
indications for the conceptualization of the ABM in Chapter 3. And on
the other hand, these items partially serve as an evaluation instrument
when evaluating the designed allocentric business ontology in Chapter
5.
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Construct

Item measures
KS1: The ABM enables me to share ideas and suggestions
related to new or existing offerings with my partners.
KS2: The ABM provides me with enough insights to
understand the players involved in the mutual value creation

Knowledge
sharing (KS)

process.
KS3: I am willing to invest time and effort to design ideas and
suggestions with the ABM because it helps me to better share
my insights with my partners.
KS4: The ABM offers enough conceptual flexibility for my
partners and me to share our thoughts with each other.
E1: Through the ABM I could visualize and share my personal
motivations and expectations with my partners in a simple
way.
E2: The ABM allows me to align my own activities and
resources with those of my partners in the best interest of all

CoProduction

Equity (E)

participants.
E3: The ABM allows me and my partners to design our
collaboration on equal footing and provides support for a
transparent governance.
E4: The ABM enables all parties involved, no matter their role
in the VALCO, to play an equal part in determining its
outcome.
I1: The ABM allows me to express my preferences related to
the interaction with my partners.
I2: The ABM allows me to structure the mutual interactions
that I have with my partners.

Interaction (I)

I3: The ABM allows me and my partners to design our
interactions on an equal footing and does not disadvantage
me or my partners.
I4: In order to get the best benefit out of the VALCO, the ABM
provides different perspectives on the interactions I have with
my partners.
EX1: The ABM supports me and my partners to find complete
expression in the design of our VALCO.

Value-in-

Experience

use

(EX)

EX2: The ABM contributes to a better understanding of my
personal needs and my partners needs and expectations and
has a positive effect on our empathy for each other.
EX3: The ABM allows me and my partners to experiment with
different configurations during the VALCO process.

Table 8: VALCO measurement items (1/2)
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P1: The ABM offers enough personalization flexibility in the
design of my mutual value creation with my partners.
P2: The ABM allows individual VALCO relationships between
Personalization
(P)

me and my partners.
P3: Depending on their own preferences, the participants can
participate differently in the design of the joint BM.
P4: The use of the ABM supports a positive collaboration
besides

its

functional

benefits

related

to

the

BM

conceptualization.
R1: The ABM provides me and my partner a better
understanding of our mutual value creation relationships.
R2: The ABM allows me and my partners to consider other
actors that could affect the success of our VALCO.
Relationship

R3: The ABM animates me to contribute resources (time,

(R)

money, knowledge/skills) to enhance the strategic and
operational collaboration with my partners.
R4: The ABM supports me and my partners willingness to
share personal or business information to strengthen our
collaboration.

Table 8: VALCO measurement items (2/2)

The review of the VALCO concept provided three main insights for the
further development of the ABMC. First, by analyzing its different
components and mechanisms, it can be concluded that the BMC per se
can be viewed as a broader contextualization of VALCO. However, in
order to take into account its particularities, existing (idiocentric) BMs
have to be adapted. Second, the concept is related to defined
measurement items, which allow for the evaluation of the usability of
the ABMC. Finally, in order to materialize the potential of VALCO among
different actors, a shared engagement infrastructure is a pre-requisite.
Therefore, the platform concept deserves particular attention.
Consequently, the last chapter of the analytical focus provides
additional insights into the role of platforms when moving towards the
conceptualization of the ABM.
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Platforms as purpose-driven infrastructures for BMs

“If the Industrial Revolution was organized around the factory, today’s
changes are organized around platforms, algorithms applied to
enormous databases running in the cloud”
(Kenney & Zysman, 2015)

During the last years, no other aspect of the applied tripartite analytical
framework in this dissertation, has gained as much attention among
researchers and practitioners as the platform. In a special report related
to the topic, The Economist (2014) stated that “proliferating digital
platforms will be at the heart of tomorrow’s economy, and even
government”. Today, the term “platform economy” unifies any business
and research activity related to platform-based value creation and value
approbation. As stated in the research background (see Section 1.1.2),
by the end of 2018, seven out of the ten of most valuable companies
according to their market capitalization are platform-based companies
(Microsoft, Apple, Amazon, Alphabet, Facebook, Tencent and the
Alibaba Group). According to Evans and Gawer (2016) platforms have
improved productivity by efficiently matching value co-creating actors (a
demand and a supply side). In doing so, platforms support more
efficient physical and digital asset (e.g. cars, apartments or content)
utilization. This phenomenon is often coined by the term sharing
economy. However, Evans (2013) also highlights the regulatory
controversy related to platform emergence. In fact, due to the powerful
position of these platform companies, there are concerns related to their
ability to dominate markets and to undermine competition. Major issues
have arisen concerning data ownership and data usage practices (e.g.
Facebook), working conditions of platform employees (e.g. Amazon)
and contractors (e.g. UBER) as well as tax avoidance and insurance
obligations (e.g. Apple or Alphabet) 21. However, it is not in the scope of
this dissertation to analyze specific micro- and macro-economic
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To learn more about the benefits and drawbacks related to the platform economy, the Dutch Ministry
of Economic affairs provides an open access argumentation overview at: Link Argumentation Map
Platform Economy
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impacts related to platform companies. Rather, the goal is to
understand the role platforms play in relation to BMCs.
This section is divided in two parts. The first sub-section (see 2.5.1)
analyzes under what terms platform affect the conceptualization of
mutual value creation between different participants. This allows for a
basic understanding of the extent to which today’s BMCs are (un)able
to represent platform-based value creation among different actors. The
second sub-section (see 2.5.2) elaborates the layered infrastructure
necessary to orchestrate VALCO through platforms. Consequently,
both sub-sections provide insights into the further contextualization of
the BMC by complementing it with an allocentric perspective in the
upcoming chapters.
2.5.1

Platform-based VALCO

As highlighted in previous sections, VALCO based upon digitized
assets has moved the areas where a particular business can create
value away from the production and ownership of assets towards the
curation and orchestration of ecosystems (Moazed & Johnson, 2016;
Parker et al., 2016). That is where platforms come into play. According
to Moazed and Johnson (2016, p.70), platforms combine characteristics
of traditional firms and markets. The authors conclude that by
harnessing and orchestrating ecosystems, platforms are “unlocking
new, untapped economic and social value” (p.70). Hence, the platform
can be viewed as an engagement infrastructure for value co-creating
actors, helping them to reduce their cognitive distance by strengthening
their shared worldview (Autio & Thomas, 2018).
In the literature, platforms have been analyzed and defined from
different perspectives. While some researchers understand platforms
as an IT artefact (i.e. Baldwin & Woodcard, 2009), others take a more
management-oriented perspective and view a platform as a plug-andplay BM to which multiple actors can connect in order to co-create value
(i.e. Choudary, Parker & Van Alstyne, 2015; Parker et al., 2016). Still
others, following an economic standpoint, perceive platforms as
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markets (i.e. Spulber, 2018). By reviewing the level of analysis related
to platforms from a management point of view, Gawer (2009) and
Thomas, Autio and Gann (2014) provide taxonomies that distinguish
between internal platforms (organizational platform and product
families) and external platforms (market intermediary and platform
ecosystems). Taking an in-depth look into the value creation
mechanism of platforms, Evans and Gawer (2016) conclude that
platforms create value in two – mutually non-exclusive – ways. On the
one hand, transaction platforms facilitate VALCO interactions by
matching different groups of actors that would otherwise have difficulty
finding each other (e.g. Airbnb, Alibaba marketplace or Google Search).
On the other hand, innovation (development) platforms, which consist
of a technological infrastructure on top of which a large number of
developers, can create complementary services or products (e.g.
Salesforce, Google Android). However, in many cases this distinction
remains rather artificial. In practice, successful platforms combine these
two perspectives by offering development tools (via accessible
Application Programming Interfaces 22 and Service Development Kits)
as well as transaction interfaces (e.g. a marketplace or an Appstore)
allowing its users to create and transact new services and products
(e.g. Apple, Amazon, Alibaba or Google). Common to all is their ability
to effectively and efficiently enable the orchestration of VALCO among
actors forming a particular ecosystem. In doing so, both the more
technology- oriented as well as the management-oriented research
community (Baldwin & Woodcard, 2009; Gawer & Cusumano, 2014;
Tiwana 2013; Choudary et al., 2015) note that there is a fundamental
unity in the architecture of platforms. In fact, platforms can be
understood as bundled modularizations of complex systems (but not
the systems themselves) in which certain components (the platform)
remain stable, while others (components created and transacted on top
of it) may vary over time. In this position, platforms can be perceived as
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An API is essentially a set of specifications and rules that explain how to interact with and access
software code, while a software development kit is a set of software development tools for designing
apps on a particular system and typically includes one or more APIs (and possibly software code for
accessing those APIs) (Altman & Tripsas 2014, p. 12).
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purpose-driven infrastructures enabling the orchestration of VALCO
through a standardized, mutually agreed set of rules and norms among
its users. In this context, it is important to highlight that the platform as
a purpose-driven infrastructure does not represent the BE itself or a
particular BM per se. Rather it represents an essential bundle of
components that help a particular actor to orchestrate VALCO in a
specific contextual structure (the BE) characterized by a shared
purpose between different social and business actors. In contrast to
authors (i.e. Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010; Gassmann et al., 2013) that
consider platforms, in effect, as a particular type of BM, this dissertation
views platforms as a required infrastructural set of components to
orchestrate VALCO through a particular BM. Thus, it is argued that the
platform represents – and has always represented – a required element
of a particular BM allowing a company to orchestrate its mutual value
creation with its stakeholders through direct or indirect relationships.
Overall, when analyzing their impact on VALCO, platforms can be
classified according to two different dimensions forming four different
segments (see Figure 12). First, they can be classified in relation to the
asset complementarity between the actors that co-create value upon
the platform. The asset complementarity (Teece, 2018; Hart & Moore,
1990) can either be generic or specific. Generic complementarity
means that the assets involved in VALCO between two or multiple
legally sovereign actors can be produced and used independently of
each other. For example, an apartment can be used independently of
its listing on Airbnb or on other similar platforms. Specific
complementarity on the other hand, means that the assets cannot be
produced / used separately of each other. This is the case for any thirdparty applications developed on the Apple iOS platform. In order to use
these apps, an Apple device is mandatory. Second, platforms can be
classified in terms of the governance purpose of the platform owners.
The governance purpose can either be profit-oriented or non-profit
oriented. In the case of profit-oriented platform organizations (i.e.
Google), the aim is to generate an economic profit for its owners
(shareholders). In case of a non-profit oriented purpose (i.e. Wikipedia),
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the platform organization contributes to a general public object that
goes beyond generating an economic profit.

Figure 12: Platform organization types

In summary, platforms play an important role when orchestrating
VALCO in BE structures. Platforms offer governance structures enabled
by a set of protocols or standards in relation to the participants’ VALCO
interactions. Therefore, platforms can be viewed as purpose-driven
infrastructures facilitating the connection, the coordination and the
collaboration among different BE participants (Hagel, 2016). For a
better understanding of how platforms make this VALCO orchestration
possible, the next sub-section takes a closer look at their layered
infrastructure.
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Platform infrastructure

In order to understand the layered modular (Yoo et al., 2010)
orchestration logic of VALCO upon platforms, it is useful to grasp the
three basic functions of information and communication technology
(ICT). First, ICT allows the transmission of information through space
(“communication”). Second, ICT allows transmission through time
(“storage”). Finally, ICT permits the controlled transformation of
information into space and time by algorithms (“calculation”). Applying
ICT to a contextual structure emerging around a shared purpose of
different social and business actors allocating material and immaterial
resources for their individual well-being allows for the classification of
the platform infrastructure in the layered, modular orchestration logic of
VALCO. In this context, it is important to note that the platform
infrastructure is always dependent on physical and virtual components.
The function of a purely physical product is determined by its form;
however, for digitally enabled products (platforms) this is no longer the
case. As Autio and Thomas, (2018, p.5) point out, in order to create the
desired function of a screwdriver (physical product), for instance, it is
necessary to produce a physical shape that attaches to a screwcap. In
contrast, digitally enhanced products, such as smartphones, can be
programmed to function as a book, a meditation tool or a map.
Accordingly, “a digitized product can be simultaneously a product and
a platform” (Yoo et al., 2010, p.11). Thus, a platform infrastructure helps
value co-creating actors to bridge the gap between the physical and the
digital world. Consequently, the orchestration of VALCO upon a
platform offers its users the opportunity to link the physical and digital
components in constantly new, value-creating ways. Figure 13 is built
upon the work of Yoo et al. (2010), Fleisch, Weinberger, & Wortmann
(2014), Hagel (2016) and Cicero et al. (2016) and provides an overview
of the layered modular VALCO infrastructure. The example of a BE
structure emerging in the context of “smart living” is used.
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Figure 13: Layered modular VALCO infrastructure

As Figure 13 shows, the platform represents an important infrastructure
component that helps value co-creating actors operating in a BE
structure to align their resources and capabilities around a shared value
purpose. Hence, in order to orchestrate VALCO a platform
infrastructure is particularly useful as it offers its users a coordination
layer upon which they can transact and eventually reprogram their
mutual offerings to manifest a shared value purpose by occupying
different roles in relation to the latter. Therefore, this dissertation
considers platforms as purpose-driven shared transactional and
organizational

(institutional)

conceptualizing ABMs.

infrastructures

when

further
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Framing the allocentric perspective on the BM

By reviewing existing BM research, the concept can be viewed as an
architecture describing how a company embeds itself within a
stakeholder network in order to mutually create and capture value with
other actors in that network. Within this context, the BM is used as a
common language and cognitive visualization tool between value cocreating actors. It helps a company to understand, design,
communicate, manage and align its VALCO with other actors. Thus, the
overarching purpose of the BM can be perceived as an instrument for
a company to facilitate VALCO and value co-capturing between itself
and interdependent business and social actors. Consequently, in order
to profitably structure the inherently multi-lateral context a company is
part of through its BM, a shift from a subjective, idiocentric design
approach towards a more intersubjective, allocentric one is necessary.
From an overall analytical focus, the service-dominant-logic
perspective builds the foundational logic underlying the ABMC. The
latter can be viewed as an architecture allowing a particular company
to orchestrate VALCO and value co-capturing between complementary
business and social actors, acting in and forming a particular context.
The BE concept offers a structure for this context. Thus, a BE provides
the contextual structure for the ABM viewed as architecture.
Additionally, the VALCO concept describes the mechanism underlying
this contextualized architecture. And finally, the platform construct offers
the infrastructure – the set of components – that make up the
contextualized architecture. In summary, the ABM can be framed as an
architecture of a particular context (BE) following specific composition
mechanisms (VALCO) that are built upon a bundled set of modular
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components (platform). Figure 14 provides a consolidated visual
representation of this framing.

Figure 14: Perspectives on the BM

Referring to Figure 14, it is extremely important to note that the
idiocentric and the allocentric perspectives on the BM are not mutually
exclusive. In fact, an allocentric perspective on the BM always includes
the self-centered (idiocentric) perspective of the modeler (the focal
organization). However, by not limiting the focal company’s BM to a
particular offering fully determined and controlled through its own legal
boundaries, the allocentric perspective integrates the viewpoint of other
actors playing an important role in the success of that specific BM.
To conclude, following this analytical framing and based on existing BM
literature, the allocentric perspective on the BMC can be theoretically
grounded in the following way. As an explanatory model, the ABM
addresses the internal competencies that underlie the BM operator’s
and its participants competitive advantage. This argumentation is in line
with the resource-based view (RBV), in which an organization is viewed
as a bundle of resources and capabilities (Barney, 1991). However,
resources per se do not provide any value to its stakeholders. In line
with McIvor (2009) and DaSilva and Trkman (2013), the ABM perceives
value as activated trough transactions related to the provisioning,
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allocation and use of mutually complementary resources. In this regard,
the ABM considers insights from the Transaction Cost Economics
(TCE) theory (Coase, 1937; Williamson, 1981). In fact, considering that
digitization reduces both the coordination costs among mutually
complementary participants as well as the asset specificity underlying
their offerings (Picot, 1996, Autio & Thomas, 2018) explains the ABM’s
mediating role between a company’s perspective (BM operator) and a
network-perspective (BM participants) on value creation and value
capturing. This means that in an ABM, the BM operator uses
relationships in order to gain access to resources from other BM
participants that are vital for its existence. This line of thought, is
consistent with the Resource Dependency Theory, a particular stream
within the RBV. Additionally, due to its inter-subjective nature, the ABM
includes a stakeholder approach (Freeman, 1984) by modeling the
interplay among mutually complementary BM participants operating
within a particular ABM. Furthermore, from a behavioral point of view,
all BM participants are considered to be rationally bounded pursuing
their own goals. These goals need to be aligned and balanced
(orchestrated) by the operator of the ABM. However, referring to the
Behavioral Decision Theory, within an ABM some participants may
exert greater influence over others, which might lead to conflict. In this
regard, operating an ABM can be considered as dynamic, where its
operator is constantly dealing with incompatibilities among the
participants resulting from their VALCO and from the ecosystem
(structure) in which they interact (Simon, 1959). Consequently, the ABM
regards agency of the BM participant and the structure in which they
operate as a mutually interacting duality, which is consistent with
Structuration Theory (Giddens, 1979). Furthermore, the ABM builds on
properties of the Social Exchange Theory, by taking into account the
self-interest (Homans, 1961) and interdependence (Thibaut & Kelley,
1959) among mutually complementary BM participants. Finally,
contextualized by BEs, viewed as a complex adaptive system (Arthur,
Durlauf & Lane, 1997), the ABM inherits features of (organized)
complexity (i.e. numerous participants which engage in multi-lateral
relationships), emergence (i.e. a particular BM participant constellation
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that proves to be resilient to external changes), and self-organization
(i.e. multi-lateral relationships among BM participants that are not all
directly controllable by the BM operator).
Following the framing of the ABM, the last section of this chapter
describes the research approach applied to further conceptualizing
(Chapter 3) the ABM construct and to design (Chapter 4) and evaluate
(Chapter 5) its related ontology.
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Research approach
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“Research is to see what everybody else has seen, and to think what
nobody else has thought”
Albert Szent-Gyorgyi (1893-1986)

In an effort to reflect Albert Szent-Gyorgyi’s views on research as
quoted above, this Framing chapter will conclude with a section devoted
to explaining the research approach used. This section can be
considered a roadmap for moving from observation towards new,
insightful thinking. It begins by determining the scientific background
which positions the dissertation in the design-science oriented
paradigm of Business & Information Systems Engineering (BISE)
research (Section 2.7). Next, Section 2.8 specifies the research
outcomes of this dissertation in terms of a construct (ABMC), a model
(ABMO) and instantiations (companies ABM representations through
the ontology). Finally, Section 2.9 presents the different research steps
including activities, their objectives and results.

2.7

DSR as scientific background

Positioning this research in a specific research domain is achieved by
reviewing the disciplines that investigate BM conceptualizations in the
context of ecosystems. Research on this subject matter is mainly
published in the fields of IS research, strategic management and
entrepreneurship as well as service management and organization
science. Taking into account the nature of the BMC which can be
considered as the missing link between business strategy, processes,
and Information Technology (IT) (Al-Debei, Avison, & Haddadeh, 2008),
the scientific positioning of this dissertation will be attributed to BISE
science. According to Veit et al. (2014) the BISE research field
combines a range of scientific perspectives, traditions and
methodological backgrounds and offers unique perspectives that can
be harnessed for BM research. As the innovation in digital technologies
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plays a fundamental role in the development of ABMs, this dissertation
can be associated with the research stream of IT-enabled or digital BMs
(Veit et al., 2014). With the intention of developing an artifact (ABMO)
that provides instructions to design and configure BMs contextualized
by BEs, this research can be situated within the paradigm of DSR (DSR)
in BISE science. Hevner, March, Park, and Ram (2004) define the
design-science-paradigm as a problem-solving paradigm that “seeks to
create innovations that define the ideas, practices, technical
capabilities, and products through which the analysis, design,
implementation, management, and use of information systems can be
effectively and efficiently accomplished” (p.76). In relation to
management science, DSR can be viewed as social constructionism,
which puts forward that partially shared meanings and realities are
created through social interactions by designing things (artifacts) that
serve human purposes (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2015; March &
Smith, 1995). From a research philosophical standpoint, this
dissertation incorporates subjective assumptions by believing that
social reality is created by social actors and cannot be completely
detached from them (i.e. objectivism). Hence, this dissertation can be
nested somewhere between post modernism and pragmatism. On the
one hand, it is believed that only through our language with its
categories and classifications can any sense of order (reality) be
created (Chia, 2003). On the other hand, in line with pragmatism, the
starting point of any research is viewed in a problem, whereby research
aims to contribute practical solutions that inform future practices
(Saunders et al., 2015). This dissertation follows a design-oriented
abduction approach by combining deduction (insights from existing
theories and models in the BM research field) and induction (insights
from case studies with financial industry partners) by applying the DSR
methodology. In the development of a theoretical artifact (the ABM) that
solves a practical problem (the orchestration of VALCO in BEs), this
dissertation follows Hevner et al. (2004, p. 87) DSR guidelines to
maintain rigor and relevance in the research approach. Table 9 presents
these guidelines and highlights how they are implemented in this
dissertation.
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Guidelines

Explanation

Implementation in this dissertation
▪

Design as an

DSR must present a

artifact

viable artifact

There is a construct designed in terms of
defining ABMs (Chapter 3).

▪

There is an ABM designed to explain the
orchestration of VALCO in BE structures
(Chapter 4).

▪

consists in developing

relevance

solutions to business
problems

face

the

challenge

of

orchestrating their VALCO in increasingly

The research objective
Problem

Organizations
dynamic

and

interconnected

business

environments.
▪

The ABMC and ontology proposes a
structured approach to address these
problems.

▪
Design
evaluation

The ABM evaluation is accomplished by an

The design artifact must

abductive approach including feedback

be demonstrated

from practice and evaluating the model’s

rigorously

objective with measurements from the
VALCO literature.
▪

Research

DSR provides clear and

contribution

verifiable contributions

The

ABM

is

comprehensive

an

innovative

artifact

that

and
offers

researchers an explanation framework and
practitioners a

design

tool

to

better

understand the orchestration of VALCO.
▪
DSR relies on the
Research rigor

deduction from existing BM ontologies and

application of rigorous
design and evaluation

The ABM is constructed by means of
underlying theories.

▪

methods

It is completed by inductive reasoning from
focus groups and case studies with
practitioners.

Search for an artifact
Design as a

requires utilizing

search process

available means to

▪

three-and-a-half-year

Communication

effectively to the target

of research

audience of the
research

Table 9: Guidelines for DSR

Consortium

Research approach with clear milestones
and an iterative design and evaluation

reach desired ends
DSR must be presented

The development of the ABM followed a

process.
▪

This dissertation and related publications
make the generated knowledge available
to the scientific community.

▪

Presentations and workshops make the
insights available for practitioners.
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By applying a DSR methodology, this dissertation uses design and its
outcomes (artifacts) to further advance BM research. Within this
context, this research provides insights, both for academics and
practitioners, related to the role of the (allocentric) BMC in the
orchestration of VALCO in BEs. Accordingly, the next section further
specifies the outcomes for the target audience in light of DSR.

2.8

Specification of the research artifacts

In BISE science, research outputs are manifested in different objects,
such as guidelines, software (with publicly available source codes) or
BMs (Österle et al., 2010). The objects respect one or several accepted
research outputs being constructs, models, methods and instantiations
(March & Smith 1995, p.256). A construct represents the language to
describe a problem and related solution-space within a specific domain.
A model represents reality in a simplified and more easily accessible
manner. Hence, a model can be considered as a set of propositions
expressing relationships among constructs by representing situations
as problem and solution statements. A method is a set of activities (e.g.
guidelines or algorithms) that solves problems and enables
instantiations. A method is based on a set of underlying constructs (e.g.
a domain specific language) and a representation (model) of the
solution
space.
Finally,
an
instantiation
represents
the
operationalization of the different artifacts in real world settings.
As stated in Section 1.4, the first research question of this dissertation
project involves providing answers to the key characteristics of the
ABM. The resulting definition of the ABM (1st artifact) can hence be
perceived as a construct.
The second research question involves identifying the components and
their relationships by describing them through an ABMO. The ABMO
serves to conceptually express the orchestration of VALCO among BE
participants in a structured form. Hence, this second artifact can be
considered an explanation model, explaining the relationship between
different ABM components. Accordingly, the model describes
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interrelation principles and practices related to the orchestration of
VALCO based upon increasingly digitized and tokenized assets. Figure
15 consolidates the specified research artifacts of this dissertation and
builds the starting point to further detail the research process in the next
section and allows the building of those artifacts.

Figure 15: Research artifacts (Source: adapted from Osterwalder et al., 2005)

2.9

Consortium research process

As the previous section has shown, DSR can be characterized as an
iterative, design-driven research process, whereby the continuous
exchange between academic knowledge and insights from the industry
build its fundament. In this context, Österle and Otto (2010) propose a
consortium research method as a formalized basis for collaboration
between researchers and practitioners. Collaboration within a
consortium research setting consists of institutionalized, usually
multiannual, consortium research projects. Addressing the guidelines
for theory building in DSR as dealt with by Hevner et al. (2004),
consortium research pursues four main goals (Österle & Otto, 2010,
284): first, to ensure research relevance by involving industry partners
in the definition of research objectives and evaluating artifacts; second,
to ensure availability of resources of partner companies; third, to ensure
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rigor in the resulting artifacts through multiple building and evaluation
iterations with different industry partners; and finally, to publish research
results for the scientific and practitioner community.
The artifacts of this dissertation have been developed within the
Competence Center Ecosystem (former CC Sourcing) consortium
research process, which is an instantiation of Österle and Otto’s (2010)
consortium research process. At the intersection of academia and
industry, the Competence Center Ecosystem groups researchers from
the University of St. Gallen (HSG) and the University of Leipzig as well
as partners from the financial service industry and beyond from
Germany, Austria and Switzerland (D-A-CH region) to follow the four
phases of the consortium research process: Analysis, Design,
Evaluation and Diffusion (Österle & Otto, 2010). In this regard, the
Analysis phase serves to identify relevant research problems (how to
orchestrate VALCO in BEs) and to define related research objectives
(requirements for ABMs) and solutions (the ABMC). The Design phase
comprises the development of the research artifacts (design of the
ABMO). During the Evaluation phase, the research outputs are
demonstrated and evaluated (ABM instances) with respect to their
applicability to the defined research problem (the orchestration of
VALCO). Finally, the Diffusion phase involves the dissemination of the
results by means of presentations, teaching and publication in scientific
as well as managerial articles (this dissertation and related
publications). The following sub-sections provide a step-by-step
introduction of the applied consortium research process as illustrated
by Figure 16 (Source: Österle & Otto 2010, p.287). Accordingly, the
objectives, applied techniques, and research contributions of this work
are highlighted for each phase.
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Figure 16: Consortium research overview

2.9.1

The Analysis Phase

The analysis phase encompasses two activities. First, the need for
research in relation to the ABMC from an academic as well as from an
industry point of view is identified. Second, the objectives for a solution
(the ABMC) are inferred. These objectives for the ABM
conceptualization are expressed by combining propositions derived
from existing BM research in light of BEs, VALCO, and platform
literature with requirements from practitioners. The two main research
techniques applied during the analysis phase were focus groups
complemented with ex-ante and ex-post semi-structured individual
interviews and the literature review. Both techniques are elaborated
next.
Consortium research focus groups
Focus groups complemented with single interviews provide the
foundation during all phases of the instantiated consortium research
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process by the Competence Center Ecosystem. Morgan (1996, p. 130)
defines focus groups “as a research technique that collects data
through group interaction on a topic determined by the researcher”.
During the consortium research process, focus groups help the
researcher to transform tacit into explicit knowledge (Österle & Otto,
2010, p.290) which is especially helpful during the analysis phase,
where the problem and solution objective remain rather unclear.
Accordingly, focus groups are considered superior to other qualitative
techniques when new research topics or fields of investigations are at
the center of consideration (Flick, 2002, p. 181).
During the entire research process from January 2016 to December
2018, two types of recurring focus groups were organized and
moderated by the author and research colleagues. The first were expert
focus groups, which consisted of variably 6-8 financial industry experts
working in the field of innovation management product strategy,
business or technology architecture. The members of these expert
focus groups all brought in practical expertise in business modelling.
The second, general focus groups, consisted of 2-3 sub-groups of each
6-10 financial industry experts having a particular interest in the
research field. The members of this second type of focus group brought
in a broad range of specific and general industry knowledge ranging
from strategic management, digital product development, enterprise
architecture and software development related to financial services.
The focus groups were divided into two types in order to guarantee a
minimal reflection frame that guided the members in their cognitive
processes. In this regard, the expert focus group dealt with vaguely
defined research objects, necessitating a-priori expertise related to
BMs, whereby the general focus group challenged and discussed predefined propositions. Triggered by their everyday experiences, the
expert focus group contributed inductively to the sharpening of the
research problem and the solutions objectives. The general focus group
contributed to the validation of the propositions in terms of their
understandability, accuracy, completeness and overall importance from
a broader perspective. This helped the author to iteratively
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conceptualize the ABM including various practitioner viewpoints. In
doing so, two expert focus groups and a total of five general focus
groups took part in the Analysis and Design phase.
Appendix A provides a detailed overview on the research objects,
members, and their qualifications. During both types of focus groups,
the members intensively discussed the relevant research objects,
questioning each other, expressing, comparing and explaining their
arguments to find common ground in their opinions. In order to mitigate
the risk that some particular thought leaders would guide the group
opinion in one specific direction, the moderator took care to balance
speaking time among the members. Additionally, several opinion
validation interviews took place with individual group members. These
single expert interviews allowed for a better understanding of specific
requirements previously articulated by individual participants during the
focus groups. Further details of these individual interviews can also be
found in Appendix A.

Literature Review
A literature review involves both identifying and evaluating scholarly
literature and comprehensibly describing the process when doing so
(vom Brocke, Simons, Niehaves, Reimer, & Cleven, 2009). The reasons
for writing a literature review are manifold. For instance, literature
reviews help to delimit the research problem, distinguish what has been
done from what needs to be done, seek new lines of inquiry,
reconceptualize a topic or simply avoid fruitless approaches (Gall, M.D.,
Gall J.P., & Borg, 1996; Hart, 1998 in Randolph, 2009, p.2ff). Literature
reviews provide fresh, new perspectives on a particular research topic
(Torraco 2016, p.405). The literature review in this dissertation is based
on a framework developed by vom Brocke et al. (2009) including the
taxonomies and techniques of Cooper (1988) as well as from Webster
and Watson (2002). Figure 17 (Source: vom Brocke et al., 2009, p.
2213) provides an overview of the different steps which are
subsequently detailed.
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Figure 17: Framework for literature reviewing

I: Definition of review scope
With the goal of complementing the BMC with an allocentric
perspective, the overall scope of the literature review can be defined as
reconceptualization. According to Torraco (2016, p. 412),
“reconceptualization is undertaken when the current conception of the
topic is acknowledged as out of date or otherwise problematic”. In this
regard, reconceptualization provides a new way of thinking (allocentric
perspective) of the BM. In order to further break down this overall scope,
the literature review is subsequently characterized by using Cooper’s
(1988, p. 109) taxonomy consisting of six characteristics with various
categories (see Table 10).

Table 10: Scope of the literature review
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As the overall scope of the literature review is to complement the BMC
with an allocentric perspective, the focus of the research is put on
research outcomes (1). In this regard, the goal consists of integrating
insights on how BE-, VALCO- and platform theories impact BM
ontologies (components and their relationships) (2). In so doing, the
central issues are outlined by taking on an SDL perspective. Hence, the
organization of the review is conceptual (3). As a rigorous framing of
the research topic has been undertaken beforehand, the results of the
literature review are naturally guided by the position of the author of this
dissertation (espousal of position) and cannot be considered as fully
neutral representations (4). Thus, the review addresses specialized
scholars on the one hand and practitioners with expertise in business
modeling on the other (5). Accordingly, the review provides a
representative overview and analysis (see Chapter 3) as to how BM
ontologies are impacted by concepts for BEs, VALCO and platforms (6).
II: Conceptualization of the topic
The conceptualization of the topic builds upon the theoretical (Section
2.1) and analytical framing (Sections 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5) of this
dissertation. In this regard the working definitions of the relevant
concepts are recapitulated in Table 11. Next an analytical grid (see
illustration in Table 12), is created helping to structure the literature
search process (step III) and subsequently to integrate relevant insights
or central issues (step IV) when conceptualizing the allocentric
perspective into the BM.

Research

Perspective

Relevant
Working

definitions

Concepts
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Theoretical

Analytical

concept

focus

SDL Perspective
The BMC

Business

VALCO

Ecosystem
An architecture

A structure of

describing how a

dynamically developing

An overarching

company embeds

communities of

concept that

itself within a

interdependent social

describes

stakeholder network

and economic actors

collaboration

in order to mutually

that interact through

mechanisms

create and capture

coordinated

between multiple,

value with other

technologies, norms

interdependent

actors in that

and rules to create

stakeholders

network

mutual value

Platform

A purpose-driven
infrastructure
enabling the
orchestration of
VALCO through a
standardized,
mutually agreed set
of rules and norms
among its users

Table 11: Working definitions for the literature review

BMC
BM
Dimension
The “WHY”
Purpose
The “WHO”
Actors

The “WHAT”
Value Propositions

The “HOW”
Value creation
The “VALUE”
Value capturing

Service-Dominant-Logic Perspective
BM
Component

Business
Ecosystems

Vision
Actor
Focal organization
Customer
Partner
Governance
Value proposition
Value offering
Channel / interface
Relationship
Capabilities
Resources
Activities
Revenues
Costs

Value
Co-Creation

Platform

∑ Articles

∑ Articles

∑ Articles

∑ Articles
∑ Articles

Table 12: Analytical grid for literature review

Following this conceptualization approach, the search process is
detailed in the next paragraph.
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III: Literature search
As highlighted in the first step of the literature review, a concept-based
search is suitable for complementing the BMC and their ontologies with
insights from SDL, BEs, VALCO and platform theory. This search
process needs to be traceable (vom Brocke et al., 2009). Thus, the
keywords (KW) as selection criteria to search for in document titles (TI)
and abstracts (AB) are a combination of the above-mentioned
concepts23 in relation to BM ontologies. Based on the analytical focus
of this dissertation, four groups have been formed for the literature
search. Group A includes results related to BM ontologies in the light of
an SDL Perspective. Group B is related to BM ontologies in relation to
BEs. Group C includes search hits associated with BM ontologies from
a VALCO perspective, and finally Group D includes the intersection of
BM ontologies and platforms. Following Webster and Watson (2002) it
is important to note that only peer-reviewed articles or conference
proceedings have been selected. The coverage of the literature review
is representative and does not aim to be fully exhaustive. Information
sources are the databases “EBSCO Discovery service”, “Emerald”,
“JSTOR”, “ProQuest”, “AISel” and “ScienceDirect”. Taking into account
that the BM is an overarching concept profiting from research activities
from different fields, this selection provides a good basis for the
representative selection of relevant articles resulting from various
research streams. The selected timespan of investigation is 2005-2017
since the analytical constructs only gained prominence and popularity
during the last decade. The literature search was completed in
December 2017.

23

(“business model ontology” OR “business model elements” OR “business model components”) AND
((“SDL” OR “Service-Dominant-Logic Perspective) OR (“business ecosystem” OR “service
ecosystem” OR “platform ecosystem”) OR (“value co-creation”) OR (“platform” OR “multi-sided
market”))
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Review sources
Search
fields
EBSCO
TI, KW &
AB
Emerald
TI & AB
JSTOR
TI & AB
ProQuest
TI, KW &
AB
AISel
TI, KW &
AB
ScienceDirect
TI, KW &
AB
Data sources
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Review groups
Group
Group
B
C

Group
D

Initial

Evaluated

3 (1)

14 (2)

1 (1)

10 (1)

28

5

8 (2)
0

4 (1)
0

9 (0)
13 (1)

4 (1)
2 (1)

25
15

4
2

14 (2)

4 (1)

9 (1)

15 (1)

42

5

5 (1)

5 (0)

9 (1)

11 (2)

30

4

1(0)

3 (0)

8 (1)

5 (0)

17

1

11 (4)
41 (9)

4
9

209

34

Group
A

Forward search
TI
Backward search
TI
Total (without
31
duplicates)
Table 13: Results of keyword search

30

49

Total publications

47

IV: Literature analysis and synthesis
The initial search with the selected keywords yielded 157 different
articles. The subsequent forward and backward search identified 52
additional articles based on the document titles. This initial stock of 209
articles was qualitatively assessed by reading the documents abstracts
and, where necessary, the introduction to ensure relevance.
Consequently, only articles (total 34) form which conceptual
implications on BM ontologies (their components and relationships)
could be identified were evaluated. Additionally, these articles have
been structured according to the established analytical frame. It is
important to note that an article can include several components.
Hence, the total number of articles which have been evaluated (34) is
smaller than the total number indicated in Table 14 below.
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BMC
BM
Dimension
The “WHY”
Purpose
The “WHO”
Actors

The “WHAT”
Value propositions

The “HOW”
Value creation
The “VALUE”
Value capturing

Service-Dominant-Logic Perspective
BM
Component

Vision
Actor
Focal organization
Customer
Partner
Governance
Value proposition
Value offering
Channel / interface
Relationship
Capabilities
Resources
Activities
Revenues
Costs

Business
Ecosystems

Value
Co-Creation

Platform

11 reviewed articles

16 reviewed articles

9 reviewed articles

9 reviewed articles
10 reviewed articles

Table 14: Reviewed articles in relation to BM components

V: Research agenda
The literature search allowed for the identification of a broad set of
dispersed conceptual proposals that existing BM ontologies do not fully
address when it comes to digitally enabled, mutual value creation
among a network of interdependent value co-creators. However, the
majority of results in these articles were developed by means of some
reasoned arguments. Only a few proposals were assessed with
practitioners. However, through the focus group discussions, the
practical relevance of the conceptual gaps identified in BM ontologies
could be better situated. Common ground could be found especially in
the inability of today’s BM ontologies to provide insights related to a
unifying purpose among BM participants, their roles and needs
(motivations) as well as governance mechanisms to orchestrate
(coordinate and balance) their VALCO and value co-capturing.
Consequently, the research agenda developed to conceptualize the
ABM and its related ontology would have to address those
shortcomings. It is worth noting that during the literature review, the
author identified two dissertations (Lüftenegger, 2014; Zolnowski,
2015), both providing revised propositions of the BMO (Osterwalder
2004) from a service-oriented perspective. Consequently, the insights
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of these research works have been taken into account during the further
conceptualization of the ABM in Chapter 3 of this dissertation. Before
doing so, this chapter is complemented with the Design, the Evaluation
and the Diffusion phase of the applied consortium research approach.
2.9.2

The Design Phase

Based on the conceptualized allocentric perspective on the BM, the
design phase is about building the ABM. This includes specifying the
statements referring to a set of objects (components) and their
relationships upon which the model is build. As stated in Section 1.3.2,
this is achieved by designing a semi-informal allocentric business
ontology that builds upon existing business ontologies. Based on the
objectives defined in the analysis phase, the ABMO should complement
and adapt existing idiocentric ontologies by components and
relationships representing the orchestration of VALCO among BM
participants. The BMO (Osterwalder, 2004) is used as the initial
idiocentric reference model24 that is revised in this dissertation. Building
the foundation for the BM Canvas (Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010) that
has high relevance to business practitioners, the ontology represents a
widely accepted anchor point for the development of the ABMO.
Additionally, the ABMO will further consider the e3 value ontology from
Gordijn (2002). The e3 value ontology conceptualized e-commerce
business models from a network-centric perspective and thus
represents a perfect complement to the BMO. Furthermore, it is widely
accepted by BM researchers. In doing so, it is important that the applied
design methods are generally accepted and justified as much as
possible (Österle et al., 2010, p.9). The following paragraph describes
the artifact design and related techniques for the research at hand.
The artifact design combined and integrated primary data from the
focus groups, expert interviews and workshops with practitioners from

24

An ontology and a reference model are considered as two sides of the same coin in this dissertation.
Whereby the ontology can be defined as logically structured textual statements referring to a set of
objects and relations, the model describes the pattern (architecture and functionalities) of these
statements according to the defined degree of formalization.
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the financial industry. A detailed overview of the design related activities
is provided in Appendix A. In this context it is important to consider that
the design and evaluation phase went hand in hand. Insights for the
design have also been collected from surveys and three particular case
studies that will be further elaborated in the next section. Additionally,
secondary data as the basis for developing the artifact was used from
prior research studies. This is a common method of artifact design
(Peffers et al., 2006, p. 94). To process these insights, the author
applied a reuse-oriented concept of reference modelling (vom Brocke,
2007) by taking part of the BMO (Osterwalder 2004) as well as the e3
value ontology and adapting or extending them in the ABM (see
Chapter 4). Thus, the design principle applied in the research at hand
corresponds to an analogy25 (see Table 15).
The iterative artifact design included several design and evaluation
cycles. As previously stated, the touchpoints with the consortium
research community were focus groups, interviews, workshops,
surveys and case studies. All of them supported the assessment and
continuous refinement of the artifact. The Evaluation phase of the
applied consortium research process is presented next.
Design principle
Analogy: An original model “A” serves as
a means of orientation for the construction
of a resulting model “M”. The relationship
between the models is based on a
perceived similarity of both models
regarding a certain aspect.
Table 15: Design principle of the ABM

25

Application in dissertation
The BMO of Osterwalder (2004) and the e3 value
ontology of Gordijn (2002) serve as orientation for
the design of the ABMO. In this regard the ABM is
derived from transferring certain patterns of the
BMO and e3 value ontology creatively to
correspond to the solutions objectives.

For a detailed overview and explanation on various re-use-oriented reference modelling design
principles see Vom Brocke, 2007, p. 52-68
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The Evaluation Phase

The evaluation phase involves assessing “how well the artifacts support
a solution to the problem” (Peffers et al., 2007, p.56). In this regard, the
central aim of DSR is to balance the interests of researchers and
practitioners in relation to the research outcome. While practitioners are
interested in the applicability and usefulness (relevance) of the artifacts,
researchers are interested in their explanation validity (rigor)
(Sonnenberg & vom Brocke, 2011). This dissertation applies a multiperspective evaluation approach (Fettke & Loos, 2003, p. 80ff) when
assessing the ABM constructs and the model (ontology) itself. To
correspond to the interest of the researcher community, the artifacts are
evaluated by a theory-driven evaluation framework. Understanding the
ABMC as a tool to orchestrate VALCO among different participants, this
framework consists of evaluation criteria based on VALCO theory (see
Section 2.4.3). On the other hand, to correspond to the interest of the
practitioner community, the evaluation approach consists of ad-hoc
criteria in relation to the applicability and understandability of the
artifacts. Against this backdrop, the thinking aloud user-based method
is applied. In this method, users perform a set of tasks related to the
application of the ABM while verbalizing their thoughts (Jaspers, 2009,
p.345ff). As usability evaluation criteria, this dissertation follows the
approach of Van den Haak, de Jong and Schellens (2009, p.344) who
differentiate between layout problems, when test users fail to spot a
particular component within the ABM; terminology problems, when the
participants do not comprehend parts of the ABMO; data entry
problems, when the participants do not know how to complete specific
components of the ABM; and comprehensiveness problems, when the
ABM lacks information necessary to use it effectively 26.
The overall evaluation approach applied in this dissertation is structured
by using Cleven, Gubler and Hüners’ (2009) typology (see Table 16).
This typology is particularly useful for the research at hand, because it

26

Van den Haak et al. (2009, p. 344) use feedback problem as a fifth type of evaluation. This criterion
was excluded as the ABM is not (yet) conceptualized to provide direct feedback to the user.
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includes both evaluation aspects partly assigned to the IS discipline and
partly to the discipline of management.

Table 16: Evaluation approach

The evaluation phase is based on a mixed method approach. While the
ad-hoc usability testing via the thinking aloud method is evaluated
through qualitative data, the theory-driven evaluation is performed on a
numerical basis through a survey27 (1). The evaluation of the ABM can
be classified as organizational or strategic because the constructs,
ontology and related model represent artifacts enabling organization redesign and/or strategic decision support (2). As previously mentioned,
the artifacts being evaluated are the constructs forming the ABMO and
the resulting ABM. The instantiations of the model are not separately
evaluated, as they serve as a means to evaluate the model (3). From
an epistemological point of view, the knowledge acquisition during the
evaluation can be attributed to interpretivism. Accordingly, the individual
characteristics of the participants (focus groups) impact up to a certain
degree the evaluation of the artifacts (4). The evaluation is carried out
for the acquisition of knowledge which contributes to keeping
management decisions related to the orchestration of VALCO on a
27

For further details, please see Chapter 5 and Appendices B, C, D, E.
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rational basis. (5). To achieve this, surveys, case studies, and a
prototype have been used. Additionally, an action research approach is
followed, as the author of this dissertation took an active role in applying
and evaluating the artifacts in companies during consulting projects with
consortium partners28 (6). Therefore, it is important to note that the
artifacts themselves and not the design process were the object of
evaluation (7). As mentioned in Section 2.7, the research at hand is
based on nominalism rooted in social constructionism (8). Thus, the
evaluation addresses the engineering perspective by assessing the
degree of description as well as the applicability (usability and flexibility)
of the ABMO (9). In doing so, the evaluation included internal
participants who contributed to the artifact design as well as external
participants that did not participate in the construction of the ABM (10).
The reference point of the evaluation can be defined as artifact against
real world, as the artifacts have been applied to solve “real world”
problems of consortium research partners (i.e. banks and financial
service providers) (11). Finally, the evaluation has to be considered as
ex-ante. In fact, it was not yet possible to fully evaluate the ex-post
success of the applied ABMO at the time of completion of this
dissertation (12).
2.9.4

The Diffusion Phase

The final phase in the consortium research approach involves
communicating the problem and its importance as well as disseminating
the practical utility and research insights related to the artifacts
designed. This dissertation and related publications mainly address the
academic audience, while the practice community is addressed in
workshop presentations, conference speeches and managerial
publications. A list of selected diffusion activities can be found in
Appendix F.
The next chapter is reserved for the analysis phase which results in the
conceptualization of the ABM.
28

For further information on the applied methods see Chapter 4 & Chapter 5 and Appendix A.
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Analysis

This chapter presents the conceptualization of the ABM. Section 3.1
consolidates theoretical requirements that were identified during the
literature analysis. Section 3.2 presents requirements from industry
practitioners that were collected and validated during focus groups and
individual interviews. These combined requirements are then compared
with existing BM ontologies in Section 3.3. Next, Section 3.4 highlights
their deficits towards the conceptualization of ABMs. Based on these
insights, the key characteristics of the ABM are consolidated in the
Section 3.5 of this chapter. The main goal of this chapter is to
characterize the key components of the ABM. This exercise provides
answers to the first research question of this dissertation and builds the
foundation for the design of the ABMO which will be presented in the
next chapter.
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Theoretical requirements for the design of ABMs

Based on the analytical grid created in Section 2.3.1, this section
consolidates the theoretical requirements derived from the literature
review presented in Section 2.9.1. In coherence with the tripartite
analytical framework applied during the literature review, requirements
are identified from BE, VALCO and platform literature on different BM
components. Accordingly, the derived conceptual requirements for
each component are subsequently structured in relation to the BM
dimension they address29.
3.1.1

Theoretical Requirements related to the WHY dimension

So far, the WHY dimension has received only marginal attention from
BM researchers. Neither purely idiocentric BM ontologies (i.e.
Osterwalder, 2004) nor network-oriented conceptualizations (e.g.
Gordijn, 2002) include the “vision” as a specific component in their
conceptualizations. Others (i.e. Schallmo, 2013) relate the vision mainly
to the current and future needs of a particular customer group that a BM
operator intends to address. In this context, gaining a holistic
perspective on the customer, obtaining an overall perception on the
competitive landscape in relation to a particular business idea, and
identifying promising technological trends and innovations are relevant
activities that a company has to undertake when formulating the BM
vision (Schallmo, 2013, p. 58ff).
However, when taking in an SDL perspective on BMs and
contextualizing the latter through BEs, the BM vision becomes a critical
element, as it serves as a reference point to which the BM participants
align themselves when engaging in multilateral VALCO. Hence, the
following requirements (see Table 17) can be derived for the
conceptualization of the WHY dimension of the ABM.

29

The requirements are specified by using the following structure: Type of Requirement, BM
Component Acronym and Number of Requirement. E.g. TR BMV 1: TR= Theoretical Requirement,
BMV = Business Model Vision, Nr. 1.
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Requirements related to the WHY dimension of the ABM
BM component

Theoretical Requirements (TR)

BM vision
(BMV)

TRBMV 1: The vision should be understood as a
shared purpose that unifies the BM operator and
different BM participants.
TRBMV 2: The vision should be based on a service that
represents the mutual application of resources
between complementary BM participants.
TRBMV 3: The vision should be understood as a
process towards a future, more favorable shared
outcome that the BM participants want to achieve.

Representative
Literature
Gummesson,
2008;
Dembek, Sing & Bhakoo,
2016
Gummesson,
2008;
Storbacka & Nenonen,
2010
Nenonen & Storbacka,
2010; Klement, 2016

Table 17: Theoretical Requirements for the WHY dimension

Taking into consideration that under an SDL perspective value is always
co-created, the BM vision should take into account the different
perspectives of BM participants. Within this context, the BM vision
should represent a particular value purpose that a BM operator shares
with other participants (TRBMV1). With regards to insights gained from
the VALCO literature, this shared value purpose has to be related to the
capabilities (activities & resources) of the BM participants. Thus, the
vision should be based on a service representing the BM participants’
mutual application of resources (TRBMV 2). Accordingly, the vision
should be perceived as a continuous process towards a more favorable
outcome that the different BM participants – albeit having their
individual perspectives on it – share (TRBMV3). Consequently, the BM
vision representing a shared value purpose that can be manifested
through a service should not be understood as a particular solution (i.e.
a product). Rather it should be perceived as a journey which the BM
participants share.
3.1.2

Theoretical Requirements related to the WHO dimension

Viewing the BM as an architecture of how a company embeds itself
within a stakeholder network in order to mutually create and capture
value with other actors in that network, impacts the way BM participants
have to be conceptualized. In fact, it urges a BMC to specify roles for
different BM participants, helping them to organize their VALCO. So far,
BMC has achieved this by specifying roles with regard to the production
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and distribution of the products and services from the BM operator.
Hence, BM components such as the focal organization, partners (i.e.
suppliers or complementors) and customers have been specified. This
made sense for a purely idiocentric perspective on the BMC, following
a GDL perspective by viewing other BM partners as value contributors
to the production and distribution of a focal firms’ products and services.
However, by taking into account an SDL perspective on value creation
and perceiving each BM participant as an independent, purpose-driven,
decision-making entity, this conceptualization reaches its limits. Thus,
rather than conceptualizing the WHO dimension in relation to the
products and services of the BM operator, an SDL perspective suggests
shifting the focus to a service representing the mutual application of BM
participants’ capabilities. This shift in perspective falls in line with the
subsequent requirements (see Table 18) related to the WHO dimension
of the BMC.
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Requirements related to the WHO dimension of the ABM

BM components

Actor
(ACT)

Theoretical Requirements (TR)
TRACT1: Each social and / or business actor
should be viewed as an independent, purposedriven, decision-making entity.
TRACT2: Participating in a BM, the same actor
can occupy multiple functional roles in relation
to the shared value purpose around which the
BM is built.
TRFOC1: As the BM operator the focal
organization should propose a shared value
purpose to the other BM participants.

Focal organization
(FOC)

TRFOC2: As the BM operator, the focal
organization should be in charge of the
coordination of other BM participants around
that shared value purpose.
TRCUS1: The customer should not be seen as
a passive value consumer. Rather as a value
co-creator that participates in VALCO.

Customer
(CUS)

Partner
(PAR)

Governance
(GOV)

Needs
(NEE)

TRCUS2: Rather than a passive buyer of
products and services, the customer should be
viewed as a beneficiary of a service outcome
by using particular products and services that
lead to that outcome.
TRPAR1: Partners should not only be defined
from the perspective of the focal organization.
TRPAR2: The particular roles of partners
should be visible in the BM.
TRGOV1: Governance should take into
consideration the multilateral relationships
among different BM participants.
TRGOV2: All BM participants have some
degree of agency and hence governance
power.
TRNEE1: The goals and underlying needs of
BM participants should be considered when
defining how they mutually create and capture
value.

TRNEE2: Different types of needs (wants) have
to be included in the BMC.
Table 18: Theoretical Requirements for the WHO dimension

Representative
Literature
Edvardsson, Tronvoll
& Gruber, 2011;
Grönroos & Voima,
2012
Edvardsson et al.,
2011; Lund &
Nielsen, 2014
Dembek et al., 2016;
Nenonen &
Storbacka, 2010;
Lund & Nielsen, 2014
Storbacka, Nenonen
& Payne, 2012; Lund
& Nielsen, 2014;
Thomé de Oliveira &
Cortimiglia, 2017
Edvardsson et al.,
2011; Grönroos &
Voima, 2012 ; Thomé
de Oliveira &
Cortimiglia, 2017
Edvardsson et al.,
2011; Grönroos &
Voima, 2012
Tapia & Zarvic, 2008;
Lund & Nielsen, 2014
Tapia & Zarvic, 2008;
Grönroos & Voima,
2012; Storbacka,
Nenonen & Payne,
2012
Kambil & Short,
1994; Tapia & Zarvic,
2008
Kambil & Short,
1994; Edvardsson et
al., 2011
Andersson,
Johannesson, &
Zdravkovic, 2009;
Korhonen, Pippuri,
Packalén, Heikkinen,
Maltamo, & Heikkilä,
2013
Costanza et al.,
2006; Andersson, et
al., 2009 ; Korhonen
et al., 2013
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From an ecosystem perspective, actors represent legally independent,
but socially and economically interdependent entities. Thus, in line with
SDL theory, each business or social actor that engages in a particular
BM should be viewed as an independent, purpose-driven, decisionmaking entity (TRACT1). In order to fulfill its individual goals in relation
to a shared value purpose, the actor engages in different functional
roles (TRACT2) by balancing its capabilities with other BM participants.
Within this context, the focal organization, as the BM operator, has a
particular responsibility to propose to other BM participants a shared
value purpose (TRFOC1) around which the actors can organize their
multilateral VALCO activities. Consequently, the BM operator should be
in charge of the orchestration of VALCO among the different BM
participants (TRFOC2). In this regard, customers are considered to be
value co-creators rather than passive value consumers (TRCUS1).
Accordingly, the customer’s role in a BM should not be limited to that of
a pure buyer of products and services from the focal organization.
Rather the customer has to be viewed as a beneficiary of a particular
service outcome by using products and services from multiple BM
participants (TRCUS2). In this context, it becomes evident that BM
partners cannot be defined only from a focal organization’s point of view
(TRPAR1). In fact, the roles of BM partners and their relation to each
other have to be specified (TRPAR2). This allows for the making of
visible complementary relationships among BM participants that have
to be governed from a multi-lateral perspective (TRGOV1). Thus, the
BM operator in its orchestrating function of VALCO plays an important
part when it comes to governance. However, in a BM contextualized by
an ecosystem structure, it is not possible to enforce terms or conditions
among other BM participants in a purely unilateral way. Hence, all BM
participants have some degree of agency and consequently
governance power (TRGOV2) due to their legal independency of the
focal organization. Finally, the ecosystem and VALCO literature
emphasizes the behavioral aspect of actors that engage in mutual value
creation. In fact, no matter its role, each BM participant has its individual
goals when trying to fulfill its perceived or latent needs. Although needs
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and resulting goals of BM participants are sometimes implicitly
assumed in other components (e.g. the actor or the value proposition
component) by existing BM conceptualizations, the collected
requirements urge the research at hand to specify a new, separate
component for the design of the ABM. Thus, it seems reasonable to
consider a BM participant’s individual needs as an important element of
the WHO dimension. Therefore, to fully understand the motivational
aspects on how BM participants are engaging in VALCO, their goals
and underlying needs should be taken into account (TRNEE1). In so
doing, it is important to differentiate between particular types of needs
that BM participants want to fulfill or intend to address through their
offerings (TRNEE2).
3.1.3

Theoretical Requirements related to the WHAT dimension

BM components falling into the WHAT dimension usually describe the
value delivery logic from the focal organization to a particular customer
segment (i.e. Osterwalder, 2004, Johnson et al., 2008). Comparing
different BM conceptualizations (see Section 2.1.3), this value delivery
logic can be broken down into components specifying the value
proposition (the particular use) of products and services (offerings) from
the focal organization to the customer, thereby including the channel
through which the actors interact as well as the type of relationship
between them. However, as previously mentioned, the channel as well
as the relationship components could also be considered as part of the
HOW dimension. Considering the key insights from BE, VALCO and
platform literature under an SDL perspective, it becomes clear that this
unilateral conceptualization of value delivery is not enough. The fact
that all BM participants have to be considered as value co-creators,
proposing their resources in the form of offerings to other actors in order
to mutually create and capture value urges BMCs to consider
reciprocity in value flows. This issue has been partially addressed by
network-based BMCs (i.e. Gordijn, 2002) or by propositions taking into
account VALCO among different actors form a more SDL perspective
(i.e. Lüftenegger, 2014; Zolnowski, 2015). However, these concepts
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remain vague on the purpose of business actors engaging in VALCO
(i.e. Gordijn, 2002) or when defining the VALCO in sole dependence of
a focal organization (i.e. Lüftenegger, 2014; Zolnowski, 2015). Thereby,
the latter perceives the focal organization as an intermediary to which
all participants have to be connected in order to co-create value. This,
however, falls too short, when considering that in a dynamic and
complex structure such as the BE, actors co-create value by drawing
upon a multitude of partners. Although a BM operator plays a crucial
role in orchestrating different BM participants, it is highly questionable
that all interactions among the participants pass through this focal
organization. Thus, during the literature review, the following
requirements (see Table 19) could be identified for BM components
falling into the WHAT dimension.

Requirements related to the WHAT dimension of the ABM
BM components

Value proposition
(VAP)

Value offering
(VOF)

Channel
(CHA)

Relationship
(REL)

Theoretical Requirements (TR)
TRVAP1: Value propositions should be defined
from a multilateral perspective by including the
ones of other BM participants than the BM
operator.
TRVAP2: Different forms of value elements
should be included in the value proposition (i.e.
functional, emotional, etc.)
TRVOF1: The value offering has to consider
the multilateral exchange of a set of resources
(i.e. products, services, money, information)
between the BM participants
TRVOF2: The same value offering can result in
different value propositions for different
addressees
TRCHA1: Channels have to be understood as
engagement
interfaces
between
BM
participants
TRCHA2: The mix (e.g. virtual vs. physical) of
different interaction channels has to be taken
into account
TRREL1: Along with the type of a relationship,
their multilateral nature has to be shown

TRREL2: Relationships should indicate
success measures in relation to the BM
participants VALCO
Table 19: Theoretical Requirements for the WHAT dimension

Representative
Literature
Nenonen &
Storbacka, 2010; Ng,
Parry, Smith, Maul &
Briscoe, 2012
Den Ouden, 2012;
Carvalho & Jonker,
2015; Klement, 2016
Den Ouden, 2012;
Ng et al., 2012;
Storbacka, Nenonen
& Payne, 2012
Den Ouden, 2012;
Storbacka, Nenonen
& Payne, 2012
Storbacka, Nenonen
& Payne, 2012;
Leclercq et al., 2017
Den Ouden, 2012;
Leclercq et al., 2017
Den Ouden, 2012;
Ferreira, Proença,
Spencer & Cova,
2013
Ferreira et al., 2013
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When applying the BM to facilitate VALCO and value co-capturing
between mutually complementary actors, one cannot conceptualize the
value delivery logic in a purely unilateral way. Thus, the BMC must not
only consider the value propositions from a focal organization to a
customer but also include the mutual value propositions among the
different BM participants (TRVAP1). In this regard, the value that the
BM participants propose to each other can be of a different nature.
Hence, the value proposition component should take into account
different forms of value elements (i.e. economic, functional, emotional,
symbolic etc.) incentivizing BM participants to interact with each other
(TRVAP2). Consequently, the concrete value offerings (i.e. products,
services, money, information, etc.) should be conceptualized from a
multilateral perspective among the BM participants (TRVOF1).
Depending on the type of BM participant addressed, one and the same
type of value offering can result in a different value proposition
(TRVOF2). Perceiving value offerings through which the value
propositions are materialized from a multilateral perspective also has
direct implications on channels. In fact, channels have to be considered
as engagement interfaces that allow the BM participants to mutually
create and capture value (TRCHA1). Within this context, it is important
to consider the different nature of channels and the channel mix that
enables BM participants to exchange their value offerings (TRCHA2).
Therefore, it is central that the BMC be able to demonstrate the different
relationships between the BM participants (TRRES1). In this way, the
BM provides an overview of how the multilateral relationships among
the participants depend on and impact each other. Finally, in order to
balance their mutual value offerings, the relationship component should
include metrics that help the BM participants structure their VALCO and
value co-capturing activities (TRRES2).
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Theoretical Requirements related to the HOW dimension

The infrastructure components (e.g. activities, resources, capabilities)
which generally refer to the HOW dimension of the BMC traditionally
received a lot of attention from the research community.
Conceptualizations that follow a linear GDL perspective (e.g.
Osterwalder, 2004; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010) on value creation,
define activities and resources in restriction to a particular focal
organization. Suppliers (resource providers) and sourcing partners (that
execute activities for the focal firm) take on the role of partners helping
the focal organization create its specific offering. Other
conceptualizations that emphasize the service perspective do not limit
the activities and resources to one specific actor (i.e. Gordijn, 2002;
Razo-Zapata et al., 2012) or even take into consideration activities
performed by customers and partners (i.e. Zolnowski, 2015). However,
the latter remains unspecific about activities related to specific roles that
BM participants occupy when co-creating value. Considering the
above-mentioned points, the following requirements (see Table 20)
could be derived for the HOW BM dimension.

Requirements related to the HOW dimension of the ABM
BM components

Capabilities
(CAP)

Activities
(ACTI)

Theoretical Requirements (TR)
TRCAP1:
Capabilities
should
be
conceptualized in relation to the particular roles
of BM participants.
TRCAP2: Capabilities should refer to a
possible outcome an actor wants to reach
through its participation in the BM.
TACTI1: Activities should be understood as a
set of tasks necessary to perform a specific
capability.
TACTI2: Particular activities of different BM
participants should be specified.
TRES1: Each actor should be defined as a
resource integrator.

Resources
(RES)

TRCHA2: Different types of resources should
be taken into consideration.

Table 20: Theoretical Requirements for the HOW dimension

Representative
Literature
Blois & Ramirez,
2006; Agrawal &
Rahman, 2015
Wallin, 2006; Blois &
Ramirez, 2006
Wallin, 2006; Blois &
Ramirez, 2006
Storbacka, Nenonen
&
Payne,
2012;
Agrwal & Rahman,
2015
Vargo & Lusch, 2004;
Storbacka, Nenonen
& Payne, 2012;
Storbacka, Nenonen
&
Payne,
2012;
Agrawal & Rahman,
2015
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Contextualizing the BMC through the BE structure does not only have
an impact on the roles different BM participants can occupy. It also
impacts the way capabilities are understood in the BMC. It is obvious
that taking on a particular role necessitates an actor perform specific
capabilities. Hence, the capabilities should be conceptualized in
relation to particular roles that BM participants can take on (TRCAP1).
In addition, capabilities should refer to a possible outcome that a BM
actor wants to reach through its participation (TRCAP2). In this regard,
activities should be understood as a specific set of tasks an actor exerts
to perform a specific capability (TRACTI1). In so doing, it is important
to specify the activities of the different BM participants (TRACTI2). Each
actor can be perceived as a resource integrator necessitating a
particular set of resources to perform its role-specific capabilities or
activities (TRRES1). Thus, it is important to specify the types of
resources the BM participants can draw on when engaging in mutual
value creation and value capturing.
3.1.5

Theoretical Requirements related to the VALUE dimension

As stated in Section 2.1.3, most existing BM conceptualizations refer
to monetary costs and revenues as key components representing the
VALUE dimension of a particular BM. This financial VALUE dimension
is then specified for the BM operator, while the benefits for a particular
customer group are subsumed in the “value proposition” (i.e.
Osterwalder, 2004). However, when considering the multilateral VALCO
relationships among different BM partners, this is not enough. In fact,
the balancing of BM partner’s individual costs and benefits seem highly
relevant when conceptualizing the BM. This, however, implies that the
VALUE dimension is conceptualized from the viewpoints of the
individual BM participants. Additionally, when taking a closer look at the
different value conceptualizations in Section 2.4.1, one realizes that the
reduction of costs and the benefits on their financial aspects seem to
fall too short as well. In this regard, the following requirements (see
Table 21) could be derived from the identified articles included in the
literature review.
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Requirements related to the VALUE dimension of the ABM
Representative
BM components
Theoretical Requirements (TR)
Literature
De Reuver,
Bouwman & Haaker,
2013; Siguaw,
TRREV1: The revenues of different BM
Gassenheimer, &
participants have to be taken into account.
Hunter, 2013; De
Revenues
Oliveira & Cortimiglia,
(REV)
2017
De Reuver et al.,
TRREV2: Different types of revenues have to
2013; Den Ouden,
be considered.
2012; Lüftenegger,
2014
De Reuver et al.,
TRCOS1: The costs of different BM
2013; Siguaw,
participants have to be taken into account.
Gassenheimer et al.,
Costs
2013
(COS)
De Reuver et al.,
TRCOS2: Different types of costs have to be
2013; Den Ouden,
considered.
2012; Lüftenegger,
2014
Table 21: Theoretical Requirements for the VALUE dimension

In line with the previous requirements, two main aspects seem of high
importance for the VALUE dimension when conceptualizing BMs as a
means to facilitate VALCO and value capturing among complementary
BM participants. First, both costs and revenues have to be identified
from the viewpoint of different BM participants (TRCOS1 & TRREV1).
In this regard, it is also important to consider the fact that oftentimes not
all BM participants evaluate their participation or the outcome of their
participation in purely financial terms. Physiological well-being in terms
of decreased risks or increased certainty in relation to their individual
goals also represents an important aspect when conceptualizing the
VALUE dimensions. Thus, different types of costs and revenues should
be taken into account (TRCOS2 & TRREV2) and should be considered
in the conceptualization.
3.1.6

Overview of theoretical requirements for the ABM

Applying the tripartite analytical framework during the literature review
allowed for the identification of at least two requirements for each BM
component that need to be considered when conceptualizing the ABM.
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Table 22 provides a consolidated overview of the different theoretical
requirements per BM dimension. Analyzing the BM components from
an SDL perspective emphasizes the interconnected network of value
co-creators, whose actions and decisions are interdependent of each
other. Principally, this has three major implications on BM components.
First, as each BM participant is perceived as a value co-creator, it is no
longer enough to conceptualize BM components only for the focal
organization that operates the BM. Instead, by contextualizing the BM
and its components through the BE structure, particular roles in relation
to a shared value purpose have to be attributed to BM participants. In
this regard, a service as the fundamental basis of exchange (Vargo &
Lusch, 2004), represents the explanatory frame in reconceptualizing
the BM components from a multi-perspective. Thus, by defining its BM
in relation to a service – representing the materialization of a shared
purpose – a BM operator reduces the risk of becoming overwhelmed
by the inherent complexity of network business structures.
Second, VALCO implies that BM components have to take into account
the reciprocity of value flows in terms of mutual value propositions and
offerings among the BM participants. While for the sake of complexity it
seems tempting to conceptualize value flows in a unidirectional way
(e.g. an offering from a company to a particular customer group in
exchange for money), this highly ignores the fundamental principles of
value creation in an increasingly digitized environment (see Section
1.1.1). Hence, besides receiving a monetary compensation for its
offerings, a BM operator has to make sure that knowledge can flow
multilaterally between its BM participants. This, however, can only be
achieved via BM components that emphasize the reciprocity of value
flows among participants.
Third, this also includes considering different types of value flows and
the related costs and benefits among the BM participants. By
considering, for instance, information and attention as specific types of
value flows, a BM operator can create new profitable VALCO
mechanisms through its BM. Hence, this offers opportunities for
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innovative single as well as multi-sided revenue models 30. In industry,
revenue models such as offering access to one user group and
monetizing their attention (e.g. Google Search) or profiting from related
transactions (e.g. Alibaba) have long been common practice. However,
so far BM conceptualizations have remained rather limited in explaining
how a company together with its BM participants can profitably leverage
different types of value flows between them.
In conclusion, the literature review offered an exhaustive set of
requirements for the conceptualization of the ABM. The next section
discusses and validates these theoretical requirements from a
practitioner perspective.

30

For further details see Section 4.4.5.
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Component

Vision

Actor

Focal
organization

Customer
The “WHO”
Actors

Theoretical Requirements (TR)
TRBMV 1: The vision should be
understood as a shared purpose
that unifies the BM operator and
different BM participants.

TRBMV 2: The vision should be based on a
service that represents the mutual application
of resources between complementary BM
participants.

TRACT1: Each social and / or
business actor should be viewed as
an independent, purpose-driven,
decision-making entity.
TRFOC1: As the BM operator, the
focal organization should propose
a shared value purpose to the other
BM participants.

TRACT2: Participating in a BM, the same actor
can occupy multiple functional roles in relation
to the shared value purpose around which the
BM is built.
TRFOC2: As the BM operator, the focal
organization should be in charge of the
coordination of other BM participants around
that shared value purpose.
TRCUS2: Rather than a passive buyer of
products and services, the customer should be
viewed as a beneficiary of a service outcome
by using particular products and services that
lead to that outcome.

TRCUS1: The customer should not
be seen as a passive value
consumer. Rather as a value cocreator that participates in VALCO.

TRPAR1: Partners should not only
be defined from the perspective of
the focal organization.
TRGOV1: Governance should take
into consideration the multilateral
Governance
relationship among different BM
participants.
TRNEE1: The goals and underlying
needs of BM participants should be
Needs
considered when defining how they
mutually create and capture value.
Table 22: Consolidated theoretical requirements (1/2)
Partner

TRPAR2: The particular roles of partners
should be visible in the BM.
TRGOV2: All BM participants have some
degree of agency and hence governance
power.
TRNEE2: Different types of needs (wants)
have to be included in the BMC.

TRBMV 3: The vision should be
understood as a process towards
a future, more favorable shared
outcome that the BM participants
want to achieve.
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Value
proposition
The
“WHAT”
Value
Propositions

Value
offering
Channel
interface

/

Relationship
Capabilities

The “HOW”
Value
creation

Activities
Resources
Overall

The
“VALUE”
Value
capturing

Revenues
Costs

TRVAP1: Value propositions should
be defined from a multilateral
perspective by including the ones of
BM participants other than the BM
operator.
TRVOF1: The value offering has to
consider the multilateral exchange
of a set of resources (i.e. products,
services,
money,
information)
among BM participants.
TRCHA1: Channels have to be
understood
as
engagement
interfaces between BM participants.
TRREL1: In addition to the type of
relationship, their multilateral nature
has to be shown.
TRCAP1: Capabilities should be
conceptualized in relation to the
particular roles of BM participants.
TACTI1: Activities should be
understood as a set of tasks
necessary to perform a specific
capability.
TRES1: Each actor should be
defined as a resource integrator
TRHOW1: The goals and underlying
needs of BM participants should be
considered when defining how they
mutually create and capture value.
TRREV1: The revenues of different
BM participants have to be taken
into account.
TRCOS1: The costs of different BM
participants have to be taken into
account.

Table 22: Consolidated theoretical requirements (2/2)

TRVAP2: Different forms of value elements
should be included in the value proposition
(i.e. functional, emotional, etc.).
TRVOF2: The same value offering can result
in different value propositions for different
addressees.
TRCHA2: The mix (e.g. virtual vs. physical) of
different interaction channels has to be taken
into account.
TRREL2: Relationships should indicate
success measures in relation to the BM
participants VALCO.
TRCAP2: Capabilities should refer to a
possible outcome an actor wants to reach
through its participation in the BM.
TACTI2: Particular activities of different BM
participants should be specified.
TRCHA2: Different types of resources should
be taken into consideration.
TRHOW2: Different types of needs (wants)
have to be included in the BMC.
TRREV2: Different types of revenues have to
considered.
TRCOS2: Different types of costs have to
considered.
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Practical requirements for the design of ABMs

Having consolidated the requirements from the literature review, these
requirements were then challenged by expert focus groups (see
Appendix A). In doing so, the following two points could be addressed.
First, the author improved his understanding on how practitioners
applied different BM components when designing their BMs. Second,
the focus group participants could discuss gaps in existing concepts
and formulate their requirements. The following sub-sections provide
an overview of the insights 31 collected from the practitioners based on
these theoretical requirements.
3.2.1

Practical requirements related to the WHY dimension

The WHY dimension received a lot of attention among practitioners.
Those interviewed often expressed that “just because something is
technologically feasible, we find a problem that it can solve and then
think that it might be relevant” (Division Manager Services, Regional
Bank, Expert Interview, April 14, 2016). In doing so, the reason for a
particular BM is already restricted to a specific solution (i.e. product or
service) and its particular value proposition. However, according to the
practitioners interviewed, it might be “questionable if a more convenient
financing or payment solution is really what a user is looking for. Rather,
users are looking for a mortgage to fulfill their dreams of owning a house
or merchants are eager to implement a new mobile payment solution to
enhance the interaction with their clients” (Product Manager, Retail
Bank, Expert Interview, April 18, 2016). Additionally, limiting the reason
for a BM to the WHAT dimension related to a particular solution is in line
with another major issue: When partnering with other companies having
their own solutions and value propositions, it is oftentimes difficult to
find common ground and get a clear idea on the cooperation potential.
In this context, “existing BMCs underestimate the collaboration aspect
the design of a particular BM entails” (Innovation Manager, Corporate
31

All the notes respectively statements from the focus groups and individual interviews were originally
made in German and have been translated into English.
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Bank, General Focus Group 1, February 6, 2016). This is not only
restricted to external partners, it’s also true for purely internal BM
design. “Oftentimes participants in a BM design session remain purely
“theoretical” idea providers for the creation of a potentially relevant
solution for a defined user group. However, if a BMC does not
incentivize its user to deal with its particular purpose, there is a high
chance that the exercise remains a rather artificial pastime for them”
(Head of Transformation Consulting, BPO / ITO Service Provider,
Expert Focus Group 2, November 15, 2017). From this statement, it can
be concluded that oftentimes participants do not really identify
themselves with the underlying goal of the business idea because it
remains implicit in the concept. The consequence: BM participants lack
motivation to apply their individual abilities when they need to put a
concept into action. Taking into account the different statements related
to the WHY dimension during the focus groups, the existing theoretical
requirements can be complemented with the following consolidated
practical requirements (see Table 23).
Requirements related to the WHY dimension of the ABM
Theoretical
Practical Requirements (PR)
Requirements (TR)
TRBMV 1: The vision should be
PRBMV1: It is important to
understood as a shared purpose
differentiate between a shared
that unifies the BM operator and
purpose and the individual goals
different BM participants.
BM participants try to reach.
TRBMV 2: The vision should be
based on a service that
PRBMV2: The purpose should be
BM vision
represents the mutual application
formulated in a way that several
(BMV)
of
resources
between
offerings can lead to its realization.
complementary BM participants.
TRBMV 3: The vision should be
understood as a process towards
PRBMV3: The outcome is guided
a future, more favorable shared
by BM participants goals but the
outcome that the BM participants
solutions can vary along time.
want to achieve.
Table 23: Practical Requirements for the WHY dimension
BM component

The focus group participants agreed on the fact that a shared value
purpose would help BM participants to better align themselves.
However, they also emphasized that every BM participant will always
have individual goals that can hardly ever be identical to those of the
other participants. This, however, can offer great potential for the BM
operator. If the BM operator is able to articulate a shared purpose for
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the BM that incentivizes others to participate, the chances are higher
that the participants will provide insights into their individual goals in
relation to that purpose. Yet, it is important to differentiate between a
shared purpose and the individual goals BM participants try to reach
(PRBMV1). Understanding a service as the mutual application of
resources between different complementing actors, including the user
of the service outcome, led to extensive discussions during the focus
group sessions. This debate was mainly centered around achieving an
understanding between service (the process for the economic
exchange) and services (intangible outputs of production). For the
practitioners, it was important that the BM purpose should not be
restricted to a specific product of one single company. Formulating the
BM purpose in a way that several offerings can lead to its realization
(PRBMV2) has two main advantages. First, the BM of a particular
company remains, by definition, inclusive. In other words, it offers the
potential for other BM participants to bring in their offerings. Second, it
reduces the risk of becoming product/service value propositions bound
and blind to counter-intuitive ideas. For instance, who would have
thought 10 years ago that millions of people would invite strangers to
spend the night at their homes or accept rides from people they never
met before? Yet, Airbnb, Lyft, UBER or DIDI all run very successful BMs.
According to the practitioners, this point also leads to their last
requirement which consists of defining the outcome of a shared value
purpose by focusing on the goals of business participants and not yet
on a specific product (PRBMV3).
3.2.2

Practical requirements related to the WHO dimension

The WHO dimension builds the core element for practitioners that
design BMs in increasingly interdependent business environments. The
main difficulties that the focus group participants unanimously share, is
the difficulty in defining roles of BM participants in relation to a specific
business idea. According to the participants this fact is related to three
main challenges: first, acquiring a basic overview of the kind of BM
partners needed after having defined the purpose of the BM; second,
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acquiring an understanding of how a particular BM partner supports the
BM with its offerings; and finally, understanding the partners in terms of
their needs and capabilities in a way that allows the BM operator to
leverage synergies among them. One focus group participant
summarized the situation as follows: “A couple of years ago, the
situation was pretty straightforward. We either had a company
approaching us with a particular product or service that could help us to
better serve our customers. Or we actively looked for a supplier to
realize a new business idea. Today, the requests are more versatile.
For instance, we receive a lot of partnering requests from FinTech
companies proposing innovative offerings for the same customer
segments that we serve with our own products. Over the years, we have
learned to give greater weight to opportunities rather than to the
potential competitive risks when partnering with these start-ups. But
honestly, most of the time we struggle to situate these partners in our
BM. This makes it also difficult to equilibrate our goals with theirs and
most importantly with the ones of our customers” (Head of Customer
Relations, Expert Interview, April 11, 2017). The most important point
however, concerned BM participants’ needs. In this regard, the focus
group members strongly confirmed the importance of specifying an
additional component taking into account the needs of particular BM
participants. Discussing the importance of needs, one participant stated
that “understanding the basic needs (e.g. Safety, Autonomy, etc.) of a
particular user group certainly builds an important entry point when
designing the BM. Hence, it is important that the BMC takes this
component explicitly into account. Especially, when considering that a
value proposition always has to touch upon the particular needs of a
BM participant” (Senior Business Architect, Universal Bank, General
Focus Group 2, February 15, 2017).
Based on these insights, the following practical requirements (see Table
24) could be gained in relation to the BM components in the WHO
dimension.
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Requirements related to the WHO dimension of the ABM
Theoretical Requirements (TR)
Practical Requirements (PR)
TRACT1: Each social and / or
business actor should be viewed as
n.a.
an independent, purpose-driven,
decision-making entity.
Actor
TRACT2: Participating in a BM, the
PRACT1: There should be
(ACT)
same actor can occupy multiple
additional information on the
functional roles in relation to the
necessary capabilities an actor
shared value purpose around which
needs to perform in order to take
the BM is built.
on a particular functional role.
TRFOC1: As the BM operator, the
PRFOC1: The shared value
focal organization should propose a
purpose depends on the needs
shared value purpose to the other
and capabilities of different BM
BM participants.
participants.
Focal organization
TRFOC2: As the BM operator, the
(FOC)
focal organization should be in
charge of the coordination of other
n.a.
BM participants around that shared
value purpose.
PRCUS1: The way a customer
TRCUS1: The customer should not
should participate in VALCO has
be seen as a passive value
to be visible, easy and beneficial.
consumer. Rather as a value coOtherwise the customer does not
creator that participates in VALCO.
have any incentive to engage
with others.
Customer
(CUS)
TRCUS2: Rather than a passive
buyer of products and services, the
PRCUS2: The customer wants to
customer should be viewed as a
freely decide with which partner
beneficiary of a service outcome by
to interact.
using particular products and
services that lead to that outcome.
TRPAR1: Partners should not only
PRPAR1: Different types of
be defined from the perspective of
partners have to be defined.
the focal organization.
Partner
(PAR)
TRPAR2: The particular roles of
PRPAR2: The prerequisites to
partners should be visible in the
take in different roles have to be
BM.
visible.
TRGOV1: Governance should take
PRGOV1: The BM operator plays
into consideration the multilateral
a particular role when it comes to
relationship among different BM
the governance of other BM
participants.
participants.
Governance
PRGOV2:
Governance
is
(GOV)
TRGOV2: All BM participants have
something that happens between
some degree of agency and hence
partners and should not be
governance power.
specific to one particular BM
participant.
TRNEE1: The goals and underlying
PRNEE1: Needs have to be
needs of BM participants should be
considered in relation to the value
considered when defining how they
proposition component.
mutually create and capture value.
Needs
(NEE)
PRNEE2: The needs should play
TRNEE2: Different types of needs
an important role when defining
(wants) have to be included in the
the
benefits
of
the BM
BMC.
participants.
Table 24: Practical requirements for the WHO dimension
BM components
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For the participants of the focus groups, the capabilities that a particular
actor brings in have to be made transparent through the BMC
(PRACT2). Therefore, the shared purpose has to be related to the
needs and capabilities of different BM partners (PRFOC1). Against this
backdrop, the BM operator can only trigger a shared purpose when the
company understands the BM participant’s needs and capabilities.
Therefore, understanding the user of a particular service outcome plays
a crucial role. Accordingly, the BMC should also be able to display how
and why a user (beneficiary of a service outcome) would be willing to
participate in VALCO. Thus, the BMC should show how and with what
benefit a user participates in the BM (PRCUS1). Additionally, the
concept should take into account that a particular user interacts not only
with the BM operator but also wants to decide freely with which partners
to interact (PRCUS2). Consequently, it is important that the concept
considers different types of partners (PRPAR1) and that the
prerequisites in terms of a BM participant’s particular role be displayed
(PRPAR2). In this regard, the BM operator plays a crucial role in the
governance of different types of BM participants (PRGOV1). However,
the governance aspect should not be specific to one particular BM
participant. Rather the construct should be viewed as a component
describing a part of the multilateral relationships among the BM
participants (PRGOV2). Finally, the focus group members require
complementing the WHO dimension with a component that takes into
account the needs of particular BM participants. In this regard, the
component should be put in direct relation to a value proposition
(PRNEE1). Additionally, the concept should also consider the
component in relation to the benefit and cost of a particular BM
participant (PRNEE2).
3.2.3

Practical requirements related to the WHAT dimension

Compared to the components in the previous two dimensions, the
familiarity with the components in the WHAT dimension was very high
among the focus group participants. However, some difficulties were
observed during the discussion when conceptualizing the WHAT
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dimension. First of all, several participants reported that they oftentimes
struggle to clearly specify the actual value proposition of a particular
offering. One part of the participants questioned whether it is really
worthwhile to further specify the value proposition element as long as
the price, quality and convenience aspect of an offering are well
balanced. Another part of the group saw the necessity to place more
importance on specifying the value proposition element and noted that
this has to be done in relation to a particular user group’s need.
Accordingly, a single offering could have different value propositions
according to the needs of the relevant user group.
In terms of the reciprocity of value propositions, the group debated on
the usefulness or additional complexity when conceptualizing value
propositions and offerings from a multilateral perspective. However, the
participants noted that “a lot of today’s innovative business ideas are
only realizable when different BM participants share data in the form of
information and knowledge among each other” (Strategy & Enterprise
Architect, Universal Bank, September 6, 2017). The group concluded
that it would make sense to conceptually take this reciprocity into
account. In this context, another discussion point concerned the
channel element. Here the participants mentioned the importance of
taking into account a channel mix consisting of different types (digital
vs. physical) of interaction channels among BM participants.
Additionally, several focus group members highlighted the importance
of differentiating between communication and distribution channels
through which BM participants organize their VALCO. Finally, the
relationship component received particular attention from the focus
group. The majority of participants felt that the component came quite
close to the governance aspect. Thus, the group agreed that it would
make sense to consolidate the two. Based on the discussion the
following requirements (see Table 25) could be extracted related to the
WHAT dimension components.
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Requirements related to the WHAT dimension of the ABM
Theoretical Requirements
Practical requirements
BM components
(TR)
(PR)
TRVAP1: Value propositions should
PRVAP1:
The
value
be defined from a multilateral
propositions should be related
perspective by including those of BM
to the needs of particular BM
participants other than the BM
participants.
Value proposition
operator.
(VAP)
TRVAP2: Different forms of value
elements should be included in the
n.a.
value proposition (i.e. functional,
emotional, etc.).
TRVOF1: The value offering has to
consider the multilateral exchange of
a set of resources (i.e. products,
PRVOF1: It should be clear
services,
money,
information)
Value offering
how these offerings relate to
between the BM participants.
(VOF)
the capabilities a BM partner
brings in.
TRVOF2: The same value offering
can result in different value
propositions for different addressees.
PRCHA1:
The
difference
TRCHA1: Channels have to be
between communication and
understood as engagement interfaces
distribution channel should be
between BM participants.
Channel
taken into account.
(CHA)
TRCHA2: The mix (e.g. virtual vs.
physical) of different interaction
n.a.
channels has to be taken into account.
PRREL1: The relationship
TRREL1: Besides the type of
component should be merged
relationship, their multilateral nature
with
the
governance
has to be shown.
component.
Relationship
PRREL2: Metrics should be
(REL)
TRREL2:
Relationships
should
included to measure and
indicate success measures in relation
govern
the
multilateral
to the BM participants VALCO.
interactions
among
BM
participants.
Table 25: Practical requirements for the WHAT dimension

According to the focus group participants, the specification of the value
proposition component should be done in relation to the BM
participants’ needs (PRVAP1). In this regard, the BMC should also
specify the relation to a BM participant’s offering and its capabilities
(PRVOF1). Additionally, the focus group participants highlighted the fact
that different types of channels should be defined, noting particular that
the difference between communication and distribution channels
(PRCHA1) has to be displayed. This is particularly relevant if the
multilateral value exchange also includes the transport of physical
goods. Finally, the practitioners require the merger of the relationship
and the governance element (PRGOV1). Accordingly, the BMC should
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include governance metrics helping BM participants to govern their
multilateral relationships (PRGOV2).
3.2.4

Practical requirements related to the HOW dimension

The discussion related to the components in the HOW BM dimension
displayed some ambiguity in their usefulness. Several focus group
members pointed out that “we all know that it is important to take into
account the capabilities (activities and resources) needed to operate a
specific BM; however, we must critically question the degree of
granularity when describing these components” (Senior Product
Manager Business Architecture, Financial Software Provider, General
Focus Group 4, February 21, 2018). One participant was even more
precise, saying that “the goal of describing capabilities in a BM should
be to gain a basic understanding of how the particular model works on
a rather high level. It would be a waste of time to specify in the BM, for
instance, functional capabilities of IT systems needed to implement the
model” (Digital Manager, Universal Bank, General Focus Group 4,
February 21, 2018). Additionally, some focus group members also
highlighted the fact that the capability, activity and resource construct
seem somehow to be overlapping. Hence, greater precision in their
descriptions would be needed. By consolidating the key insights of the
discussion, the following requirements (see Table 26) could be
identified for the components in the HOW dimension.
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Requirements related to the HOW dimension of the ABM
Theoretical Requirements
Practical Requirements
BM components
(TR)
(PR)
TRCAP1: Capabilities should be
PRCAP1: The BMC should clarify
conceptualized in relation to the
how capabilities, resources and
particular roles of BM participants.
activities relate to each other.
Capabilities
TRCAP2: Capabilities should refer
(CAP)
to a possible outcome an actor
n.a.
wants to reach through its
participation in the BM.
TRACTI1: Activities should be
understood as a set of tasks
necessary to perform a specific
PRACTI1: Activities should be
Activities
capability.
specified by respecting a
(ACTI)
pragmatic degree of granularity.
TRACTI2: Particular activities of
different BM participants should be
specified.
TRRES1: Each actor should be
defined as a resource integrator
PRRES1: Resources should be
Resources
specified by respecting a
TRRES2: Different types of
(RES)
pragmatic degree of granularity.
resources should be taken into
consideration.
Table 26: Practical requirements for the HOW dimension

The requirements of the practitioners in relation to the components of
the HOW dimension are mainly guided towards clarity among the
different constructs. Hence, the capability construct has to be specified
in relation to the activity as well as the resource construct (PRCAP1).
Additionally, in terms of applicability of the BMC, the experts
campaigned for a rather low granularity degree when specifying
activities and resources (PRACTI1, PRRES1). The discussion made it
clear that especially components in the HOW dimension in particular
carry the inherent risk of over complicating the BMC when specified in
too much details.
3.2.5

Practical requirements related to the VALUE dimension

The discussion around the VALUE dimension covered two aspects.
First, the practitioners highlighted the importance of the “business case”
by stating that according to their experience many company leaders
equate the BM with the revenue model. Thus, transparently displaying
the monetary costs and profits is an absolute prerequisite for a BMC in
order to receive support (in terms of initial investment) from decisionmakers. However, the focus group participants also noted that limiting
the VALUE dimension purely to monetary aspects is not enough. As

Analysis

160

one participant stated: “When deciding to implement innovative BMs,
the financial aspect can hardly be the only metric. In order to gain users,
initial investments are necessary that may not result in direct monetary
profits but rather in gaining access and information on a particular user
group. This information can then either be considered as learning
benefits or as inputs for monetizing another service or increasing loyalty
among users” (Senior Strategy Manager, Financial Infrastructure
Provider, Expert Focus Group 2, November 15, 2017). Therefore, the
revenue component should be enriched with non-monetary aspects.
Furthermore, the focus group participants suggested that when different
actors interact in order to make a particular BM work, threats (as a part
of costs) related to their VALCO should be taken into account. As one
participant pointed out, “For us, when considering the costs of running
a particular BM, the monetary aspect is one side of the coin. The other
side are the risks related to the model. For instance, what happens
when we provide FinTech companies access to customer data and they
do not pay sufficient attention to existing customer data regulations. Or,
what about the risk of being captured in a lock-in situation when
cooperating with a powerful partner such as one of those Tech-Giants
that can suddenly dictate to us terms and conditions in a unilateral
way…” (Head of Technology Innovation, General Focus Group 4,
February 21, 2018).
Thus, based on the above-mentioned insights, the following
requirements (see Table 27) could be added to the costs and revenue
components.
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Requirements related to the VALUE dimension of the ABM
Practical Requirements
BM components
Theoretical Requirements (TR)
(PR)
TRREV1: The revenues of different
PRREV1: Aspects such as
BM participants have to be taken
Revenues
learning and satisfaction should
into account.
(REV)
be considered in the revenue
TRREV2: Different types of
component.
revenues have to considered.
TRCOS1: The costs of different BM
participants have to be taken into
Costs
PRCOS1: Threats should be
account.
(COS)
taken into account in the cost
component.
TRCOS2: Different types of costs
have to be considered.
Table 27: Practical requirements for the VALUE dimension

In alignment with the theoretical requirements, practitioners confirmed
the usefulness of not limiting the cost and revenue components to the
pure monetary aspect. More precisely, on the one hand, the
practitioners emphasize the fact that “soft components” such as
learning benefits or increased satisfaction should be considered as
revenues (PRREV1). On the other hand, they suggest threats as an
inherent part of the cost component in the BMC (PRCOS1).
3.2.6

Overview of the consolidated requirements

This last sub-section provides an overview of the consolidated
requirements from the literature review and the focus group
discussions. This consolidated overview serves as the basis when
analyzing existing BM conceptualizations in the next section of this
chapter. Overall, the focus group participants confirmed most of the
deducted requirements from the literature review. However, the
discussion also displayed some further specifications that should be
considered when conceptualizing the ABM. The following three aspects
deserve special attention from a practitioner point of view.
First, the focus group participants highlighted the importance of defining
specific roles of BM participants. The practitioners confirmed the idea
of specifying these roles in relation to a shared value purpose
underlying a particular BM. The industry experts emphasized the
importance of displaying the link between the shared value purpose,
the roles and the specific capabilities necessary to perform these roles.
Moreover, the importance of differentiating between role-specific
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offerings and the purpose of a particular BM was highlighted by the
focus group participants.
Second, the importance of understanding and thus conceptualizing
particular needs of BM participants was consistently pointed out by the
practitioners during the discussions. Many of the practitioners
highlighted the potential of a BMC allowing its operator to balance
different needs between BM participants to profit from synergies.
Alongside the definition of particular roles, conceptualizing the
motivations and underlying needs of BM participants represents a
further step in specifying the collaboration aspect in a particular BM.
Finally, the practitioners also pointed out the importance of not
overcomplicating a particular concept. Considering the different roles
and the mutual value flows among BM participants in one single
concept bears the inherent risk of uncontrollable complexity when
modelling their interactions. Therefore, the practitioners highlighted the
importance of keeping an “adequate” granularity when conceptualizing
the different components of the ABM. This can be ensured by
conceptualizing the ABM upon existing BMCs that have already been
proved to be useful for the practitioner community. Therefore, the
consolidated requirements in Table 28 are used in the next section to
analyze existing BMCs. On the one hand, this allows the identification
of specific gaps that have to be addressed by the ABM. On the other
hand, building upon existing BMs also limits the risk of reinventing the
wheel and potentially overcomplicating the ABMC.
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Component

Vision

Actor

The
“WHO”
Actors

Focal
organization

Customer

Theoretical Requirements (TR)

TRBMV 1: The vision
should be understood as
a shared purpose that
unifies the BM operator
and
different
BM
participants.

TRACT1: Each social
and / or business actor
should be viewed as an
independent, purposedriven, decision-making
entity.
TRFOC1: As the BM
operator
the
focal
organization
should
propose a shared value
purpose to the other BM
participants.
TRCUS1: The customer
should not be seen as a
passive
value
consumer. Rather as a
value co-creator that
participates in VALCO.

TRBMV 2: The
vision should be
based
on
a
service
that
represents
the
mutual
application
of
resources
between
complementary
BM participants.

TRBMV 3: The
vision should be
understood as a
process towards
a future, more
favorable
shared outcome
that the BM
participants
want to achieve.

Practical requirements (PR)

PRBMV1:
It
is
important
to
differentiate between
a shared purpose
and the individual
goals BM participants
try to reach.

PRBMV2:
The purpose
should
be
formulated in
a way that
several
offerings can
lead to its
realization.

PRBMV3:
The outcome
is guided by
BM
participants
goals, but the
solutions can
vary
along
time.

TRACT2: Participating in a BM, the
same actor can occupy multiple
functional roles in relation to the
shared value purpose around which
the BM is built.

PRACT1: There should be additional information on the
necessary capabilities an actor needs to perform to take
in a particular functional role.

TRFOC2: As the BM operator, the
focal organization should be in charge
of the coordination of other BM
participants around that shared value
purpose.

PRFOC1: The shared value purpose depends on the
needs and capabilities of different BM participants.

TRCUS2: Rather than a passive
buyer of products and services, the
customer should be viewed as a
beneficiary of a service outcome by
using particular products and services
that lead to that outcome.

PRCUS1: The way a
customer
should
participate in the
VALCO has to be
visible, easy and
beneficial. Otherwise
the customer does
not
have
any
incentive to engage
with others.

Table 28: Consolidated theoretical and practical requirements (1/4)

PRCUS2: The customer wants
to freely decide with which
partner to interact.

Analysis
TRPAR1:
Partners
should not only be
TRPAR2: The particular roles of
Partner
defined
from
the
partners should be visible in the BM.
perspective of the focal
organization.
TRGOV1: Governance
should
take
into
TRGOV2: All BM participants have
consideration
the
Governance
some degree of agency and hence
multilateral relationship
governance power.
among different BM
participants.
TRNEE1: The goals and
underlying needs of BM
participants should be
TRNEE2: Different types of needs
Needs
considered
when
(wants) have to be included in the
defining
how
they
BMC.
mutually create and
capture value.
Table 28: Consolidated theoretical and practical requirements (2/4)
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PRPAR1: Different
types of partners
have to be defined.

PRPAR2: The prerequisites to
take in different roles have to
be visible.

PRGOV1: The BM
operator plays a
particular role when it
comes
to
the
governance of other
BM participants.

PRGOV2:
Governance
is
something
that
happens
between partners and should
not be specific to one particular
BM participant.

PRNEE1:
Needs
have
to
be
considered in relation
to
the
value
proposition
component.

PRNEE2: The needs should
play an important role when
defining the benefits of the BM
participants.

Analysis
TRVAP1: Value
propositions
should
be
TRVAP2:
Different
defined from a
forms
of
value
multilateral
elements should be
Value
perspective by
included in the value
proposition
including
the
proposition
(i.e.
ones of BM
functional, emotional,
participants
etc.).
other than the
BM operator.
TRVOF1: The
value
offering
has to consider
the multilateral
TRVOF2: The same
exchange of a
value offering can
Value
set of resources
The
result in different value
offering
(i.e. products,
“WHAT”
propositions
for
services,
Value
different addressees.
money,
propositions
information)
among
BM
participants.
TRCHA1:
Channels have
TRCHA2: The mix
to
be
(e.g.
virtual
vs.
Channel
/
understood as
physical) of different
interface
engagement
interaction channels
interfaces
has to be taken into
between
BM
account.
participants.
Relationship
TRREL1: Along
TRREL2:
with the type of
Relationships should
relationship,
indicate
success
their multilateral
measures in relation to
nature has to be
the BM participants
shown.
VALCO.
Table 28: Consolidated theoretical and practical requirements (3/4)
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PRVAP1: The value propositions should be related to the needs of particular
BM participants.

PRVOF1: It should be clear how these offerings relate to the capabilities a BM
partner brings in.

PRCHA1: The difference between communication and distribution channel
should be taken into account.

PRREL1:
The
relationship component
should be merged with
the
governance
component.

PRREL2: Metrics should be included to measure
and govern the multilateral interactions among BM
participants.
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Capabilities
The
“HOW”
Value
creation

Activities

Resources

The
“VALUE”
Value
capturing

Revenues

Costs

TRCAP1:
Capabilities
should be conceptualized
in relation to the particular
roles of BM participants.
TACTI1: Activities should
be understood as a set of
tasks necessary to perform
a specific capability.
TRES1: Each actor should
be defined as a resource
integrator.
TRREV1: The revenues of
different BM participants
have to be taken into
account.
TRCOS1: The costs of
different BM participants
have to be taken into
account.

TRCAP2: Capabilities should refer
to a possible outcome an actor
wants to reach through its
participation in the BM.

PRCAP1: The BMC should clarify how capabilities,
resources and activities relate to each other.

TACTI2: The particular activities of
different BM participants should be
specified.

PRACTI1: Activities should be specified by respecting a
pragmatic degree of granularity.

TRCHA2: Different types of
resources should be taken into
consideration.

PRRES1: Resources should be specified by respecting a
pragmatic degree of granularity.

TRREV2: Different types of
revenues have to be considered.

PRREV1: Aspects such as learning and satisfaction
should be considered in the revenue component.

TRCOS2: Different types of costs
have to be considered.

PRCOS1: Threats should be taken into account in the cost
component.

Table 28: Consolidated theoretical and practical requirements (4/4)
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Comparative analysis of existing BM ontologies

This section analyzes two existing BM ontologies in light of the
consolidated requirements from the previous section. The goal of this
contrasting exercise is two-fold. First, the analysis provides insights as
to how far existing conceptualizations already cover the identified
requirements. Hence, the analysis allows for the identification of gaps
that need to be covered by the ABM. Second, the examination of
existing conceptualizations provides the groundwork for the
conceptualization of the ABM. It is important to note that the ABMC
should complement existing ontologies by components and relations
that are specifically important to represent and explain the orchestration
of VALCO. Therefore, whenever possible, the goal consists of building
upon existing ontologies to further specify the research at hand.
With this goal in mind, the next two sub-sections analyze the BMO /
Canvas (Osterwalder, 2004; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010) and the e3
value ontology (Gordijn, 2002) in the context of the requirements that
were identified during the literature review and the subsequent focus
group discussions. Especially among the practitioner community, the
BM Canvas can be considered to be the leading self-centered
(idiocentric) BM conceptualization tool. Among academics however, the
e3 value ontology is equally popular. This is basically due to the fact
that this ontology takes a more network-centric perspective by putting
more emphasis on value flows among different actors. Thus, these two
ontologies seem a logical choice for this contrasting exercise. However,
the purpose of this exercise is not to diminish the value of the previously
mentioned conceptualizations nor is it the purpose to suggest that they
become redundant. The aim is rather to compare the different points of
focus in light of the identified requirements and to build a solid
foundation for the subsequent conceptualization of the ABM.
3.3.1

The BMO and Canvas

With the goal to create a tool for designing and visualizing BMs and
hence to make the communicability of a company’s BM easier,
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Osterwalder (2004) as well as Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) created
the BMO (modeling language) and the BM Canvas (visualization tool).
As mentioned earlier, the latter became a quasi-standard in the
practitioner community and provided the basis for various case-specific
adaptations (i.e. the Lean Canvas, the Product Canvas or the Value
Model Canvas), all building on Osterwalder’s initial BMO that consists
of nine building blocks (components) which are briefly explained and
visualized (see Figure 18)32 below.
BMO building blocks
Value Proposition: The value proposition describes bundles of
products and services that create value for a specific customer
segment. Thus, it characterizes a focal organization’s offerings which
complement the needs or problems of a specific customer segment
Customer Segment: Defines different groups of people
organizations that a focal organization aims to reach and serve.

or

Channels: Describes how a focal organization communicates with and
reaches its customer segments in order to deliver a value proposition.
Customer relationships: Indicates the type of relationships a focal
organization establishes with specific customer segments.
Revenue streams: Describes the monetary revenues a focal
organization receives from each customer segment.
Key resources: Describe the most important assets a focal
organization needs to create and deliver its offerings to a particular
customer segment. As stated earlier in this research (see Section
2.1.3) in the original BMO, Osterwalder (2004) used capabilities as a
construct representing the combination of different resources.

32

Unless otherwise stated, the descriptions solely refer to Osterwalder & Pigneur (2010, p.22ff). The
attentive reader may realize that the transition from the BMO to the BM canvas ignored the strict
separation between type and instance level and generously mixed the different layers of the initial
ontology.
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Key activities: Represent the most important tasks a focal organization
must undertake to create and deliver its offerings to a particular
customer segment.
Key partners: Indicate the network of suppliers and partners a focal
organization draws on to create and deliver its offerings to a particular
customer segment.
Cost structure: Describes all the monetary costs a focal organization
faces when creating and delivering its offerings to a particular customer
segment.

Figure 18: BM Canvas (Source: adapted from Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010)

Following this overview of the components of the BMO, they are
analyzed in the context of the collected requirements (see Table 29)33.

33

Within this context, the goal consists of evaluating the conformity degree of the BMO to the
requirements and to elaborate on the identified gaps. Therefore, the following evaluation scale is used:
0 = particular requirements are not addressed by the ontology; 0.25 = particular requirements are
addressed to a small extent by the ontology; 0.5 = particular requirements are partly addressed by the
ontology; 0.75 = particular requirements are significantly addressed by the ontology; 1 = particular
requirements are fully addressed by the ontology. However, the evaluation should be considered as
qualitative, hence the results are visualized by Harvey Balls – ideograms that are useful for visual
communication of qualitative information. The evaluation was performed by the author of this
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Analyzing the BMO in relation to the requirements for ABMs
The BMO is based on a purely idiocentric (firm self-contained)
perspective on value creation and value capturing. In this regard, the
conceptualization follows a linear, value-chain logic of value creation.
By reading the Canvas from left to right this becomes clear. Although
Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) do not suggest starting to fill in the
Canvas from the left side, the underlying conceptualization approach
clearly indicates a GDL mindset. As highlighted in Section 2.1.1
according to this idiocentric, “inside-out” standpoint, companies add
value throughout the value chain. This value is then offered to a
customer segment that “destroys” the value in their consumption
process. When creating value purely based on physical assets, this
industrial-like logic definitely has its merits. However, as shown earlier
in the research at hand, it is not able to fully grasp the VALCO logic
underlying immaterial assets. Therefore, from an overall analytical
evaluation, the BMO remains incomplete. Osterwalder (2004) is well
aware of how information and communication technologies impact a
company’s role and BM. He states that “in my opinion one of the major
impacts of ICTs has been an increase in the possible business
configurations a company can adopt because of the reduced
coordination and transaction costs […]. In other words, they can
increasingly work in partnerships, offer joint value propositions, buildup multi-channel and multi-owned distribution networks and profit from
diversified and shared revenue streams.” (Osterwalder, 2004, p. 2).
Unfortunately, however, the proposed ontology only partially includes
elements of that reasoning. Nevertheless, through the restriction of the
BMC to the subjective perspective of one single company, Osterwalder
and Pigneur (2010) have managed to develop wide-spread industry
acceptance for a previously academic concept by offering practitioners
a powerful working tool. This cannot be valued sufficiently as a lot of
research in the field still remains reserved for academic use only.

dissertation and challenged during expert interviews (see Appendix A). A detailed overview of the
analysis can be found in Appendices G & H.
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However, when analyzed through the collected requirements, the
following conceptual gaps can be identified.
BM Dimension
The “WHY”
Purpose

Generic
Component
Vision

0

Focal organization
(BM operator)

1

Customer

Customer Segment

1

Partner

Key Partners

1

Governance

n.a.

0

Need

n.a.34

0

Value Propositions

6

Channel / interface

Channel

4

Relationship

Customer Relationship

1

Key Resources

6

Activities

Key Activities

5

Revenues

Revenue Streams

6

Costs

Cost Structure

6

Total Evaluation

1

Focal organization

Value proposition
The “WHAT”
Value Propositions

Value offering

Capabilities
The “HOW”
Value creation

The “VALUE”
Value capturing

Requirement
fulfillment

n.a.

Actor

The “WHO”
Actors

Corresponding BMO
Components

Resources

Table 29: BMO requirement fulfillment analysis

First, the fact that the focus of the BMO is limited to a monetary profitmaximizing single company, the ontology omits any additional BM
purpose components – even from the idiocentric perspective, in which
34

The research at hand does only analyze the components as presented and evaluated in the BMO
by Osterwalder, 2004 and Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010). In order to better adjust a company’s value
propositions with the needs of a particular customer segment Osterwalder, Pigneur, Bernarda and
Smit, 2014 proposed the Value Proposition Canvas. Although formulated from an idiocentric, linear
perspective, the latter includes important aspects related to BM participants’ needs that will be further
taken into account when designing the ABMO (see Section 4.4.2 and Section 4.4.4).
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the BMO is rooted. This seems to be a major issue. The fact that the
purpose is missing in the concept makes it difficult for all relevant
participants (e.g. customers, employees and partners) to understand
the reason why they should even contribute to the model.
Second, although the BMO includes a customer segment and a key
partner component, their roles in the VALCO process are unspecified.
Hence, the key partners and customer segment can be understood as
pure contributors for the self-contained value extraction of the BM
operator. Therefore, the BMO only partly fulfills the requirements for
ABMs, where different roles of the BM participants have to be specified.
The self-centered approach of the BMO seems also be the reason for
taking neither a specific governance nor a specified need component of
the various BM participants into account in the ontology.
Third, due to the inherent idiocentric modeling approach, the BMO
omits the consideration of value propositions from a multilateral
perspective. For reasons of simplicity, the BMO also considers the
component offering as a sub-part of the value proposition. This fact
contradicts the conceptual requirement (see TRVOF2) that one and the
same offering can result in several value propositions. Additionally, the
relationship component is once again defined in a very unilateral,
inside-out way - from the company to the customer - and does not
provide interaction metrics between the different participants. However,
compared to the WHY and WHO dimension that remain primarily
unspecified by the BMO, the components in the WHAT dimension
already fulfill some of the requirements for ABMs. Hence, its
conceptualization will build upon the defined components.
The same is true for the BMO components in the HOW dimension. The
key resource and key activities fulfill a lot of the collected requirements
although there is one major downside. The components are not
described from a multilateral perspective according to the roles of the
different BM participants. Additionally, one realizes that in the BMO the
key activity and key resource component are elaborated on a more
detailed level than other components such as the key partner element.
Hence, it is not really specified who a particular BM operator has to think
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of as a key partner when considering the activity and resource
components.
Finally, from a VALUE perspective, the BMO includes both “revenue
streams” and a “cost structure” component. Both components only
partially fulfill the requirements for ABMs. On the one hand this is due
to the idiocentric perspective that only considers the monetary profit
aspect for the BM operator. On the other hand, the focus of the VALUE
dimension is strictly limited to the financial aspect, which according to
the collected requirements is not enough. Nevertheless, both
components provide a good starting point for the further
conceptualization of the ABM.
Overall, the BMO as the prime example of an idiocentric BM
conceptualization only partially fulfills the identified theoretical and
practical requirements. However, the visualization logic and description
clarity of the components offer a promising entry point to further
complement this ontology from a more allocentric perspective.

3.3.2

The e3 value ontology

Similar to the BMO, the e3 value ontology was initially developed in a
PhD thesis by Jaap Gordijn in 2002 (Gordijn, 2002). In contrast to the
BMO analyzed above, Gordijn takes a more network-centric approach
to the BM. The goal of the ontology is to describe and present an
innovative e-commerce idea whose realization necessitates
collaboration between different participants. By taking a graphical flow
modeling approach, the e3 value ontology is suited to representing
network business structures where mutually complementary
participants co-create value for themselves and others. Gordijn
perceives the BM as a constellation of actors that jointly create,
distribute and consume things of economic value. As the focus group
discussions have shown, the e3 value ontology is less known among
the participants than the BMO. Reasons for this can be found, on the
one hand, in the restricted positioning of the ontology to an e-commerce
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idea. On the other hand, it was argued that the network-centric
modelling approach lacks the simplicity and structure allowing for a
“digestible” adoption by business practitioners. Hence, the ontology is
seen as a modelling approach for experts disposing of advanced
conceptual abstraction skills. Accordingly, the subsequent description
of an e3 value ontology is especially popular in the academic
community. In this context, the ontology also lays the foundation for
additional research area-specific ontologies such as the e3 ServiceOntology (Kinderen, 2010; Razo-Zapata et al., 2012) or the Value
Encounter Ontology (Weigand & Jayasinghe, 2009). Furthermore,
recent publications further highlighted the ontology’s usefulness in
understanding e-business innovation within value webs (Gordijn &
Akkermans, 2018) and for architecture modeling frameworks within BEs
(Wieringa, Engelsmann, Gordijn, & Dan Ionita, 2019).
e3 value ontology components
The e3 value ontology puts its focus on the value exchange among
different BM participants (see Figure 19). According to Gordijn (2002,
p.46ff) the ontology for these value models consists of the following
elements.
Actor: An actor represents an economically, and oftentimes, also
legally independent entity. This can be a company or a consumer. Each
actor pursues its individual goals (monetary or others). However, in a
viable e-commerce BM each actor should be able to generate a profit
(a subjectively valuable outcome).
Composite actor: This sub-component describes the partnership of
several actors deciding to jointly work together to provide a particular
service.
Value activity35: The value activity describes the tasks that a single
actor performs in order to generate a profit or to increase its utility.

35

In Figure 18, showing the global actor viewpoint of the e3 value ontology this component is not
displayed. In fact, the value activity component is only considered when applying the ontology from a
detailed actor viewpoint (see Gordijn, 2002, p. 62).
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Market segment: A market segment describes a group of actors who
share common characteristics although actors as part of a market
segment remain economically and legally independent individuals or
companies.
Value object: A value object describes a service, a product or a
customer experience that represents some sort of value for at least one
of the actors involved. Within this context, it is important to note that the
perception of the exchanged value may be different for the involved
actors, as the concept of value is, by definition, subjective. In line with
an SDL mind-set, the value is therefore always determined by the
beneficiary of a particular value object.
Value port: Value ports represent connections between the actors.
Hence, they enable the exchange (a transfer of ownership or a change
of rights) of value objects between them.
Value offering: A value offering describes what an actor offers to or
requests from another actor. It can be considered as a set of equally
directed value ports or a bundle of value objects.
Value interface: Each actor has at least one value interface. It presents
the value object the actor wants to exchange for others. The exchange
is executed via the defined value ports. Consequently, it is specified in
the value interface the conditions under which the value exchange is
enabled.
Value exchange: The value exchange connects two value ports with
each other. It represents one or more potential exchanges of value
objects between value ports.
Value transaction: A value transaction consists of one or more value
exchanges. Hence it can be viewed as an aggregation component of
the value exchanges. In its most elementary form, the value transaction
is between two parties. As soon as more than two actors are involved
the value transaction can be considered a multi-party value transaction.
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Figure 19: The e3 value ontology - a global actor view (Source: Gordijn, 2002, p.48)

Following the overview of the components of the e3 value ontology, they
are analyzed in the context of the collected requirements for the ABM
(see Table 30).
Analyzing the e3 value ontology in relation to the requirements
for ABMs
Compared to the idiocentric BMO, the e3 value ontology is better
adapted to design BMs contextualized by an ecosystem structure that
emphasizes VALCO between different complementary actors. Due to
its multi-actor perspective, the e3 value ontology allows for the design
of multilateral value creation relationships among BM participants. The
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ontology contains two different perception levels including a global actor
viewpoint (objective perspective) as well as a detailed actor viewpoint
(subjective perspective) in the model. However, what is missing in the
ontology is exactly the inter-subjective perspective on the BM that
builds a structured modeling frame and is required for the design of
ABMs. Compared to the collected requirements, the following additional
conceptual gaps could be identified (see Table 30).
First, the e3 value ontology does not detail the unifying link between the
actors operating in the modeled network structure. The fact that this
unifying link simply consists of an innovative e-commerce idea is not
enough to cope with the identified requirements. Hence, like the BMO,
the e3 value ontology also does not specify any vision or purpose
centering the value constellation among the different BM participants.
Second and in sharp contrast to the BMO, the e3 value ontology allows
the modelling of different BM actors and sets them in mutual
relationships. However, this flexibility comes at its price. Unfortunately,
the ontology does not provide any indications of potential roles the
actors could occupy in the value constellation. Thus, the modelling
process can quickly achieve a high level of complexity. Similar to the
findings of Lüftenegger (2014, p. 30), the insights from the focus groups
defined the approach as not suitable for business practitioner
workshops with participants of varying degrees of expertise. However,
the actor component in the ontology should lay the foundation for further
conceptualizing the WHO dimension in the ABM.
Third, the core of the e3 value ontology builds the value exchange
between different actors. Hence, the exchange components are
specified in great detail, particularly the mutuality between value
offerings or the exchange of value objects between actors perfectly
matches the requirements for the ABM. However, unfortunately the
“value proposition” aspect is only implicitly included in the value object
component. Additionally, the level of granularity between value port and
value interface is very detailed compared to the other components in
the ontology. Nevertheless, the components in the WHAT dimension of
the e3 value ontology are particularly suited coping with the collected
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requirements for the ABM and therefore build a solid foundation for
further development.
Fourth, the HOW perspective is specified only partially in the ontology.
This can have two causes. First, the author wanted to prevent too great
of an overlap between the value modeling and the process modelling
approach. Second, the resource component as, for example, specified
in the BMO, is somehow subsumed in the value object component.
Therefore, the ontology does not fulfill most of the collected
requirements in this dimension.
Finally, although the profitability aspect is considered by Gordijn in the
ontology, the components are not explicitly specified. However, this
modelling approach includes both business as well as social actors, and
implicitly highlights the consideration of benefits and costs from both a
financial and a more utility-driven perspective. Nevertheless, the fact
that the components remain unspecified makes it impossible to
specifically contrast the VALUE dimension requirements with the
proposed ontology.
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Generic
Component

Corresponding BMO
Components

Vision

Requirement
fulfillment

n.a.

0

Actor, Market Segment

3

Governance

n.a.

0

Need

n.a.

0

Value
proposition

n.a.

0

Value object, Value offering

4

Value interface; Value port

4

Relationship

Value
exchange;
transaction

3

Capabilities

n.a.

0

Resources

n.a.

0

Activities

Value activity.

2

Revenues

n.a.

0

Costs

n.a.

0

Total Evaluation

1

Actor
Focal
organization
The “WHO”
Actors

The “WHAT”
Value
Propositions

The “HOW”
Value creation

The “VALUE”
Value capturing

Customer
Partner

Value offering
Channel
interface

/

Value

Table 30: e3 value ontology requirement fulfillment analysis

In conclusion, although the e3 value ontology includes a detailed actor
viewpoint (subjective perspective on the BM), the overall
conceptualization approach on value creation and value capturing can
be considered to be objective. Thus, while the BMO is idiocentric by
nature, the e3 value logic remains acentric as it lacks any specified
reference point. However, as shown above, the network-oriented,
multilateral value modelling approach has, in terms of the modelling
perspective, a higher overlap with the requirements of the ABM.
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Nevertheless, the fact that the ontology only partially includes specified
components for all of the BM dimensions leads to the fact that the
fulfillment degree with the collected requirements remains rather low.
The next section provides a consolidated overview of the conceptual
gaps that have to be considered when conceptualizing the ABM in the
last section of this chapter.

3.4

Deficits towards the conceptualization of ABMs

Contrasting two foundational BM ontologies with the requirements
identified for the conceptualization of ABMs in the previous section,
offered some valuable insights.
First, when combining the specified components of the BMO and the
e3 value ontology, one realizes that they build a solid foundation to
correspond with some of the collected conceptual and practical
requirements. This is especially true for the WHAT and the HOW as well
as, to some extent, the VALUE dimensions of the BMC. The building
blocks, as defined by Osterwalder (2004) and specified by Osterwalder
and Pigneur (2010), provide a consolidated basis upon which the
allocentric perspective on the BM can be further specified. In order to
overcome the purely idiocentric perspective of the BMO, Gordijn’s
(2002) e3 value ontology and related case-specific conceptualizations
offer a way to understand the BM from a multi-actor perspective. This
network-centered approach that allows for the understanding of VALCO
between different BM participants from a multi-lateral viewpoint serves
as a means to refocus the BMO building blocks in order to better
correspond with the identified requirements. Thus, by complementing
the BMO components with the network-centered approach of the e3
value ontology, a solid foundation can be established to further
conceptualize the ABM. However, as the analysis has shown, simply
combining the two ontologies is not enough. The WHY and WHO
dimensions of the BMC in particular are only minimally specified by the
two ontologies. Therefore, the next paragraph lists the major conceptual
deficits that have to be overcome to shift towards an allocentric
perspective on the BM.

Analysis

181

Overall, three major interdependent conceptual gaps could be identified
during the analysis.
First, neither the BMO nor the e3 value ontology specify the purpose as
an inherent part of a BMC. As the analytical framing has shown, when
contextualizing a BM through an ecosystem structure, having a clear
idea of the unifying purpose of the mutually complementary participants
plays a crucial role. In fact, it is argued that ABMs necessitate an intersubjective “truth” around which their participants can align themselves
and orchestrate their VALCO. Thus, conceptualizing a shared value
purpose is certainly of high relevance when designing ABMs.
Second, both ontologies provide limited specifications on roles a
participant occupies in the BM. While the e3 value ontology lacks a role
specification for the actors involved, the BMO defines roles from a
company self-centered perspective on a high level. Hence, it is not
specified how (through what kind of activities) different participants are
involved in the BM nor how they will benefit from their engagement. As
the identified requirements have shown, this is of great importance
when conceptualizing BMs in a collaborative way. In this regard, each
BM participant needs to clearly understand its role and the expected
outcome. In fact, the better a BM operator is able to orchestrate the
individual needs and capabilities of the other participants, the greater
will be the chance of their VALCO success. Having this in mind, there
is also a clear gap in conceptualizing the individual goals and the needs
/ wants of BM participants. Thus, in order to conceptualize the
allocentric business, this behavioral aspect of different BM participants
has to be further specified.
Finally, the analysis of the two ontologies and related
conceptualizations, has also shown that there are different
interpretations on the dimensions to which a component should be
assigned. Additionally, some of the components integrated in the
analytical grid seem to overlap in terms of their meaning. Both of these
aspects also led to intense discussions during the focus groups. These
discussions were mainly centered around the governance, channel and
relationship components. Instead of assigning them to the WHO
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(governance) or WHAT (channel and relationship), the participants of
the focus groups understood them as components of the HOW
dimension, as they all represent interlinking elements, characterizing
how the BM participants handle their VALCO interactions. Based on
that, the governance and relationship component were considered to
be too overlapping in terms of their initial definitions. Thus, these
aspects have to be considered when conceptualizing the ABM
components in the next section.
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Key components of the ABM

The goal of this section is to answer the first research question of the
research at hand. By outlining the key components of the ABM, the
basis for the further development of the corresponding ontology is laid
out. To achieve this, the previously presented components of the BMO
and the e3 value ontology are complemented with insights gained from
the tripartite analytical framing introduced in Chapter 2 (see Section
2.2). In this regard, the SDL builds the overarching analytical
perspective for the conceptualization, while the conceptual insights
gained from the literature concerning BEs, VALCO and platforms allows
for the further specification of the constructs building the ABM. With this
goal in mind, this section highlights the characteristics of the ABM
components. The additional specifications and interrelations of the
components will then be presented in the Chapter 4 of this dissertation.
Allocentric BM are built around a shared value purpose (1A)36. Usually
proposed by the BM operator (the orchestrator), it defines a desired
state that is manifested through a co-created service (1a). Hence, a
service represents the outcome that is reached through the mutual
application of resources among different actors (groups of people and /
or organizations). In order to structure their VALCO, these actors (2A)
occupy different mutually non-exclusive roles (2a) determined by their
relation to the service outcome. First, there are users that have a direct
interest in the service outcome and apply their capabilities for that
cause. Second, there are providers that apply their capabilities to
generate an indirect benefit out of the service outcome (e.g. a monetary
compensation). Third, there is the orchestrator (BM operator) that
applies its capabilities to coordinate users and providers and
contributing partners. It is important to consider that the orchestrator
(BM operator) role can either be performed by one single participant
(e.g. a privately held or listed company) or by a collaborative legal entity
(e.g. a joint venture or a foundation) between several participants.
However, empirical evidence (see for instance Libert et al., 2016) shows
36

See Table 31. 1A and 1a refer to the definition of a specific component (A) and sub-component (a)
in a particular dimension (1) of the ABMC.
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that at the time of writing this thesis, the first form is the more dominant
one. Finally, there are contributors leveraging their capabilities to
support either users, providers or the orchestrator in the realization of
the service outcome through which the shared purpose is materialized.
Unified through the shared value purpose, each BM actor tries to satisfy
their individual needs (3A). Thus, all participants pursue their individual
goals (3a) in relation to the co-created service outcome. To fulfill their
individual needs, the BM actors collaborate through mutual value
propositions (3B) that they offer to or request from each other. These
value propositions are manifested through reciprocal offerings (3b)
between the participants. In doing so, the actors perform specific
capabilities (4A) when collaboratively satisfying their individual needs
via mutual propositions. Hence, by taking in particular roles in the BM,
the participants engage in a specific set of activities (4a) to exchange
their offerings in order to achieve their individual goals. Within this
context, every actor needs factors of production (4B) to realize their
capabilities. These factors of production correspond to the most
important resources (4b) that the BM participants transform via their
VALCO activities. Thereby, the actors co-create and co-capture value
via an interface (4C). Hence, the BM participants interact through a set
of channels (4c) to communicate and exchange their reciprocal
offerings. In this regard, the actors build multi-lateral relationships (4D)
with each other. To decrease risk and increase certainty in relation to
their individual goals, the participants set interaction metrics (4d)
allowing them to evaluate their co-creation. Finally, it is through these
relationships that the actors balance their individual (financial or other)
profit (5) resulting from the BM participation. Consequently, in relation
to a participant’s individual goals, their subjectively perceived benefit
(monetary or other) (5a1) has to exceed its perceived costs (monetary
or other) (5a2). To conclude, an ABM can only work if the VALCO is
orchestrated by the BM operator in a way that each participant can
realize a subjectively perceived value (monetary or other) that
corresponds to their expectations. Table 31 provides a detailed
overview on the definitions of the components and sub-components of
the ABM.
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BM
Dimension

Component
(Type-level)

Description

Subcomponent
(InstanceLevel)

Description

The “WHY”
(1)

Shared Value
Purpose
(1A)

This component describes the unifying purpose
(usually proposed by the orchestrator) of the BM.
The purpose represents the desired state that
the BM actors collaboratively try to achieve.

Service
(1a)

This sub-component describes an outcome through which a
shared value purpose is achieved. Service is defined as the
mutual application of resources for the benefit of the involved
participants. Hence, in order to realize a service, each BM
participant acts as a value co-creator in different roles.

The
“WHO”
(2)

Actor
(2A)

Role
Archetypes
(2a)

This sub-component describes a particular function of a BM
participant. The role archetype is defined according to the service
outcome. There are four different role archetypes that can be
derived: User, Provider, Orchestrator and Contributor.

Goals
(3a)

A goal represents a result that a BM participant aims to achieve
in order to respond to its explicit or latent needs. The goal may
be a high-level statement of intent, direction, or a desired end
state and may not be directly measurable.

Reciprocal
Offerings
(3b)

This sub-component describes what participants offers to or
requests from each other. This can be a specific resource, a
resource bundle (product / services) or the right to claim the
latter.

Activities
(4a)

This sub-component describes a set of specific tasks participants
engage in when converting resources to achieve their goals.

Resources
(4b)

These represent the most important assets participants require
(either through direct use or through the exchange for others) to
fulfill their goals.

Channels
(4c)

This sub-component describes how and where BM participants
get in touch with each other and exchange their offerings.

Interaction
Metrics
(4d)

This sub-component includes metrics through which the
participants evaluate their interactions on a quantitative or
qualitative basis.

Need
(3A)
The
“WHAT”
(3)

Value
proposition
(3B)
Capability
(4A)

The
“HOW”
(4)

Factor of
production
(4B)
Interface
(4C)
Relationship
(4D)

A legally independent, but economically
interdependent social or business entity that
engages in VALCO in order to fulfil individual
needs that are related to the shared value
purpose.
Describes an explicit or latent lack of basic
necessities as well as wants (psychological
amenities) an actor is striving to fulfill through its
VALCO with other BM actors.
The value proposition describes a monetary,
functional, emotional or symbolic value related to
a reciprocal offering that actors offer to or
request from each other in order to fulfill their
individual needs.
This component describes a repeatable set of
actions that an actor executes when converting
factors of production to fulfill their needs.
This component represents a set of
complementary resources an actor applies
through their capabilities in order to satisfy their
needs and the ones of other actors.
This component describes the area in which BM
actors interact with each other in order to cocreate and co-capture value.
This component describes the multilateral
interactions between the BM actors. Depending
on the degree of formalization they decrease risk
and increase certainty in their multilateral
relationships.
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Profit
(5A)

Table 31: ABM components

This component represents the individual value
(monetary or other) that each BM actor realizes
through their collaboration. This value has to be
in line with the needs an actor wants to fulfill.

Benefits
(5a1)
Costs
(5a2)

These represent the monetary and non-monetary (psychological
well-being) benefits the participant realize when interacting with
each other.
These correspond to the monetary costs as well as psychological
efforts and threats the participants face when interacting with
each other.
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Design

This chapter builds the center piece of the research at hand. Based on
the conceptualized ABM in the previous chapter, this chapter presents
the corresponding ontology. The ABM is understood to be a tool used
by a company to orchestrate VALCO and value co-capturing between
mutually complementary business and social actors. The components
of the models and the relationships between them are specified in this
chapter. This ontology builds upon existing ontologies in the field. The
aim is to complement them so as to better correspond to BM
requirements when it is understood to be an architecture permitting the
conceptualization and illustration of VALCO within an ecosystem
structure. This chapter is structured as follows: First an overall
introduction to the ABMO is presented (Section 4.1). Next the different
dimensions, components and their relationships are specified
(Sections 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6). Finally, Section 4.7 of this chapter
provides a visualization of the designed ontology.
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Introducing the ABMO

Building upon existing BM research, the ABMO is designed around the
five BM dimensions identified in Section 2.1.3. Considering the
conceptual and practical requirements in Section 3.1 and 3.2, these
dimensions are further broken down into interrelated components and
sub-components. Based upon their conceptualization in Section 3.5,
their attributes and relationships are further specified in the upcoming
sections. The different dimensions around which the ontology is
designed are summarized below and Figure 20 provides an overview
of the ABMO.
Dimension

Definition

The “WHY”
Purpose
The “WHO”
Actors
The “WHAT”
Value
Propositions

Describes
the purpose of an
organization’s BM
Describes the participants and their
roles in the BM

The “HOW”
Value cocreation

Describes the mutual offerings among
the participants in the BM

Describes the VALCO logic among BM
participants

Components
Shared
Purpose

Value

Service

Need

Role
Archetypes
Goal

Value
Proposition

Reciprocal
Offerings

Capability
Production
Factor
Interface

Activities

Actor

Relationship
The “VALUE”
Describes the financial and nonValue cofinancial value co-capturing logic of the
capturing
BM participants
Table 32: ABM dimensions

Subcomponents

Profit

Resources
Channel
Interaction
Metrics
Benefits
Costs

Design

Figure 20: The ABMO
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The structure is laid out to further specify the corresponding
components and their interrelations. This is achieved by following
Osterwalder’s (2004, p.47) notation and labeling approach of the
ontology elements (see Table 33).
Name

of

component
Definition
Part of

BM

Describes the name of the particular BM component
Gives a precise description of the BM component and sub-component.
Defines to which dimension of the ontology the component belongs or for
which component it is a sub-component.

Related to

Indicates to which other components of the ontology a component is related.

Set of

Describes into which sub-components the component can be broken down.

Cardinality

Indicates the number of allowed occurrences of a component or subcomponent inside the ontology.
Describes the attributes of the components and sub-components. The latter

Attributes

are shown in square brackets [Value1, Value2], while the number of their
occurrence are indicated in round brackets (e.g. 1-n).

References

Describes the main references to the BM component.

Table 33: Description of the components and sub-components

Accordingly, every component is broken down into a set of defined subcomponents. All of them are textually and graphically described in the
subsequent sections. As illustrated in Figure 20 and in Table 34, the
components are related through a “setOf” and “isA” relationship. The
“setOf” relationship indicates that a component can be broken down into
a finer level of granularity, whereas the “isA” indicates the inheritance
aspect between component and sub-component. Finally, the
components (e.g. CAPABILITY) and sub-components (e.g.
ACTIVITIES) are formatted in capital letters while the attributes are
formatted in italic (e.g. manual, semi-automatic, automated).
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Components of the WHY dimension

As highlighted in Section 2.1.3, traditional BM conceptualizations either
fully neglected the purpose of a particular BM or subsumed it in the
value proposition of a company’s particular offering. Additionally, it was
found that a unifying frame of reference is needed when contextualizing
BMs through BEs, where legally independent yet economically
interdependent BM participants engage in VALCO and value cocapturing activities by building multi-lateral relationships. Therefore, a
company needs to formulate an inter-subjective purpose for its
particular BM that allows mutually complementary BM participants to
recognize themselves so that they can align their individual needs and
capabilities. Furthermore, that inter-subjective purpose cannot be
similar to a particular offering from the BM operator. Otherwise, none of
the BM participants would be able to understand how they can
contribute their individual offerings to the same BM. Additionally,
decoupling the raison d’être of a particular BM from specific offerings
helps to reduce the risk of disruption related to outdated products and
services that no longer correspond to the various needs of the mutually
complementary BM participants. Hence, in order to correspond to the
requirements related to the orchestration of VALCO, the ABM has to be
conceptualized around a purpose that is shared among its participants.
Consequently, such a purpose can only be materialized through a
service that implies the engagement of mutually complementary BM
participants (see Figure 21).

Figure 21: Shared Value Purpose & Service
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The SHARED VALUE PURPOSE component

The shared value purpose is the first component of the ABM. It can be
understood as the overarching goal that builds the existing reason for a
BM contextualized by a particular BE. Building the core of the BM, the
shared value purpose acts as an informal guiding authority enabling the
alignment of different BM actors and their individual needs and
capabilities (Rong & Shi, 2015). Thus, the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE
helps the BM operator set a common direction for the other BM actors
without overly restricting their contribution autonomy. Consequently, the
proposed value purpose shared by the BM operator is the overarching
reason that mutually complementary actors decide to participate in the
VALCO. In this regard, two major aspects are important to consider
when formulating a shared value purpose. First, value has to be
perceived from a community (ecosystem) level, by grouping the
particular value perspectives of individuals and legal organizations
acting in the BM. Second, the perspectives can be classified in
economic, psychological, sociological or ecological terms or as a mix of
all of them. Contextualized by an ecosystem structure and taking into
account the different value perspectives, the shared value purpose of
an ABM leads to the following states (Den Ouden, 2012).
Component

SHARED
VALUE
PURPOSE

Value

States

perspective
Economic

Stability (resilience) of a particular ABM.

Psychological

Shared fate among the actors of a particular ABM.

Sociological
Ecological

Beneficial Reciprocity among the actors of a particular
ABM.
Sustainability of a particular ABM.

Table 34: Different states of the shared value purpose (Source: Adapted from Den Ouden, 2012)

Within this context, the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE indicates to what
cause mutually complementary business actors are contributing with
their VALCO. Hence, it serves to conceptualize the BM actor’s VALCO
and value co-capturing by offering an integrative concept that combines
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what brings value to and what is of value for them. In this context, the
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE clearly overlaps with an organization’s
notion of vision and mission. However, while the vision can be
perceived as the picture of the future a particular organization imagines
(Mirvis, Googins, & Kinnicutt, 2010, p.317), it remains too broad and
unspecific to offer a specified cause upon which the ABM can be built.
The mission is more specific and indicates the overall cause for which
a particular organization exists (Mirvis et al., 2010, p. 317). Narrowing
that cause down to a particular BM and proposing it to other mutually
complementary BM participants leads to the SHARED VALUED
PURPOSE. Thus, shared value can enhance the competitiveness of a
company while simultaneously advancing the economic and social
conditions of all the BM actors and ecosystem participants (Porter &
Kramer, 2011, p.6).
The SHARED VALUE PURPOSE that is materialized through a
SERVICE (see Section 4.2.2) is described in Table 35. It is important
to understand that the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE represents an
abstract concept that groups the individual notions of value between the
different actors operating in the same BM. These notions will be further
clarified when specifying the NEED and VALUE PROPOSITION
components of the ABM.

Name of
component
Definition

BM

SHARED VALUE PURPOSE
This component describes the unifying purpose of the BM. The purpose
represents a desired state that the BM actors collaboratively try to achieve.

Part of

WHY DIMENSION

Related to

ACTOR

Set of

SERVICE

Cardinality

1-n

Attributes

Inherited from Service (Section 4.2.2)

References

Moore, 1996; Peltoniemi, 2004; Storbacka & Nenonen, 2011; Mars et al.,
2012

Table 35: The SHARED VALUE PURPOSE component
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The SERVICE sub-component

The SERVICE represents the sub-component through which the BM
actors materialize their SHARED VALUE PURPOSE. Following an SDL
perspective, the SERVICE defines the mutual process of applying
specialized capabilities (competences) for the benefit of other actors
and the actor itself (Vargo & Lusch, 2004). In this regard, it is of major
importance that the notion of SERVICE not be confused with services.
According to an SDL mindset, the latter is defined as the exchange of
intangible goods as a unit of outputs. As Lusch and Vargo (2014, p.20ff)
point out, under a GDL perspective, an accommodation service is
“reduced” to producing and selling bed-nights (units of output).
However, in SDL, accommodation service includes the mutual
application of available resources among different actors including the
beneficiary. Hence, an accommodation service includes mutual
offerings in the form of products and services among complementary
actors contributing to and benefiting from the realization of the
accommodation service. Thus, products and services (goods) are
always perceived as special distribution mechanisms for a particular
SERVICE. In order to collaboratively realize a SERVICE, BM ACTORS
take on different ROLE ARCHETYPES in order to profit directly or
indirectly from its outcome. SERVICE is specified in Table 36.
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SERVICE
A SERVICE represents an outcome through which a SHARED VALUE
PURPOSE is materialized. SERVICE is defined as the mutual application of

Definition

resources for the benefit of the participants involved. Hence, in order to realize
a SERVICE, each BM participant acts as a value co-creator in different roles.
The SERVICE is characterized by its attributes Name, Description, Reference
Object, Constraint, Action, Context, Reasoning

Component
of

SHARED VALUE PURPOSE

Related to

ROLE ARCHETYPE

Cardinality

1-n
Name [abc]
Description [abc]
Reference Object [living being, institution, thing, phenomenon]

Attributes

Constraint [quantitative, qualitative, temporal, geographical]
Action [prevent, create, increase, maintain, reduce, eliminate]
Context [Life Management, Business, Education, Finance, Supply, Recreation,
Home, Mobility & Communication, Health, Government]
Reasoning [Do-state, Have-state, Be-State]

References

Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Peltoniemi, 2004; Österle, 2014; Vargo & Lusch, 2014

Table 36: The SERVICE sub-component

Reference Object
This attribute describes the characteristics of the underlying object
around which the SERVICE is co-created among the mutually
complementary BM participants. The Reference Object can be a living
being in the form of humans, animals or plants. It can also be an
institution in the form of a company, a governmental or a nongovernmental organization, each of them having different legal
peculiarities according to their country of origin. Additionally, a
Reference Object can manifest itself in a material (e.g. a house) or an
immaterial thing (e.g. information). Finally, it can also consist of a
phenomenon (e.g. traffic jam). A phenomenon is defined as “something
that is observed to happen or exist” (Collins Dictionary, 2019). Thus, in
its nature, a phenomenon is always related to one or a mix of the three
previous characteristics (living being, institution, thing). Thus, a
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SERVICE emerges when the BM participants try to overcome some
constraints related to the Reference Object.
Constraint
This attribute is the nature of limitations the BM participants try
collaboratively to overcome when realizing the SERVICE. According to
the nature and state of the Object of Reference, these constraints can
either be quantitative (too little or too much of something), qualitative
(too poor or unnecessarily high), temporal (not long enough or too long)
or geographical (too narrow or too broad) or a mix of them. The
SERVICE is characterized by an Action to overcome those Constraints.
Action
This attribute indicates the transformative aspect of the SERVICE by
describing the collaborative action in relation to the Constraints of the
Reference Object that the BM participants perceive worthy of
overcoming. In relation to the type and state of the Reference Object
and its constraints, the SERVICE can result in either a prevention, a
creation, an increase, a maintenance, a reduction or an elimination
action. Depending on the nature of the Reference Object and the
related Constraint, the respective verb (the word) of Action might
change but its meaning will not (see Section 4.2.3).
Context
This attribute describes the area in which the SERVICE is realized. A
Context defines “the circumstances that form the setting for an event,
statement, or idea, and in terms of which it can be fully understood”
(Oxford Living Dictionary, 2018). According to the nature and type of
Reference Objects, the SERVICE can be implicitly or explicitly
contextualized by the following domains: Life Management, Business,
Education, Finance, Supply, Recreation, Home, Mobility &
Communication, Health, Government (Österle, 2014). Each of these
Contexts consists of a non-exhaustive number of events (i.e. event:
moving to a new house, context Home; event: injury, context Health;
event: start a company, event Business, etc.).
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Reasoning
The Reasoning attribute describes the outcome state to which the BM
participants engaging in the SERVICE want to contribute. This outcome
can take the form of a Do, a Have or a Be-State. This means that the
SERVICE or the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE consists of either the
Action of Doing something, the Fact of Having something (someone) or
the State of Being something (someone / somewhere). However, it
should be considered that each BM participant has his/her individual
GOALS that s/he is pursuing via that specific outcome state (see
Section 4.4.2).
4.2.3

Analyzing the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE

As illustrated in Section 3.5.2 the examples of organizations that
successfully achieve the orchestration of VALCO through an allocentric
perspective on their BMs are manifold. Table 37 illustrates how the
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE or SERVICE centering the Saplings
Foundation’s37 BM can be described and analyzed via the ABMO.

37

It is important to consider that the Sapling Foundation does not follow a commercial goal. As
highlighted in Section 2.1.1 the research at hand understands business as the exchange of valuables
(monetary or other) between mutually interdependent actors for their well-being (financial or other).
Thus, the ABMO is not restricted to only commercially-driven operators.
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SHARED VALUE PURPOSE
SERVICE Name

SERVICE Description

SERVICE Reference Object
SERVICE Constraint
SERVICE Action
SERVICE Context
SERVICE Reasoning
Table 37: Shared Value Purpose - TED(x)
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Fostering the spread of great ideas
TED - Idea spreading through Technology,
Entertainment, Design
A TED(x) Talk is a showcase for speakers
presenting great, well-formed ideas in under 18
minutes for a broad audience. By involving
multiple contributing partners, the ideas are
spread by physical (conferences) and digital
(videos) means.
Ideas (immaterial thing)
Not accessible (geographical and temporal)
Spreading (Increase)
Education and Leisure
Idea diffusion (Do-State)

Being aware that the world is full of intelligent minds with brilliant ideas,
the Sapling Foundation proposes the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE of
“fostering the spread of great ideas” to its BM partners. Thus, the
different mutual complementary BM partners (see Section 4.3.3), are
all involved in the TED SERVICE, which consists of spreading ideas
through Technology, Entertainment and Design. When analyzing the
attributes of the SERVICE, one realizes that ideas are the Reference
Object that are constrained (Constraint) by temporal and geographical
boundaries that have to be overcome by spreading them through
physical and digital means (Action). Accordingly, a Context of Education
and Entertainment (Leisure) emerges through the continuous diffusion
of ideas worth spreading (Do-State).
Besides using the ontology to describe an instantiated SHARED
VALUE PURPOSE or SERVICE, the attributes of the components can
also be used to derive new ones. This can be achieved by recombining
the different characteristics of the attributes. The defined SHARED
VALUE PURPOSE or SERVICE then serves as an overarching frame
to regroup the BM actors in order to materialize it. Particularly for an
incumbent company that wants to leverage the conceptual logic of
ABMs, this approach can help to place their capabilities in different
VALCO structures. Table 38 offers a conceptual template of how the
attributes and their characteristics can be used to design a new
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE or SERVICE. This template can be used
in two ways, first, by following the initial attribute sequence starting by
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specifying the Reference Object and second, by beginning to outline
the Context first and from there defining the Reference Object and the
subsequent attributes. In this regard both design approaches have their
legitimacy.
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE
SERVICE Name
SERVICE Description
Reference
Object
Living Being

Quantitative

Prevent

Institution
Thing
Phenomena

Qualitative
Temporal
Geographical

Create
Increase
Maintain
Reduce
Eliminate

Constraint

Action

Context
Life
Management
Business
Education
Finance
Supply
Recreation
Home
Mobility
&
Communication
Health
Government

Reasoning
Doing
Having
Being

Table 38: Shared Value Purpose design table

Table 39 offers an illustrative overview of instantiated SHARED VALUE
PURPOSE or SERVICE from three different organizations.
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LinkedIn

Coinbase

SHARED
VALUE
PURPOSE
SERVICE Name
SERVICE Description
Reference Object

Constraint

Professionals

Geographical

SHARED
VALUE
PURPOSE
SERVICE Name
SERVICE Description
Reference Object
Digital currencies

Wikimedia
(Wikipedia)

SHARED
VALUE
PURPOSE
SERVICE Name
SERVICE Description
Reference Object
Human Knowledge

Table 39: Shared Value Purpose and service instantiations

Connect the world’s professionals to make them more productive and successful
Professional Networking
Connecting the world’s professionals
Action
Context
Enhance the
connection of
Business
professionals

Reasoning
Make professionals
more productive and
successful (Be-State)

Create an open financial system for the world
Digital currency exchange
Allowing the purchase, transfer and safekeeping of digital currencies
Constraint
Action
Context
Reasoning
Opening the access to
Quantitative &
Create access to
Finance
the digital finance
qualitative
digital currencies
system (Do-State)
Empower and engage people around the world to freely collect and develop educational content

Constraint
Quantitative&
Qualitative

Educational content management
The free encyclopedia that anyone can edit
Action
Context
Create and enhance
educational content

Education

Reasoning
Allowing anyone to
create and edit human
knowledge (Do-State)
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Components of the WHO dimension

The WHO dimension consists of all the participants necessary for a
particular SHARED VALUE PURPOSE or SERVICE to be materialized.
In contrast to idiocentric BMs, where BM actors are defined in relation
to the BM operators’ products and services, in ABMs the actors and
their roles are defined in relation to the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE or
the SERVICE proposed by the BM operator. For the BM operator
engaging as an orchestrator of VALCO (see Section 4.3.2), this allows
for unbiased solutions when initially identifying relevant BM participants
that have mutually complementary needs and capabilities. This aspect
is especially important for incumbent companies wanting to adapt their
existing BMs. As opposed to start-up companies, which begin with a
“green-field idea” around which the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE and
SERVICE and thus participants are specified, incumbent companies
naturally face the risk of prematurely limiting their BM and relevant
participants to an already existing product. This risk can be considered
as the solution trap when designing new and innovative BMs.
Traditional hotels offer an interesting example of this. Too often these
companies seem to ignore the fact that their products and services (e.g.
hotels, gastronomy or washing services) contribute to an
accommodation SERVICE around which multiple interdependent
actors co-create and co-capture value. It is therefore not surprising that
one of the most innovative and successful BMs in that field was created
by a start-up called Airbnb. In fact, by intuitively outlying the SERVICE
first and from there on identifying relevant specific BM partners, Airbnb
managed to become one of the fastest growing companies in the
accommodation business. In doing so, the company was not only able
to better specify some particular user (guests) needs, but also identify
the most appropriate providers (private hosts) for accommodation
spaces and relevant contributing partners. In retrospect, it is obvious
that traditional hotels missed a huge opportunity because they limited
their BMs and relevant participants to hotels (a specific offering) rather
than accommodation. This, however, does not mean that incumbent
companies should totally ignore their existing products and services

Design

202

when defining BM partners from an allocentric perspective. Instead it
means that incumbent companies should identify BM partners in
relation to the SERVICE around which they co-evolve with other
mutually complementary parties. Finally, these parties could even be
product competitors which, according to the SHARED VALUE
PURPOSE or SERVICE formulated, would be worth considering for the
functioning of a particular ABM. Consequently, as Figure 22 shows, the
WHO dimension of the ABM is specified through an ACTOR component
that is a set of ROLE ARCHETYPES (sub-component) that the BM
actors take on.

Figure 22: Actor & Role Archetypes

4.3.1

The ACTOR component

Understanding SERVICE as the mutual process of applying specialized
capabilities (competences) for the benefit of other actors and the actor
itself (Vargo & Lusch, 2004), an ACTOR can be perceived as “any
participant taking part in this process” (Oxford Dictionary, 2019). By
taking into account that the ABM is contextualized through an
ecosystem structure, allows for the ACTOR construct to be specified
further. As elaborated in Section 2.3.1, BEs are viewed as “dynamically
evolving communities of interdependent social and economic actors
that interact through coordinated technologies, norms and rules to cocreate and co-capture value in relation to a shared purpose permitting
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them to align their individual goals”. Therefore, an ACTOR in an ABM
represents a legally independent yet socially and economically
interdependent entity that intentionally and purposefully engages
directly or indirectly in SERVICE realization in order to fulfill its individual
needs. Within this context, an ACTOR takes on one or more ROLE
ARCHETYPES defining its particular goals and set of actions.
Name of BM
component

ACTOR
A legally independent, yet socially and economically interdependent entity

Definition

that intentionally and purposefully engages directly or indirectly in the
SERVICE realization to fulfill its individual needs.

Part of

WHO DIMENSION
Aligned by SHARED VALUE PURPOSE

Related to

Satisfies

NEEDS;

offers/seeks

VALUE

PROPOSITION;

performs

CAPABILITY; interacts through INTERFACE; engages in RELATIONSHIP,
generates PROFIT

Set of

ROLE ARCHETYPES

Cardinality

1-n

Attributes

Inherited from ROLE ARCHETYPE (Section 4.3.2)

References

Gordijn, 2002 ; Voima et al., 2011; Mars et al., 2012

Table 40: The ACTOR component

4.3.2

The ROLE ARCHETYPE sub-component

In relation to the realization of a particular SERVICE, the BM ACTORs
occupy mutually complementary ROLE ARCHETYPES. The latter
describe the functional role of a specific BM participant. Within this
context, each ROLE ARCHETYPE is related to particular goals and
activities that are further specified in the WHAT and HOW dimensions
of the ABMO. Table 41, specifies the ROLE ARCHETYPE subcomponent.

Design
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ROLE ARCHETYPE
The ROLE ARCHETYPE describes a particular function of a BM ACTOR. This

Definition

function is determined in relation to an ACTORs contribution to the SERVICE
Outcome. Thus, the ROLE ARCHETYPE is characterized by its attributes
Name, Legal form, Characteristics and Function.

Component of

ACTOR
Designated by SERVICE

Related to

Pursue

GOALS;

exchange

RECIPROCAL

OFFERINGS;

engage

in

ACTIVITIES; transform RESOURCES; interact through CHANNELS; aligned
through INTERACTION METRICS; face BENEFITS & COSTS

Cardinality

1-n
Name [abc]

Attributes

Legal form [natural person, legal person]
Characteristics [abc]
Function [User, Provider, Orchestrator, Contributor]

References

Voima et al., 2011

Table 41: The ROLE ARCHETYPES sub-component

Legal form
The Legal Form describes the legal particularities of an ACTOR
engaging in a specific ROLE ARCHETYPE. This attribute consists of
two characteristics. A ROLE ARCHETYPE can either be occupied by a
natural (e.g. an individual) or a legal person (e.g. a privately-owned
company, an association or a government agency). According to a
particular SERVICE and political rules of the area of its realization, legal
particularities may be interpreted differently from place to place. For
instance, while in the United States a mobility SERVICE that consists
of car rental offerings can be proposed to individuals (natural persons)
having reached the age of sixteen, in many European countries this is
illegal before the individuals have reached the age of eighteen. Thus,
besides describing the legal form, it is important to outline the
Characteristics of an ACTOR engaging in a ROLE ARCHETYPE.
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Characteristics
The Characteristics attribute helps to describe the sociographical and
geographical peculiarities of a particular ACTOR and ROLE
ARCHETYPE. Depending on its Legal Form, a multitude of different
values can be defined for that attribute. Thus, it is formatted as a string.
Possible values for that attribute could be age, gender, legal status (e.g.
married) or profession for a natural person and number of employees,
activity area, maturity (e.g. start-up) for a legal person.
Function
Related to the SERVICE outcome, this attribute characterizes the
function of the ACTOR or the ROLE ARCHETYPE. As ABMs are
contextualized through BEs by following an SDL perspective, the
following four functions can be identified for BM participants:
1. SERVICE Outcome Usage. In this function an ACTOR engages in
the BM in order to directly PROFIT from the outcome of the VALCO
process and to satisfy its NEEDS. As introduced in Section 3.5.1,
in this function an ACTOR occupies a User ROLE ARCHETYPE.
2. SERVICE Outcome Provisioning. In this function an ACTOR
engages in the BM to generate an indirect PROFIT out of the
SERVICE Outcome to satisfy its NEEDS. The corresponding
function of the ROLE ARCHETYPE thus represents a Provider.
3. SERVICE Outcome Orchestration. To realize this SERVICE
Outcome, the NEEDS and CAPABILITIES of the Users and
Providers have to be orchestrated by the BM operator in order to
realize a PROFIT. Therefore, the function of the ROLE
ARCHETYPE represents an Orchestrator.
4. SERVICE Outcome Contribution. By supporting the other BM
participants in the realization of the SERVICE Outcome, a BM
ACTOR acts in the ROLE ARCHETYPE of a Contributor. In this
regard, the support of a Contributor can either be User-oriented,
Provider-oriented or Orchestrator-oriented.
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Figure 23 provides an overview of the different ROLE ARCHETYPES
in an ABM.

Figure 23: Role Archetype functions

4.3.3

Analyzing Actors and their Roles

The specified ACTOR or ROLE ARCHETYPES components help to
illustrate the BM participants from an allocentric perspective. It is
important to consider that the ROLE ARCHETYPE framework
presented in Figure 23 can be used in two different ways. On the one
hand, it permits a BM operator (e.g. a company, a foundation or a
consortium etc.) acting as an orchestrator of VALCO to define relevant
BM participants in relation to the proposed SHARED VALUE
PROPOSITION and related SERVICE. On the other hand, the
framework can also be used as a strategic positioning framework for
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companies to better outline their roles in ABMs that are not orchestrated
by themselves. However, the main intention of the specified
components clearly consists of offering BM operators a tool to
orchestrate the VALCO and value co-capturing of mutually
complementary ACTORs participating in their BM. The following subsection provides an illustrative example of how BM participants and
their roles can be analyzed through the specified components.
Using ROLE ARCHETYPES as a means to orchestrate VALCO
As stated in the introduction of this section, through their allocentric
perspective on their BM, Airbnb manages to orchestrate mutually
complementary ACTORS by leveraging an ecosystem around an
accommodation SERVICE. Although the founders started by first
renting their own apartment to conference visitors in San Francisco who
were desperately looking for affordable accommodation, the company
did not limit its BM to their particular individual offering. Instead they
built their BM around the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE that “everyone
can belong (feel at home) anywhere”. Thus, rather than idiocentrically
defining BM participants in regard to their specific apartment offering in
San Francisco, the company identified the participants in relation to the
overarching accommodation SERVICE of which their initial offering
represented just one component. Considering the specified ROLE
ARCHETYPES, a non-exhaustive list of participants of Airbnb’s ABM
are illustrated in Figure 24. In this context, their particular activities in
the BM will be highlighted in Section 4.5.9. The same allocentric
approach is true for the Sapling Foundation. Rather than limiting its BM
to ideas and conferences communicated and organized in an idiocentric
way (only through themselves), the foundation focuses on the
orchestration of VALCO around the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE of
“fostering the spread of great ideas”. Figure 25 provides an overview of
the different BM participants according to the ROLE ARCHETYPE
framework.
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Figure 25: Role Archetypes in TED's BM
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Components of the WHAT dimension

The WHAT dimension of the ABMO, further specifies the NEEDs and
related VALUE PROPOSITIONS of the BM ACTORs. It is important to
note that although all of the BM participants can be aligned through the
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE proposed by the BM operator, each
participant has its individual GOALS that s/he wants to fulfill. These
GOALS are a set of consciously perceived or latent NEEDs. In order to
satisfy their underlying NEEDs and fulfill their GOALS, the BM ACTORs
occupying a particular ROLE ARCHETYPE are mutually seeking and
offering VALUE PROPOSITIONS from or to each other through
RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS. For a BM operator acting as an
orchestrator of VALCO, it is thus highly important to identify the
individual NEEDs and CAPABILITIES (see Section 4.5.1) among the
designated BM participants. This allows the BM operator to identify how
the participants can mutually co-create and co-capture value through
their particular VALUE PROPOSITIONS or RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS. Finally, the NEEDs and VALUE PROPOSITIONS or the
participants’ GOALS and RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS have to be
considered as two sides of the same coin. It is important to understand
that an ACTOR’s NEEDs or GOALS trigger, on the one hand a VALUE
PROPOSITION the ACTOR is open for. While on the other hand, they
animate an ACTOR to offer a VALUE PROPOSITION to others in order
to engage in the exchange of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS.
Consequently, through mutual VALUE PROPOSITION’s and
RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS, the BM ACTORs collaboratively satisfy
their NEEDs and GOALS. As Figure 26 shows, this is what is specified
in the WHAT Dimension of the ABMO.
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Figure 26: Need & Value Proposition

4.4.1

The NEED component

Considering that an ACTOR represents a legally independent, yet
socially and economically interdependent entity that intentionally and
purposefully engages directly or indirectly in the SERVICE realization
to fulfill its individual NEEDs, a clear understanding of the NEED
construct is important. As highlighted in Section 2.3.1, there is a
distinction between what is required for biological (natural person) and
legal / economical (legal person) survival and what is desired (wants)
to make life (natural person) or organizational activities (legal person)
more convenient. In other words, there is a difference between what is
necessary for immediate survival and what is not. However, following
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Maslow (1943), wants and needs are both conceptualized in the NEED
component. Accordingly, the NEED component may vary in terms of its
nature (limited vs. unlimited) and flexibility (constant vs. changing).
Furthermore, NEEDs have to be considered as an abstract concept,
that are oftentimes not fully consciously perceivable by an ACTOR itself
or others. However, due to their nature, NEEDs are expressed through
a set of specific GOALS that an ACTOR wants to achieve by
participating in the BM through a particular ROLE ARCHETYPE. Thus,
in the ABMO, the abstract NEED component is expressed through a
GOALS’ sub-component.
Name of BM
component

NEED
Describes an explicit or latent lack of basic necessities as well as wants

Definition

(economical, functional, psychological amenities) an ACTOR is aiming to fulfill
through its VALCO with other BM participants.

Part of

WHAT DIMENSION
Aligned by SHARED VALUE PURPOSE and specific to ACTOR

Related to

Trigger

VALUE

PROPOSITION;

require

CAPABILITY;

determine

INTERFACE; affect RELATIONSHIP; validate PROFIT
Set of

GOALS

Cardinality

1-n

Attributes

Inherited from GOALS (Section 4.4.2)

References

Maslow, 1943; Sheldon, Kasser, Elliot, & Kim, 2001; Hassenzahl, Eckoldt, &
Thielsch, 2009

Table 42: The NEED component
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The GOAL sub-component

While trying to satisfy their individual NEEDs, which are related to the
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE the ACTORs engage in a SERVICE by
taking on specific ROLE ARCHETYPES through which they realize their
personal GOALS. Thus, it is the explicit specification of their individual
GOALS that allows the BM participant to co-create and co-capture
value in an orchestrated way. Table 43 provides an overview of the
specified sub-component.
Name of BM
component

GOALS
A goal represents a result that a BM participant occupying a particular ROLE
ARCHETYPE aims to achieve to respond to its explicit or latent NEEDs. The

Definition

goal may be a high-level statement of intent, direction, or desired end state and
may not be directly measurable. Thus, GOALS are characterized by their
attributes Name, Description, Driver, Orientation and Reasoning.

Component
of

NEED
Aligned by SERVICE and specific to ROLE ARCHETYPE

Related to

Trigger

RECIPROCAL

OFFERINGS;

require

ACTIVITIES;

determine

CHANNEL; affect INTERACTION METRICS; validate BENEFITS & COSTS
Cardinality

1-n
Name [abc]
Description [abc]
Driver [Physiological, Security, Belonging, Esteem, Autonomy, Competency,

Attributes

Stimulation, Meaningfulness]
Orientation [Self-oriented, Peer-oriented, Society-oriented, Environmentoriented]
Reasoning [Do-State, Have-State, Be-State]

References

Maslow, 1943; Sheldon et al., 2001; Hassenzahl et al., 2009

Table 43: The GOALS sub-component

Driver
The Driver attribute characterizes the underlying internal condition that
triggers an ACTOR or ROLE ARCHETYPE to define or realize GOALS.
In this regard it is important to note that the formulation of the
characteristics depend on the legal form of a particular ROLE
ARCHETYPE. Table 44 provides an overview of the different Drivers
according to the legal form of the ROLE ARCHETYPE. The description
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and hierarchy (from subsistent to growth) are based on Maslow’s theory
of the Hierarchy of Needs (1943) and complemented with additional
research in the field (e.g. Hassenzahl et al., 2009)
Driver

ROLE ARCHETPYE
is a natural person

Physiological

Describes
the
most
basic
necessities including oxygen, food,
water, sleep, sex etc.

Security

Describes the need to plan things
and be safe from threats and
uncertainty.
The goal consists in achieving a
feeling of
relaxation through
planning and structure.

Belonging

Describes the need to feel close to
others. It is about the feeling of
social integration and affection.

Esteem

Describes the need to be recognized
by others. To be someone that
others find interesting / attractive.
Fame, responsibility but also power
and influence fall in this category.

Represents the need to be able to
decide things freely. Independence
and self-determination are important
characteristics.
Describes the need to face
challenges and overcome them.
Competency
The experience of success and selfefficacy are important.
Describes the need to learn
something
new.
Curiosity,
Stimulation
entertainment,
leisure
and
distraction
are
important
characteristics.
Represents the need to engage in
purposeful interactions that provide
Meaningfulness
meaning to someone. Perceiving
oneself as useful plays an important
role.
Table 44: Overview of Goal Drivers
Autonomy

ROLE ARCHETYPE
is a legal person
Describe the most basic corporate
needs such as legal permission to
run the business and sufficient
monetary liquidity.
Describes the need to be able to plan
things and be safe from risks and
uncertainties.
It is about a feeling of stability in
operational activities and business
continuity through plannability and
structure.
Describes the need to be integrated
in a business environment. It is about
the market and social integration of a
business and its possibility to
participate with its offerings in
VALCO.
Describes the need to gain
recognition among stakeholders and
to be recognized and in demand in
the marketplace.
Reputation but also power, influence
and legitimacy of a company play a
role here.
Represents the ability to take
business decisions independently.
Economic, legal and social freedom
of action play an important role.
Describes the need to be able to
react (pro-actively) and correctly to
changes and uncertainty in the
business environment.
Describes the need to be informed
about actualities and to learn about
new business opportunities and
trends.
Represents the need to contribute to
the business activities with a greater
good that is meaningful for the
company itself, its stakeholder and
the broader environment.

In this context it is important that the Drivers are interdependent and not
mutually exclusive. According to the particular ACTOR or SHARED
VALUE PURPOSE, some of the Drivers are more likely to be triggered
than others. Additionally, the Drivers have an impact on each other. For
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instance, gaining more governing Autonomy for a business could signify
less Security because the business might separate from a financially
strong shareholder. In contrast, increasing its Competency in a new
field of activity, could signify more Security for a business because of
more diversified activities. Therefore, as these Drivers never fully
disappear no matter the actual context, the aim consists of identifying
the most relevant ones among the BM participants and then balancing
those with the more latent Drivers. Additionally, following Osterwalder
et al.’s (2014) approach and classifying the drivers into gains (outcomes
that a particular participant wants to reach) and pains (bad outcomes
which a participant wants to avoid) further helps to specify them.
Besides the Drivers, it is important to understand the orientation of the
BM participant’s individual GOALS.

Orientation
The Orientation attribute characterizes the direction towards whom or
what an ACTOR or ROLE ARCHETYPE orients its GOALS. Thus, the
GOALS can be fully Self-oriented. This is the case if a BM participant
expresses a GOAL related to its person or its material (e.g. house or
production factory) and immaterial belongings (e.g. health or employee
satisfaction). Second, the GOALS can be Peer-oriented. For a natural
person this signifies that their GOALS are related to their family, friends
or colleagues. For an organization, Peer-oriented GOALS refer to
partners such as customers, suppliers or municipalities where a
company operates. Third, GOALS can be Society-oriented. This means
that a BM participant’s GOALS refer to a particular Society s/he feels
part off. However, in contrast to Peer-orientation, the relationship with
the members of the society remains informal. An example of Societyoriented GOALS could be to engage in political decisions concerning
the amount and distribution of national taxes. Finally, Environmentoriented GOALS take an even broader focus. For both individuals and
organizations, an Environment-oriented GOAL could consist of fighting
climate change or helping to reduce illiteracy in developing countries.
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Following a particular Driver and Orientation when defining its GOALS,
an ACTOR or ROLE ARCHETYPE is also heading for a desired state.

Reasoning
The Reasoning attribute is inherited from the SHARED VALUE
PURPOSE or SERVICE components. As stated in Section 4.2.2, the
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE and SERVICE through which it is realized
are logically related to the individual NEEDs and GOALS of the BM
ACTORs or ROLE ARCHETYPES. However, although the SERVICE
describes an overall achievable state that aligns the individual GOALS
of the BM, this does not mean that the individual state that the
participants strive for has to be similar. For instance, the proposed
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE of the Sapling Foundation consists of
“fostering the spread of great ideas”, The reasoning behind this is a “DoState”. However, when considering, for example, the GOALS of the
audience (User ROLE ARCHETYPE), one realizes that they strive to be
informed and entertained (Be-State). Thus, a mix of different states
among the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE or SERVICE and the individual
GOALS of the participants can co-exist in an ABM. The only thing that
has to be guaranteed is a logical interrelation among them. Finally,
similar to the SERVICE Reasoning attribute, the GOAL Reasoning
attribute is also characterized either by a Do-State, a Have-State or a
Be-State. While the Do-State (think about new BMs) simply consists of
engaging in an undertaking for its own sake (process oriented), the
Have- (have a lot of money) and Be-State (be independent) represent
material or immaterial outcomes (result oriented). Naturally, there can
be a mix or an evolution over time of different states among the BM
participants.
After having specified the NEED or GOALS component, the second
component group of the WHAT dimension, the VALUE PROPOSITION
or RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS components, which are triggered by the
first group, will now be specified.
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The VALUE PROPOSITION component

Taking into account the particular NEEDs of BM ACTORs; the VALUE
PROPOSITION component describes at an abstract level the
RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS that the participants exchange by
engaging in a particular ROLE ARCHETYPE to fulfill their GOALS.
Thus, this component gives an overall view of the value of a bundle of
products and services that a BM participant can offer or is looking for.
In this regard, the VALUE PROPOSITION defines what a participant
contributes or requests when engaging in VALCO and value cocapturing in a particular ABM. Therefore, the VALUE PROPOSITIONs
of the different BM ACTORs are by nature all logically related to the
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE around which the participants align
themselves in order to collaboratively fulfill their individual NEEDs.
Table 45 provides an overview of this specified component.

Name of BM
component

VALUE PROPOSITION
The VALUE PROPOSITION describes a monetary, functional, emotional or

Definition

symbolic value related to a RECIRPCOAL OFFERING that actors offer to or
request from each other to fulfill their individual NEEDs.

Part of

WHAT DIMENSION
Contributes to SHARED VALUE PURPOSE; specific to ACTOR; triggered by

Related to

NEED.
Requires

CAPABILITY;

proposed

through

INTERFACE;

determine

RELATIONSHIP; result in PROFIT
Set of

RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS

Cardinality

1-n

Attributes

Inherited from RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS (Section 4.3.2)

References

Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2000; Osterwalder, 2004; Den Ouden, 2012

Table 45: The VALUE PROPOSITION component

4.4.4

The RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS sub-component

By occupying different ROLE ARCHETYPES in relation to a SERVICE,
the BM participants fulfill their individual GOALS through the exchange
of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS. Therefore, the RECIPROCAL
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OFFERINGS sub-component acknowledges the fact that all BM
participants are value co-creators. This means, that the sub-component
takes into account the reciprocal nature of the BM participants when
exchanging their offerings. Consequently, ACTORs taking in the User
ROLE ARCHETYPE and thus having a particular interest in the
SERVICE outcome, also have to be considered as co-creators,
proposing their offerings (e.g. information, money, attention or other
goods) to the other participants. Table 46 outlines the RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS sub-component.
Name of BM
component

RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS
This

sub-component

describes

what

ACTORs

through

their

ROLE

ARCHETYPES offer to or request from each other in order to satisfy their
Definition

NEEDs or fulfill their individual GOALS. The RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS can
consist of specific resources, a resource bundle (product / services) or the right
to claim the latter. Thus, RECIPROCAL OFFFERINGS are characterized by
their attributes Name, Description, Type, Value Element and Property Rights.

Component
of

VALUE PROPOSITION
Aligned by SERVICE and inherent to ROLE ARCHETYPE

Related to

Trigger

RECIPROCAL

OFFERINGS;

require

ACTIVITIES;

determine

CHANNEL; affect INTERACTION METRICS; validate BENEFITS & COSTS
Cardinality

1-n
Name [abc]
Description [abc]

Attributes

Type [Goods & Services, Permissions, Money & Credit, Data & Information,
Attention]
Value Element [Economic, Functional, Emotional, Symbolic]
Property Rights [Usus, Usus fructus, Abusus]

References

Barzel, 1997; Den Ouden, 2012; Almquist et al., 2016

Table 46: The RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS sub-component

Type
The Type attribute describes the nature of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS.
As an initial starting point for the definition of the characteristics of this
attribute, Den Ouden’s (2012) Value Flow Transaction Typology has
been used. Accordingly, the offerings can be attributed to five different
types:
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1. Goods & Services, describing individual or bundled physical
products and related services that can be exchanged in return for
something. The most obvious example is a classic retail store that
sells physical consumer goods such as food or electronics. The
selling of the physical goods can further be complemented with
additional services such as advisory or maintenance or renewal
etc.
2. Permissions describe the exchange of rights to claim a particular
offering or to use it according to pre-defined obligations. Examples
for Permissions are patents, banking licenses or trademark rights.
Admission tickets for particular events also fall in this category.
3. Money & Credit which can exist in physical (e.g. coins) or digital
form (e.g. deposits). All financial claims such as stocks,
obligations, mortgages, life insurance policies etc. fall into this
category, as do credits such as loyalty points and “air-miles”.
4. Data & Information that can take the form of raw data or structured
information as knowledge that is offered. Within this context user
data, strategic information, technical specifications or planning
data fall into that type.
5. Attention which consists in the time multiplied by the interest
someone is offering to somebody else. Attention can consist of
acknowledgment, empathy or excitement.
Consequently, all these Types of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS are
related to particular Value Elements that will finally result in perceived
BENEFITS for their beneficiaries or in COSTS for its providers.
Value Elements
The Value Elements attribute describes the inherent value that
RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS contain for their beneficiaries. Thus, this
attribute is directly related to a ROLE ARCHETYPE’S particular GOALS
that s/he wants to fulfill. More specifically, the Value Elements have to
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correspond to the particular Drivers that determine a beneficiary’s
GOALS. With regard to this, Almquist et al. (2016) propose a set of
Value Elements both for natural as well as legal persons. Based on
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, they structure elements ranging from
functional to emotional and life changing, which can be proposed by a
RECIPROCAL OFFERING. In most of the cases the emotional Value
Elements build upon functional elements. Thus, there is a certain
hierarchy among them. Table 47 provides an overview of their different
characteristics by complementing these Value Elements with insights
from the focus groups and structuring them accordingly.

Dimension
Economic
(convenience)

Value Elements
Relevant for
Increases revenue
Individuals & Organizations
Reduces costs
Individuals & Organizations
Saves time
Individuals & Organizations
Reduces effort
Individuals & Organizations
Simplifies
Individuals & Organizations
Decreases hassle
Individuals & Organizations
Reduces risks
Individuals & Organizations
Organizes
Individuals & Organizations
Quality
Individuals & Organizations
Integrates
Individuals & Organizations
Variety
Individuals & Organizations
Connects
Individuals & Organizations
Informs
Individuals & Organizations
Sensory appeal
Individuals
Functional
(convenience)
Renews
Individuals & Organizations
Provides access
Individuals & Organizations
Provides regulatory compliance
Organizations
Establishes ethical standards
Organizations
Scalability
Organizations
Increases reach
Individuals & Organizations
Increases flexibility
Individuals & Organizations
Increases transparency
Individuals & Organizations
Advises
Individuals & Organizations
Enhances commitment
Organizations
Enhances responsiveness
Organizations
Enhances cultural fit
Organizations
Table 47: Value Elements I (Source: Adapted from Almquist et al. 2016)
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Reduces anxiety
Individuals
Rewards
Individuals
Wellness
Individuals
Nostalgia
Individuals
Aesthetics
Individuals
Therapeutic value
Individuals
Emotional
Fun
Individuals
(convenience)
Attractiveness
Individuals
Creates experience
Individuals
Provides transience
Individuals
Reputational assurance
Individuals & Organizations
Network expansion
Individuals & Organizations
Provides privacy
Individuals & Organizations
Motivation
Individuals & Organizations
Heirloom
Individuals & Organizations
Affiliation
Individuals
Symbolic
(convenience)
Provides hope
Individuals
Increases sustainability
Individuals & Organizations
Self-actualization
Individuals
Table 47: Value Elements II (Source: Adapted from Almquist et al. 2016)

Each offering consists of at least one or a mix of different value
elements which are related to a beneficiary’s GOALS or the underlying
Drivers. Again, these Value Elements could further be sub-divided into
gain creators and pain relievers (Osterwalder et al. 2014) to better
match them with a beneficiary’s Drivers. An illustration of how these
attributes complement each other will be given in the next section.
Before doing so, it is important to consider that the RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS EXCHANGE is always related to a specific transfer of
Property Rights allowing the BM participants to materialize the
correspondent Value Elements.

Property Rights
Rooted in new institutional economics theory, the Property Rights
attribute takes into account insights from property rights theory (see for
example, Eggertsson, 1990 or Barzel, 1997). Putting a particular focus
on the economic property rights of a BM participant, this attribute
specifies an ACTOR’s or ROLE ARCHETYPE’S use of an offering
either directly or indirectly through exchange. Thus, the RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS sub-component includes both the direct as well as the
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indirect aspect of economic Property Rights. First, these can include
the right to use an offering or the underlying assets (Usus). An example
would be the renting of an apartment or a car or the right to access a
movie streaming platform. Second, there is the right to earn income
from an offering (Usus fructus). An intuitive example of this can be found
in the latest Urban Gardening movement, where citizens rent urban
cultivation areas in order to profit from their gardening (e.g. vegetables),
Finally, there is the right to transform the offering at one’s discretion and
to transfer ownership rights permanently to others (Abusus). In this
context, an example would be the purchase of a consumer good (e.g.
a Smartphone) or a piece of art, where the buyer has the full freedom
to do whatever s/he feels like doing (e.g. even to deliberately destroy
it!). Although, the attribute focuses on the economic aspect of Property
Rights, one has to consider that from a legal perspective, Property
Rights are eventually recognized and enforced by a government
authority. This is important to consider, as it can significantly impact the
functioning of ABMs. For instance, in some countries (e.g. Bulgaria,
Denmark or parts of Germany) UBER is not allowed to operate because
the governments do not recognize the offerings from drivers that do not
have a corresponding taxi operating license. However, the ABMO is
based on the assumptions that the legal aspect of the property rights
from RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS are respected by the BM operator or
the other participants.
4.4.5

Analyzing Needs and Value Propositions

This final sub-section provides an illustration of the WHAT dimension
application. Figures 27-28 summarize the NEEDs or GOALS and
related VALUE PROPOSITIONs or RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS
through the corresponding components38 among Airbnb’s BM
participants.

38

As the Contributor Role Archetypes have a supporting participant role in the BM, their GOALS AND
RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS remain unspecified for the sake of simplicity.
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Figure 27: Goals of Airbnb's BM participants
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Figure 28: Reciprocal Offerings in Airbnb's BM

223

Design

4.5

224

Components of the HOW dimension

The HOW dimension of the ABMO, specifies how the BM participants
achieve their particular GOALS that result from their underlying NEED’s
by simultaneously offering and seeking VALUE PROPOSITIONS
through their RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS. Thus, components falling
into this dimension define the CAPABILITIES, PRODUCTION
FACTORS, INTERFACES AND RELATIONSHIPS of a BM ACTOR
when taking on a specific ROLE ARCHETYPE in the ABM. On an
instance level, CAPABILITIES are realized through a set of specific
ACTIVITIES and PRODUCTION FACTORS by the means of a specific
set of RESOURCES. Additionally, by taking into account the VALCO
and value co-capturing logic of the ABM, a BM ACTOR in its ROLE
ARCHETYPE collaborates through INTERFACES by exchanging its
RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS through CHANNELS that form the basis
for its RELATIONSHIPS with mutually complementary ACTORs.
Consequently, these RELATIONSHIPS are instantiated through
mutually agreed INTERACTION METRICS between the BM
participants. Figure 30 provides an overview of the components and
sub-components of the HOW dimension.
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Figure 29: Components of the HOW Dimension

4.5.1

The CAPABILITY component

Rooted in Resource-Based Theory, the CAPABILITIES of a BM ACTOR
can be defined as repeatable patterns of ACTIVITIES (Ramirez &
Wallin, 2000) in the application of assets to create, provide, allocate and
use RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS or to profit from their inherent VALUE
PROPOSITIONs. This means that a CAPABILITY describes a BM
ACTOR’s ability to configure PRODUCTION FACTORS in order to fulfill
its individual NEEDs in relation to the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE
around which the ABM is build. In this regard, a CAPABILITY can be
understood as an abstract, outcome-oriented (related to the NEEDs of
BM ACTORS) construct to realize and profit from VALUE
PROPOSITIONS that are logically related to the overall SHARED
VALUE PURPOSE of the BM.

Design

226

Name of BM
component

CAPABILITY
Describes a repeatable set of ACTIVITIES a BM ACTOR performs to transform

Definition

PRODUCTION FACTORS in order to deliver and to PROFIT from a VALUE
PROPOSITION with the aim to fulfill its NEEDS and the ones of other BM
participants.

Part of

HOW DIMENSION
Aligned by SHARED VALUE PURPOSE; specific to ACTOR; required to fulfill

Related to

NEED and VALUE PROPOSITION
Transforms the PRODUCTION FACTOR; performed through INTERFACE;
affects RELATIONSHIP; generates PROFIT

Set of

ACTIVITIES

Cardinality

1-n

Attributes

Inherited from ACTIVITIES (Section 4.5.2)

References

Ramirez & Wallin, 2000; Osterwalder, 2004

Table 48: The CAPABILITY component

4.5.2

The ACTIVITY sub-component

At their instance level, CAPABILTIES are materialized by a specific set
of ACTIVITIES that BM participants occupying a ROLE ARCHETYPE
undertake to convert their RESOURCES in order to fulfill their GOALS
through the exchange of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS. Thus, one can
see that ACTVITIES contribute to the RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS in
relation to the GOALS that a BM ACTOR wants to achieve by taking on
a particular ROLE ARCHETYPE. Therefore, it is through the
specification of their ACTIVITIES that the BM participants define how to
co-create and co-capture value in an orchestrated way. Table 49
provides an overview of the specified sub-component.
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ACTIVITIES
An ACTIVITY describes a set of specific tasks BM participants occupying a

Definition

ROLE ARCHETYPE engage in when converting RESOURCES to achieve their
GOALS. Thus, ACTIVITIES are characterized by their attributes Name,
Description, Function, Nature and Automation Level.

Component of

CAPABILITY
Aligned by SERVICE; specific to ROLE ARCHETYPE; required to fulfill GOALS

Related to

and RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS
Transform

RESOURCES;

performed

through

CHANNELS;

affect

INTERACTION METRICS; generate BENEFITS & COSTS
Cardinality

1-n
Name [abc]
Description [abc]
Function [Usage, Provisioning, Orchestration, Contribution]

Attributes

Nature [identification, customization, use, compensation, store, rating,
replacement, conceptualization, procurement, creation, issuance, marketing,
advisory, evaluation, maintenance, renewal, disposal, matching, contracting,
transfer, transport, safekeeping, regulation, management, learning, support]
Automation Level [Manual, Semi-automated, Automated]

References

Bakos, 1998; Giaglis, Patelli, Tsamakos, & Kourouthanassis, 2002;
Puschmann & Alt, 2016; Plazibat, 2019

Table 49: The ACTIVITIES sub-component

Function
This attribute describes the Function to which an ACTIVITY contributes.
This function is related to the overall SERVICE outcome that BM
participants co-create by taking on specific ROLE ARCHETYPES.
Hence, the attribute is the operational link which indicates by which
ROLE ARCHETYPE a particular ACTIVITY is performed. Thus, the
ACTIVITY can be performed to use a SERVICE outcome (Usage), to
provide an outcome (Provisioning), to orchestrate the outcome
(Orchestration) or to support the SERVICE outcome (Contribution).
Although in theory, one and the same ACTIVITY can serve 0-n
functions, there are ACTIVITIES that are particularly relevant for a
specific ROLE ARCHETYPE in the ABM. For instance, the Matching
ACTIVITY is usually performed by the BM ORCHESTRATOR, while it
is usually a USER who engages in Customization (see paragraph
below).
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Nature
The Nature attribute describes the type of ACTIVITY that is performed
by the BM ACTORS in their ROLE ARCHETYPES. As stated above,
some of the ACTIVITIES might be performed by several ROLE
ARCHETYPES (e.g. a particular evaluation or management activity).
However, from a normative standpoint most of the ACTIVITIES can be
related to one specific function (ROLE ARCHETYPE) in relation to the
SERVICE outcome around which the ABM is built. Keeping in mind that
a SERVICE outcome always demands the mutual application of
RESOURCES among complementary BM participants makes it
obvious that a particular ACTIVITIY is always affected by and affects
other ACTIVITIES in the VALCO process. Table 51 provides an
overview of the different ACTIVITIES and their Functions in relation to
the SERVICE outcome.
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ACTIVITY

Definition

Function

Identification

Describes a BM participants tasks39 to find relevant OFFERINGS to fulfill its individual GOALS.

Usage

Customization

Describes a BM participants task to adapt an OFFERING according to its personal specifications or preferences.

Usage

Use

Describes a BM participants tasks when applying an OFFERING to fulfill its individual GOALS.

Usage

Compensation

Describes a BM participants tasks that go in line with the monetary or non-monetary remuneration of a particular
OFFERING.

Usage

Store

Describes a BM participants task to stock a particular OFFERING in order to use it over time.

Usage

Rating

Describes a BM participants tasks related to the ex-post (after use) assessment of the problem-solving power of an
OFFERING in relation to the expected BENEFITS and the associated COSTS.

Usage

Replacement

Describes a BM participants tasks to stop using an existing OFFERING and to substitute it with a new one.

Usage

Conceptualization
Procurement
Creation
Issuance
Marketing
Advisory
Evaluation
Maintenance
Renewal

Describes a BM participants tasks that are related to research, the definition and planning of RESOURCES in order to
create and / or to provide a particular OFFERING.
Describes a BM participants tasks to obtain or buy a particular set of RESOURCES with the aim of further processing
them into an OFFERING.
Describes a BM participants production tasks that are related with the development or the manufacturing of a particular
OFFERING.
Describes a BM participants tasks that are related to making an OFFERING legally available and to define a
corresponding compensation.
Describes a BM participants tasks that are related to the promotion and advertisement of an OFFERING to other BM
participants.
Describes a BM participants tasks to provide to other BM members information on the selection and/or application of its
OFFERINGS.
Describes a BM participants tasks related to the problem-solving adequacy of its OFFERINGS in relation to the
expectations of its users and changing environmental conditions.
Describes a BM participants tasks to keep an OFFERING in good conditions in order to comply with its users’
expectations.
Describes a BM participants tasks in relation to the innovation of a particular OFFERING.

Table 50: ACTIVITIES Types (1/2)

39

Tasks always refers to a BM participants application of a particular set of resources in order to execute the corresponding activity.

Provisioning
Provisioning
Provisioning
Provisioning
Provisioning
Provisioning
Provisioning
Provisioning
Provisioning

Design
Disposal
Matching
Contracting
Transfer
Transport
Safekeeping
Regulation
Management
Learning
Support
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Describes a BM participants tasks of eliminating an OFFERING respectively parts of it.
Describe a BM participants tasks in bringing together different complementary BM participants. This is achieved by
coordinating information flows between the participants and their resources.
Describe a BM participants tasks related to the definition of an agreement on rights and obligations when exchanging
OFFERINGS.
Describe a BM participants task that are related to the certification, the exchange and / or modification of property rights
related to particular OFFERINGS.

Provisioning

Describe a BM participants tasks related to the physical or digital transport of either an OFFERING or BM participants.

Orchestration

Describe a BM participants tasks to insure or to keep safe a particular OFFERING respectively to guarantee the compliance
of its defined property rights.
Describe a BM participants tasks related to the definition of guidelines (rules and norms) in relation to the exchange (use
and provisioning) of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS and to control and enforce their compliance.
Describe a BM participants tasks in dealing with the application of its RESOURCES in order to support the usage,
provisioning or exchange of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS.
Describes a BM participants tasks related to the structuring, combination, analysis and application of RESOURCES to
support the usage, provisioning or exchange of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS in new improved ways.
Describe a BM participants tasks when applying its RESOURCES to support and to empower one or several of the abovementioned ACTIVITIES.

Table 50: ACTIVITIES Types (2/2)

Orchestration
Orchestration
Orchestration

Orchestration
Orchestration
all
all
Contribution
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Automation Level
This last attribute of the CAPABILITY or ACTIVITY component
describes the degree of human involvement in the planning, execution
and adaptation of a particular ACTIVITY. This attribute is characterized
by the following three characteristics. The first, manual tasks (Manual),
refers to tasks that are fully executed by humans. An example would be
the act of bringing food and beverages to customers when waiting
tables. The second, Semi-automated tasks, which are executed by
splitting the tasks between humans and machines. Remaining in the
hospitality domain, to cash in the orders via computer tablets would be
an adequate example of a Semi-automated task. Finally, fully
Automated tasks are those that can be executed without the
intervention of a human. An example would be the task of booking a
table via a reservation system that automatically makes the booking
according to the guests wishes.
4.5.3

The PRODUCTION FACTOR component

As stated in the previous sections, ABM ACTORs respond to their
NEEDs by seeking or proposing VALUE PROPOSITIONs to each other.
This is achieved by applying CAPABILITIES through which the
ACTORs transform PRODUCTION FACTORs. Thus, the latter
represent an abstract construct to define a set of RESOURCES that are
required when generating RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS permitting the
BM participants to achieve their GOALS by taking on a specific ROLE
ARCHETYPE in relation to a pre-defined SERVICE outcome.
Therefore, PRODUCTION FACTORs as the second component of the
HOW dimension of the ABMC specify the material and immaterial
assets upon which a BM ACTOR performs its CAPABILITIES. Table 51
provides an overview of the PRODUCTION FACTOR component.
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Name of BM
component

PRODUCTION FACTOR
Factors of production represent a set of complementary RESOURCES an

Definition

ACTOR applies through its CAPABILITIES in order to satisfy its NEEDS and
the ones of other ACTORS in the ABM.

Part of

HOW DIMENSION
Aligned by SHARED VALUE PURPOSE; specific to ACTOR, required to fulfill

Related to

NEED and VALUE PROPOSITION; transformed by CAPABILITY;
applied through INTERFACE; affect RELATIONSHIP; generate PROFIT

Set of

RESOURCES

Cardinality

1-n

Attributes

Inherited from RESOURCES (Section 4.5.4)

References

Frisch, 1965

Table 51: The PRODUCTION FACTOR component

4.5.4

The RESOURCES sub-component

RESOURCES define all material and immaterial assets required to
accomplish ACTIVITIES in order to achieve a specific GOAL.
Therefore, this sub-component specifies all useful means which a
ROLE ARCHETYPE can “activate” to achieve its GOALS through the
exchange of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS. As Table 52 illustrates, two
attributes are important to consider when specifying RESOURCES in
ABMs: first, their Type, which can be defined according to their material
condition and mobilization; and second, the Property Rights, which are
in line with the application of a particular RESOURCE type. Within this
context, it is important to note that these attributes are inherited from
the RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS component. In this regard, a
RECIPROCAL OFFERING can consist either of one specific
RESOURCE type (e.g. cash (Financial Resource)) or a RESOURCE
bundle (e.g. financial advisory services).
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RESOURCES
RESOURCES represent the most important assets that ROLE ARCHETYPES
require (either through direct use or through the exchange for others) when

Definition

engaging in ACTIVITIES to use, provide or exchange RECIRPOCAL
OFFERINGS in order to achieve their GOALS.
Thus, RESOURCES are characterized by their attributes Name, Description,
Type and Property Rights.

Component of

PRODUCTION FACTOR
Aligned by SERVICE; specific to ROLE ARCHETYPE; required to fulfill GOALS

Related to

and RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS; transformed by ACTIVITIES;
applied through CHANNELS; affect INTERACTION METRICS; generate
BENEFITS & COSTS

Cardinality

1-n
Name [abc]

Attributes

Description [abc]
Type [Tangible, Intangible, Human, Financial, Organizational]
Property Rights [Usus, Usus fructus, Abusus]

References

Wernefelt, 1984; Grant,1991; Steinmann, Schreyögg, & Koch, 2006

Table 52: The RESOURCES sub-component

Type
As stated above, the Type attribute characterizes the nature of a
particular RESOURCE. Within this context, the following Types of
RESOURCES exist in the ABM.
Firstly, Tangible Resources that describe a material means of
production, such as machines, vehicles, computer hardware, buildings
or natural resources such as metals. Because of their physical nature,
Tangible Resources are finite and thus scarce. Additionally, through
continuous usage, Tangible Resources wear out over time. Finally,
Tangible Resources may also vary in terms of their mobilization /
transportation potential (e.g. a building vs. a tool).
Secondly, Intangible Resources include immaterial assets such as
patents, licenses, trademarks / brands, data / information, algorithms /
software or reputation. In contrast to Tangible Resources, Intangible
Resources are not per se scarce. However, they can become outdated
over time. Thus, in order to profit from their value, a BM participant has
to make sure that its Intangible Resources remain up to date.
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Thirdly, Human Resources include the knowledge and skills such as
professional, methodological, personal and social competences of
individuals or a group of people. An example of Human Resources is
for instance a software developer who masters a particularly relevant
programming language (i.e. Solidity for Ethereum-based application
development) or the design teams behind Apple’s I-Phone.
Fourthly, Financial Resources, which can be categorized as external
and internal funds according to their origin. External funds include
credits and loans over which a particular BM participant has temporary
right of disposal. Internal funds on the other hand, include cash,
deposits, securities and coupons (i.e. flight miles) over which a BM
participant has virtually unlimited rights of disposal.
Finally, Organizational Resources, which include management
systems, processes and methods as well as cultural and value system
of a particular BM participant. An example of an Organizational
Resource is Holacracy, a method of decentralized management and
organizational governance.

Property Rights
The second attribute of the RESOURCE sub-component is
characterized by economic Property Rights. This attribute is directly
inherited from the RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS component. However,
rather than offerings, the object of interest consists of Property Rights
related to individual RESOURCES. This attribute consists of the
following characteristics: first, the right to use (Usus) a particular asset.
As stated above, an example would be a bank loan in order to buy
additional RESOURCES to produce an OFFERING or in the case of a
consumer, credit to buy an OFFERING directly. The second is the right
to earn income from a RESOURCE without owning it (Usus fructus). An
example would be a particular license under which a BM participant can
operate and generate revenue without owning the intellectual property.
For instance, one could think of the franchise system of McDonald’s.
Finally, the full property right (Abusus) over a RESOURCE, allowing its
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holder to fully transform the latter at his/her particular discretion. Any
physical production material that a BM participant has previously
bought to generate a particular OFFERING, for example, falls in this
category.
4.5.5

The INTERFACE component

The third component of the HOW dimension specifies how BM
ACTORS connect themselves to each other in order to co-create value
by applying their CAPABILITIES to their PRODUCTION FACTORS to
deliver mutual VALUE PROPOSITIONS. Therefore, the INTERFACE
component describes the area in which BM ACTORS interact with each
other in order to co-create and co-capture value within the ABM. In this
regard, it is important to note, that the INTERFACE component includes
both the communication aspect between mutually complementary BM
ACTORS in terms of their VALUE PROPOSITIONS as well as the
distribution aspect of their RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS through which
their VALUE PROPOSITIONS are materialized. Table 53 provides an
overview of the specified INTERFACE component.
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Name of BM
component

INTERFACE
The INTERFACE component describes the communication and distribution

Definition

area in which BM ACTORs interact with each other in order to apply their
CAPABILITIES upon their PRODUCTION FACTORs to deliver their mutual
VALUE PROPOSITIONs.

Part of

HOW DIMENSION
Aligned by SHARED VALUE PURPOSE; connect ACTOR; required to fulfill

Related to

NEED

and

VALUE

PROPOSITION;

specific

to

CAPABILITY

and

PRODUCTION FACTOR
Set of

affect RELATIONSHIP; enable PROFIT
CHANNELS

Cardinality

1-n

Attributes

Inherited from CHANNELS (Section 4.5.6)

References

Gordijn, 2002

Table 53: The INTERFACE component

4.5.6

The CHANNEL sub-component

At its instance level an INTERFACE can be expressed through the
CHANNEL sub-component. The latter specifies how ROLE
ARCHETYPES communicate and deliver their RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS by mutually engaging in ACTIVITIES to transform their
RESOURCES in order to fulfill their GOALS in relation to a SERVICE
outcome. Within this context, it is important to understand that the
phase of a commercial transaction, defined as an interaction (exchange
action) between two or more parties in which goods, services or
something of value (e.g. legal rights) are exchanged for some type of
remuneration (Business Dictionary, 2019) has an impact on the
CHANNEL specification. Thus, one attribute of the CHANNEL subcomponent consists of specifying the transaction phase which it
concerns. Additionally, the type of CHANNEL has to be specified. The
latter depends on the nature of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS that are
exchanged and the type of BM participants involved. Table 54 provides
an overview of the specified CHANNEL sub-component.
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CHANNELS
CHANNELS describe how ROLE ARCHETYPES communicate and deliver
their RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS by mutually engaging in ACTIVITIES to

Definition

transform their RESOURCES in order to fulfill their GOALS in relation to a
SERVICE outcome. Thus, CHANNELS are characterized by their attributes
Name, Description, Phase and Type.

Component of

INTERFACE
Aligned by SERVICE; connect ROLE ARCHETYPES; required to achieve

Related to

GOALS and deliver RECIPROCAL OFFERS; specific to ACTIVITIES and
RESOURCES;
affect INTERACTION METRICS; deliver BENEFITS & COSTS

Cardinality

1-n
Name [abc]

Attributes

Description [abc]
Phase [Pre-Transaction, Transaction, Post-Transaction]
Type [Physical, Digital, Hybrid]

References

Osterwalder, 2004

Table 54: The CHANNELS sub-component

Phase
This attribute specifies the CHANNEL sub-component in relation to the
transaction phase between the BM participants. Each transaction can
be divided into three different phases during which the BM participants
communicate through a specific set of CHANNELS.
Firstly, the Pre-Transaction Phase. This stage encompasses the
matching of the BM participants individual GOALS with corresponding
RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS. During the Pre-Transaction Phase, User
and Provider ROLE ARCHETYPES collaboratively identify and define
their RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS while being matched and supported
by the Orchestrator and the Contributor ROLE ARCHETYPES. An
interesting example for the Pre-Transaction Phase is offered by the
Australian company 99designs. Their Pre-Transaction Phase matches
users with graphical designers through a user-created contest where all
interested graphical designers compete against each other in order to
be selected for a particular user project.
Secondly, there is the Transaction Phase, which consists of the effective
transport and transfer (property rights) of the RECIPROCAL
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OFFERINGS between the BM participants through the most
appropriate distribution CHANNELS. In the 99designs example, the
Transaction Phase consist in the actual exchange of the graphical
design and the corresponding remuneration among the BM
participants.
Finally, the Post-Transaction Phase includes the interaction
CHANNELS after the exchange of the RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS
between the BM participants. Depending on the exchange terms related
to the RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS, the BM participants in their ROLE
ARCHETYPES mutually evaluate their performance and / or make use
of additional services (e.g. warranty) during this Post-Transaction
Phase. 99designs, for instance, allows the BM participants to mutually
rate each other as well as to set specific terms and conditions related
to the usage or the quality of a graphical design, which may come into
force after the transaction.

Type
This attribute describes the nature of the CHANNELS. According to the
nature of the RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS that are exchanged,
CHANNELS can be characterized as Physical, Digital or Hybrid.
Physical CHANNELS include all types of physical interaction and
transmission interfaces between the BM participants. An example
would be a classical retail store or a bank branch. Digital CHANNELS
specify all virtual modes of interaction and transmission among the BM
participants. A social media platform or an App Store represent digital
CHANNELS. Finally, Hybrid CHANNELS combine physical and digital
communication and distribution interfaces. An example of this would be
if during a face-to-face banking consultation with a client, a bank advisor
brought an additional expert into consultation via a video call.
4.5.7

The RELATIONSHIP component

The last component of the HOW dimension specifies the VALCO
RELATIONSHIPs between the participants. In this regard, it is important
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to consider that in an ABM, the RELATIONSHIPs between the BM
ACTORS are considered to be multilateral. This means that they are
mutually dependent on each other (see Section 2.3.1). Therefore, the
RELATIONSHIP component specifies the multilateral interactions
among BM ACTORS when seeking and offering VALUE
PROPOSITIONS via an INTERFACE by performing their
CAPABILITIES on PRODUCTION FACTORs in order to fulfill their
individual NEEDs in relation to a SHARED VALUE PURPOSE. Thus,
the RELATIONSHIP component represents an abstract construct that
takes into account how the BM participants organize and govern their
mutual VALCO and value co-capturing interactions. Table 55 specifies
the RELATIONSHIP component.

Name of BM
component

RELATIONSHIP
The RELATIONSHIP component describes the multilateral interactions among
BM ACTORS when seeking and offering VALUE PROPOSITIONS via an
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INTERFACE by performing their CAPABILITIES on PRODUCTION FACTORs
in order to fulfill their individual NEEDs in relation to a SHARED VALUE
PURPOSE

Part of

HOW DIMENSION
Aligned by SHARED VALUE PURPOSE; determined by ACTOR; required to

Related to

fulfill NEED and VALUE PROPOSITION; affected by CAPABILITY and
PRODUCTION FACTOR; manifested trough INTERFACE;
balance PROFIT

Set of

INTERACTION METRICS

Cardinality

1-n

Attributes

Inherited from INTERACTION METRICS (Section 4.5.6)

References

Fioravanti, 2005; Eckert, 2010; Rappaport, 2015

Table 55: The RELATIONSHIP component

4.5.8

The INTERACTION METRICS sub-component

At its instance level, the RELATIONSHIP component can be specified
through a set of norms and rules that evaluate the multilateral
interaction between the BM participants. Therefore, the INTERACTION
METRICS sub-component specifies legal and economic metrics
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through which the BM participants in their ROLE ARCHETYPES define
and evaluate their interactions on a quantitative and / or qualitative
basis. Taking this legal and economic aspect of mutual VALCO among
the BM participants into account, the INTERACTION METRICS can be
characterized by the following attributes. First, Agreement takes into
account the overall legal structure in which the INTERACTION
METRICS are embedded. Second, the Orientation indicates to what
aspect the INTERACTION METRICS refers. Finally, there is the
Function to which the metrics contribute. Before these attributes are
further characterized, Table 56 presents an overview of the specified
INTERACTION METRICS sub-component.
Name of BM
component

INTERACTION METRICS
INTERACTION METRICS specify how ROLE ARCHETYPES define and
evaluate their multilateral interactions when exchanging RECIPROCAL
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OFFERINGS via CHANNELS by engaging in ACTITIVIES to transform their
RESOURCES in order to fulfill their individual GOALS in relation to a SERVICE
outcome. Thus, INTERACTION METRICS are characterized by their attributes
Name, Description, Agreement, Object and Function.

Component
of

RELATIONSHIP
Aligned by SERVICE; determined by ACTOR; required to achieve GOALS and

Related to

exchange

RECIPROCAL

OFFERINGS;

affected

by

ACTIVITIES

and

RESOURCES; communicated and enforced trough CHANNELS;
balance BENEFITS & COSTS

Cardinality

1-n
Name [abc]
Description [abc]

Attributes

Agreement [Informal, Contract-based, Equity-based]
Orientation [Functional, Behavioral]
Function [Attention, Interaction, Recommendation, Financial]

References

Fioravanti, 2005; Eckert, 2010; Rappaport, 2015

Table 56: The INTERACTION METRICS sub-component

Agreement
This attribute defines the legal cooperation form of the interaction
between BM participants. INTERACTION METRICS can either be
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embedded in an Informal, Contract-based or Equity-based Agreement
between the ROLE ARCHETYPES.
First, Informal Agreements are based on a declaration of intent by both
or several partners without written agreement. Informal Agreements
oftentimes come into being as a result of habit or a loose promise based
on a handshake (Geisen & Hebestreit, 2001, 15ff). A typical example
for Informal Agreements is a “ready to be picked” farming area where
different farmers cultivate various plants that can be harvested by
individuals who compensate the farmers according to the defined
conditions at the self-checkout. In the digital world, an example are
online forums where participants co-create value without formalizing
their interactions through written contracts.
Second, Contract-based Agreements describe all forms of
collaborations where the BM participants formally adapt their GOALS
and RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS to each other, without however, giving
each other the authority to issue directives to this effect. This
guarantees that the BM participants retain residual control and claims
over their assets in terms of their prices and quantities. Examples falling
into this category are manifold and can range from interface
agreements to complicated strategic cooperation agreements. An
extensive list of different types of Contract-based Agreements can be
found in Eckert, 2010, p. 235ff.
Finally, there are Equity-based Agreements. In addition to Contractbased Agreements these collaborations involve a unilateral or
reciprocal financial participation between the BM participants. However,
in order to comply with the ecosystem structure through which the ABM
is contextualized, it is important that the BM ACTORs retain residual
control over the design and pricing of their RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS.
A typical example of an Equity-based Agreement is seen in the minority
shareholding of start-ups by already established companies.
Orientation
This attribute characterizes the aspect to which an INTERACTION
METRIC refers. An INTERACTION METRIC can either have a
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Functional or a Behavioral orientation. A Functional orientation refers
either to the design or the delivery of a RECIPROCAL OFFERING or to
the RESOURCES upon which they are created. An example would be
a metric related to the performance quality of an asset such as the
downtime rate of a particular machine. A Behavioral orientation on the
other hand, refers to the actions of a particular BM participant. One
example would be the net promoter score indicating how likely a
particular BM participant would be to recommend an offering of another
participant to a friend or colleague. Thus, while INTERACTION
METRICS with a Functional orientation refer to a specific asset, the
ones with a Behavioral orientation refer to a particular BM ACTOR
engaging in a ROLE ARCHETYPE.

Function
This last attribute characterizes the purpose of the INTERACTION
METRICS. According to Rappaport (2015, p.13), metrics can be
grouped into different categories taking into account the goals that the
BM participants want to measure through the metric. Based on the work
of Rappaport (2015), the ABMO includes the following groups of
INTERACTION METRIC functions.
First, Attention, groups all metrics related to the mutual attention that
the BM participants offer to each other. Attention can be measured by
indicators such as number of clicks, number of visitors, time spent on a
particular website or in a physical store.
Second, Interaction, groups all metrics related to the interaction
frequency and quality among the BM participants. Examples for metrics
that fall into this group are shared content, number of transactions or
transaction frequency.
The third group, Recommendation, includes metrics related to the
mutual recommendations between the BM participants. As previously
stated, an indicator such as the net promoter score or mutual ratings
would be metrics that fall into this category.
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Finally, the Financial function groups all metrics related to the earnings
and costs of a particular interaction or the corresponding RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS between the BM participants. Cost per transaction / clicks
or earnings per user would be metrics that fall into this group.
4.5.9

Analyzing the HOW components

After having specified the components of the HOW dimension, this final
sub-section provides a summarizing illustrative example of their
application. As with the previous dimensions, the example of Airbnb is
re-used to illustrate the CAPABILITIES, PRODUCTION FACTORS,
INTERFACES AND RELATIONSHIPS among the BM ACTORS in that
particular BM. Therefore, in order to illustrate the CAPABILITY AND
RESOURCE FACTOR components, Figure 31 and Figure 32 provide
an overview of Airbnb’s BM participants’ ACTIVITIES AND
RESOURCES upon which they co-create value. Figure 33, on the other
hand, specifies the INTERFACE and RELATIONSHIP component by
illustrating the CHANNELS and INTERACTION METRICS through
which the BM participants co-create and co-capture value40.

40

As the Contributor Role Archetypes have a supporting participant role in the BM, their components
remain unspecified for the sake of simplicity.
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Figure 30: Activities and Resources in Airbnb's BM
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Figure 31: Airbnb's Activities and Resources
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Figure 32: Channels & Interaction Metrics in Airbnb's BM
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Components of the VALUE dimension

This last dimension of the ABMO specifies the PROFIT (monetary or
other) that the BM ACTORs generate by participating in the BM. By
taking into account the BM ACTORs, NEEDs, the VALUE
PROPOSITIONs that they offer to each other or from which they profit
as well as their CAPABILITIES, PRODUCTION FACTORS,
INTERFACES and RELATIONSHIPS through which they co-create
value, their resulting PROFIT is specified in the VALUE dimension. On
an instance level, this PROFIT is materialized through BENEFITS &
COSTS. In this regard, the BENEFITS & COSTS of BM participants are
specific to their ROLE ARCHETYPE, their GOALS, their RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS, the necessary ACTIVITIES and RESOURCES as well as
the particular CHANNELS and INTERACTION METRICS through
which they operate and balance their VALCO. Figure 33 provides an
overview of the PROFIT component and the BENEFITS & COST subcomponent.
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Figure 33: Profit and Benefits & Costs components
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The PROFIT component

The term PROFIT is defined as the fact of “obtaining an advantage or
benefit” (Oxford Dictionary, 2019). From a contextual point of view, the
PROFIT thus describes how the BM participant capture value for
themselves while providing value for the other participants (Johnson et
al., 2008). From a BM individual ACTOR perspective, this means
realizing an outcome whereby the subjectively perceived reward
exceeds the related effort. Therefore, in order to specify the component,
it is important to understand the nature of the PROFIT to be realized by
the BM ACTORs when participating in a particular ABM. Thus, the
nature of the PROFIT refers to the “value” captured by the BM ACTORs.
The term value is defined as “the regard that something is held to
deserve; the importance, worth or usefulness of something” (Oxford
Dictionary, 2019). As presented in Section 2.4.1, value can be
understood from an action point of view. In this regard, one can
differentiate between Value-in-Exchange, Value-in-Use and Value-inContext (see Section 2.4.1, p.102) as outcomes related to the effective
creation, allocation and use of RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS or their
VALUE PROPOSITION. Breaking this analysis down further, the notion
of “value” can be specified from different levels and perspectives. As
already briefly introduced in Section 4.2.1 when specifying the
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE, the research at hand uses Den Ouden’s
(2012) value framework to further specify the levels of analysis and
perspectives on the PROFIT component. Den Ouden (2012)
differentiates between a user (individual), an organization, and an
ecosystem as well as a society-level of analysis. Being aware that the
ecosystem-level of analysis has already been specified through the
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE component, the PROFIT component
specifies the individual and organization level. In terms of the
perspective on the notion of value, the author distinguishes between an
Economic, Psychological, Societal and Environmental perspective on
the notion of value. Although, the Societal and Environmental
perspective on the value concept can also be applied to the individual
and organizational level of analysis, the research at hand focuses on
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the economic and psychological value aspect, as the latter are better
adapted for drawing conclusions for ABM ACTORs (natural and legal
persons).
Based on the defined level of analysis and perspective on the value
concept, the PROFIT component has to specify on an abstract level the
economic and psychological value resulting from the participation of
private persons and organizations in the ABM. At the instance level, this
value is expressed through BENEFITS & COSTS taking into account
the economic and psychological aspect of the value co-captured
between the ABM participants. Table 57 provides an overview of the
PROFIT component.
Name of BM
component

PROFIT
The PROFIT component describes the individual financial or psychological value
that each BM ACTOR realizes through its VALCO with the other BM participants.
Therefore, the PROFIT results from the subjectively perceived advantages of the
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BM ACTORs when applying their CAPABILITIES and PRODUCTION FACTORS
through INTERFACES by forming RELATIONSHIPs in order to offer and profit
from VALUE PROPOSITIONS to fulfill their NEEDS which are aligned by a
SHARED VALUE PURPOSE

Part of

VALUE DIMENSION
Aligned by SHARED VALUE PURPOSE; specific to ACTOR, determined by

Related to

NEED, VALUE PROPOSITION, CAPABILITY, PRODUCTION FACTOR,
INTERFACE and balanced by RELATIONSHIP

Set of

BENEFITS & COSTS

Cardinality

1-n

Attributes

Inherited from BENEFITS & COSTS (Section 4.6.2)

References

Den Ouden, 2012

Table 57: The PROFIT component

4.6.2

The BENEFITS & COSTS sub-component

On an instance level, the BENEFITS & COSTS sub-component
specifies the PROFIT of a particular BM participant. Thus, departing
from a SERVICE around which BM participants engaging in ROLE
ARCHETYPES align their GOALS, the BENEFITS & COSTS
consolidates each participant’s economic and psychological Rewards
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and Efforts. The latter results from the participants’ exchange of
RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS that are generated through their
collaborative ACTIVITIES when transforming their RESOURCES via
CHANNELS and INTERACTION METRICS. As mentioned in the
previous section, the BENEFITS & COSTS have to take into account
the economic and psychological Rewards and Efforts with regard to the
GOALS of both on an individual as well as on an organizational level.
Table 58 provides an overview on this sub-component, before its
attributes are detailed further.

Name of BM
component

BENEFITS & COSTS
BENEFITS & COSTS describe the economic and psychological rewards and
efforts related to a ROLE ARCHETYPES individual and/or organizational
GOALS. Therefore, the BENEFITS & COSTS results from the BM participants
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RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS and their related ACTIVITIES, RESOURCES,
CHANNELS and INTERACTION METRICS. Thus, BENEFITS & COSTS are
characterized by their attributes Name, Description, Reward Type, Effort Type
and Source.

Component
of

PROFIT
Aligned by SERVICE; specific to ROLE ARCHETYPE; determined by GOALS,

Related to

RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS, ACTIVITIES, RESOURCES, CHANNELS and
balanced by INTERACTION METRICS

Cardinality

1-n
Name [abc]
Description [abc or number]

Attributes

Reward Type [Economic, Psychological]
Effort Type [Economic, Psychological]
Source [Goal Driver, Offering Type, Activity Nature, Resource Type]

References

Plutchik, 1980; Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010; Den Ouden, 2012

Table 58: The BENEFITS & COSTS sub-component

Reward Type
The Reward Type attribute characterizes the outcome nature of the
benefits that a BM participant generates through its engagement in the
ABM. This reward can either be Economic or Psychological. An
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Economic Reward defines the financial gain a BM actor generates. This
monetary reward depends on a participants’ revenue model. The
revenue model describes how a BM participant generates money by
reconfiguring its offerings and/or introducing new pricing models
(Giesen, Berman, Bell, & Blitz, 2007). The Economic Reward
characteristic can be further broken down, by using Osterwalder &
Pigneur’s (2010, p. 31) revenue stream typology as a basis.
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Economic Reward Types
Type

Asset Sale
Usage Fee

Description
Describes revenue streams resulting from the selling of the full ownership rights (Usus Abusus) of a physical asset.
Describes revenues streams that result of selling the right of disposal (Usus) to a particular asset respectively services related to that
asset. Thus, the more the assets / services are used, the more a particular user pays.
Like the usage fee, this revenue stream is generated through the selling of the right of disposal (Usus) to a particular asset respectively

Subscription Fee

to related services. In contrast to the usage fee stream, the subscription stream has a fixed price that is independent of the usage amount
of the asset and its related services.

Lending / Renting
/ Leasing
Licensing

This revenue stream is created by temporarily granting someone the exclusive right to use a particular asset for a fixed period and to
profit from related incomes (Usus fructus) in return for a fee.
This revenue stream is generated by giving users the right to use protected intellectual property and or legal permissions and to profit
from revenues related to their application (usus fructus) in exchange for a license fee.
This revenue stream derives from intermediation services performed on behalf of two or more parties. The intermediary charges a fee

Broker Fees

for the mediated transaction to one or both sides involved. This means that the intermediary’s revenue stream depends on the revenue
stream (i.e. asset sale) of another participant and can be considered as indirect.
In the commission model, the business generates a revenue stream by generating a profit through the use (usus fructus) or re-selling

Commission

(usus abusus) of an asset from another participant. Usually the property right of the assets remains at the other participant until the
transaction is closed.

Advertising

This revenue stream results from fees for selling “attention spaces” of a particular user group to other parties so that they can advertise

(Attention)

a particular product, service, or brand.
This revenue stream results through the act of receiving money from another party that is either simply interested in the act of giving or

Donation

wants to support the goals of the donation receiver. Alongside the attention in terms of thankfulness of the receiver, the donator usually
does not want anything else in return.

Barter
(Special Case)

Barter describes the mutual exchange of offerings (products and services) without the involvement of money. Thus, instead of generating
a monetary revenue stream, the parties generate functional revenue streams through the direct exchange of their goods and services.

Table 59: Economic Reward Types (Source: Adapted from Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010, p. 31)
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Each of the presented Economic Reward Types presented have
different pricing mechanisms. According to Osterwalder and Pigneur,
(2010, p. 33) pricing mechanisms differentiate in terms of their
variability. On the one hand, Fixed Pricing consists of pre-defined prices
based on static variables such as features (e.g. freemium), user groups
(e.g. discounts for students), volumes (e.g. bulk discounts) or usage
time (e.g. cab rides, car sharing) of a particular offering. On the other
hand, Dynamic Pricing consists of prices based on market conditions.
This means that prices can result from bargaining (e.g. bazaar) or an
auction (e.g. art) among the BM participants, or they result from the
availability and or time of purchase / usage of a particular product (yield
management, e.g. airline seats). Finally, a sort of Dynamic Pricing is
also Real-time Market Pricing where the price is calculated dynamically
based on supply and demand (e.g. stock exchange).
The second characteristic of the Reward attribute are Psychological
Rewards. These describe the psychological well-being that a BM
participant perceives through its participation in a particular ABM.
Psychological Rewards express themselves through emotions.
Emotions can be defined as “feelings derived from one’s
circumstances, mood, or relationship with others” (Oxford Dictionary,
2019). In psycho-evolutionary theory, several classification approaches
exist to classify emotions. The research at hand characterizes the
Psychological Reward attribute by complementing the emotional
classification scheme proposed by Plutchik (1980) with aspects from
the Geneva Emotional Wheel (GEW) (Scherrer, 2005; Bänziger, Tran,
& Scherer, 2005). Although, emotions are a construct that are specific
to a particular individual being, the construct can also be applied to
specify Psychological Rewards of a group of individuals forming an
organization. Thus, the Psychological Rewards of a company for
instance, represent the shared emotions of its individual members
(employees and/or shareholders). Figure 35 provides an overview of
Plutchik’s emotional classification. According to the author, emotions
can be classified into around eight primary emotions (inner circle).
These primary emotions can be expressed at different intensities (lower
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intensity as one moves outward) and can mix with others to form
different emotions, so called combination emotions (Plutchik, 2001).
The latter are combined as pairs of opposites as for example, joy vs.
sadness; trust vs. disgust; fear vs. anger and anticipation vs. surprise.

Figure 34: Plutchik's Wheel of Emotions (Source: Research Gate)

In order to characterize the Psychological Reward attribute, this
research focuses on the emotions that are related to positive feelings
and complements the latter with the ones offered by the Geneva
Emotional model (see Figure 35), which classifies emotions according
to two dimensions. First, valence (negative to positive) and second,
control (low to high). Thus, the emotions can be grouped into four
quadrants, whereby the intensity logic of the emotions works exactly
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opposite to Plutchik’s model (emotional intensity decreases towards the
center of the circle).
Table 60 provides a summary of the combined characteristics helping
to specify the Psychological Reward attribute in the BENEFITS & COST
component.

Figure 35: Geneva Emotion Wheel (Source: Shuman, Schlegel & Scherer, 2015)

Design

257
Psychological Rewards
Vigilance
Enjoyment & Pleasure (Ecstasy)
Admiration
Anticipation
Joy & Happiness
Trust
Interest & Involvement
Serenity
Acceptance
Optimism
Love & Tenderness
Pride & Elation
Amusement & Laughter
Astonishment & Surprise
Relief
Wonderment
Longing & Nostalgia

Table 60: Psychological Reward characteristics

Effort Type
This attribute characterizes the outcome nature of the costs that a BM
participant faces when participating in a particular ABM. As with the
Reward Attribute, the Effort Attribute can either be of an Economic or a
Psychological nature.
An Economic Effort defines the financial cost of a particular BM actor
taking on a specific ROLE ARCHETYPE. Financial costs can be
characterized by their behavior, which refers to the relationship between
the ACTIVITY level and the financial cost development. Based on their
behavior, Economic Efforts can be described by the following
characteristics. First, Fixed Costs do not change with the level of
activity. This means that these costs will be incurred even if a BM
participant does not create, use or exchange any RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS. An example would be rent expenses or the costs for a
particular insurance. Second, Stepped Costs remain fixed until a certain
ACTIVITY level is achieved and then increases to remain stable until

Design

258

the next specific ACTIVITY level is reached. A BM participant faces
Stepped Costs when opening a new production line or when having to
buy new equipment in order to use a particular RECIPROCAL
OFFERING. Third, Variable Costs are in direct relation to the level of
activity. This means that these costs increase proportionally when either
using, exchanging or producing a RECIPROCAL OFFERING. An
example for Variable Costs could be production material expenses or
the costs a BM participant faces when hiring a freelancer. Finally, Mixed
Costs have properties of both fixed and variable costs. Information and
Communication Technology (ICT) expenses can represent Mixed Costs
when, for instance, a BM participant has to pay a fixed subscription fee
for a phone line and at the same time faces a variable cost per minute
when making calls abroad. Table 61 summarizes the different Economic
Effort type behavioral characteristics of the BENEFITS & COSTS
component.
Economic Efforts
Fixed Costs
Stepped Costs
Variable Costs
Mixed Costs
Table 61: Economic Effort – Cost Types

The second characteristic of the Effort attribute, are Psychological
Efforts, which describe the psychological annoyance that a BM
participant perceives through its participation in a particular ABM. As
with the Psychological Rewards, the Psychological Efforts are specified
by combining Plutchik’s (1980) emotional classification scheme with the
Geneva Emotional Wheel (Scherer, 2005), both of which were
introduced in the previous paragraph. Thus, Table 62 provides an
overview of the characteristics of the Psychological Effort attribute of
the BENEFITS & COSTS component.
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Psychological Efforts
Rage
Loathing
Grief
Terror
Anger
Disgust
Sadness
Annoyance
Boredom
Pensiveness
Aggressiveness
Contempt
Remorse
Disapproval
Envy & Jealousy
Disappointment
Guilt
Shame
Fear
Pity

Table 62: Psychological Efforts

Source
This last attribute of the BENEFITS & COSTS component specifies their
source of origin. Both Economic and Psychological Rewards and Efforts
have one or multiple Sources to which they can be linked. The Source
attribute inherits its characteristics from the GOALS Driver, the
RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS Type, the ACTIVITIES Nature and the
RESOURCES Type attributes.
When taking a closer look at the interplay of the three attributes of the
BENEFITS & COSTS component it is important to understand how they
relate to each other.
First, Economic Rewards are always related to a RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS Type, through which the BM participant acquires a
financial gain. Psychological Rewards, however are related to the
GOALS Driver of the participant. Thus, Psychological Rewards are the
positive feelings of the BM participants related to the attempt to reach
a particular GOAL.
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Second, Economic Efforts relate to both the ACTIVITIES Nature in
which BM participants engage in and to the RESOURCES Types that
they transform in order to create, allocate and use RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS to generate an Economic Reward. Like Psychological
Rewards, Psychological Efforts are related to the GOALS Driver. This
means that the negative feelings of BM participants can be considered
a consequence of the GOALS they expect to reach through their BM
participation. Table 63 summarizes the relationship between the Source
attribute and the Reward Attribute while Table 64, summarizes the
interplay between the Source attribute and the Effort attribute and their
characteristics.

Rewards
Source

Source Characteristics

Economic

Psychological

RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS Type

GOAL Drivers

Goods & Services

Physiological

Permissions

Security

Money & Credit

Belonging

Data & Information

Esteem

Attention

Autonomy
Competency
Stimulation
Meaningfulness

Table 63: Interplay of Source and Reward attributes
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Efforts
Source

Economic

Psychological

ACTIVITY Nature

RESOURCE Type

GOAL Drives

Identification

Tangible

Physiological

Customization

Intangible

Security

Use

Human

Belonging

Compensation

Financial

Esteem

Store

Organizational

Autonomy

Rating

Competency

Replacement

Stimulation

Conceptualization

Meaningfulness

Procurement
Creation
Issuance
Marketing
Source

Advisory

Characteristics

Evaluation
Maintenance
Renewal
Disposal
Matching
Contracting
Transfer
Transport
Safekeep
Regulation
Management
Learning
Support

Table 64: Interplay of Source and Efforts attributes
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Analyzing PROFITS

Continuing with the Airbnb example, this last section shows how the
PROFIT component can be applied in order to specify the BENEFITS
& COSTS among the participants in Airbnb’s BM. Figures 36 & 3741
provide an overview of the BENEFITS & COSTS each individual
participant related to the booking of one private room for one night. The
goal of these two Figures is not to display the total numbers of
participants, transactions and related accumulated BENEFITS &
COSTS for the participants in Airbnb’s BM. Instead, the intention is to
provide an overview on the BENEFITS & COSTS specificities when
broken down to one single VALCO unit (a one-night guest stay)
between the different complementary BM participants42. In this
example, the average rent for a private room amounts to $80 per night.
When estimating the operational costs for the hosts and Airbnb related
to a single transaction, one comes up with an EBITDA per booking of
roughly $20 for a host and conservatively estimated $1.66 for Airbnb.
At first sight this seems to be little for Airbnb, which has a market
valuation of $38 billion (Forbes, 2018). However, compared to the hosts
who can rent their flats only once per night, Airbnb generates a margin
from each individual booking during the same period. The still privatelyheld company averages around 800,000 stays per night (Airbnb,
2019a) which yielded a conservatively estimated total EBITDA of about
$485 million in 2018.

41

As the Contributor Role Archetypes have a supporting participant role in the BM, their components
remain unspecified for the sake of simplicity.
42
Data sources for the calculation: Smith (2019); Wallace (2018); Airbnb (2019b)
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Figure 36: Benefits & Costs in Airbnb's BM
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Figure 37: Airbnb's Benefits & Costs
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Visualizing the Allocentric Business Model Ontology

As elaborated in Section 2.1.2, the research at hand considers the
overall function of the BMC to be a story which tells how a set of
interdependent actors apply technology to co-create individually
perceived value. In order to support this overall function, the ABMO
provides, on the one hand, a common language for value co-creating
actors. On the other hand, the ontology (its components and their
relationships) builds the foundation for a cognitive tool, helping its users
to visualize why, with whom, through what, how and with what benefits
they co-create value. Thus, while the previous sections of this chapter
defined a common verbal narrative through which the ABM can be
specified, this last section presents the corresponding visual narrative.
This visual narrative is especially relevant for the practitioner target
group of this dissertation (entrepreneurs, CxOs, innovation managers
and business architects), as most of this audience does not have the
time or the skills to read textually represented documents (Gordijn,
2003). Therefore, Figure 38 first presents the fully specified ontology by
assigning their components and their relationships, according to the
roles of the BM participants. This first visualization however, only
represents an intermediary step for Figure 39 that limits the illustration
of the ABM to its components and relationships. In this figure, icons
graphically support the meaning of the different components and a color
code helps to better illustrate the roles of the BM participants. For the
sake of simplicity, either the naming of the component or its subcomponent has been used for the illustration.
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Figure 38: Overview of Components and Interrelationships

Design

Figure 39: Visualization of the ABM
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Evaluation

This chapter evaluates the conceptualized ABM and the corresponding
ontology. As highlighted in Section 2.9, the research at hand applies a
consortium research process (Österle & Otto, 2010) in which the design
and evaluation of the artifacts go hand in hand. The focus of the
evaluation is placed on the construct (the ABMC) and the model (the
ABMO). In order to ensure both, theoretical rigor and practical
relevance, a multi-perspective evaluation approach has been applied
(see Section 2.9.3). The chapter is structured into two main parts.
In the first part of this chapter (Sections 5.1-5.5), the practical relevance
of the research artifacts is evaluated by applying a mixed method
approach based on case study research and surveys. First, Section
5.1 presents the overall case study selection and analysis approach.
Next, Sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 present the three selected case studies
from financial service companies through which the application of the
ABMC is demonstrated and evaluated. Additionally, the case studies
deliver insights that will be used in Chapter 6 to present guiding
principles related to the application of the ABM in financial service
ecosystems (see Section 6.1.2). Section 5.5 evaluates the ABMO’s
components and their relationships in terms of their understandability,
usability and applicability from an overall practical relevance
perspective.
In the second part of this chapter, the intended use of the research
artifacts is examined by evaluating their ability to explain and support
the orchestration of VALCO among mutually complementary BM
participants when designing a particular BM. To accomplish this,
Section 5.6 consolidates insights related to six VALCO measurement
dimensions (as presented in Section 2.4.3) from multiple innovation
workshops with practitioners from the financial service industry and
related domains.
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Case study selection and analysis approach

The case studies presented in this dissertation can be considered
snapshots describing a company’s conceptualization and
representation in a particular ABM. Based on a theoretical sampling
(Eisenhardt, 1989), cases from Finnova, PostFinance, and SIX have
been selected to demonstrate and evaluate the application of the
ABMO. These cases guarantee a broad range of functional
contributions (design, analyze & understand, communicate & share,
manage & innovate) in terms of the ability of the ABMO to conceptualize
and visualize the orchestration of VALCO and value co-capturing
among a company’s BM participants. In order to guarantee the analysis
and evaluation quality, the case studies are based on the PROMET
BECS approach (Senger & Österle, 2004) that sets particular guidelines
for case study research in a DSR research setting. Table 65 provides
an overview of the corresponding case study guidelines and their
implementation during the research process.

Quality criteria

Implementation

(based on Senger & Österle, 2004,
p.7)

(According to Senger & Österle,
2004, p.8)

Objectivity:
The
description
and
illustration of the cases and
their results are independent
of the researcher’s personal
beliefs and attitude.
Traceability:
Traceability ensures that the
results from the case studies
can also be recorded by other
researchers.

The
cases
have
been
selected in a way that they
reflect different configurations
of ABMs.
(Analytical generalizability)

Each case is described on the
basis of a uniform analytical
grid.
(Traceability & Experiencebased generalizability)
The case description and
Authenticity:
results are collected through
The conclusions drawn from
workshops
and
personal
the case studies result from
interviews with the members
the logical and correct
of the companies involved as
reproduction of the results.
well as through internal project
Furthermore, the results are
documentation and publicly
comprehensible
for
third
available data from the
parties.
corresponding
companies.
(Objectivity)
Table 65: Quality criteria of case studies (1/2)

Documentation

See Sections 5.2,5.3 & 5.4

See this Section

See Appendices I, J, K

Evaluation
The workshops and interviews
were conducted by a minimum
of two moderators to ensure
that different perspectives on
the research matter could be
identified.
(Objectivity & Authenticity)
Experience-based
The case description and
generalizability:
conclusion are checked by the
Based
on
personal
participants for correctness
experience, third parties can
and by third parties for
intuitively transfer the findings
readability and coherence.
to the situations known to
(Authenticity & Experiencethem.
Based Generalizability)
Table 65: Quality criteria of case studies (2/2)
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Analytical generalizability:
The identified findings are
based
on
theoretical
foundations
that
are
applicable beyond the cases
under consideration.

See Appendices I, J, K

In order to guarantee the comparability of the selected cases and their
results, a uniform analytical grid is used. This analytical grid contains
four layers. The first layer provides a short presentation of the company
operating the BM and the initial situation that led to the design and
implementation of the ABM. The next layer describes the specific
function for which the ABM was applied during the case study. The third
layer specifies each dimension of the case-specific ABM. It is important
to note, however, that for confidentiality reasons, the different casespecific ABM components and their relationships are illustrated by
making some abstractions. The fourth layer of the analytical grid
presents the results in a consolidated way. Table 66, provides an
overview of the applied analytical grid during the case study research
process.
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Layers
Case
Introduction

Content

Reasoning

Introduces the orchestrating company of the
ABM and the initial situation that led to the
design of the BM.

Get

an

overview

of

the

company and the reasoning
behind the conceptualization of
an ABM.

Indicates the functional contribution of the
ABMC during the case study. As presented

ABM function

in Section 2.1.2, the ABM can contribute to

Be specific on the particular

the following functions when orchestrating

function for which the ABM has

VALCO among mutually complementary

been applied during the case

social and business actors:

study. This specification allows

▪ Design the specific ABM

evaluation of function-specific

▪ Analyze & understand an existing ABM

differences

▪ Communicate a newly conceptualized or

applicability and usefulness of

an existing ABM

related

to

the

the ABM.

▪ Manage & Innovate an existing ABM
▪ Protect a new business idea
The description of the ABM follows its five
dimensions and their specific components
which are:
▪ WHY

DIMENSION:

Shared

Value

Purpose / Service
▪ WHO
ABM
description

DIMENSION:

Actors

/

Role

Archetypes
▪ WHAT DIMENSION: Needs/Goals and
Value Propositions/Reciprocal Offerings
▪ HOW DIMENSION: Capability/Activities;
Production

Factors/Resources,

Shows how the ABM is applied
and provides an indication of
the usefulness and applicability
of the different components and
relationships of the related
ontology.

Interface/Channels;
Relationship/Interaction Metrics
▪ VALUE DIMENSION: Profit/Benefits &
Costs
The consolidated results present, on the one
hand, the practical usefulness of the ABM
Consolidated
Results

when representing the orchestration of
VALCO. On the other hand, the results
include insights that serve as foundations to
discuss guidelines when configuring ABMs
(see Section 6.1.2).

Table 66: Analytical grid for the case studies

Provide a comparable basis for
the overall evaluation of the
usability

of

provides

the

general

guidelines

application.

the

ABM

foundation
for

and
of
its
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Finnova – Corporate Banking Ecosystem case study

The following section describes how Finnova, one of Switzerland’s
leading providers of banking software, applied the ABMC to find ways
to better orchestrate VALCO among Swiss universal banks and FinTech
companies offering innovative solutions for their corporate clients (small
and medium-sized companies).
5.2.1

Case Introduction43

Through the various modules of its core banking system 44, Finnova
manages one of the largest banking communities in Switzerland,
consisting of around 80 universal banks, 20 private banks and 80
contributing partners (e.g. outsourcing providers, integrators, product
and software development partners). Aware that there was vast VALCO
potential among the complementary community participants, Finnova
decided to adapt its BM, step by step, from financial software module
provisioning towards the orchestration of financial service software
modules. By taking an allocentric perspective on their BM, the mediumterm goal of the company consists of opening up its platform to software
solutions developed by banks or third-parties such as FinTechs. In
doing so, the company wants to leverage the complementary
capabilities of its stakeholders. This allows the company to help banks
and their customers to flexibly choose the most appropriate financial
software modules and operating models for their bank and banking
services. On the other hand, it also allows Finnova to permit existing
product partners and new, innovative financial software providers (e.g.
FinTechs) to connect their services via a standardized set of APIs to the
platform and to display them via a plug & play store to banks that are
already using the company’s core banking system. The following case
study is an extract of a 1.5-year (2017-2018) research project between
the Competence Center Ecosystem, Finnova, and its BM partners. It

43

Data sources: Finnova Corporate brochures. Internal project documentation.
A core banking system describes the most basic software functions / modules needed to execute
banking transactions and to operate a bank. For a detailed overview on different core banking systems,
their user groups, functions and architecture see Alt & Puschmann, 2016, p. 151ff.
44
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shows how Finnova designed an ABM centered around the
orchestration of corporate banking software modules by the means of
the ABMO.
5.2.2

Case-specific function of the ABMO

During the entire research project, the ontology was applied to design
different ideas related to the orchestration of corporate banking
software modules. The model has also been used to understand,
analyze and prioritize different VALCO constellations, as it allows for
the flexible adaptation of the roles of the BM participants. Finally, the
visualizations of the ABM have been applied as a communication and
explanation tool for internal board meetings and partner workshops as
well as public presentations. Therefore, the consolidated results of the
case study (see Section 5.2.4) will analyze the ABM’s usability and
applicability for these three functions in particular.

5.2.3

Finnova Open Platform – ABM description

The following section provides an overview of the different dimensions
of Finnova’s ABM. For confidentiality reasons, the elaboration does not
specify the names of the parties involved. Additionally, all components
are illustrated and described using a high granularity. As the goal of the
case studies is not to evaluate the specific instance of the BM but rather
to demonstrate the applicability of the ABMC and related ontology as a
whole, these constraints do not impact the informative value of the
resulting conclusions. Figure 40 provides a consolidated, illustrative
overview of Finnova’s ABM, whereas the following parts specify its
dimensions.
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Figure 40: Finnova's ABM
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The WHY dimension
Operating under significant competition, facing small margins
oftentimes also resulting from high bureaucratic costs related to their
daily business activities, many small and medium size enterprises
(SME’s) are looking for ways to optimize their administrative overhead
in their collaboration with customers, business partners and their
employees. In doing so, they look for pragmatic and customizable
digital solutions that allow them to be more cost-efficient and build more
intimate relationships with their stakeholders. One major pain point,
which interferes with SME’s spending more time with their customers,
concerns the administrative work related to the financial management
of their companies. Familiar with the usefulness and convenience of
digital applications from their personal lives, many business owners are
looking for similar solutions for their business administration activities.
During the last couple of years, the financial sector has seen a veritable
boom of new, innovative start-up companies addressing exactly those
particular SME needs. Many of these companies offer convenient
solutions for financial administration. Because they play a major role in
the financial administration of SME’s, banks are confronted with steadily
increasing customer expectations related to their corporate banking
services. In addition, these banks are themselves looking for innovative
digital tools to better meet increasing customer requirements and
reduce administrative overhead resulting from client interaction. Aware
that both innovative corporate FinTechs and banks face complementary
challenges when trying to help SME’s optimize their daily business
activities in order to have more time for their customers, Finnova
realized that they could play an important role in orchestrating their
VALCO. By leveraging its existing partner network of 80 universal banks
and opening up its core banking system to innovative FinTech
companies, the company can help them and their SME customers to
make their collaboration more efficient and effective through the
orchestration of customized corporate banking software modules.
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The WHO dimension
Centering its ABM around a business collaboration service enabled
through the mutual use, provisioning and support of corporate banking
software modules, Finnova’s BM includes universal banks, FinTech
companies, software implementation, operation and development
partners taking on the following roles.
First, universal banks act as Users of corporate banking software
modules. In their role as Users, the universal banks either implement
the software modules to support their corporate client advisors and
back-office employees in their daily tasks or offer their SME clients
direct access to those. This is achieved by allowing the SMEs to book
the related services for instance via their e-banking accounts.
Second, FinTech companies that offer corporate banking software
modules act as Providers. Either by connecting their existing services
to the Finnova open platform or developing new services on top of the
platform, the various FinTech companies provide universal banks and
SME’s specific, customizable tools and services.
Third, Finnova acts as Orchestrator which coordinates the VALCO
between the universal banks and the various FinTech companies when
offering their services to SME’s. In this role, the company is responsible
for the matching of the participants, supporting their transactions
(software development, quality assessment and software deployment)
and offering the technological and to some extent institutional
(regulatory and contractual) infrastructure upon which the parties cocreate and co-capture value.
Finally, each of the above-mentioned participants in their roles bring in
necessary Contributing Partners that support their VALCO with their
activities. Software implementation partners and corporate banking
service outsource providers take on the role of User-oriented
Contributors for universal banks. On the provider-side, software
development partners and FinTech investors (e.g. venture capital
funds, corporate/private investors) take on the role of Provider-oriented
Contributors. Last but not least, Platform operating partners (e.g.
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maintenance and/or hosting) assume the role of Orchestrator-oriented
Contributors by supporting Finnova in its capacity as BM orchestrator
and hence operator.

The WHAT dimension
Each of the aforementioned BM participants has particular goals that
they want to achieve by offering to respectively seek reciprocal
opportunities from the other participants.
In their role as Users, universal banks want to grow their business by
helping SMEs optimize their financial administration activities through
the direct or indirect (via a corporate banking advisor) use of pragmatic
and individually manageable corporate banking services (software
modules). In doing so, the banks strive to be perceived as a competent
and trustworthy partner by their clients and business partners. In order
to fulfill their goals, the universal banks are willing to pay license fees
for an adaptable and modularized core banking system and related
specific corporate banking software modules. Through their offerings
they allow the FinTech companies as well as Finnova to increase
revenues and help FinTech companies in particular gain access to a
larger user group (corporate banking advisors and SMEs), which in turn
reduces operational risk for them.
FinTech companies for their part, are looking for experienced and
trusted lead speakers for their innovative but less well-known, services.
Their goals consist of getting efficient and effective access to the
potential users of their offerings. For them, it is of great importance to
be seen as competent and trustworthy (especially in terms of the
regulatory compliance of their solutions). Therefore, the FinTech
companies can offer innovative corporate banking software modules
that are quickly adaptable to the specific needs of a particular user
group and help them optimize their financial administration costs. In
order to generate attention and access to a large user base, the FinTech
companies are also willing to share a part of their revenues resulting
from the usage of their offerings. For most of these companies,
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however, the scaling of their solution is more important than
immediately maximizing their revenue streams. Thus, by bringing in the
skills to develop innovative, convenient and user-friendly services in an
agile way, they expect the BM partners to grow with them.
Aware of the critical role they have played in the functioning of the core
banking system of universal banks and their new enabling role for
innovative FinTech companies, Finnova strives to be perceived as an
innovative financial plug & play platform. In so doing, they are pursuing
the ultimate goal of helping their BM participants to mutually profit from
the development and usage of sophisticated banking technology to
make collaboration between the participants and their customers more
efficient and effective. In this regard, the company is also looking to
maintain sustainable profitability through more diversified revenue
streams. In order to achieve this, Finnova offers its BM participants an
open platform which consists of the following layers and related
services.
First, there is a Solution Integration and Orchestration layer through
which banks can efficiently and securely connect and integrate new
services (e.g. corporate tax reporting, corporate credit rating and
factoring solutions or cloud-based accounting tools) from various
FinTech companies to the Finnova Banking Software. In this regard,
Finnova offers two distinct integration possibilities. On the one hand,
the BM participants can integrate FinTech products via Standardized
Integration Services (FIL IS). On the other hand, the company also
offers integration via customized Business Service Adapters (BSAs),
which are especially relevant for banks that wish to further customize
the integration of a FinTech product-specific solution. Coupled with the
integration services, the Orchestration Engine supports the automation
and the consistency of end-to-end corporate banking processes across
the various solutions involved.
Second, the Master Data Management layer allows for the central
provision and aggregation of bank data. Thus, it ensures that third-party
systems, for instance from FinTech companies, are supplied with the
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relevant data. Depending on the requirements of the third-party system,
it can be directly connected, or a copy can be provided for it.
Finally, the Runtime Environment layer and related Quality Assurance
Framework components provide tools and frameworks to facilitate the
technical implementation and operation of the connected services. Of
particular importance in this context is the testing and acceptance of the
different systems and their functions. Taking into account the complexity
of banking processes, Finnova provides a Quality Assurance
Framework consisting of a bundle of technical and functional services
that help the BM participants to efficiently and effectively create, run and
maintain various test-cases related to the functionality, consistency or
performance of the integrated solutions.

The HOW dimension
In their specific roles, the BM participants all engage in different
activities by applying their resources through different channels and by
controlling their mutual performance through a set of interaction
metrics.
As Users of corporate banking software modules, universal banks
assist and advise SMEs in finding the most appropriate solutions for
their daily financial activities. In doing so, it is important for banks to
build close relationships with the SMEs so that they can be made aware
of the SMEs’ particular needs and boundary conditions when optimizing
their financial administration activities. Thus, banks first need to identify
the promising service offerings of FinTech companies. Once they have
found an interesting offering, they need to parameterize the corporate
banking software module according to their needs and the ones of the
SMEs. According to their specific needs and the desired software
offering, the integration can either be performed via Finnova’s
standardized integration layer or via customized business service
adapters (this happens through a specific integration project with the
involved participants). Once installed, the banks or one of their
contributing partners (e.g. application management providers) have to
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constantly record change requirements related to the further adaptions
of the specific offerings. In terms of resources, the banks bring in
specialized corporate banking advisory and processing know-how, a
local access to a variety of different SMEs and the regulatory
permission (banking license) to work with sensitive financial data. In
their role as users, the banks communicate and interact via various
channels with the other BM participants. These interaction channels are
both physical (e.g. in their branches or at Finnova’s or the FinTech
companies’ premises) as well as digitally through the Open Platform
interface. In terms of interaction metrics, important success factors
include: the available offerings, the lean and rapid integration (e.g.
number of release cycles per year) of new corporate banking software
modules as well as their performance and related cost-savings or
additional revenues generated (via their SMEs’ clients).
FinTech companies providing corporate banking software modules
have to develop, integrate and test their offerings together with Finnova
and the corresponding users (banks and SMEs). Depending on the
developmental state of their services and the desired customization
degree of the user group, the integration of their services can either be
performed through Finnova’s standardized integration layer or through
particular business service adaptors (BSAs). Besides the technical and
operational functionalities of their particular services, FinTech
companies have to make sure that their offerings comply with existing
regulatory requirements. This is achieved through close collaboration
with Finnova and the corresponding banks. In terms of resources, the
FinTech companies provide specific development and user-need
knowledge. This is coupled with the entrepreneurial spirit and their
innovation culture allowing them to rapidly adapt their services to
changing market needs. In order to provide their offerings, the FinTech
companies interact through physical channels when it comes to the
conceptualization and customization of their services. For the
development as well as the connection of their corporate banking
software modules, the FinTech companies interact through Finnova’s
integration and development interfaces. In this regard, an
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understandable and specific functional and technical documentation for
the integration of their software modules, short release cycles as well
as the number of activated users represent important interaction
metrics for the FinTech companies.
In its role as orchestrating BM operator, Finnova has to continuously
onboard partners – especially corporate banking software providers.
Their onboarding has to be coordinated with the universal banks and
their contributing partners that are already using Finnova’s core banking
systems and related products and services. Once onboarded, the
company has to make sure that the universal banks find the right
providers and that the latter can easily connect or integrate their
software modules to Finnova’s open platform and roll-out their services
in an agile way. Although, an agile roll-out is important, Finnova has to
make sure that the software modules have been sufficiently tested in
order to comply with the defined quality and compliance norms before
they are deployed. In doing so, the company’s main resources are its
core banking system development expertise and the related integration,
orchestration and testing environment offered to the various BM
participants. Additionally, the company can profit from a very diversified
complementary partner network. The communication and delivery of its
services to the complementary BM participants can be considered
hybrid. While the onboarding and integration of FinTech companies and
their matching to interested universal banks requires at least some
physical interaction, the service connection and / or development as
well as their usage happens through digital interfaces (for FinTech
companies the developer portal, and for banks a corresponding user
interface).

The VALUE dimension
From a financial point of view, the complementary BM participants have
different benefit and cost models.
Banks generate their revenues through interest fees as well as
subscription fees from SMEs that decide to book a specific service from
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one of the FinTech companies. However, this is only possible if banks
provide the SMEs direct access to a specific service of the FinTech
company. If the service is booked in order to support corporate banking
advisors, then the revenues have to be generated in another way. On
the cost side, the bank has to pay license fees to both Finnova for the
operation of the core banking system and related platform as well as to
FinTech companies that provide the different corporate banking
software modules. If the banks wish a more customized integration
through Business Service Adapters (BSAs), then additional
implementation costs alongside the license fees have to be paid to
Finnova. From a non-financial perspective, banks gain adaptiveness to
changing customer needs and can position themselves as innovative
financial service companies in the market. However, they also face a
latent risk of disapproval by their SME customers when the integrated
services do not correspond to their expectations.
According to their specific services, the FinTech companies generate
revenues either through a license-based or a subscription-based
model. As a lot of these companies are in their start-up phase, other
revenue models will certainly be developed over time. On the cost side,
these companies face software development costs and mainly
marketing costs. One part of their marketing expenses is represented
by the community fee that the companies have to pay to Finnova in
order to become an accepted member of their open platform and to get
access to the 80 connected universal banks. From a psychological
perspective, the FinTech companies profit from increased trust and
market traction through their participation. However, these companies
also constantly face the risk of running out of monetary liquidity if their
investors stop believing in the success of their services. For Finnova,
as the BM operator, this last point is important to consider. Therefore,
the type of investors plays a crucial provider-oriented contributing role
in the functioning of the BM.
Once Finnova has fully established the BM, it can profit from two-sided
revenue streams. On the user-side, the company generates licensing
revenues as well as service revenues resulting from customized
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integration projects. On the provider-side, Finnova profits from the
community fees that the FinTech companies pay in order to have
access to its integration and development platform. However, on the
cost-side, Finnova faces implementation and maintenance costs
related to the continuous development of its open platform. Additionally,
the company also faces coordination and management costs related to
the matching of banks and FinTech companies. In this regard, Finnova
has a substantial interest in keeping the onboarding and orchestration
process of existing and new FinTech companies as lean as possible.
From a non-financial perspective, Finnova gains additional market
traction and higher stakeholder involvement due to the opening up of
its core banking system. However, the company also has to deal with
the potential annoyance that could result from poor coordination
between the universal banks and the corporate banking software
providers.
In conclusion, Figures 41-44 provide an overview of the corporate open
banking platform prototype that is used to present potential new BM
participants the functioning and added value of the solution.
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Figure 41: User-Interface Finnova Open Banking prototype (Source: Finnova)

Figure 42: Corporate accounting services (Source: Finnova)
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Figure 43: API Documentation Example (Source: Finnova)

Figure 44: Finnova Open Banking Platform developer portal (Source: Finnova)
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Consolidated results of the Finnova case study

The following Tables 67-68 consolidate the results of this case study.
On the one hand, the applicability and usefulness of the different
components of the ABM for the case-specific functions design, analysis
and communication are specified (see Table 67). On the other hand,
insights serving as a foundation for the guidelines of different ABM
configurations are presented according to the model’s different
dimensions (see Table 68).
Tested
functions

Consolidated Findings
The different participants needed guidance in the design of different versions
of ABMs. This was achieved by providing them with a step-by-step
explanation via a PowerPoint slide-deck with best practice examples
illustrating the design of each component. Based on that set, the participants
could individually draft different ABMs during guided workshops. One major
cognitive challenge when applying the model for the first time is switching
from a single product-oriented perspective to the design of an interplay
between different products and services - all serving to fulfill the
conceptualized shared value purpose of the participants. The fact that most
traditional companies have rather rigid vertically-oriented organizational
structures made it challenging for some project members (e.g. product

Design

managers and product owners) to be “only” considered as part of the solution
around which the BMs were conceptualized and not the solution itself.
However, this was related to the change in perspective that the model
requires and not so much on the applicability of the model. Overall, the biggest
challenge during the design of different ABMs was not so much the
specification of the different components but the iterative nature in doing so.
Although, the specification of the components follows a chronological order,
there are natural iterations to be made by the users. Thus, in order to design
a conceptually stringent ABM, several specification iterations (including the
validation of the assumptions for the different components) are necessary. It
is important to integrate the ABMC in a VALCO innovation approach in which
the different BM participants can participate.

Table 67: Finnova Open Platform - ABM functional findings (1/2)
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Tested
functions

Consolidated Findings
The visual representation of the ontology allows the analysis of different
configurations. One main advantage of the concept is the possibility of
defining a particular set of BM participants in different roles according to their

Analysis

defined shared value purpose. During the case study, this was oftentimes
necessary when discussing the ideas with the other companies involved.
Overall, the concept fulfilled the analytical function in a satisfying manner for
the involved participants.
The model was used to communicate the different ideas to other internal
project members, to the other BM participants as well as to the board in order
to receive additional project funding. During the several presentations, it
became obvious that the model should be presented through different layers.

Communication

If the entire model / visualization is displayed at the beginning, it is not
effective. An audience that sees the conceptualized model for the first time is
quickly overwhelmed by the number of different components. This does not,
however, mean that the model is not a useful communication tool. Whenever,
the model was presented in steps (e.g. for instance through PowerPoint
animations), the feedback from the audience was positive.

Table 67: Finnova Open Platform - ABM functional findings (2/2)

Evaluation

288

ABM
dimension

Findings for configuration guidelines
In order to define an acceptable shared value purpose by the other BM
participants, the BM operator has to be transparent about its objectives and
contributions.

WHY
dimension

A shared value purpose can only be proposed and not dictated by the BM operator.
In order to gain the BM participants necessary to realize it, the BM operator has to
include their individual visions and needs when specifying it. Along with defining
the shared value purpose Finnova also decided to formulate informal collaboration
principles (i.e. self-reliance, transparency and openness among others) to create
a stronger community feeling between the BM participants.
Especially for incumbent companies, there is a natural tendency to prematurely
define the BM participants and their roles according to their current way of doing
business. Although various value constellations have been conceptualized, the
case study has shown that in order to get the support at the CxO level, scenarios

WHO
dimension

where Finnova can optimize its existing BM through an allocentric mindset were
preferred. To some extent this is absolutely rational as the company has existing
customers and suppliers to satisfy. Additionally, by building on existing working
structures, at least some predictions related to the revenues and costs of the
different BM participants are possible. However, when configuring an ABM, it
seems to be of great importance to test out different constellations between the
BM participants.
The case study has shown that it is considerably important to discuss and
transparently display the nature of the reciprocal offerings among the different
participants. At the beginning of the project there was a lot of confusion related to
the specific offerings that existed and those that new partners would bring in. On
the one hand, Finnova had existing development and product partners. On the

WHAT

other hand, banks have their own operation partners. Thus, it was necessary to

dimension

first get an overall understanding of which partners would be considered providers
which directly offer corporate banking software modules to the banks and their
SME clients via the open banking platform and which partners would take on the
role of contributors that support banks (users), providers, and Finnova with their
products and services (e.g. authentication services, hosting and application
management offerings).

Table 68: Finnova Open Platform - ABM configuration findings (1/2)
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ABM
dimension

Findings for configuration guidelines
Starting to orchestrate a BM with the purpose of making collaborations between
corporations more efficient & effective through customized corporate banking
software modules necessitates a lot of coordination skills and the ability to bring
together business and IT people that speak different languages and oftentimes do

HOW
dimension

not really know what they can expect from each other. While this is already a
challenge within one specific company, the challenge becomes even larger when
multiple companies have to work together.
From a technological perspective, another important point is to be able to
harmonize, to some extent, the maturity and modularity of the IT infrastructures
and related software release cycles of the different BM participants when
orchestrating their VALCO.
Besides providing the advantage of profiting from multi-sided, more diversified
revenue sources, the orchestration of VALCO is related to significant investment
costs. These costs are related to the adaption of the technical infrastructure (e.g.
platform development, API specification, documentation and testing sandbox) as
well as project management costs when coordinating the mutually complementary
BM participants. While the technical infrastructure costs are quasi-inevitable for
the operational functioning of the BM, the project management costs can vary

VALUE
dimension

according to the direct involvement of Finnova. Although it might seem tempting to
save on these project management tasks, the negative effect of having
uncoordinated partners that are not fully able to profit from their mutual capabilities
through Finnova’s infrastructure should not be underestimated. The case study
showed that simply providing access to the technical infrastructure and allowing
the participants to connect themselves in a more or less uncoordinated way is not
satisfying to any of the BM partners involved. Thus, the orchestrator of an ABM
has to bring in the organizational and transactional infrastructure and management
skills in order to be able to realize sustainable profits for itself and the other BM
participants.

Table 68: Finnova Open Platform - ABM configuration findings (2/2)

Evaluation

5.3

290

PostFinance – Retail Banking Ecosystem case study

The following section describes how PostFinance, one of Switzerland’s
leading retail banks, took an allocentric perspective on its BMC to find
ways to better orchestrate the VALCO among its private and corporate
customers (retailers).
5.3.1

Case Introduction45

With more than 2.9 million customers, customer assets of almost 120
billion Swiss francs, and over 1.1 billion payment transactions
processed in 2018, PostFinance is one of Switzerland’s leading
financial institutions. However, being prohibited by Swiss postal law
from issuing loans and mortgages to their customers, the state-owned
bank is forced to invest its customer deposits in the financial markets at
very low yields. This coupled with the advent of the negative interest
rate regime by the Swiss National Bank in 2015 has put PostFinance’s
traditional interest difference business under huge pressure and led to
a significant decrease in its annual revenues during the last years. For
instance, in 2015 the company realized an operating profit (EBIT) of
CHF 577 million. This fell to CHF 229 million in 2018 – a decline of 60%
in four years! Although, this development is certainly alarming, the
company also managed to replace its entire core banking system during
this period. With the adaption of more than 60 applications and 450
interfaces, this was the largest project PostFinance had ever
completed. Therefore, the one-time costs of this groundbreaking
project, implemented to achieve the company’s ambition of becoming
the number one digital retail bank in Switzerland, must also be taken
into consideration when analyzing the profit development during the last
few years. Nevertheless, PostFinance has to find new BMs allowing it
to diversify its revenues that are primarily based on interest differences.
Therefore, because of its dominant position in the retail business, the
company adapted an allocentric perspective on its BM by realizing the

45

Data sources: PostFinance Annual Reports 2015-2018. Internal documents from case study
participants.
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complementarity between the needs and capabilities among its private
and corporate retail customers when it came to consumer goods
shopping. By using their transaction data to better link private
customers to potentially interesting retail shops via coupons,
PostFinance began orchestrating VALCO among local retailers and
their customers. The following case study demonstrates and analyzes
how PostFinance, through its “PostFinance Benefit” ABM, successfully
orchestrates the BM participants’ VALCO.
5.3.2

Case-specific function of the ABM

The goal of this case study was to apply the ABMC to analyze and
understand how PostFinance enables its mutually complementary
private and corporate retail customers to leverage their complementary
needs and capabilities through the orchestration of their VALCO.
Therefore, the consolidated research results (see Section 5.3.4) will
particularly evaluate the usability and applicability of the ABM in terms
of analyzing this particular ABM instance.

5.3.3

PostFinance Benefit – ABM description

The following section provides an overview of the different dimensions
of the ABM used by PostFinance. For confidentiality reasons, the
elaboration does not specify names of the parties involved and presents
the BM instance (its components and relationships) using a high
granularity. It begins by providing an overview of PostFinance Benefit’s
ABM (see Figure 45), in which each dimension is subsequently
explained in detail.
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The WHY dimension
By taking an allocentric perspective on its business activities,
PostFinance realized that there was an overlap in complementary
needs between itself, its private customers, and its corporate retail
clients. In this regard, loyalty stands at the center of the BM. In fact, the
company understood that if it could guarantee loyalty in consumer
goods shopping through personalized and need-tailored discount
deals, it would lead to the realization of sustainable monetary profits for
all its participants. People who shop for consumer goods should be able
to profit from reduced costs (prices) when continuously shopping for
consumer goods at their favorite retailers and merchants. Merchants
could benefit from increased sales volume by rewarding not only
existing but also new customers for their loyalty. Finally, PostFinance
could diversify and increase its revenues by helping its existing
customers profit from their mutual value creation based on the shopping
for consumer goods. As one of the project leaders, pointed it out, “By
identifying the shared value purpose of increasing loyalty in consumer
goods shopping through personalized and need-tailored discount
deals, we were are to create a win-win-win situation for all the parties
involved” (Product Manager, Case Study Interview, January 25, 2018).
Thanks to its allocentric approach, PostFinance was able to better
contextualize the value creation setting around its existing products and
services and identify a BM opportunity that allows all the participants to
mutually benefit from their individual capabilities without being affected
in the pursuit of their individual goals.

The WHO dimension
Centered around the shared value purpose of increasing loyalty in
consumer goods shopping through personalized and need-tailored
discount deals, the ABM of PostFinance Benefit’s groups the following
participants.
Private consumers take on the role of Users by shopping for consumer
goods from their preferred retailers and merchants. Having an existing
client relationship with PostFinance through their online banking
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account, many of the private consumers use their PostFinance debit
card to buy consumer goods. PostFinance Benefit directly addresses
those customers who are using their PostFinance debit cards by
allowing them to share their transactional data with the company in
order to receive relevant discount deals from their preferred merchants.
Thus, the sole condition in order to be able to participate in the ABM for
private consumers consists of having an online bank account and a
debit card from PostFinance and allowing the company to analyze their
transactional data when shopping.
On the other hand, consumer goods retailers and merchants take
on the role of Providers. These merchants provide relevant consumer
goods for the above-mentioned customer group by offering them a
discount on their shopping expenses at the merchants’ stores. In order
to participate in the BM, the merchants need to have a client
relationship with PostFinance and be willing to run marketing
campaigns through a specialized tool offered by PostFinance Benefit.
Thus, while consumers can get the relevant discounts directly via their
E-Finance account (e-banking), the merchants need to sign up for an
additional tool to place the deals and coordinate their campaigns.
However, the big advantage for them involves not having to set-up an
expensive, additional IT infrastructure in order to gain access to a large
number of existing and potentially new customers.
By orchestrating the VALCO between their private consumers and their
corporate retail clients, PostFinance takes on the role of the
Orchestrator and thus operates the BM. In taking on that role, the
company has to guarantee that the most relevant discount deals are
displayed to the consumer goods shoppers. Additionally, through its
payment infrastructure the company supports the participants in
financial transaction processing and sets up institutional rules related to
the handling of transaction data. In fact, it is extremely important to note
that there is no direct data exchange between the private consumers
and the merchants that are placing the discount deals. Thus,
PostFinance acts as a trusted data orchestrator guaranteeing the
privacy of the users’ data. However, as will be highlighted when
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describing the WHAT dimension of the BM, before launching,
PostFinance Benefit had to make some adjustments related to the
handling of user data. These were imposed on the company by the
Swiss Federal Data Protection Act (FADP).
Finally, the above-mentioned participants all bring in different
contributing partners that have to be considered in the ABM. Thus, as
previously indicated, the Swiss data protection regulation authorities
play a major role in defining how PostFinance, in its role as an
Orchestrator, has to handle transaction data. From an operational point
of view, a data analytics FinTech supports PostFinance in the
structuring, analysis and processing of the insights generated from the
consumer’s transactional data. Thus, both the regulator and the data
analytical company act as Orchestrator-oriented Contributors in the BM.
On the provider-side, Point of Sale Payment Infrastructure partners
support retailers and merchants in processing the payments from the
customers through their hardware and software offerings. Therefore,
they act as Provider-Oriented Contributors. Finally, consumers are
impacted by their family, friends and working colleagues. While a
particular user’s family might have an impact on the relevancy of
discount deals s/he receives, friends and working colleagues take on
the role of important and relevant advocates and influencers and act as
User-oriented Contributors. During the case study, their potential future
role in allowing already existing users to send relevant deals to others
(existing or new users) via their online banking account was discussed
as a promising future solution-enhancement to generate higher direct
network effects on the user-side.

The WHAT dimension
The following paragraphs provide an overview of the particular needs
and goals of the BM participants as well as their reciprocal offerings.
Consumer goods shoppers are looking for personalized, relevant and
priceworthy shopping offers. For them it is important to be in control of
deciding when and how often to use special discount offers. Even more
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important to them is the privacy of their data. Although, PostFinance
never intended to share personal data with merchants, the company
had to learn some important lessons on data protection. In fact, before
launching PostFinance Benefit, the company modernized its online
banking service E-Finance. Knowing the importance of transaction data
analysis for their future BM, the company unilaterally adapted the EFinance usage terms and conditions allowing transaction data analysis
when signing up for the new E-Finance service. Among many of its
existing customers, this decision provoked great indignation because
they could not see an immediate benefit in the analysis of their
transaction data and because they felt they were in danger of losing
their privacy. The subject became a precedence case for the Swiss data
regulation authorities that forced PostFinance to create an opt-in option
for customers to agree to have their transaction data analyzed. Thus,
users who are participating in the BM are willing to have their
transaction data analyzed by PostFinance. However, it is important to
note that merchants only see aggregated and anonymized data
analysis related to the number of discount deals activated and
effectively used by customers.
The merchants, on the other hand, strive to be in close interaction with
their existing and new customers in order to increase their loyalty and
the corresponding sales volume of their consumer goods. For them it is
important to get as much traction and activation as possible through
their marketing campaigns. In order to achieve that, they are willing to
offer their customers a monetary discount in the form of a coupon. On
the other hand, they are also ready to configure and run specific
marketing campaigns through PostFinance Benefit’s campaign tool and
to remunerate the company accordingly. The remuneration is based on
the number of addressed consumers to whom the special offerings are
displayed.
PostFinance strives to be perceived as a reliable partner that allows its
private and corporate clients the seamless handling of their financial
activities. In addition, the company is looking to increase its revenue
streams through commissions as mentioned in Section 5.3.1. In order
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to achieve these goals, the company created a specific widget in their
online banking tool and mobile baking app that displays relevant
discount deals to the users who opted in for the analysis of their
transaction data. The users only pay the regular feed for their banking
account and related services. This offer does not incur any additional
costs for the participants.
In order to allow its retailers and merchants to run specific marketing
campaigns, PostFinance created a separate campaigning tool. In this
tool the merchants have the possibility to run different campaign
strategies, which can for instance, display discount offerings for new
users or for existing users. Additionally, the merchants can also promote
specific seasonal assortments or define marketing strategy to reactivate dormant customers or strategies with the goal of increasing
their buying frequency. As previously mentioned, the merchants pay a
commission to PostFinance depending on the number of customers
addressed in relation to the additional sales volume realized through
their campaigns.

The HOW dimension
All of PostFinance Benefit’s ABM participants engage in different
activities by applying their resources through different channels and
evaluating their VALCO through a set of interaction metrics.
Users share personal shopping data with PostFinance in order to
identify and reserve relevant discount offers, either through their onlinebanking account or via the PostFinance mobile banking app. After
booking a discount deal, the users visit the physical or online store of
the corresponding merchant and pay the full price of their purchase
using their PostFinance debit card. At the end of the month however,
PostFinance reimburses the consumer the amount saved thanks to the
booked discount offers. Therefore, in order to participate in the BM, the
users need a PostFinance online bank account and a PostFinance debit
card. In addition, they bring in their shopping preferences and, of
course, the money to pay for the consumer goods purchased from the
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merchants. Important interaction metrics to evaluate the success of
their participation include the variety of relevant discounts and their
amounts as well as their expiration dates.
The merchants that participate in the BM first have to identify
opportunities as well as when and how to launch a marketing campaign.
Next, they have to define a corresponding marketing strategy and
related pricing option. In doing so, they have to sign in to the
PostFinance Benefit campaign management tool. This tool is
decoupled from their online banking account and is considered a
separate product with specific terms and conditions which the
consumer goods retailers and merchants have to accept in order to run
their campaigns. Afterwards, the merchants can manage and control
their campaigns via the tool. At the end of each campaign, PostFinance
charges the merchant the campaign price and deducts the discounts
offered from the sales volume generated by the merchants. Thus, in
order to participate in the BM, the merchants need a corresponding
payment infrastructure to process PostFinance debit card payments as
well as the campaigning tool, and an online bank account. For the
merchants, relevant interaction metrics to evaluate the success of their
BM participation include the number of existing and new customers that
have been reached and activated as well as the sales volume
generated. Furthermore, flexibility in terms of the design of their
marketing campaigns (type and duration of campaigns) is also
important to them.
As the orchestrator and BM operator, PostFinance needs to onboard
partners on both sides to generate indirect network effects between the
private consumers and the merchants. However, here it is important
that both sides operate through different interfaces and not through one
and the same platform. In this way, the data privacy between the
participants can be guaranteed. The most critical activity, next to
guaranteeing the privacy of its users, involves the transaction data
analysis, as this allows for optimizing the VALCO between the parties.
In fact, the better the analysis works, the more relevant discount offers
can be made to the customers and the greater the chance that they will
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activate the coupons, thus generating additional revenues for their
preferred merchants. It comes as no surprise that PostFinance works
with a data analytical specialist to continuously improve their data
analysis skills. In order to operate the BM, PostFinance Benefit is based
on PostFinance’s existing banking and payment processing
infrastructure. Other important resources are its merchant campaign
management tool as well as the data analysis algorithms. Finally, the
company also profits from its trusted brand and image as a reliable
partner for retail banking. As mentioned previously, PostFinance
interacts with its users through its online banking interface as well as its
mobile app. On the merchant side, interactions take place through the
campaign management tool and the online banking interface as well as
through physical meetings either at one of the company’s local
branches or at the merchant location. For PostFinance, important
interaction metrics for evaluating the success of the BM and its
relationships with the various participants include the number of
onboarded consumers and merchants as well as the buying frequency
and additional sales volume generated through the merchants’
marketing campaigns.

The VALUE dimension
The participants in the PostFinance Benefits ABM, face the following
benefits and costs.
The revenue model of the users can be considered as a sort of indirect
barter. In order to get discounts on their favorite consumer goods, the
consumers allow PostFinance to analyze their shopping behavior via
their transaction data. The resulting benefits for the users are cost
savings when they shop for consumer goods. On the psychological
side, consumers profit from a feeling of relief and pride by knowing that
they saved a great deal when activating their discounts. In terms of
costs, the users face two types of financial costs. In addition to paying
for their banking relationship with PostFinance, the users have to pay
the merchants the price minus the discount received on their shopping.
Psychologically, however, these can be considered as sunk costs,
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because the customer would also face the latter even if they had not
participated in the particular ABM. Additionally, consumers might
become bored when being confronted with irrelevant offerings.
The merchants generate additional sales revenues through their
marketing campaigns, which can be easily tracked. Additionally, they
can increase loyalty among their target group of customers. Another
important benefit that has to be taken into consideration involves the IT
cost savings from using the PostFinance Benefit’s campaign
management tool. On the cost side, the merchants face discount costs
that they offer to the targeted customers. Furthermore, they have to pay
an advertising fee to PostFinance for displaying their coupons. Finally,
the merchants also face costs for their payment infrastructure (including
payment terminals as well as card-based transaction fees).
Finally, PostFinance generates ad-based commission revenues from
the merchants. This amount depends on the number of targeted users
and campaign frequency. On the user-side, the company profits from
additional insights on shopping behavior thanks to the permission to
analyze the users’ transactions. However, the company also faces
costs in operating the financial infrastructure, related campaigning
tools, and license fees for the data analysis software. To conclude,
Figures 46-48 provide an overview of PostFinance Benefits user- and
provider interfaces.
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Figure 46: PostFinance Benefit User-Interface Demoversion (Source: PostFinance)

Figure 47: PostFinance Campaign Management Tool I (Source: PostFinance)
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Figure 48: PostFinance Benefit Campaign Management Tool II (Source: PostFinance)
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Consolidated results of the PostFinance case study

Tables 69-70 consolidate the results of this case study. In Table 69 the
applicability and usefulness of the different components of the ABM
used as an analytical tool to help understand an existing BM are
evaluated. In Table 70, case-specific insights serving as a foundation
for the guidelines of different ABM configurations are presented
according to the model’s different dimensions.
Tested
functions

Consolidated Findings
Based on internal project documents, the different components and their
relationships could be specified through the ABM in an understandable
and complete manner. According to the case study participants, the
concept is especially useful when wanting to understand how the
different participants interact with each other. Gaining an understanding
of the mutual value creation interactions among the participants provides
additional value when further developing the existing BM. Another
advantage of the concept consists of representing the interplay among
different products (e.g. online banking, data analytic services, and a
marketing campaign management tool) of one and the same company.
One aspect that led to intensive discussions during the case study was
the varying degree of importance of the contributing partners. For
instance, while Point of Sales payment infrastructure providers as well

Analysis

as data analytics specialists have a critical role in the functioning of the
PostFinance Benefits specific BM; family, friends and working
colleagues defined as user-oriented contributors only play a subordinate role in the effective functioning of the BM. Therefore, guidelines
in terms of which contributing partners to consider in the model would be
of additional value when analyzing the BM through the ABMO. A
potential categorization of different types of contributors related to their
criticality could be to classify them into “value enabling” and “value
adding” contributing partners. Following this logic, the first group would
consist of critical contributors without whom the BM could not work, while
the second group would consider contributing partners that have a
complementary, value-adding function for the other participants in an
already working BM. However, at the end of the day, this categorization
will also be determined by a qualitative judgment of the BM operator and
its corresponding participants.

Table 69: PostFinance Benefit - ABM functional findings
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ABM

Findings for configuration guidelines

dimension

Through the leveraging of a shared value purpose, incumbent companies that are
working with different potentially complementary customer groups (i.e. private vs.
corporate clients) can find ways of better serving both groups by enabling their
WHY

VALCO. The case study shows how customers that have formally been treated as

dimension

distinct segments can be orchestrated in one and the same BM by the means of a
validated shared purpose. Especially for incumbent companies, this offers great
potential in leveraging mutual benefits among their existing different customer
segments through an allocentric perspective.
One of the main innovations in the BM of PostFinance Benefit is certainly the fact
that the company was able to identify mutually complementary roles of two of its

WHO

apparently distinct customer segments (private and corporate). By being able to

dimension

define their roles in relation to a shared value purpose where one segment takes
on the user, and the other the provider role, PostFinance could leverage its existing
customers and their assets in a mutual beneficial way for all of them.
As the case study shows, PostFinance manages to orchestrate the BM
participants through an innovative combination of already existing (e.g.
PostFinance Debit Card) and new (e.g. campaign management tool) offerings.

WHAT
dimension

Although a key component of the BM is the common payment processing
infrastructure, the case shows that in order to orchestrate the VALCO among the
BM participants neither a common transactional interface nor a development
platform was decisive in the first place for the success of the BM. This emphasizes
the fact, that limiting the orchestration of VALCO simply to platforms clearly falls to
short.
Being aware that the orchestration of data flows among mutually complementary
parties is key when leveraging their VALCO potential. The case shows that by

HOW

partnering with the right contributing players including incumbent companies,

dimension

which initially lacked these skills, an ABM can quickly be set up. Therefore, the
success of setting up ABMs based on the orchestration of VALCO is also highly
dependent on the identification and selection of the right contributing partners.
Although it can be considered a highly successful case concerning how
PostFinance Benefit has managed to balance the financial revenues and costs
between the BM participants, this case study clearly indicates how important it is

VALUE
dimension

to consider the psychological benefits and efforts of the different participants. In
the beginning, PostFinance clearly underestimated the significance of data privacy
among its users. In fact, with the decision to implement a mandatory opt-in option
requiring users to participate in the BM, PostFinance made a major step towards
more data sovereignty for its existing customers which certainly cannot be valued
enough.

Table 70: PostFinance Benefit - ABM configuration findings
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SIX – IoT Commerce Ecosystem case study

This section describes how SIX, Switzerland’s leading financial
infrastructure provider, applies the ABMC to design innovative BMs with
its existing partners and start-ups by leveraging sophisticated
technology for financial services. The following case study describes
the insights gained when applying the ABMC to support the setting up
of a corporate start-up from the conceptualization phase through to the
market launch. This set-up was supported by a start-up program of the
F10 FinTech Incubator & Accelerator, one of Switzerland’s leading
collaboration spaces for FinTech, which is sponsored by SIX.
5.4.1

Case Introduction46

Owned by its users, around 125 banks, SIX offers products and
services for stock market transactions, securities trading, payment
transactions, and financial information. In its function as the financial
infrastructure backbone of Switzerland, the company orchestrates the
VALCO between banks, traders, merchants, and financial service
providers on a global scale. With approximately 200,000 merchants
throughout the whole of Europe using the company’s payment
infrastructure and related services, it is a market leader in its home
markets of Switzerland, Austria and Luxembourg. Although it has a
strong position as an acquirer and payment solutions provider for both
point of sale and electronic / mobile commerce, the company faces
severe competition on the market. In fact, the payment processing
market saw the coming of numerous smaller and bigger international
competitors offering innovative solutions for the digitally enabled
handling of payments. For many companies (e.g. Amazon, Alibaba,
Tencent or Apple), which are aware of the VALCO logic in an
increasingly digitized world, transaction data related to payment
processing is key to better understanding complementary users and
thus in creating more convenient user experiences. As highlighted in
Section 1.1.2, being able to orchestrate the flow of information, money,
46

Data sources: SIX Group Annual Reports 2015-2018. Internal project documentation.
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and eventually digital / physical goods for complementary BM
participants represents a central ability for a company’s sustainably
competitive advantage in today’s fast-paced market environment. As a
result, thanks to ongoing technological innovations, payment
processing has become increasingly standardized and automatized.
On the one hand, this allows parties to easily integrate a variety of
payment processing components in their BMs. Innovations such as
Amazon’s one-click payment and it’s Go convenience stores as well as
Tencent’s We-Chat payments raise expectations towards payment
solution providers to steadily develop innovative new ways to integrate
payment processing as quasi-invisible process components in the
VALCO activities of its users. On the other hand, payment processing
providers see themselves confronted with decreasing margins due to
fierce competition and standardization. SIX reacted to both challenges
in different ways. First, the company decided to merge large parts of its
payment unit with Worldline, a French payment solution company, in
order to build Europe’s largest payment technology partner for
merchants and banks. Under the auspice of Worldline, Six Payment
Services profits from higher transaction volumes and economies of
scale. In order to react to the international innovation pressure, the
company launched several strategic initiatives in order to leverage
innovative technology to better address merchants and their users with
their daily needs. Being aware of the importance of the Internet of
Things and the role of contextualized payments, the former SIX
business unit sponsored the creation of an internal start-up called
ThingsBy7 through the company’s FinTech Incubator & Accelerator
program. The goal of this start-up initiative was to better integrate
payment services into the businesses of local merchants by supporting
them and their clients in their daily activities through innovative
technology. This would allow the company to build additional value for
their existing merchant network and thus to profit from additional
revenue sources based on those value-adding services.

Evaluation

5.4.2

307

Case specific function of the ABM

Among the three case studies presented in this dissertation, the ABMC
was applied and tested with the most variety during this one. First, the
concept was used to conceptualize and design business ideas during
the ideation process of SIX’s corporate innovation process. Next, the
concept was used to communicate those ideas to management
executives in order to get the corresponding initial funding to build the
first prototypes of the business idea together with the corresponding BM
participants. In this context, the ABMO was again used to reconceptualize the initial business idea together with a broad range of
these BM participants during individual working sessions, group
workshops, and numerous presentations (i.e. start-up pitching
sessions, management meetings and fairs). In doing so, the ontology
served both to communicate and share the ideas and to constantly
manage and innovate the particular ABM during the corporate start-up
creation phase. During this phase, the core team also handed in a
patent request to protect parts of the particular BM. Finally, launching a
first minimum viable solution, the concept was used as a
communication and explanation instrument to find external investors in
order to fund the further development of the start-up. At the time of this
writing, the core team had not yet found an agreement with the
corresponding lead investors, which had changed due to the merger of
SIX Payment Services with Worldline during the start-up building
phase. Thus, from the ideas of the former corporate start-up known as
ThingsBy7, there emerged different innovation components for the
partners involved, which they decided to use independently. Therefore,
although the case study was a great success for the research at hand,
because it allowed the ABMC to be tested for various functions and
settings, the core team’s initial goal, which consisted of further
developing the business as their own company, could not be realized at
the time of this writing.
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ThingsBy7 – ABM description

The following section provides an overview of the different dimensions
of the ThingsBy7 ABM. For confidentiality reasons, the elaboration does
not specify the names of the parties involved and presents the BM
instance (its components and relationships) using a high granularity. It
starts by providing an overview of the corporate start-up’s ABM (see
Figure 49), where each dimension is subsequently explained in detail.

Evaluation

Figure 49: ThingsBy7's ABM
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The WHY dimension
Each adult living in the industrialized world spends on average 20 % of
his or her time during the day on food-related activities (Bronnenberg,
Gielens, & Gijsbrechts, 2018). According to a consumer time-spend
study by Bronnenberg et al. (2018), more than a third of that time (on
average 1.5h per person) is related solely to food procurement
(shopping ─ including travel time to the stores) ─ often to purchase the
same set of groceries. ThingsBy7 realized that a significant number of
people would be happier if they could spend that time for other more
meaningful activities. Thus, aware of the rapid development of the
Internet of Things (IoT)47, ThingsBy7 decided to leverage the
technology to better orchestrate the VALCO between grocery shoppers,
local merchants, related IoT- partners and logistic service contributors
by allowing the parties to collaboratively create personalized local
shopping experiences by using different levels of human interactions
and neutrality among the market actors. With this shared value
purpose, the idea was to enable grocery shoppers and their preferred
merchants to automate grocery procurement through a shared platform
where they could digitally orchestrate the grocery ordering and delivery
process through a multitude of connected devices (e.g. recipe apps,
smart household appliances, inventory management systems, etc.).

The WHO dimension
Centered around the shared value purpose of creating personalized,
local shopping experiences by using different levels of human
interactions and neutrality among the market actors, ThingsBy7’s ABM
grouped the following participants.
Private persons (single households and families) as well as small and
medium sized companies based in the city of Zürich (Kreis 1-12) that
would periodically procure groceries from various local merchants.
47

Techtarget (2019) defines the Internet of Things as a system of interrelated computing devices,
mechanical and digital machines, objects, animals or people that are provided with unique identifiers
and the ability to transfer data over a network without requiring human-to-human or human-tocomputer interaction.
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Being able to select products from various local merchants and to
bundle those in one delivery, the private persons (family members /
employees) took on the role of Users in the BM.
Local merchants operating their businesses in the city of Zürich acted
as Providers in the BM. The only condition for a merchant to participate
in the BM was to have an already existing contractual relationship with
SIX Payment Service. Having this relationship guaranteed that the
payment for the goods ordered through the ThingsBy7 platform could
be processed by the existing infrastructure. In order to secure the first
merchants for the platform, the ThingsBy7 core team tried to address
them with complementary product offerings that would allow their
customers to find all basic grocery products for their needs. However,
these small local merchants did not provide a big enough range of
products necessary to correspond to the diverse needs of the
customers. Therefore, the team had to add products from a large
retailer after the first live tests of its platform in order to complement the
range of available products.
By operating the BM, ThingsBy7 and its sponsor SIX Payment
Services acted as Orchestrator. By orchestrating the VALCO among
grocery shoppers and local merchants as well as smart household
appliance manufacturers and logistic service partners, ThingsBy7
coordinated the information and the money as well as the flow of goods
among the mutually complementary BM participants.
Supporting the grocery ordering process, recipe platforms and smart
household appliance manufacturers acted as User-oriented
Contributors. By connecting their offers to the ThingsBy7 platform,
Users would be able to bundle their grocery orders from different
applications through that platform. On the local merchant side,
ThingsBy7 connected logistic service partners to the merchants,
allowing them to share one and the same logistic partner for the home
/ work-place delivery of individual orders received through the
ThingsBy7 platform. Thus, logistic service partners acted as Provideroriented Contributors in the BM. Finally, SIX Payment Services took
on the role of an Orchestrator-oriented Contributor (as ThingsBy7 was
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planned to be run as a separate company) by handling the payment
flows between the private users and the local merchants’ banking
accounts.

The WHAT dimension
The following paragraphs provide an overview of the particular needs
and goals of ThingsBy7’s BM participants as well as their reciprocal
offerings.
From a User-oriented viewpoint, ThingsBy7 identified three major
needs related to bundled grocery shopping. The first was convenience
during the shopping journey, which is related to the disposition of
relevant information (i.e. product range, product information [size,
prices, origin, manufacturing labels], delivery places and time slots).
This information helped the users make subjectively reasonable buying
decisions (i.e. in choosing local grocery retailers) with a maximum of
flexibility in terms of basket composition. Second, it offered efficiency
during the shopping journey, by being able to automate the recurring
shopping of some particular products (i.e. coffee) via the platform so the
users did not have to repeatedly manually add those products to the
shopping basket when placing a certain order. Finally, personalization
was achieved by having access to a broad range of different products
from various local merchants. In order to fulfill those needs, customers
were ready to share their shopping preferences by connecting their
shopping devices (i.e. recipe apps or digital shopping lists) to the
ThingsBy7 platform and buy groceries form local merchants.
Local grocery providers were looking for ways to be connected to
existing and new customers and to be able to deeply embed their
product offerings in the daily lives of their customers. For local
merchants, it was important to place their brands and to be perceived
as special local product retailers that were different from their
competitors. In order to better adapt their offerings to particular
customer needs, the merchants were also striving for additional insights
on consumer preferences. Being able to better adapt to changing
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customer needs, the merchants would also be better able to increase
loyalty and the buying frequency of their products. Finally, another
important need for the merchants was represented by their
entrepreneurial autonomy. For the merchants it was important to flexibly
adapt their offerings and prices according to changing market
conditions without having to justify these changes to ThingsBy7
because they were locked in rigid merchant contractual structures.
Having this autonomy, the merchants were also willing to accept the
non-exclusivity of their particular products on the ThingsBy7 platform.
In order to fulfill these goals, the merchants accepted paying a 15%
margin to ThingsBy7 for the bundled handling of their offerings.
Additionally, the merchants were willing to manage their product range
through a specific product management tool.
ThingsBy7 strove to be viewed as a neutral, local, and reliable partner
for grocery shoppers, merchants and contributing partners, helping
them to better connect their mutually complementary products and
services. For ThingsBy7 it was important to be able to maintain decision
making autonomy in the further development of its BM. However, being
a corporate start-up, the initial goal was to have a sufficient amount of
liquidity in order to be able to operate the business at all. From a
perspective on its offerings, ThingsBy7 offered the following modules to
its BM participants. First, an e-commerce shop allowed users to browse
and purchase products from various local merchants. Additionally, the
shop allowed users to automate the purchase of products on a daily or
weekly basis. Finally, the users were also able to buy a pre-defined
basket related to their favorite recipes. Second, a product management
tool for the local merchants allowed them to autonomously manage
their product offerings and related prices. Finally, smart devices
application programming interfaces (API) allowed smart household
manufacturers to connect their devices to the ThingsBy7 platform.

Evaluation

314

The HOW dimension
All of ThingsBy7’s ABM participants engaged in different activities by
applying their resources through different channels and evaluating their
VALCO through a set of interaction metrics.
By accessing the ThingsBy7 web app, users browsed for and selected
products from various local merchants. Additionally, the users could
shop for products from pre-defined recipes. After selecting different
products from various merchants, the users would proceed to the
check-out where they chose a delivery day. By default, ThingsBy7
delivered the following day between 5p.m – 7.p.m. The users could also
indicate where the orders were to be delivered (to their home address
or their work address). In order to finalize the check-out, users could
pay either via a credit-card or TWINT, the mobile payment solution of
Swiss banks. After receiving their orders, the users had the possibility
to rate the products on the platform and recommend additional products
that they would like to have integrated into the platform via a wish-list.
This recommendation function worked by uploading a picture of the
particular product. Finally, the users were also able to configure
personalized shopping items that they wanted to have automatically
added to their shopping basket whenever they placed an order. In order
to use the ThingsBy7 platform, the users registered on the platform by
using a computer, a tablet, or a smartphone. Furthermore, the users
needed to indicate their delivery address, which had to be in the city of
Zürich. Finally, the users needed to have either a credit-card or the
mobile payment solution TWINT in order to purchase the goods. In
terms of interaction metrics, the product range, delivery quality in terms
of time and order completeness as well as delivery processing time
represented important success factors for the users’ participation in the
BM.
On their side, merchants had to upload their product information and
prices via the product management tool to the ThingsBy7 e-shop.
Depending on the merchants’ existing infrastructure, this upload could
either be done manually or with digital support by taking product
information data from their online shop or existing inventory
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management system. After uploading their products, the merchant
made an initial quality check together with ThingsBy7 and displayed its
offerings to the users. Every night, the merchants received the bundled
orders for each individual customer via the ThingsBy7 platform. These
then had to be prepared for the next day. Each customer had an
anonymized basket number. In this way, ThingsBy7 guaranteed that all
of the merchants processed the order of the same customer identically.
During the delivery day, the logistic partner collected the orders from
the various merchants by packing them in specific customer delivery
boxes which kept the products fresh. After making a quality check for
order completeness, the merchant updated the product stock in case
s/he had run out of a specific product for the next day. Once or twice
per month, the merchants sent a consolidated invoice to ThingsBy7 with
a discount of 15%. In order to be able to participate in the BM, the
merchants needed to have an existing contractual relationship with SIX
Payment Services and they needed to use the product management
tool by integrating their offerings either manually or via a digital interface
to the ThingsBy7 platform. Additionally, the merchants also needed
some physical storage space where they could prepare the orders for
delivery and process the quick quality check together with the logistic
service partners. For merchants, important interaction metrics were the
number of existing and new customers reached through the ThingsBy7
platform as well as the corresponding sales volume generated.
In its role as the BM operator, ThingsBy7 had to match grocery
shoppers with local merchants supplying them with their preferred
products. In doing so, ThingsBy7 started to leverage SIX Payment
Services’ existing merchant network and incentivized them to display
and manage their product offerings through the ThingsBy7 platform.
This was achieved by allowing merchants to autonomously manage
their products via the product management tool and by establishing an
interface via the ThingsBy7 e-shop where they could collaboratively
address existing and new customers with their individual offerings. In
order to incentivize users to shop via the platform, ThingsBy7 built a
web-app where customers could browse for their preferred products
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and recommend new ones, which ThingsBy7 would add over time. In
its role as an orchestrator, ThingsBy7 began by working with a local
logistics company that delivered the bundled orders from the various
merchants to the customers. In order to make this collaboration work,
ThingsBy7 had to create a special “on the fly” logistic system, consisting
of boxes that could be used to bundle various products from different
merchants into the same order without having to use an intermediary
warehouse to stock products. Operating on a small scale in a restricted
local area (the city of Zurich) allowed ThingsBy7 and the logistics
contributor to limit the fixed costs when handling the deliveries.
However, this system only worked by increasing the required skills of
the delivery couriers. In fact, in addition to driving from point-to-point to
deliver pre-defined orders, this system required the couriers to be more
flexible as they were in charge of collecting several single orders from
the merchants and bundling them in one single customer delivery. It
also required that the logistic partners be able to make quality controls
(e.g. the right amount for the right customers) when collecting the
orders for the various customers. However, at the end of the day it was
ThingsBy7 that was responsible for the quality of the processed orders.
During the start of the project this led to several incidents where
customers had to take deliveries twice because their orders had not
been properly completed. Thus, in its role as orchestrator, ThingsBy7
also had to establish some institutional rules governing the handling of
incorrect or incomplete orders. In addition, another sensitive point was
the setting up of transparent and standardized conditions for
collaboration with the various merchants. In this regard, ThingsBy7
decided to offer all of the merchants the same pricing and operating
conditions. However, this was not easy because, as one might expect,
merchants operate on a very different scale and with different products.
For instance, some of the merchants had sophisticated delivery
systems that they wanted to use, while others operated on a manual
basis. Also, merchants offering food generally operate with lower profit
margins than merchants selling beverages. Thus, there was a debate
among the merchants concerning whether or not the uniform pricing
conditions were fair. Another important point was the fact that
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merchants offering high quality premium products did not want to see
their products next to budget products that could negatively impact the
image of their brands. However, one key success factor involved
investing enough time to transparently indicate the advantages and
disadvantages of the ThingsBy7 operating model and discussing with
merchants ways of optimizing it in the future. For example, by displaying
gourmet products in a separate category, the image/reputation problem
between certain types of products could be handled to the satisfaction
of all participants. Finally, in order to draw users to the platform,
ThingsBy7 began working with household appliance manufacturers and
recipe platform operators, which could connect their devices and
applications to the ThingsBy7 platform, allowing their users to process
grocery orders. In this context, ThingsBy7 prototypically connected a
mini bar, a coffee machine as well as a fridge to the platform, all of which
could place orders with the platform if they ran out of stock. In this
regard, the actual owner of the device was still in charge of confirming
the order via the platform. However, by connecting its devices s/he no
longer had to select the missing products manually. In terms of
interaction metrics, for ThingsBy7 the number of users (consumers &
merchants), their transaction frequency and the order processing
quality represent important evaluation metrics for successful
orchestration. An additional important success metric was represented
by the number of devices and apps connected to the platform as this
was in direct proportion to the number of potential customers to be
reached by ThingsBy7.

The VALUE dimension
The participants of ThingsBy7’s ABM faced the following benefits and
costs. First, users benefited from reduced grocery procurement costs
in terms of time invested as they could bundle orders from various local
merchants in one delivery. By receiving their groceries at home, the
users did not have to spend extra money on transportation either.
Additionally, the users were not bound to the product range nor prices
of one particular merchant and thus benefited from increased variety in
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their grocery shopping. On the cost side, the users had to pay the
regular product prices and faced configuration costs (time) when
organizing and automating their shopping through the ThingsBy7
platform.
Merchants benefited from product sales revenues, reduced delivery
costs due to the bundled ordering process and increased flexibility
when addressing a particular user group by means of the ThingsBy7
product management tool. On the cost side, the merchants faced
traditional order processing and preparation costs. However, these
costs could be considered sunk costs as the merchants would have
faced them even if they had not been not participating in this particular
BM. In addition, merchants had to pay ThingsBy7 a commission fee of
15% of the total sales volume generated through the platform.
In addition to receiving a 15% margin on the sales revenue generated
by the merchants, ThingsBy7 planned to generate additional one-time
revenue streams through consulting and integration work for smart
device manufacturers by helping them connect their devices to the
platform. Furthermore, ThingsBy7 would also profit from user data
insights related to the personal shopping preferences and actual
product ranges of a multitude of different grocery shoppers and
merchants. On the cost side, ThingsBy7 faced platform development
and maintenance costs as well as logistics fees for the logistic partner.
Linked to the one-time revenues related to the connection of smart
devices, a commission fee of 1-2% of the sales revenues that would
have had to be paid to the smart device manufacturers when their users
order goods through the ThingsBy7 platform was in discussion at the
time of writing this dissertation.
To conclude, Figures 50-52 provide an overview on ThingsBy7’s IoT
commerce platform and its product management tool.
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Figure 50: ThingsBy7 e-commerce shop (Source: SIX)

Figure 51: ThingsBy7 product automation widget (Source: SIX)
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Figure 52: ThingsBy7 Product Management Tool (Source: SIX)
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Consolidated results of the SIX case study

Tables 71-72, consolidate the results of this case study. In Table 71, the
applicability and usefulness of the different components of the ABM for
the case-specific functions design, analysis, manage & innovate and
communication are specified. In Table 72, insights serving as a
foundation for the guidelines of different ABM configurations are
presented according to the model’s different dimensions.

Tested
functions

Consolidated Findings
The model was applied to conceptualize different configurations within
ThingsBy7’s BM. The model was particularly useful in identifying and
specifying the roles of different potential BM participants and their mutual
VALCO relationships. The different components permitted the identification of
complementary capabilities and services between different BM participants.
One major aspect in this case study was the discussion concerning the user
role in the BM. The core team experimented by putting different actors (i.e.
smart device manufacturers, small and medium sized enterprises as well as
private customers) in different roles and tried to identify the best match to the
grocery merchants. Along the development process, ThingsBy7’s BM was
constantly updated with insights collected from the different participants. This
was especially apparent when specifying the particular needs as well as
benefits & costs that such a BM would address. During this process it also

Design

became obvious that the application of the ontology needed some particular
skills. Although, the model could be used to challenge assumptions with the
particular BM participants, it was important that at least one expert having
previous knowledge in modelling BMs through the concept was on site to help
the stakeholders use the components in the appropriate way. Once the
participants understood how, for instance, the need / goal component related
to the value proposition / reciprocal offering component or how the capabilities
/ activities and production factor / resources had an impact on the profit /
benefits and costs component, less well-trained workshop participants (i.e.
merchants and logistic service providers) could also design different
configurations without much guidance. Overall, the ABMC offered enough
flexibility to model different configurations while at the same time being rigid
enough to specify these models by focusing on the most relevant components
when orchestrating the VALCO configurations among the participants.

Table 71: ThingsBy7 - ABM functional findings (1/2)

Evaluation

322

Tested
functions

Consolidated Findings
Particularly during the conceptual phase of ThingsBy7’s BM, the ABMO was
applied to compare different ABM configurations and to critically assess those

Analysis

in terms of the benefits & costs for the different participants. One major
advantage of the concept was its help in comparing and balancing the costs
& benefits for different BM participants in the same model.
While developing the first prototypes and test runs for the BM and related
offerings of ThingsBy7, the concept helped to constantly collect the new
insights and to find ways of adapting the model in a mutually beneficial way

Manage &

for the different participants. However, oftentimes this conceptual work often

Innovate

remained superficial as time pressure did not allow the core team to have long
and intensive discussions. Nevertheless, the model can be especially useful
in taking an informed decision, if analyzing the impact and usefulness of some
new product features or user segments is desired.
The model was used as a communication instrument to internal project
members, managers, BM participants as well as potential investors. The
relevance of the model as a communication instrument can be split into parts.
For direct participants in the BM, the visualization offered enough detail to
gain a basic understanding of its function. However, when first presenting the
model to them it is important to present it in a step-by-step fashion by
continuously displaying the different components. When the full model was
immediately displayed, the audience had difficulties digesting all of the
information. For participants that were not directly involved in the BM and just

Communication

wanted to gain a basic understanding of its functioning, the entire visualization
of the model was not helpful. Instead the case study showed that better results
could be achieved when only some components (e.g. the shared value
purpose, actor roles and their value propositions and related benefits & costs)
were displayed and additionally illustrated (e.g. using sketches). This case
study has clearly shown that in order to be useful as a communication
instrument different granularity levels of the model are needed. Several case
study participants recommended using the structural model as a sort of story
board to explain the functioning through visual animations (e.g. icons and
sketches).

Table 71: ThingsBy7 - ABM functional findings (2/2)
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Findings for configuration guidelines
The shared value purpose of ThingsBy7 emerged during initial discussions with
merchants as well as SIX internal test-consumers. While the neutrality aspect
among market participants was highly important in order for the merchants to
participate in the BM, the human involvement in the shopping process was an
important aspect for the test-consumers involved in the early stages of the project.
However, although the particular needs of the different BM participants had been
taken into account, the formulated shared value purpose remained too broad,

WHY

which led to confusion among the different participants and external stakeholders

dimension

trying to understand the exact raison d’être for that particular BM. One key learning
“take away” involved finding the right balance when formulating a shared value
purpose that did not restrict the participants too much in their individual worldviews
yet still provided them and external stakeholders with enough clarity on what the
BM is all about. In retrospect, this goal was only partially achieved by the core team
as during the project the different participants had their own, often detached
interpretation of what it meant to create a personalized shopping experience with
different levels of human involvement.
This case study was particularly relevant to test the application of the ABM in a
quasi-start-up setting. Two big issues arose, however, when defining the
participants and their roles in the ABM. First, the internal support for the project
decreased when the core team decided to address private consumers as users.
This was against the traditional Business-to-Business setting in which SIX and SIX
Payment Service are in and did not match with the company’s understanding of its
role. Second, it was decided that the first versions would be tested with internal
customers (SIX employees). Initially, this was perceived as a very effective and
efficient move, because the acquiring of test consumers could be achieved by
using the existing company network. Additionally, the risk if something should go

WHO

wrong during these tests could be controlled by the company. However, the core

dimension

team underestimated the incentive of employees to participate in the test runs. In
fact, their motivation in participating in the test-runs was not so much related to the
actual BM and the offerings (although the employees had to buy the goods with
their own money) but rather to be part of something innovative. It was only after
the Go-Live of the solution that the core team realized that it had been too focused
on feedback coming from internal innovation aficionados rather than to that of
users who were convinced of the value of the BM. This clearly showed the limits
of the model as a conceptual instrument to define the user groups particular
motivations and its real-world application. Therefore, it is of considerable
importance that particular attention be paid to the “real” motivations of BM
participants especially when running internal tests in a sort of artificial setting.

Table 72: ThingsBy7 - ABM configuration findings (1/3)
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ABM

Findings for configuration guidelines

dimension

The case study has shown that being open and transparent about the nature of
reciprocal offerings at the conceptual stage is of great importance. In fact, when
wanting to orchestrate VALCO among mutually complementary parties, the BM
operator has to first gain a clear understanding of the VALCO relationship between
the user and provider and their existing or potentially relevant contributing parties
WHAT
dimension

before defining the corresponding offerings. In the case of ThingsBy7 it quickly
became obvious that the local merchants needed a tool where they could manage
their product offerings instead of communicating them to ThingsBy7 and having
the platform curated by the core team. Therefore, as the BM operator, the
orchestrator always has to make sure that s/he supports the VALCO of both
parties, the user and the provider, with its products and services by connecting its
products and services to already existing contributing partner structures on both
sides.
This case study highlighted the importance of gaining a clear understanding of the
activities and resources as well as the channels and type of relationships the BM
participants are already engaged in. This allows for the detection of already
existing but latent synergies among the different BM participants. In the case of
ThingsBy7, the core team could profit from existing logistic capabilities of one of
the merchants as well as from an already existing recipe database of one of the
user-oriented contributors to which merchant products could be linked.
Additionally, ThingsBy7 could also integrate the existing payment processing

HOW

infrastructure of SIX Payment Services. For a corporate start-up, the possibility of

dimension

leveraging existing resources might seem trivial. However, being aware of its own
resources is one side of the equation. Oftentimes it is forgotten that the
complementary BM participants can also bring in existing resources that could
quickly be leveraged to create a mutual benefit for all the BM participants. Thus,
when conceptualizing the components of the HOW dimension, it is worthwhile to
first meticulously analyze already existing complementary capabilities among the
BM participants before trying to reinvent the wheel. However, this should not lead
to operational blindness when defining the most effective and efficient way to
orchestrate the VALCO between the participants.

Table 72: ThingsBy7 - ABM configuration findings (2/3)
(1/2)
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Findings for configuration guidelines
One key aspect when setting up an ABM involves having a clear understanding of
how the mutually complementary participants can profit from their participation in
the BM. For an orchestrator having to initially onboard both users and providers it
is of equal importance to understand the psychological rewards and efforts of the
BM participants because in the beginning the monetary profits to be realized are
often negligible. From an orchestrator perspective there are two reasons for this.

VALUE
dimension

First the transaction volume within the BM is too low because of a lack of early
participants. Second, the actual value that could be expressed in financial revenue
numbers remains vague in the early stages. Thus, rather than insisting on an
immediate monetary return from the various BM participants it can be a well
thought out strategy to first value psychological rewards (e.g. commitment of BM
participants, readiness to share information and operational knowledge or
acceptance to share some operational and strategic risk with the BM operator)
when starting to orchestrate VALCO within an ABM. This however implies that the
sponsors / investors have a medium-term vision when investing.

Table 72: ThingsBy7 - ABM configuration findings (3/3)
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Overall practical relevance evaluation

To complement the evaluation of the ABMO from a practical relevance
perspective, a mixed method evaluation approach was applied. On the
one hand, think-aloud protocols were used to evaluate the applicability
(the actual use) of the ABMO in helping practitioners to conceptualize
and understand VALCO and value co-capturing between mutually
complementary business and social actors in a particular BM. On the
other hand, a survey analyzing the artifacts overall usability and
applicability as well as the participants readiness to re-use and to
recommend the artifact was conducted. Therefore, while the think-aloud
method evaluates the actual use (usability) of the artifact, the survey
permits the evaluation of the participants’ judgement about the
usefulness of the artifact. The following two sections describe the
results collected through these two evaluation methods.
5.5.1

Usability evaluation

In information management research, the think-aloud method is widely
used for the usability testing of software, interfaces or instructional
frameworks (Van den Haak et al., 2003). The research at hand
performed a retrospective think-aloud testing, whereby the participants
had to first complete a set of tasks related to the applicability of the ABM
and afterwards express their thoughts. According to Van den Haak et
al. (2003), this method has the following advantages and drawbacks
with regards to concurrent thinking aloud approaches where
participants verbalize their thoughts while completing the tasks. First,
participants can complete the tasks in their own manner and at their
own pace without being distracted from the actual tasks by constantly
having to verbalize their thoughts. Second, the participants also have
the time to reflect on their usage process and to structure their thoughts
before having to verbalize them. However, one drawback of this
retrospective approach the fact that the participants might be biased
from thoughts occurring after the effective use of the artifact. It is
important to note that in the research at hand, this has an impact on the
results because the participants articulated their thoughts in small
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groups and could have been influenced by previous speakers in their
verbalizations. However, the fact that the tasks were executed
individually by the participants allowed for the attenuating of such bias
during the ex-post data analysis of the corresponding documents.
Finally, it is important to consider that the evaluation has to be
considered as partially formative, because the evaluation helped to
further specify the components of the ontology presented in Chapter 4.
The following paragraphs provide an overview of the applied research
method and the results collected.

Data collection
The research was conducted with a total sample of 26 participants
working in the financial service industry (see Appendix C). Although,
not all of the participants had in-depth prior expertise in business
modeling, all of them were familiar with the concept as they had
received a 45min conceptual and illustrative introduction to the
components and relationships of the ABM followed by a 15min question
and answer session. Afterwards the participants were split into three
groups of 8-9 participants. Each group contained a moderator and two
additional observers helping the author of this dissertation explain to
the participants the usability tasks and to record and structure the data
collected. Each participant received a hand-out that contained three
parts: the first was a description of the different components of the ABM.
The second was a short case study describing the ABM of a Swiss
crowd-lending company for small and medium sized businesses and its
related BM participants; the third, an empty template with a pre-defined
shared value purpose component where the participants could
structure the information from the case study through the ABMC.
Although, no specific chronological order was pre-defined for that task,
the participants were motivated by the group moderator to start by
defining the roles of the BM actors and their needs, followed by their
VALCO relationships (value propositions, reciprocal offerings,
channels, interaction metrics) before starting to fill in the actors
resources, activities, and benefits & costs. This was done to steadily
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increase the complexity of the task, because not all information could
be extracted on a one-to-one basis from the case study description to
relevant components. Overall the participants had 45 minutes to
execute the task (excluding the explanation and the case study reading
time). Finally, they were instructed to move on to the next component
whenever they were stuck or did not understand how the insights of the
mini case study could be represented through a particular component.
After completing the task, the participants were asked to hand in their
documents. After a short break, the participants were asked to share
their thoughts related to the applicability of the different components
with the group. The moderator made sure that the talking time was more
or less balanced among the individual group members, while the two
observers took notes.

Data Analysis
The verbal transcripts of the different group observers were
consolidated by the author of this dissertation by classifying the insights
to the corresponding ABM dimensions and their components. This
allowed for a comparable evaluation structure for all the generated
insights. As highlighted in Section 2.9.3, the author applied an
evaluation approach proposed by Van den Haak et al. (2003) analyzing
layout problems, terminology problems, and data entry problems as
well as comprehensiveness problems relating to the use of the ABM.
Based on those criteria, problems in the understanding, navigation and
usage of the ABM could be identified and the model’s overall
applicability from a practitioners’ perspective could be evaluated.
Results
Table 73 summarizes the results of the reciprocal thinking aloud
method.
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Components &
subcomponents
Shared Value
Purpose / Service

Actor / Role
Archetype

Terminology
Data entry problems
Comprehension Problems
problems
The components of this dimension were not included in the reciprocal thinking aloud evaluation approach, as
they served as entry guide for the better explanation of the mini case study and the related sub-sequent tasks.
While the large majority of
Some
terminology the participants had no
Related to the terminology
problems occurred with problems defining the
problems,
several
The participant had the role of contributors. user,
provider,
and
participants had difficulties
no problems in Almost a third of all orchestrator role, many
understanding the role of the
identifying
the participants reported that had difficulties in defining
contributors.
As
one
related places to they had to go back to the the contributors. This was
participant pointed out, “Once
define the actors explanation document to related to the fact that one
I finally understood that
and their roles. look up the exact and the same company
contributors
could
be
However, several definition of a contributor. could be perceived both
suppliers, complementors or
participants
However, once they as an orchestrator- as well
other necessary partners for
suggested using a understood that the roles as
provider-oriented
the
rest
of
the
BM
sort of color code are defined in relation to contributor. This led to
participants, I was way more
to facilitate the the pre-defined shared irritation
among
the
comfortable
with
the
identification of the value
purpose,
the participants
as
they
application of the framework”
role archetypes.
participants faced no expected the companies
(Strategy
&
Enterprise
further
terminology to take on mutually
Architect, May 16, 2018).
problems.
exclusive roles in the
same ABM.
Layout problems

Table 73: Results of the think aloud evaluation (1/3)
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Components &
subcomponents

Needs / Goals
Value Proposition
/ Reciprocal
Offerings

Layout problems

Around a fifth of the
participants
reported
having some initial
difficulties in detecting
the direction of the
reciprocal
value
proposition / reciprocal
offering
components.
Several
participants
brought in the idea of a
better
visualization
through
colors
or
corresponding icons to
better grasp the flow of
direction.

Table 73: Results of the think aloud evaluation (2/3)
(1/3)
(1/2)

Terminology
problems
Although they did not have
particular issues with the
terminology
of
the
components,
some
participants highlighted the
importance of differentiating
between
the
value
proposition and the nature of
a particular offering. The
example given was that
although the crowd investors
received interest (money) in
return for their lending, the
value proposition to invest in
the SME’s was not purely
monetarily driven (e.g. to
increase revenue), but rather
a fact of doing something
useful with their money by
supporting local companies.

Data entry problems

Comprehension
Problems

The participants did not
face major data entry
problems.
However,
one aspect brought up
by some participants
was the multitude of
different
value
elements to fill-in the
value
proposition
component. A few
participants
thought
that there was one
correct
value
proposition element for
each
field
(e.g.
increase
revenue,
saves time, increases
privacy, etc.)

A very small number of
the participants had
difficulties in telling the
difference between the
actual offering (e.g.
loan) and the related
value proposition such
an
offering
could
generate
for
its
beneficiary.
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Components &
subcomponents

Layout
problems

Capability /
Activities
Production Factor /
Resources
Interface / Channel
Relationship /
Interaction Metrics

No
special
layout
problems were
reported
by
the
participants

Profit / Benefits &
Costs

No
special
layout
problems were
reported
by
the
participants

Table 73: Results of the think aloud evaluation (3/3)

Terminology
problems
A majority of the participants reported
difficulties
especially
with
the
relationship / interaction metrics
component. On the one hand, this was
due to the fact that the mini-case study
did not provide any further insights on
this component. On the other hand, the
participants reported missing a set of
specific interaction metrics to get a
better understanding of how to
interpret the component.
Many
participants
limited
the
component to financial aspects and
ignored the psychological rewards and
efforts. The majority of them reported
that the terms benefits and costs were
cognitively restricting their thoughts to
money. However, a few of those also
reported that due to their banking
background they were potentially
biased in thinking only in this direction.

Data entry problems

Comprehension
Problems

Related to the terminology
problem, the interaction
component was left empty
by most participants due
to the fact that neither the
mini-case study nor the
model provided specific
metrics that could be
applied.

A
minority
of
the
participants
reported
difficulties in applying the
channel element because
of the fact that it combines
both communication and
distribution aspects.

Except for the fact that the
psychological aspect of
the
component
was
missed
by
most
participants, there were
no particular data entry
problems.

No
particular
comprehension problems
were reported by the
participants.
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Usefulness evaluation

The same members that participated in the reciprocal thinking aloud
evaluation, were asked to complete a survey after the workshop. After
analyzing the applicability of the ABM when used, this survey served to
evaluate the participants ex-post judgment of the usability of the artifact.
Thus, the survey included statements related to the overall usefulness
and applicability as well as the participants’ intention to re-use and to
recommend the ABM. The participants could rate the statements on a
5-point Likert scale (1: disagree, 5 fully agree). The survey can be found
in Appendix B. The survey participation was conducted on an
anonymous basis. This means that no personal information was kept
unless the participants offered personal information in the
corresponding comment fields of the survey. It is important to note that
the results of this survey have no claim for statistical representativeness
as the participants were:
a) not randomly selected,
b) part of a specific group (to a large degree males working in the
financial service industry), and
c) the sample size was not large enough to deduce statistically valid,
reliable and objective results.
However, as the goal of this survey was to complement the findings of
the reciprocal thinking aloud usability evaluation, the descriptive
insights taken from it have their merits in the research at hand. The
following paragraphs summarize the results related to the different
evaluation dimensions.

Perceived Usefulness
When asked about the overall usefulness of the model, around 80% of
the respondents stated that the model served them for the design of
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collaborative BMs48 between their company, customers and
complementary parties (see Figure 53). However, around a fourth of the
participants also stated that the model in its current state cannot be
easily understood without additional guidelines or documentation. In
this regard, it should be pointed out that the visualized version in the
research at hand is different from the evaluated version in terms of color
codes as well as icons. Nevertheless, in order to be more easily
digestible and to guarantee that it is applied in the intended way, clear
guidelines have to be developed further. Overall, with a mean of 3.82
points (on a 5-point Likert scale) and a coefficient of variation (CV 49) of
30%, the majority of this particular group of participants perceive the
model to be useful. However, as mentioned in the introduction of this
section, these numbers are only valid for this particular user group and
do not claim any statistical representativeness.

Figure 53: Perceived usefulness

48

In the questionnaire the term collaborative BM was used as synonym for ABMs.
The coefficient of variation (CV) is the ratio of the standard deviation (s) to the mean (𝑥) of this
particular sample with size (n) = 26.
49
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Perceived Ease of use
Regarding the ease of use, the opinions of the survey participants are
relatively dispersed. Around a third of the participants think that it would
be easy for them to apply the model in their companies. However, a
fourth of the participants either disagree (8%) or only partially agree
(19%) with this statement (see Figure 54). There are several
explanations for these dispersed opinions. First, when applying the
model, the participants did not receive any specific “how-to” guidelines
other than the information in the mini case study and definitions of the
different components of the model. Second, some participants stated in
the open comment section that they had difficulties with the number of
different components and suggested making the model easier to use,
and that some components could be grouped. One example was the
relationship components between the contributors and the other roles.
In response to these comments, these relationships were excluded in
the final visualization of the model presented in Section 4.7 of this
dissertation. Finally, it has to be acknowledged that not all of the
participants occupy roles in their company where business modelling
plays a major role in their daily jobs. Therefore, it is important to
consider the answers to the perceived ease of use in the overall context
of the other evaluation dimensions of this survey. At least for this
particular and very specific group of participants, this allows for
receiving a more balanced assessment of the practical usability of the
ABM.
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Figure 54: Perceived ease of use

Intention to re-use
Despite some application challenges, around 62% of the participants
stated that they would like to re-use the model to design, analyze and
discuss different collaborative BM opportunities for their companies. In
this regard 27% of the respondents would at least partially use
components of the model for the above-mentioned reason (see Figure
55). Several participants stated that with the help of clear application
guidelines as well as additional best practice examples, their intention
to re-use the model would increase. One participant in the open
comment section highlighted the trade-off between the abstraction
degree of the model and its use for a particular user group such as
financial service companies. According to this participant, the users
would have to bring in a certain degree of abstraction capability as well
as the ability and willingness to perceive the different BM configurations
of their companies from an outside-in perspective. Overall, for at least
this particular user group sample, the intention to re-use can be
considered as rather high. A possible explanation for this positive
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attitude could also result from the fact that there is a lack of alternatives
or at least knowledge of any alternative conceptual models available to
help the participants design and analyze the orchestration of their
company’s VALCO with complementary partners.

Figure 55: Intention to re-use

Intention to recommend
Similar to the intention to re-use the model, around 63 % of the
participants would recommend the usage of the model to their
colleagues. Around a fourth (27%) of the respondents would only
partially recommend the model to their colleagues while 11% remain
neutral in this regard (see Figure 56). One interesting statement in the
open comment field in this dimension was related to the intended use
of the model and its related communication. The participant remarked
that the use of the model could also be relevant for companies not
working in specific ecosystem structures as the collaborative mind-set
including the different role archetypes in the model could also
potentially be applied for purely company internal projects. This aspect
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will be further treated in the Research Contributions (6.2) and Research
Outlook (6.4) sections of this dissertation. In conclusion, this rather high
willingness to recommend the model to their colleagues points out that
at least from the perspective of this specific sample group, the model
has some relevance in helping them deal with the design and analysis
of mutually beneficial VALCO structures for their companies.

Figure 56: Intention to recommend

5.6

Intended use evaluation

After demonstrating and evaluating the practical usability and
usefulness of the ABM, this last section of the Evaluation chapter
focuses on the assessment of the intended use of the artifact. As
introduced and specified in Section 2.4.3, the research at hand used a
measurement approach proposed by Ranjan and Read (2014) in order
to evaluate the ABM’s ability to support VALCO and value co-capturing
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between mutually complementary business and social actors. In this
regard, the author asked participants of several innovation workshops
and sprints where the ABM was applied to evaluate the ability of the
model to support them and their colleagues in their VALCO when
collaboratively conceptualizing new BMs by filling in a survey50. These
workshops took place either at a specific CC Ecosystems partner
headquarters or during innovation workshops organized by the
consortium. In order to mitigate the risk of case or location-specific
biases when evaluating the success or non-success of the model, the
author only considered responses of participants that participated at
least twice in such a workshop (see Appendix E). The average of their
answers was taken. During the analysis no clear tendencies of timerelated biases (i.e. better or worse evaluation with the increase of
workshop participations) could be identified. In total the average
answers of 20 participants that answered measurement items on a 5Point Likert scale (1 = disagree; 5 = fully agree) served to evaluate the
intended use of the artifact. Compared to the survey to evaluate the
usefulness of the artifact, the sample size is more diverse in terms of
the participants’ job profiles and gender. However, the sample size is
restricted to a) participants working in the financial services industry
(banks, financial software providers) or having close touchpoints with
this industry (consultants and corporate partners of banks) and b)
limited to participants who participated at least twice in a workshop.
Therefore, the results presented below can only provide first indications
on the model’s ability to support VALCO for a specific group of
participants and field of action (innovation projects related to financial
services). Nevertheless, the results presented can offer a first step
towards better grounded empirical testing of the ability of ABM to fulfill
its intended purpose. The next sections summarize the results
according to Read and Rajan’s (2014) VALCO dimensions and related
measurement items.

50

See Section 2.4.3 for an overview and detailed explanation of the measurement items.
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Knowledge sharing

The following section describes an aggregated evaluation of the extent
to which the group workshop participants perceived how well the model
supported the sharing and mutual understanding of the individual BM
participants’ ideas, knowledge needs and abilities when
conceptualizing the ABM. As highlighted in Section 2.4.3, the
knowledge sharing dimension was evaluated based on four questions.
The corresponding results of the 20 participants who participated in at
least two group workshops were then consolidated to get an overall
assessment of the artifacts’ ability to support knowledge sharing
between the participants when conceptualizing an ABM. This provided
a total set of 80 observations. Over the four knowledge sharing
questions, 91% of the participants reported a positive impact on the
artifact’s function in supporting knowledge sharing among the group
workshop participants. 9% of the participants were neutral concerning
the model’s support in this regard (see Figure 57). However, this
positive result has to be interpreted with the necessary caution. As
several informal feedback sessions held after the group workshops
revealed, it is incontestable if the model highlights the most important
components and thus animates discussions between the group
members when collaboratively conceptualizing a BM. Nevertheless, the
role of the workshop moderators should not be underestimated when
applying the model. Although, the workshops were moderated by
different people (including the author of this dissertation), all of them
had significant experience in moderating innovation workshops and at
least some routine in working with the artifact. In this regard, it is
important to note that a pre-test of the data had shown no biases related
to a particular workshop moderator (e.g. better evaluation when a
particular moderator guided the group workshop). Nevertheless, it is
incontestable that a moderator’s experience in guiding the collaborative
design of the BM by the means of the artifact certainly had a positive
impact on the overall assessment. In spite of this, the fact that the
participants interacted in different groups with different moderators
indicates that at least for this particular user sample, the artifact
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definitively has its merits in supporting the knowledge sharing among
the participants when collaboratively designing a BM.

Figure 57: Knowledge sharing

5.6.2

Equity

This dimension evaluates the artifacts’ support in animating the
participants to share control with other participants in relation to
activities related to their personal assets and in defining the outcome of
the mutual value-creation approach. As with the knowledge sharing
dimension, the equity dimension was evaluated by aggregating the
answers of four particular questions. In this regard, half of the
participants agree that the artifact has a positive impact on promoting
the willingness of each participant to collaboratively design a BM by
supporting them in aligning their individual business ideas and
corresponding needs and assets (see Figure 58). The other half of the
participants are split. 28% remain neutral in this regard, while 23% fully
agree to the above-mentioned statement. One explanation for this
assessment lies in the ability of the model to conceptualize the value
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flows between participants from both sides and in a multilateral way.
According to several statements by workshop participants, this allows
the individual group members to get a better understanding of what they
have to contribute, what they receive in return, and how they control the
mutual application of their resources.

Figure 58: Equity

5.6.3

Interaction

The aggregated answers to the four questions assessing the artifacts’
ability to help the participants express their requirements and concerns
when collaboratively conceptualizing a BM, shows similar results to
those related to the equity dimension. Thus, while a fifth of all
participants remain neutral another fifth fully agree with the ability of the
artifact to help them better communicate their individual expectations
when designing the BM. The rest of the participants (56%) agree on the
models supporting ability in this regard (see Figure 59). The informal
feedback sessions after the workshops led to the conclusion that this
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evaluation result can be traced back to the need / goal component of
the model, giving the individual participants the possibilities to express
their particular requirements and concerns according to their role in the
BM. Thus, by helping the group participants to explicitly state their
individual needs, the artifact has a positive impact on the group
participants’ interaction. Again, however, these results also depend on
the participants’ personal abilities to do so, as well as the moderator’s
sensitiveness to triggering this behavior. This means, that these results
principally reflect the functional ability of the artifact to support such a
behavior. However, although it is tempting to generalize the effect of the
impact of the artifact because it was positively judged in these particular
sample groups, the feedback can only provide an indication as to its
impact on the interaction dimension. More empirical testing in different
settings, with various participants, moderators and cases would have to
be done in order to obtain a more concrete idea of the artifacts’ impact.

Figure 59: Interaction

Evaluation

5.6.4

343

Experience

Of all the dimensions, the experience dimension, which evaluates the
artifacts ability to improve the collaborative experience in the group
received the highest score. With an average score of 4.4 on a five-point
scale, a majority of participants agreed or fully agreed on the model’s
ability to positively impact the collaborative experience between group
members. Only 7% of the participants had a neutral opinion in this
regard (see Figure 60). Unlike the other dimensions, only three
questions were aggregated to evaluate the experience dimension. This
could have had a slight impact on the results. However, several insights
gained during the workshops showed that it is more likely that the
components of the model led the participants to discuss the nature of
their collaboration in more depth. The fact that in order to design the
model, the participants have to express and discuss their individual
needs and capabilities affects the overall experience in at least two
ways. On the one hand, it enables one specific participant to share
his/her individual opinion by specifying how s/he can or cannot
contribute to the BM. On the other hand, the other participants develop
a clear understanding and receive transparency in this regard. This
helps the group as a whole to find common ground when
conceptualizing the BM and has a positive impact on their collaboration
experience as the results indicate. Once again, the role of the
moderator is not to be underestimated as s/he can guide the
discussions in a certain way and impact the collaboration experience.
However, this guidance is done via the use of the artifact and, as
previously stated, a pre-analysis of the data has not indicated any
moderator-related biases in the evaluation. In fact, most of the
participants attended workshops by two different moderators.
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Figure 60: Experience

5.6.5

Personalization

When analyzing the ability of the model to support the introduction of
specific, individual preferences when using the collaboratively designed
BM, the opinions of the participants are more disparate. Although, 80%
of the participants agreed or fully agreed on average to the four
aggregated questions evaluating the personalization dimension, 6%
only partially agreed and 14% remained neutral in this regard (see
Figure 61). This result, however, is not enormously surprising. First, the
model is composed of a pre-defined set of components that leave no
room for additional personalization. Second, participants taking on a
contributing role in the BM do not have the same ability to define their
needs, capabilities and resulting benefits and costs. In fact, for the sake
of usability (see Section 5.5.1), contributing parties are merely defined
as value enabling or value enhancing participants in the model without
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having the possibility to define their relationships with the other
participants. This further restricts their possibility to introduce individual
preferences into the collaboratively designed BM. However, as the main
focus of the model relies on facilitating the orchestration of VALCO, this
is an acceptable limitation. Nevertheless, it is exactly through the
evaluation of this dimension and the relationships dimension (see
Section 5.6.6), that the explanation limitations in analyzing VALCO
between mutually complementary social and business actors become
the most visible.

Figure 61: Personalization

5.6.6

Relationship

The four questions related to this dimension evaluated the ability of the
artifact to support the mutual value creation relationships between the
groups’ participants. As for the personalization dimension, roughly half

Evaluation

346

of the participants agreed to that statement while a fourth either fully
agreed or remained neutral. Finally, 4% only partially agreed (see
Figure 62). On the one hand, the components helping the participants
to conceptualize their mutual value exchange (e.g. value proposition /
reciprocal offerings, interface / channel, relationship / interaction
metrics) certainly have a positive influence on the relationship
evaluation. On the other, as previously indicated, participants that take
on a supporting role in the model do not have the explicit possibility to
specify their VALCO relationships with the other participants. Hence,
they remained excluded, which decreases the explanation power of the
model in examining a part of the total value co-created and valuecaptured among the participants. Finally, the rather positive results
should not hide the fact that the higher the number of participants acting
in a contributing role, the lower the evaluation would have probably
been for this dimension. Overall, however, with an average evaluation
of 3.93 points on a five-point Likert-Scale, this particular sample
assessed the ability of the model to support the relationships among
the BM participants in a positive way. But once again, more empirical
testing has to be done to further specify the objectivity, reliability and
validity of this evaluation. This aspect will be further highlighted in the
upcoming closing chapter of this dissertation.
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Closure

This final chapter summarizes the research results related to the
conceptualization and evaluation of the ABM (see Section 6.1). In
doing so, the major contributions of the research at hand for both
researchers and practitioners are highlighted. The research limitations
are presented in Section 6.2 and take into account the contributions
and limitations of the previous sections. Section 6.3 provides an
outlook on further research possibilities related to the conceptualization
and design of artifacts explaining and supporting the orchestration of
VALCO among mutually complementary social and business actors.
Finally, this dissertation ends with closing reflections (see Section 6.4)
on the overall research process as well as the positioning of the
resulting research artifacts.
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Research Results

The following Section is structured as follows. First, results related to
the conceptual completeness of the ABMC are elaborated upon (see
Section 6.1.1) by contrasting the conceptualized ABM to the collected
requirements (see Section 3.2.6) in Chapter 3 (Analysis) of this
dissertation. Second, the results related to the applicability of the ABMO
are discussed (see Section 6.1.2). This is done by consolidating the
findings of the case studies (see Sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4) and the
overall practical relevance evaluation (see Section 5.5). Finally, the
findings of the artifacts’ ability to explain and support the orchestration
of VALCO between mutually complementary social and business actors
through a unified framework are recapitulated (see Section 6.1.3) by
presenting the consolidated findings on the intended use assessment
of the artifacts (see Section 5.6). The aim of this research result section
is to provide an analytical foundation in order to highlight and to critically
assess the dissertation’s limitations (see Section 6.2) and to provide
an outlook for further research possibilities in this regard (see Section
6.3).
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Conceptual completeness of the artifacts

Contrasting the components and sub-components of the ABMC with the
collected requirements from the literature as well as from practitioners
reveals a rather satisfying image. While the collected requirements for
the WHY and the WHO as well as the WHAT and VALUE dimensions
could more or less be fully met, not all the requirements for the HOW
dimension could be totally fulfilled (see Table 74). The following
paragraphs provide insights into the conceptual completeness of the
artifact by consolidating the findings for each dimension.

Conceptual completeness of the WHY dimension
By specifying a SHARED VALUE PURPOSE / SERVICE component,
the ABMC fulfills the requirement of providing the BM operator and its
mutually complementary BM participants a unified orientation frame.
The component has a bridging function that allows the BM participants
to align their individual needs and reciprocal offerings. Thus, it does not
restrict the BM to any particular offerings either for the BM operator (the
orchestrator) itself or for the other participants in their corresponding
roles. The findings of the case study have especially shown that the
component offers the BM operator enough conceptual flexibility to unify
different actors operating in the same BM without compromising too
much structural guidance when further detailing their VALCO and value
co-capturing activities within the unified BM. Therefore, the collected
requirements can be considered as fully met for the WHY dimension.

Conceptual completeness of the WHO dimension
The ABM offers clear indications on particular roles (ROLE
ARCHETYPE component) that mutually complementary social and
business actors can occupy within a particular BM. Compared to other
existing BM ontologies, this supports a company, acting as an
orchestrator, with the facilitation of the design and analysis of a BM
consisting of offerings between different economically dependent yet
legally independent participants. Through the ACTOR / ROLE
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ARCHETYPE component, it is also possible to design and assess
different BM configurations where one and the same actor occupies
different roles. In these terms, the components fulfill the requirements
in this dimension. However, the model also comes with some limitations
that do not fully address all the collected requirements. First, although
working with a limited set of abstract ROLE ARCHETYPES is certainly
helpful in reducing the complexity of the multilateral VALCO structures
between the BM participants, it conceptually limits the number of
different actor-specific relationships and this does not fully comply with
the collected requirements. For instance, the relationships of a BM actor
occupying a Contributing Role cannot be fully specified through the
model. Nevertheless, most of the requirements could be fulfilled by the
ABMC ─ for example, the need to conceptualize a particular consumer
as a value co-creator, in order to specify the needs and goals of the
different participants or to define the roles of the participants in relation
to an overall purpose.

Conceptual completeness of the WHAT dimension
Taking into account the reciprocal nature of VALCO by the BM
participants by specifying the VALUE PROPOSITION / RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS components from a multilateral perspective corresponds
to the requirements collected from the service-dominant, ecosystem,
VALCO and platform literature. By defining a NEED / GOALS
component to which the VALUE PROPOSITION / RECIPROCAL
OFFERINGS component refers to or results from, also considers the
requirements of the practitioner community asking for a specification in
this regard. Therefore, it can be noted that ABMC completely fulfills the
identified requirements from both the literature-based and the
practitioner-oriented perspectives.
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Conceptual completeness of the HOW dimension
As indicated in the introduction of this section, some requirements
related to the HOW dimension can only be partially fulfilled by the
ABMC. Despite this dimension having been completed by a component
that helped to specify the RELATIONSHIP / INTERACTION METRICS
between the mutually complementary BM participants, the governance
aspect in relation to fully specified terms and conditions defining their
collaboration can only be partially guaranteed. On the one hand, this is
once again related to the abstraction level of the ROLE ARCHETYPES
that takes into account some limitations for participants occupying a
contributing role in the BM. On the other hand, the RELATIONSHIP /
INTERACTION METRICS remain high in terms of the contractual terms
and conditions between the different BM participants. However, by
allowing the users of the model to specify interaction metrics, which
help them define success factors for their multilateral relationships, the
ABMC provides at least some indicators for their governance.
Additionally, the CAPABILITY / ACITIVITIES and the PRODUCTION
FACTORS / RESOURCES components only provide indications related
to the role-specific set of activities and resources for a BM participant.
To some extent, this fact, does not completely fulfill the requirements of
the practitioner community that needed fully role-specified components.
However, the natural time limitations of this dissertation project did not
allow for the serious designing and testing of such fully validated rolespecific ACTIVITIES and especially RESOURCES. Finally, the casestudies have shown that there is always an overlap between the
different BM participants’ ACTIVITIES and RESOURCES. Thus, it
seems debatable if the requirement of fully role-specific ACTIVITIES
and RESOURCES is even possible. Nevertheless, this limitation can
certainly serve as a starting point for further empirical research as will
be highlighted in Section 6.3.
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Conceptual completeness of the VALUE dimension
By taking into account the psychological rewards and efforts in the
PROFIT / BENEFIT & COST component, the ABM picks up the
requirements for a more holistic perspective on the VALUE dimension.
In this regard it can be concluded that the components fulfill both the
literature-based and the practitioner-oriented requirements. However,
the numerous practical applications of the ABM have shown that among
industry leaders, the financial aspects always received greater attention
than their psychological counterparts. Again, more empirical testing
could be performed in order to analyze whether or not BM operators
emphasizing psychological rewards and efforts among the BM
participants have a better chance of implementing and operating a
successful ABM.
To conclude, it can be noted that the conceptualized ABM complies with
the majority of the collected requirements. Thus, its conceptual
completeness can be considered fulfilled with some minor declarations
as Table 74 shows. However, this alone only indicates that the rigor
during the design phase in relation to the requirements could be
guaranteed. Of larger interest, however, are the applicability /
usefulness of the model and its conformity related to the intended use
that are presented in the next two sub-sections.
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BM dimension
The “WHY”
Purpose

Generic
component

Corresponding ABM
components / sub-components

Vision

Requirement
fulfillment

Shared value purpose / Service

4

Actor / Role Archetypes

3

Actor
Focal
organization
The “WHO”
Actors

Customer
Partner
Relationship / Interaction Metrics (as part
of the HOW dimension)
Need / Goals (as part of the WHAT
dimension)

Governance
Need

The “WHAT”
Value
Propositions

The “VALUE”
Value capturing

4

Value
proposition

Value Proposition / Reciprocal Offering

4

Value offering

Value Proposition / Reciprocal Offering

4

Channel
interface
Relationship

The “HOW”
Value creation

2

/

Interface / Channels (as part of the HOW
dimension)
Relationship / Interaction Metrics (as part
of the HOW dimension)

4
2

Capabilities

Capability / Activities

3

Resources

Production Factor / Resources

3

Activities

Capability / Activities

3

Revenues

Profit / Benefits & Costs

4

Costs

Profit / Benefits & Costs

4

Total Evaluation

3

Table 74: ABM requirement fulfillment analysis

6.1.2

The artifacts usability, usefulness and configuration

This section recapitulates the results from the case studies and the
thinking aloud interviews as well as from the usability survey that were
performed to assess the ABM’s usability and usefulness. This section
is structured in three parts. The first part recapitulates the results related
to different functional contributions when supporting VALCO and value
co-capturing between mutually complementary business and social
actors by the means of the model. These insights mainly result from the
three case studies (see Sections 5.2.4, 5.3.4, 5.4.4) as well as from
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learnings during innovation workshops with partners from the CC
Ecosystem. The second part highlights the main findings related to the
practical usefulness and usability of the ABM’s components. These
findings result from the performed overall practical relevance evaluation
with practitioners from the financial service industry (see Section 5.5).
Finally, the last part of this section provides a consolidated overview on
the learnings related to the configuration of different ABMs. As for the
ABM’s functional contributions, these learnings mainly result from the
case studies and can serve as foundational guiding principles for a
company that wants to adapt its existing BM using an allocentric
perspective.

Functional contribution
Perceiving the BMC as a story describing how a set of interdependent
actors translates technology into individually perceived value, the ABM
serves as a common language and cognitive tool for visualization for
those value co-creating actors. In this role, the model’s contribution in
the design of, the analysis of, the communication and the management
as well as in the innovating of ABMs has been tested and evaluated.
The findings during the case studies and during numerous innovation
workshops have shown that the ABMC and related ontology are
especially suitable for the design and the analysis of the orchestration
of VALCO within one particular BM. When it comes to the
communication of this BM to externals (e.g. during an investor pitching
session or an executive management meeting), some visual
simplifications of the initial model seem to be useful. Finally, when
innovating and managing ABMs by the means of the artifacts, a closer
working process integration, for instance, through a standardized BM
management method is needed. Table 75 provides a consolidated
overview of the advantages and limitations related to the ABM’s
functional contributions as evaluated during the case studies. An overall
assessment and further actions to be taken are also provided. It is clear,
however, that additional empirical analyses have to be run in order to
get a deeper understanding of the model’s functional contributions in
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supporting the orchestration of VALCO and value co-capturing among
mutually complementary social and business actors. This aspect will be
taken up again in Section 6.2.
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Tested
functions

Advantages

The model is conceptually complete in
terms of relevant components and
their applicability for practitioners with
previous knowledge of business
modeling.
▪ The model provides enough structural
flexibility
in
designing
various
configurations and positioning options
for involved BM participants.
Design
▪ The model provides structural clarity
and
consistency
in
enhancing
participants understanding on how
they can orchestrate their VALCO.
▪ The model supports the enhancement
of in-group collaboration through its
conceptual representation of individual
needs and the capabilities of the
various participants.
▪ The model allows the comparison and
qualitative assessment of different
VALCO configurations.
▪ The
model
is
suitable
for
understanding the interplay among
different mutually complementary BM
Analysis
participants and their reciprocal
offerings (products & services).
▪ The model allows its users to
understand the qualitative impact
when acting in another role during
their mutually value creation and value
capturing.
Table 75: ABMs overall functional contributions (1/3)

Overall evaluation

Further actions to be
taken

Specific
application
guidelines (e.g. checklists) are missing.
The design approach
should be coupled with
a general introduction
on the network-nature
of VALCO to fully
leverage the design
contribution of the
model.

The model proved to be very useful
in the design of BMs that are
centered around the orchestration
of VALCO among mutually
complementary BM participants.

The model should be
coupled with specific
user-guidelines
and
illustrations.

A distinct comparison
framework to better
contrast and evaluate
different
configurations
is
missing.

The model proved to have its
merits when analyzing different
collaborative BM configurations.
An
additional
comparison
framework could further enhance
the analytical contribution as
allowed by the model.

Design
a
specific
analytical
framework,
which would help to
contrast and evaluate
different
ABM
configurations
in
a
consolidated manner.

Limitations

▪

▪
▪

▪
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Tested
functions

Advantages

Limitations
▪

▪

Communication

▪

▪

The conceptual completeness of the
model allows its users to show to a
broad audience (e.g. potential
participants, investors, executives,
interested public) the core logic of
their BM.
The model helps its users to highlight
the most important aspects related to
the orchestration of VALCO in a
customized way for the targeted
audience.
The model offers different levels of
abstraction facilitating explanations
between particular user-groups.

Table 75: ABMs overall functional contributions (2/3)
(1/3)
(1/2)

▪

▪

In its entirety the visual
representation of the
model
is
too
multifarious to be used
solely
as
a
communication
instrument (especially
for an audience that
has
no
direct
operational role within
the BM).
To be useful as a
communication
instrument,
the
model’s
core
components and their
relationships have to
be explained beforehand.
Otherwise,
there is an inherent
risk
of
misinterpretation
by
the audience.
Presented
in
its
entirety, the model is
difficult to digest for a
first-time
audience
that
receives
no
detailed explanations,
which can be for
instance visualized by
additional means (e.g.
animation
videos,
mock-ups, etc.).

Overall evaluation

In order to be used more beneficially
as a communication instrument, the
following two points are important to
consider. First, the model should be
represented
increasing
its
granularity level step-by-step. The
fact that the model can be
represented and discussed on three
distinct abstraction levels is helpful
for this
task. Second, the
communication of the model should
be accompanied with additional
communication material. As a
stand-alone
communication
instrument, the model is useful for
educational purposes but not for
raising funds from investors or
communicating with the executive
management of a particularly
involved company.

Further actions
to be taken

Design a standardized
animation
story-plot
based on the model’s
components
that
serves as a separate
communication
instrument and can be
customized according
to the target audience.
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Tested
functions

▪

Advantages

▪
▪

▪
Innovation &
Management

▪

The model provides a blueprint for
testable hypothesis (e.g. on BM
participants particular needs or
capabilities).
The model provides an overall
overview of critical VALCO elements
among the mutually complementary
actors that can be used to measure
the BM’s success (e.g. Relationship
/ Interaction Metric component or
Profit / Benefits & Costs component).
Different versions of the model can
be designed in order to transparently
show the innovation aspect of an
existing ABM.

Table 75: ABMs overall functional contributions (3/3)

Limitations

Overall evaluation

Further actions to be
taken

The model lacks clear
innovation
and
management
guidelines specifying
how to embed it in
related
innovation
processes.
So
far,
no
consolidated
key
performance
indicators can be
extracted
in
an
automatic way from
the model that would
allow it to be used as a
basis for operative
management
decisions.

The model proved to be useful as
an innovation tool allowing its
participants to either build an ABM
from scratch or harmonize existing
business offerings by taking an
allocentric perspective on their
VALCO. By the means of the
model, the innovation aspects of a
particular BM can be specified and
communicated to the relevant
stakeholders. However, in order to
be better embedded in a
company’s innovation process
(e.g.
oftentimes
stage-gate
procedures) the model should be
adapted in a way so that several
templates highlighting particular
aspects (e.g. reciprocal offerings
between
two
particular
participants, benefits & costs of
one particular participant, required
resources
of
the
different
participants to operate the BM,
etc.) of the model can be extracted.
This would probably also further
help to apply parts of the generated
insights of the model. For example,
some key numbers (e.g. # of active
users, straight-through processing
rate, etc.) could be integrated from
the model to other management
systems.

Enable the extraction of
different templates out of
the model and create a
specific document (e.g.
PowerPoint-Slide Deck)
out of them. Define
guidelines of how to
apply the model during
stage-gate
corporate
innovation processes.

▪

▪
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Practical usefulness and usability
The quantitative evaluation with a selected group of participants who
had attended at least two innovation workshops where the model had
been applied provided some clear indications related to the artifact’s
practical usefulness and its usability. Overall, the practical usefulness
was confirmed by the interviewed participants. Four out of five
participants (81%) indicated that the model is useful when designing
BMs based on the orchestration of VALCO among their companies and
with existing and new customer and partner groups. Additionally, two
thirds of the participants (62%) were favorable with regards to re-using
the model and would recommend the use of the model (63%) to their
colleagues for this task. When it came to the ease of use of the model,
the opinions of the interviewed participants were, to some extent, more
diverse. While one third (35%) confirmed the ease of use of the model,
an additional third (38%) remained neutral on this cause and a fifth
(19%) agreed partially. Finally, 8 % of the participants disagreed and
questioned the ease of use of the model. As elaborated in Sections
5.5.1 & 5.5.2, the participants who remained neutral, partially agreed or
disagreed highlighting the fact that additional application guidelines
would be helpful to further enhance the ease of use of the ABM.
Analyzing different application problems during the thinking aloud
method, the following conclusions can be drawn in relation to layout,
terminology, data entry and comprehension problems when applying
the different components of the ABM.
First, overall the participants had no major layouting problems when
applying the model. However, around a fifth of the interviewed
participants indicated that additional illustrative and visual support
would be helpful to better grasp the multilateral value flows among the
complementary BM participants and their roles. Second, some
terminology problems could be identified with the role of the
Contributors in the model. In fact, the terminology problems were not
so much related to the understanding of the supporting role of BM
participants that take on a user-oriented, provider-oriented or
orchestrator-oriented contributor role, but rather to the difficulties in
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prioritizing the relevant actors to be considered in the model. This is, in
fact, an issue that has to be further addressed in upcoming research.
One idea concerning the handling of this issue would be to differentiate
between value enabling and value enhancing types of contributors and
specifying their related contributions to the ABM. Third, most of the
participants did not face any major data entry problems. However, the
discussions indicated that the value proposition / reciprocal offerings as
well as the relationship / interaction metrics components in particular
could be filled in with a multitude of different elements. In this regard,
some participants indicated that additional guidelines providing them
with explanations would be helpful. However, the goal of the model
should be seen as providing practitioners a structuring template with
different configuration possibilities that afterwards have to be tested in
the market. Therefore, the implementation of additional guidelines
should always be compared to the risk of limiting its usefulness for some
companies. In other words, additional guidelines could result in
structural rigidity. Finally, the majority of participants had no significant
comprehension problems. As previously indicated, there were critical
discussions within the groups concerning the role of the Contributors
being allowed to take into consideration a broad range of supporting
BM participants. Additionally, a small number of participants faced
problems with the distinction between the offering type and its related
value proposition.
To conclude, the usefulness and usability assessment have shown that
the interviewed participants generally agree on the usefulness of the
model and showed a high degree of readiness to re-use and to
recommend the artifact. When it comes to its ease of use, the model
has to be completed by specific user-guidelines to further enhance its
applicability. Additionally, the readability of the visual representation of
the model could be further enhanced by using color codes and intuitive
icons to represent the components. To some degree, this feedback has
already been implemented in the visualized version of the ABM
presented in Section 4.7. Finally, the conclusions presented result from
the insights of a particular user group that consisted, to a large extent,
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of people working in the financial service domain. This means that in
order to further validate the presented results, additional empirical
studies are needed. This aspect will be discussed again in Section 6.2
when discussing the limitations of the research at hand.

ABM configurations
This part consolidates the findings related to the different ABM
configurations that were generated during the case studies and related
innovation workshops. The insights presented are especially relevant
for incumbent companies that aim to orchestrate VALCO among
existing and new BM participants as they take into account a company’s
existing resources, offerings and stakeholders. Therefore, the following
paragraphs consolidate the insights related to the configuration of each
dimension of the ABM. Although, the insights related to the
configuration of the different dimensions are presented in a subsequent
order, it is important to consider that they are mutually interdependent
and accordingly, the configuration of each dimension has an impact on
the others. Despite the fact that there is a logical order (starting with the
WHY dimension and ending with the VALUE dimension) in configuring
the dimensions of the ABM as presented in Chapter 4, it is important to
be aware of the fact that the each dimension can at least theoretically
be used as an entry point to start configuring of a particular ABM. Thus,
regardless of the dimension that serves as the starting point of the
configuration, the most important point to consider is that the
components of all interrelated dimensions should be specified in a
coherent way before starting to implement solutions related to the
particular BM.

Configuring the WHY dimension
Defining a coherent SHARED VALUE PURPOSE / SERVICE is
absolutely key in configuring the ABM as it builds the entry point to
identify and define the BM participants, their roles, offerings and
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resulting benefits and costs later on. Two major challenges were
identified during the case studies.
The first, the tendency to apply a too narrow product- / solution-oriented
perspective when defining a SHARED VALUE PURPOSE or the
SERVICE that the BM helps to materialize. By starting from the
functional benefits of their existing products, incumbent companies with
the intention of orchestrating VALCO among mutually complementary
BM participants had difficulties in motivating the latter to be part of their
BM. This was related to the fact that the other BM participants either
had difficulty in understanding how they could contribute to the BM or,
more often, they were reluctant to participate as they perceived their
contribution as pure extensions of the BM operator’s existing products.
Thus, by relating the proposed SHARED VALUE PURPOSE too heavily
to the value of a BM operator’s existing products and services, the
complementary BM participants did not, on the one hand, really see the
complementarity between them and the orchestrator. And even worse,
on the other hand, they had a latent feeling of their offerings being
misused to simply create more value for the orchestrator’s offerings.
Thus, it is extremely important to define the SHARED VALUE
PURPOSE / SERVICE in such a way that the complementarity of the
BM participants necessary to realize this SHARED VALUE PURPOSE
/ SERVICE can clearly be identified. In doing so, a BM operator has to
make sure that these complementary BM participants can find common
ground between their individual NEEDS / GOALS.
Second, as opposed to the first challenge, defining a SHARED VALUE
PURPOSE / SERVICE too broadly, inflates the number of potentially
relevant BM participants necessary to manifest a particular SERVICE.
On the other hand, it also leads to confusion among the different BM
participants concerning the most important aspects of their particular
BM. Although, the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE should leave some
interpretation space for each individual participant, when defined too
broadly it leads to false assumptions and hinders an efficient and
effective operationalization of the particular BM. This aspect became
especially relevant during the SIX (ThingsBy7) case study, where
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different participants had various diverging perceptions of the actual
raison d’être of the particular BM.
To conclude, when defining the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE /
SERVICE building the center of the ABM, a company should consider
the following points: First, start by specifically defining the reference
object in relation to which a particular action in a given context should
be undertaken to resolve a constraint in order to achieve a desirable
outcome. Second, in this regard, an ideal starting point for this exercise
consists of analyzing the mission of a company (provided that its validity
has been checked beforehand) and how this mission could be better
achieved through the orchestration of BM participants that share it.
Finally, it is not wrong, per se, to emphasize the role of existing offerings
when starting to design and configure an ABM; however, when defining
the SHARED VALUE PURPOSE, this should be done by considering
their complementarity to the offerings of the other BM participants. In
order for the ABM to work, all of the participants have to act and be
perceived as value co-creators.

Configuring the WHO dimension
When it comes to the configuration of the relevant BM participants and
the ROLE ARCHETYPES that they take on, a BM operator in its role as
an orchestrator of VALCO can follow different approaches. A nonexhaustive overview of different approaches is presented below. In this
regard, it is important to consider that the research at hand does not
provide any empirically validated results in relation to the success of
one approach over another. However, the different approaches are
presented in an order that takes into account the implementation
complexity in both functional and behavioral aspects related to the BM
operator.
The first approach for an incumbent company is to start orchestrating
two of its formerly independently treated customer segments. This
approach is particularly relevant when complementarities of NEEDS /
GOALS and CAPABILITIES / ACTIVITIES or PRODUCTION
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FACTORS / RESOURCES are identified between those segments. As
the PostFinance case study has shown, this could be the case when
dealing with both a private retail segment as well as a corporate retail
segment that both pursue mutually complementary goals. Acting as an
orchestrator, the BM operator can thus initiate and enhance their
VALCO by matching them to each other and providing them the
transactional and institutional infrastructure to design their mutual value
creation according to their particular needs. However, in order to follow
such an approach, the BM operator has to be able to couple its existing
or new products for the formerly independent customer segments in a
way that can collectively be applied by the parties to enhance their
VALCO. In the PostFinance case study, the company achieved that by
using a particular payment product (PostFinance debit card) and its
existing payment processing infrastructure, and by creating a separate
campaigning tool for the merchants acting as Providers of special
discounts in the ABM.
A second approach for an incumbent company, is to start orchestrating
the VALCO between an existing customer segment and a new provider
group. Finnova follows exactly this approach by making its large
customer network consisting of retail and private banks available to
additional corporate banking software module providers. This approach
can be achieved either by offering existing partners (formerly perceived
as pure suppliers) access to the company’s distribution channels (e.g.
an existing user interface) and / or its production resources (e.g. a
development platform) or by offering the same things to new potentially
complementary providers such as FinTech companies in the case of
Finnova. Wanting to follow this strategy can be perceived to some
extent as counterintuitive for decision makers, as it allows potential
competitors access to “their” customers with the risk of cannibalizing
their existing revenue streams. However, as long as the orchestrator
establishes a way to profit financially from the value co-created by the
provider as well (e.g. through a transaction fee, a click-based fee or a
community member-ship fee) these multi-sided revenue streams might
be significantly higher than the previous unilateral ones. Famous
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examples of this approach are certainly Amazon and Apple, which
offered access to third-party providers (merchants in the case of
Amazon and iOS App developers in the case of Apple) by providing
them access to their resources (i.e. Amazon Marketplace and the Apple
iOS development platform and Appstore).
A third approach consists of leveraging the needs and capabilities of an
existing customer segment defined as PROVIDERs and orchestrating
those with the needs and capabilities of a new segment taking on the
role of USERs in the ABM to be established. This was the approach that
ThingsBy7, in the third case study of the research at hand, tried to
follow. By leveraging SIX Payment Services’ existing customers (local
grocery retailers), the corporate start-up tried to onboard private
persons as well as offices that would buy goods from the merchants via
the transactional infrastructure set-up, which included existing payment
offerings from SIX. This approach is certainly more challenging than
trying to orchestrate VALCO among already existing partners. However,
when successful, the orchestrator profits from revenue streams from an
entirely new customer segment realized through the leveraging of its
existing infrastructure and customers. Again, a very successful example
of this approach is provided by Amazon. By leveraging the payment
credentials of its existing user base, Amazon offers third-party ecommerce stores the possibility of handling the payment processes via
the Amazon Pay button by integrating the latter into its e-commerce
software (e.g. Shopify, Magento, etc.). Thus, if already existing Amazon
customers, go to the checkout of that third-party e-commerce store they
can simply check-out with the payment credentials that they use for
purchases from Amazon. Amazon Pay charges 2.9% + $0.30 per
domestic transaction and settles the same day (Johnson, 2018).
Finally, a fourth approach involves orchestrating VALCO among parties
that have no direct relationship to the orchestrator before implementing
the ABM. This is the typical green-field approach that a lot of start-ups
attempt to use. However, this is clearly the most difficult one, as the BM
operator has to convince and onboard users, providers, and related
contributing partners in order to establish the BM. Although there are
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several ways of realizing such an approach very successfully as
companies such as UBER, Google (Google Search, YouTube), Alibaba
(Alibaba marketplace) and Wikipedia have shown, there are differences
in the way they became successful. However, a more detailed
elaboration of their specific approaches is not within the of scope of the
research at hand. What could be examined during the Finnova case
study in particular, is that many FinTech start-ups initiated their
approaches with the idea of orchestrating private or corporate users
with other financial service providers (e.g. traditional banks, insurances
or other FinTechs) and their contributing partners. However, at the time
of this writing, many of those FinTech start-ups had recognized that they
do not have the financial and negotiation power or were not specific
enough in terms of their targeted VALCO parties to realize such an
approach. Therefore, many existing FinTechs started directly targeting
the banks themselves by developing innovative banking software
modules for bank advisors and their clients. Thus, a start-up or an
incumbent company trying to follow this approach in the definition of its
BM participants has to be aware of its complexity and needs to consider
that the development will require a lot of resources and time.
To conclude, the approaches presented above provide a non-exclusive
set of options for companies wanting to orchestrate VALCO among
legally independent yet economically or socially interdependent
businesses and social actors. As the example of Amazon shows,
several approaches can be combined over time when further
developing a particular ABM with a particular set of mutually
complementary BM participants.

Configuring the WHAT dimension
When it comes to configuring the components of the WHAT dimension,
two aspects deserve particular attention. First, it is important for a BM
operator always to perceive value as co-created between its mutually
complementary BM participants. This means that an orchestrator has
to be aware of the reciprocity of value propositions and offerings among
its BM participants. This is especially relevant when considering a
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particular user group within the ABM. As the case studies have shown,
in order to leverage the full potential of a BM participant acting as a user
in the BM, it is not only the monetary aspect of their contributions that
deserves special attention. First, in an increasingly digitized business
environment, BM Users provide value to the other BM participants by
bringing in information (e.g. access to personal data, access to their
social network or information (for instance ratings), helping BM
participants to better configure and adapt their offerings to the particular
needs of the user group) upon which additional value for all the
participants can be co-created and co-captured when orchestrated in
the appropriate manner. Second, the nature of the BM operators’
offerings (product and services) also deserve special attention. For an
incumbent company that wants to orchestrate VALCO upon its existing
products, two strategic options could be identified during the case
studies. In both options, a set of products is then coupled to build a
platform including either a transactional or a development component.
On the one hand, the orchestrator can increase the functionality of a
particular product for an existing or new BM participant by allowing
other complementary BM participants (e.g. third-party providers) to
develop additional functionalities on top of the product. The companies
presented in the case studies all applied this option although they used
slightly different approaches. By onboarding specialized corporate
banking software module providers, Finnova developes an open
platform through which these companies could either develop or at least
integrate their existing modules into Finnova’s core banking system and
then display and promote them to its bank clients via a separate
interface. It is natural that in the first stage of this development, Finnova
only provides access to third-party software providers that offer
complementary software modules to its own. PostFinance increased
the functionality of its online banking service (E-Finance) and its
payment card offering (Post Card) by creating a new tool (campaign
management) allowing merchants to display discounts for PostFinance
private retail customers. Thus, by suddenly being able to browse for
new discount offers and reserve and reward them through its existing

Closure

369

online banking account and its PostFinance debit card or PostFinance
App, PostFinance could increase the functionality of its existing
products with the help of its merchant clients and additional contributing
partners. ThingsBy7 tried a similar approach. In this case, however, the
goal was to increase the functionality of the payment processing
services that local grocery retailers of SIX Payment Services were
already using, by offering them additional sales channels to private
consumers via smart home appliance manufacturers and food recipe
platforms.
On the other hand, the orchestrator can also increase the variety of one
and the same offering. Although, none of the companies presented in
the case studies applied that option, this approach was implicitly
presented through the examples of Airbnb, UBER and TED in the
introduction chapter (see Section 1.1.2) as well as in the ABMO design
chapter (see Chapter 4). In their BMs, these companies orchestrate
VALCO by matching users to a variety of different providers and letting
them choose the ones that offer the best fit for their needs. For instance,
in the case of Airbnb, all providers offer overnight stays in different forms
(luxury apartments, urban flats, cottages or tree houses); in the case of
UBER, the providers offer rides in different types of cars (e.g. luxury
limousines, mini-vans, SUV’s, etc.). However, both Airbnb and UBER
recently also started to implement the first option presented above.
Airbnb onboards providers that offer trips and UBER onboards food
delivery providers. In doing so, they naturally increase the functionality
of their initial matching offerings. In the case of TED, this first option
might not be of much additional value because “the spreading of ideas”
by a multitude of different providers (conference speakers) already
offers so much diversity.
Finally, the case studies and the various additional examples presented
in the research at hand have clearly shown that contributing partners
play a crucial role when conceptualizing the orchestration offerings for
the VALCO using a particular ABM. The success of both of the options
presented above depends greatly on the orchestrator’s ability to couple
its offerings with offerings from user, provider and orchestrator-oriented
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contributors with which the other BM participants already work or which
can support their VALCO more effectively and efficiently. For instance,
TED would certainly not be so successful or have the reach that it has
without the collaboration with YouTube and a multitude of freelancing
translators as well as independent conference organizers, all acting as
contributing partners in TED’s ABM. Naturally, the same is valid for all
of the companies presented above.

Configuring the HOW dimension
The three case studies in this dissertation offered some elementary
insights related to the configuration of the HOW dimension of a
particular ABM. For a BM operator acting as an orchestrator of VALCO,
three aspects are of great relevance in order to coordinate the
collaboration between the BM participants in an effective and efficient
way for all of them. These three aspects are described from the
perspective of an incumbent company but are equally relevant for startup companies.
By orchestrating the flow of information and eventually the flow of
money and goods and services among mutually complementary BM
participants, the BM operator is responsible for linking and coordinating
the participants’ transactional and organizational as well as analytical
infrastructure supporting their VALCO and value co-capturing. This
does not, however, mean that an ABM operator has to create monolithic
transactional and organizational infrastructures for the other BM
participants. Instead, an orchestrator supports the purpose-driven
(according to the defined SHARED VALUE PURPOSE) bundling and
alignment of the BM participants’ complementary resources by
leveraging existing and new technology components and standardized
protocols.
Thus, according to the insights obtained during the case studies, the
entry point when configuring the HOW dimension concerns outlining the
transactional infrastructure among the BM participants. In this context,
the orchestrator has to define the existing PRODUCTION FACTORS /
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RESOURCES (e.g. tangible, intangible, human, financial or
organizational) that should be leveraged to support the VALCO of the
other BM participants. For instance, both PostFinance and SIX
Payment Services leveraged parts of their existing payment
infrastructure as well as parts of their customer network. Additionally,
PostFinance also leveraged its existing marketing know-how. Finnova
for its part, leverages its core banking system and its existing client
relationship with numerous Swiss retail and private banks. After
specifying those components, the BM operator has to make sure that
the mutually complementary BM participants can couple and apply the
resources they bring into the BM in the most convenient way. For
instance, Finnova has to define standardized application programming
interfaces upon which third-party developers can develop or connect
their services. PostFinance and ThingsBy7 offered tools through which
merchants could manage their campaigns or their product assortments.
On the user-side, all of the companies used either existing
INTERFACES (PostFinance, Finnova) or had to develop new ones
(ThingsBy7) to which the users could couple their RESOURCES and
exchange their RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS. Thus, the goal of this first
step is to enable mutually complementary BM participants to enhance
their VALCO and value co-capturing by facilitating their transactions in
accordance with their existing NEEDS / GOALS, CAPABILITIES /
ACTIVITIES and PRODUCTION FACTORS / RESOURCES. In this
regard, a key task for the BM operator is to establish and optimize
connection to its particularly purpose-relevant resources, which helps
its BM participants to mutually engage in ACTIVITIES to apply their
RESOURCES in order to collaboratively materialize the SERVICE
around which the ABM is built. This task can be achieved by identifying
promising contributing partners that support the other BM participants
in configuring the HOW dimension of their particular BM. This is exactly
what successful orchestrators are particularly good at. For instance, in
order to help third-party e-commerce stores conveniently use the
Amazon Pay button, the company works with e-commerce software
developers (e.g. Shopify, BigCommerce etc.) that it considers key
strategic provider-oriented contributing partners. Airbnb works with
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professional photographers to help hosts better display and promote
their accommodations on the Airbnb portal. Among others, Spotify, the
Swedish music streaming platform collaborates with Facebook (acting
as a user-oriented contributor) to allow its users to register with their
Facebook account credentials. On the user-side, this allows them to
quickly gain access to a vast number of different artists. Besides
guaranteeing the onboarding convenience of new users, a nice side
effect for Spotify includes gaining access to additional personal and
social information via the user’s Facebook account. However, in this
regard, a BM operator is well advised to transparently display how these
data are being used by the company.
The second aspect to consider consists of defining the organizational
infrastructure and related institutional mechanisms among the BM
participants when configuring the HOW dimension. On the one hand,
this consists of defining clear rules and norms related to access to the
resources that the mutually complementary participants bring into the
model. As the PostFinance Benefit case study has impressively shown,
it is of great importance to transparently display who has access to what
resources and how those shared resources can or cannot be used by
other BM participants. In fact, in this case, the company had to establish
an explicit opt-in option for its existing private retail customers and
guarantee that the merchants only receive aggregated and anonymized
transactional data from the user. In doing so, the company has
managed
to
establish
VALCO
and
value
co-capturing
RELATIONSHIPS / INTERACTION METRICS that are beneficial to all
participants. The case study involving Finnova’s open platform,
indicated the need to establish clear quality guidelines related to the
regulatory conformity of the corporate banking software modules
provided by the FinTech companies. On the other hand, the
orchestrator has to find ways to allow the other BM participants to autoregulate and constantly optimize their VALCO. The most famous
feature used to achieve this involves integrating mutual rating
mechanisms among the BM participants. Again, Airbnb and UBER offer
good examples illustrating how such mechanisms can be established.
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However, in this regard, it is important that the ratings are only possible
if a transaction has effectively taken place between the BM participants
that are rating each other. This is often very difficult to detect. In fact,
with ratings or other INTERACTION METRICS (e.g. the number of
followers or the number of clicks) there is always the latent risk that
participants try to cheat by artificially improving the metrics as
numerous examples have shown (e.g. Spotify streaming numbers,
number of Instagram followers or restaurant ratings on TripAdvisor,
etc.). Another way to help BM participants optimize their VALCO is by
setting up contests. This is an instrument successfully used by the
Australian-based company, 99designs, to better organize the VALCO
among graphic designers, users in need of a graphical designs, and
their relevant contributing partners.
The last aspect to take into account when considering the configuration
of the HOW dimension in an ABM is the analytical infrastructure
component. In fact, it is of great importance that the BM operator, as
the orchestrator of flows of information and eventually money and
goods between the BM participants, establishes a way of generating
learnings out of these. As was highlighted in the introduction of this
research (see Section 1.1.1), an orchestrator has to establish learning
feedback loops between the different BM participants. This means that
the BM operator has to collect, structure, analyze and share insights
into different forms with the other BM participants. As a result, the
consideration of the reciprocal nature of offerings between the
participants is of especially great importance. The case of PostFinance
offers an excellent example in this regard. By working with a
contributing data analytics partner, the company managed to generate
valuable insights for its retail merchants out of the payment transaction
data from its private users. By using these data in an aggregated and
anonymized way, PostFinance allows its merchants to place discount
offerings in a much more targeted way and to constantly adapt their
marketing campaigns based on these new learnings. Once again, other
successful operators of ABMs such as Amazon or Google have
perfected such mechanisms over the years. One of the most fascinating
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examples is certainly Google reCAPTCHA helping users to confirm that
they are humans when using a website. By taking on an allocentric
perspective of this task, Google quickly realized that these humanproving data could be used to digitize the text of physical books that
could previously not been read by a computer. At the time of this writing,
the same exercise is being repeated with traffic pictures, which help to
train artificial intelligence systems in relation to autonomous driving.
To conclude, the options for configuring the HOW dimension of an ABM
are manifold for a BM operator. The insights from the case studies
presented above have been supported by additional examples. All of
these insights highlight the importance of being able to set up a shared
transactional, organizational (institutional) and analytical infrastructure
among the mutually complementary BM participants in order to
orchestrate their VALCO.

Configuring the VALUE dimension
Two main aspects related to the configuration of the VALUE dimension
could be identified during the case studies. First, a BM operator has to
be aware of the multilateral nature of financial and other value streams
between the BM participants. Second, the company has to consider the
duality between financial and psychological rewards and efforts and
how they related to various value propositions between the mutually
complementary participants in the ABM. Therefore, to conclude the
configuration section on the ABM, these following two aspects are
highlighted below.
In a traditional, idiocentric mind-set, the BM operator perceives value
creation in a linear way by contracting partners and hiring employees
that create products and services on its behalf, which are then sold to
customers who consume their value. In this mind-set, partners /
employees are perceived as pure value suppliers to the BM operator
and customers as pure value demanders from the BM operator.
Consequently, the functional value stream (product & services) flows
from the supplier to the company and from there to the customer, while
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the monetary value flows exactly in the opposite direction: from the
customer to the BM operator and from there, on to the suppliers. This
means that for BM operators, there is a natural tendency to
conceptualize one-sided (customer) oriented revenue models as they
are the only ones in this idiocentric BM that can generate financial value
through their product offerings. Following an allocentric approach, the
BM operator perceives the other participants as value co-creators. By
being aware of the reciprocity of their offerings and related value
propositions (e.g. economic, functional, emotional, symbolic), the BM
operator is able to set up multi-sided revenue models in which value is
generated in a multilateral way. Finnova’s case study offered an
example of how revenue streams can be conceptualized in a
multilaterally. By enabling third-party software module providers to offer
their services to the retail and private banks using Finnova’s core
banking system, the company can profit from an additional providersided monetary value flow (i.e. membership fee from third-party
providers) In addition to already existing user-sided (e.g. banks)
license-based revenue model. Taking the multilateral value flow nature
within an ABM into consideration offers the BM operator the possibility
to couple different financial revenue models in order to profit from multisided revenue streams. However, the case studies in this dissertation
do not provide sufficient data to make validated statements on
especially successful combinations. This certainly offers further
research potential as will be highlighted in Section 6.3.
However, an additional point that companies operating an ABM should
consider, is the financial and psychological perspective when
configuring the VALUE dimension. It is evident that without being able
to balance the financial BENEFITS & COSTS between the participants,
the BM operator has a hard time developing an ABM. However, the
case studies have shown that limiting the configuration of the VALUE
dimension to the monetary aspect proves to be extremely difficult when
starting to design a new BM. According to the generated insights, there
are two main reasons for this. First, it is very difficult to estimate the
exact monetary benefits & costs for the mutually complementary BM
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participants. In fact, it is almost inevitable that the BM operator will have
to collaboratively adjust the initially conceptualized ABM together with
its participants. These adjustments will have impacts on the financial
value flows. Therefore, if the monetary aspect is the only argument for
the mutually complementary participants to join the BM, the
orchestrator will find it hard to develop its ABM. Consequently, the
psychological rewards and efforts of the BM participants are just as
important to consider. Particularly in the beginning of the design of an
ABM and when wanting to adapt the BM, the psychological rewards and
efforts trigger the necessary behavioral motivations among the BM
participants. In this respect, the ThingsBy7 case study offered
interesting insights when integrating local grocery merchants into the
BM. In fact, the argument that the ThingsBy7 offering would come from
within the local community and create equal partnerships within that
community was weighted much more in an actor’s motivation to
participate in the BM than the additional revenues that such a model
might generate. However, this does not mean that the financial
BENEFITS & COST component was irrelevant. It simply did not provide
sufficient incentive for the merchants to be part of the BM. Additionally,
the ThingsBy7 case study also helped to clear up misunderstandings
when the psychological reward that BM participants are looking for was
not correctly taken into consideration. In fact, as highlighted in Section
5.4.4, during the testing phase of ThingsBy7 the internal test customers
invested their resources in order to be part of an innovative project,
rather than being fully interested in the solution itself. Although they
invested time and money on their own account, the ThingsBy7 core
team did not see the motivational misfit between the assumed and
effective NEEDS / GOALS of this BM participant group. This means that
a BM operator has to be aware of the fact that the VALUE
PROPOSITIONS / RECIPROCAL OFFERINGS between its BM
participants always consists of an economic, functional, emotional and
symbolic value element mix. This mix is subjectively perceived in
financial and psychological rewards and efforts by each participant and
triggers their behavior in the ABM. In this regard, some initial ideas will
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be presented on how to better take into account the behavioral aspect
when configuring ABMs in the research outlook (Section 6.3).
In conclusion, when configurating the VALUE dimension, the BM
operator is, on one hand, well advised to leverage the multilateral
nature of the VALCO among the BM participants by installing multisided revenue models. On the other hand, the BM operator should not
overlook the psychological nature of the BENEFITS & COSTS that the
BM participants face, as these can serve as important motivational
triggers that can make the ABM work.
6.1.3

The artifact’s intended use

In terms of the ABM’s ability to support and explain the orchestration of
VALCO between mutually complementary social and business actors,
this dissertation provides first indications for a relatively narrow
empirical setting (BM innovation workshops within the financial service
sector). Based on an existing VALCO measurement scale (Ranjan &
Read, 2014), the following results could be generated. First, it could be
demonstrated that the model has a positive impact on the participants’
knowledge sharing. The large majority (91%) of the interviewed
workshop participants positively evaluated the model’s ability to support
the sharing and mutual understanding of ideas, knowledge, needs, and
skills of mutually complementary BM participants. Second, the surveys
have also shown that the model helps the BM participants in becoming
more aware of their mutual value creation and supports them in the
design of their interactions. In this context, more than two thirds (71%)
of the survey participants either fully agreed or agreed to the models’
supportive function in improving their VALCO relationships with one
another. Third, the results also indicated the positive nature of the
model in encouraging the individual participants to engage in the
collaborative design of a BM. Thus, four out of five participants (83%)
agreed to the fact that the artifact helps them to align their individual
business need with other complementary partners and positively
impacts the collaborative experience within the group. Finally, the
survey also pointed out the limitations of the model in terms of providing
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each participant sufficient opportunities to bring their personal
preferences into the BM. For instance, every fifth participant (20%)
remained neutral or only partially agreed to the previously mentioned
supportive function of the model. The numerous workshops have
shown that although the orchestration of VALCO stands at the heart of
the ABM, there are some natural limits when taking into consideration
the supportive nature of BM participants that act as contributors in the
BM. While the absence of components that help to better explain the
role of contributors for the mutually created and captured value between
the BM participants might make sense from a practitioner perspective,
as it reduces complexity, this has a negative impact on the explanatory
power of the model. In fact, although the model allows for the supporting
of the orchestration of VALCO, it remains only partially complete when
wanting to describe its full nature from an objective viewpoint as it
overemphasizes the role of the orchestrator (the BM operator).
In conclusion, the results related to the evaluation of the model’s
intended use can only provide first indications due to the narrow
empirical setting and the limited assessment period. Therefore, it is
important to note that additional empirical research would have to be
performed to generate more objective, reliable and valid insights.
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Research Limitations

After consolidating and discussing the research results, the following
section presents corresponding research limitations. Thus, the section
is grouped into two parts. The first part (see Section 6.2.1) discusses
conceptual limitations by taking a closer look at a particular shortcoming
when conceptualizing the ABM. The second part (see Section 6.2.2)
highlights the analytical limitations of the research at hand. This part
discusses how the research approach as well as the particular empirical
context impact the presented research results in terms of their
objectivity, reliability and validity. Both parts aim to transparently present
the conceptual and analytical boundaries of this dissertation. In doing
so, they provide the foundation for the research outlook that will be
presented in Section 6.3.
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Conceptual limitations

The conceptualization of the ABMC through a service-dominated
perspective based upon theoretical insights from BE, VALCO and the
platform literature, naturally shifted the attention of this research to a
particularly legal structure within which the BM operator engages with
its BM participants. The fact, that the ABMC assumes BM participants
to be legally independent yet socially and economically interdependent
might be seen as a too limiting conceptual assumption for an artifact
with the aim to support the orchestration of VALCO between mutually
complementary business and social actors. In fact, although the ABMO
includes different legal agreement forms (see Section 4.5.8) between
the mutually complementary BM participants, value is also co-created
among employees operating within one particular company. Just
because an allocentric perspective happens to appear particularly
useful when orchestrating VALCO between legally independent
business and social actors, it does not mean that the perspective is not
applicable within a particular legally restricted domain such as a
company. However, the research at hand conceptually limited the
ABM’s ability in supporting VALCO to a particular set of legal structures.
Actually, the ABM components could serve to describe the value
creation and value capturing logic both within as well as outside the
boundaries of a particular legal organization. In order to be able to
better assess its conceptual completeness, this thought is further
elaborated in the research outlook (see Section 6.3) by highlighting
different VALCO structures by the means of the ABM. In doing so, this
attempt might also mitigate some critiques related to the model as being
too generic. Although this is a general problem of models as they
abstract reality by emphasizing specific aspects or focusing on a
specific application (Stachowiak, 1973, p. 131), it might allow the further
specification of the variety of context and problem domains for which
the ABM proves to be useful in designing and explaining the
orchestration of VALCO.
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Analytical limitations

In addition to the conceptual limitations, the following limitations related
to the design process as well as empirical context of the results could
be identified. First, the ABM construct as well as the corresponding
ontology have been iteratively designed and evaluated within one
specific consortium. This means that a large percentage of participants
supporting the design of the artifacts were also involved in their
assessment. On the one hand, this certainly favors the rigorous
assessment related to the fulfillment degree of the collected
requirements. On the other hand, this type of research process limits
the generalizability of the corresponding results as it is limited to a
particular user group’s perceptions and preferences. Furthermore, as
focus groups played a major role during the analysis, design and
evaluation phases of the artifacts, there is always the natural risk of
dominating voices (several participants dominating the group opinion)
or a moderator bias (Smithson, 2000, p.107ff). However, in order to
mitigate the risk of dominating voices, the moderators were careful to
balance the speech time among focus group participants and actively
encouraged members to speak by explicitly asking their opinions. In
order to control the risk of a moderator having too much influence on
the building of the group’s collective truth, the focus groups were run by
using different moderators and additional observers who took notes and
interfered when they had the impression that the moderator was too
actively engaged in the opinion building process. Second, and partially
related to the first point, the artifacts have been demonstrated and
evaluated within the financial services domain. Thus, while the
presented results have their validity for that particular empirical context,
this might not be the case for other domains. Furthermore, this means
that the insights related to the artifacts’ ability to support the
orchestration of VALCO among mutually complementary business and
social actors have to be tested in additional empirical areas in order to
be more generalizable. In fact, there is the inherent risk that the
presented results overemphasized aspects that are particularly relevant
for financial service companies. However, in order to mitigate this
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limitation, the research at hand illustrated and analyzed other cases
(e.g. Airbnb, TED, etc.) that are not directly linked to financial services.
Third, the explanatory power of the artifacts in facilitating the
orchestration of VALCO needs additional empirical research. The
assessment related to the intended use of the model are only valid for
a specific sample group (practitioners working in the financial service
sector) acting in a particular context (innovation workshops). Thus,
rather than being perceived as statistically representative, the
presented results only offer first indications related to the model’s ability
to support mutually complementary actors in the orchestration of
VALCO and value co-capturing within an ABM. Although, these first
insights might seem promising, they clearly need additional empirical
validation. Fourth, the research at hand fails to contrast these results
with results of other potentially relevant artefacts to explain the
orchestration of VALCO. This limitation could be addressed by running
comparative analyses of different BM artifacts that focus special
attention on VALCO within collaborative, ecosystem-oriented business
structures (e.g. Service-Dominant BM Radar, Lüftenegger, 2014;
Service BM Canvas, Zolnowski, 2015). Finally, the various case studies
presented in this dissertation have shown the importance of the
behavioral dimension when conceptualizing ABMs. In this regard, the
dissertation only implicitly provides prescriptive knowledge on how to
better address behavioral collaboration aspects when designing ABMs.
For instance, service orchestration design patterns taking a more indepth look at behavioral aspects (e.g. moral hazard, hold-up problems
or ethical nudging) among the BM participants could be worth further
investigation on the basis of the presented artifacts in this dissertation.
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Research Outlook

Taking into account the previously highlighted results and research
limitations, this section provides an overview of further potential
investigations related to the orchestration of VALCO when applying an
allocentric perspective on the BM. This outlook for further research is
grouped into design-oriented research and behavioral research.
From a design-oriented perspective, the further implementation of the
ABMO, for instance in a cloud-based collaborative working tool, seems
promising as the requests of practitioners have shown. This could be
achieved by developing a software prototype and testing its ability to
allow potentially complementary BM participants to collaboratively
design and evaluate their ABMs. As the interviews with practitioners
have shown, requirements related to a comparative assessment of
different ABM configurations exist. Therefore, tools helping BM
operators in their role as orchestrators of VALCO to simulate and
qualitatively and quantitatively assess and prioritize different
configurations seem promising.
Furthermore, particular attention should be attributed to different ABM
configuration patterns. Following the recombination school of BM
research (Gassmann, Frankenberg, Cisk, 2014), different VALCO
orchestration patterns could be developed on the basis of the ABMO
presented (its dimensions and components and their relationships). A
promising starting point could be to use contractual agreements
between the different role archetypes as initial segmentation criteria
and to analyze in-depth configurational orchestration patterns and
related governance mechanisms for those VALCO structures. In doing
so, different organizational structures could be represented when
orchestrating VALCO and value co-capturing among mutually
complementary social and business actors and then critically evaluated
on the basis of the role archetypes and their relationships (e.g. see
Figures 63-66). Research on industry architectures (Jacobides, 2016)
and VALCO mechanisms (Autio & Thomas, 2018) provides interesting
starting points for such design-oriented examinations.
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An additional road to be pursued includes further specification of the
ABM participants’ VALCO processes. In this regard, a service reference
model including VALCO reference processes that are designed by
taking into account an allocentric perspective within an ecosystem
business structure could be especially useful for practitioners as well as
researchers with particular attention being paid to VALCO and value cocapturing configurations within ecosystem structures. Here, the
intersection of existing research on VALCO practices (e.g. Frow,
McColl-Kennedy & Payne, 2016), on modularity (e.g. Baldwin, 2015) as
well as on service bundling (e.g. Kohlborn, 2012) could offer theoretical
grounding for the design and evaluation of corresponding artefacts.
Finally, considering the latest developments in distributed ledger
technologies and machine and deep learning, an interesting research
avenue certainly consists of analyzing how a dynamic set of
orchestration rules and protocols performed by (semi-)autonomous
orchestration agents impacts VALCO and value co-capturing among
mutually complementary BM participants. In this regard, this
dissertation can offer the necessary structuration framework for the
purpose-driven design of smart contract structures between
participants operating in an ABM. An interesting entry point is offered
by the research of De Kruijff and Weigand (2017) on commitment-based
smart contracts.

From a behavioral perspective, further examinations and empirical
validation are needed when analyzing the effects on particular VALCO
orchestration configurations.
On the one hand, the initial indications presented in this dissertation
could be further elaborated by running analysis on a broader empirical
scale (e.g. including participants from multiple sectors and broader
domains of activities). Additionally, a particular focus should be placed
on analyzing whether or not the application of models and frameworks
has a significant positive effect on facilitating the orchestration of
VALCO compared to other techniques.
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On the other hand, the effect of particular orchestration governance
mechanisms on the BM participants’ behavior must be examined in
more detail. In this respect, a particular analysis of the effects of
attributing BM participants various degrees of residual control over their
contributions (e.g. in terms of design and pricing of their offerings) could
provide interesting insights for the sustainable orchestration of VALCO
and value co-capturing within an ABM. This analysis could be run for
the different governance mechanisms of one and the same orchestrator
(e.g. UBER vs. UBERx) or by comparing different orchestrators within
a multi-case study research project. In order to establish such
examinations, combining insights on trade-offs in technology
ecosystem governance (e.g. Wareham, Fox, Cano Giner, 2013) and
motivational habits (e.g. Duhigg, 2016) seems to be promising. In this
context, it will be especially relevant also to include unsuccessful
orchestration attempts (e.g. Symbian operation system, the MySpace
social network or the Yahoo search engine).
Finally, the opportunities and challenges related to data sovereignty
among the participants in ABMs should be examined in more depth. As
the PostFinance case study has shown, an ABM operator has to find
the right balance between data privacy and sharing between the
mutually complementary BM participants. This research could be used
as a structural modelling framework for gaining a better understanding
of how the orchestration of VALCO and value co-capturing has to be
configured so that mutually complementary BM participants can profit
from the sharing of their personal and social data without losing the
residual control over their precious assets. In this context, limits of
VALCO contextualized by an ABM could be further analyzed. For
instance, Saarijärvi et al. (2013) provide useful insights in order to focus
research approaches more in this direction.
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Figure 63: Company-internal VALCO Orchestration
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Figure 64: Vertically-integrated VALCO Orchestration

Closure

388

Figure 65: Supply-chained VALCO Orchestration
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Figure 66: Ecosystem VALCO Orchestration
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Closing Reflections

In increasingly digitally enabled business environments, value is
generated through information sharing and manipulation among
interdependent social and business actors operating in ecosystems.
With the aim of collaboratively creating and capturing value in this
structural context, an organization needs to be effective and efficient in
orchestrating resources rather than acquiring and independently
owning them. This implies that a company has to move from a purely
subjective (idiocentric) perception on value creation and value
capturing within its BM towards a more intersubjective (allocentric) one.
By taking on an SDL-perspective on a company’s BM and leveraging
insights from BE, VALCO and literature related to the platform concept,
this dissertation conceptualized the BM from an allocentric perspective,
thereby pursuing the aim of supporting the orchestration of VALCO and
value co-capturing among mutually complementary business and social
actors operating within a particular BM. In doing so, this thesis proposes
a conceptual foundation for BMs where legally heterogeneous but,
economically and socially complementary social and business partners
work together toward mutual benefits through the orchestration of
VALCO enabled by the BM operator. Building upon existing BM
ontologies, an ABMO has been designed, applied and evaluated
together with companies from the financial service sector by following
a design-science research approach. Within this particular empirical
context, the ABMC and the practical usability and usefulness of its
related ontology in orchestrating VALCO within the ABM could be
demonstrated. Furthermore, this dissertation provides first empirical
indications for the ability of the ABM to enhance VALCO and value cocapturing among mutually complementary participants when
conceptualizing a particular BM to structure their multilateral
collaborations; however, additional empirical research is required to
further validate the results presented. How collaboration is orchestrated
and what basic mechanisms of VALCO are present particularly, deserve
additional attention.
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Nevertheless, this research provides promising answers on how a
particular organization can deal with interdependencies among its BM
participants by applying an actor-to-actor oriented view of its BM.
Defining a particular shared value purpose of its BM, which is
materialized through a service, allows the organization to attribute
specific roles to its BM partners. Later on, the ABMC enables the
organization to align its individual goals, activities, resources, offerings
and resulting benefits and costs with those of its BM participants.
Therefore, the ABM (construct and ontology) provides a conceptual
structuration framework that particularly takes into account the
collaborative value creation and value capturing logic enabled by digital
infrastructure and based upon digitized and eventually tokenized assets
from mutually complementary social and business actors.
Finally, the results presented in this dissertation provide a proposition
of how an organization can translate technology into individually
perceived value for itself, its partners and the environment it is part of.
Taking a step backwards by putting the results of this dissertation in the
greater context of societal challenges that result from the unsustainable
handling of natural and human resources, it is the author’s firm belief
that complementing the self-centered perspective on value creation and
value capturing with a more, inter-subjective, allocentric perspective
can help social and business actors deal with those issues. This belief
is nurtured by the realization that we prosper in a world with an
abundance of resources. However, what is often missing is the
purposeful orchestration of those resources. In this regard, the ABM
proposes a way of leveraging technology to conceptualize and
implement BMs among mutually complementary participants in order to
purposefully orchestrate their VALCO and value co-capturing. Following
the performance artist Laurie Anderson and considering technology as
the campfire around which we tell our stories, this suggestion can only
prove valuable when particular attention is paid to the purpose of the
ideas which the ABM can help to conceptualize and thus support in their
realization. Therefore, this dissertation shall end with a short story.
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One day a fisherman was lying on a beautiful beach, with his fishing
pole propped up in the sand and his solitary line cast out into the
sparkling blue surf. He was enjoying the warmth of the afternoon sun
and the prospect of catching a fish. About that time, a businessman
came walking down the beach, trying to relieve some of the stress of
his work day. He noticed the fisherman sitting on the beach and
decided to find out why this fisherman was contemplating the sea
instead of working harder to make a better living for himself and his
family.
“You aren’t going to catch many fish that way,” said the businessman
to the fisherman. “As a PhD in business management, I advise you to
work harder rather than lying on the beach!”
The fisherman looked up at the businessman, smiled and replied,
“And what will my reward be?”
“Well, you can get bigger nets and catch more fish!” was the
businessman’s answer. “And then what will my reward be?” asked the
fisherman, still smiling. The businessman replied, “You will make
money and you’ll be able to buy a boat, which will then result in larger
catches of fish!”
“And then what will my reward be?” asked the fisherman again.
The businessman was beginning to get a little irritated with the
fisherman’s questions. “You can buy a bigger boat and hire some
people to work for you!” he said.
“And then what will my reward be?” repeated the fisherman.
The businessman was getting angry. “Don’t you understand? You can
build up a fleet of fishing boats, sail all over the world, and let all your
employees catch fish for you!”
Once again, the fisherman asked, “And then what will my reward be?”
Holding a PhD and being an expert in his field, the businessman was
red with rage and shouted at the fisherman, “Don’t you understand
that you can become so rich that you will never have to work for your
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living again? You can spend all the rest of your days sitting on this
beach, looking at the sunset. You won’t have a care in the world!”
The fisherman, still smiling, looked up and said, “And what do you
think I’m doing right now?”
Cultural story, version slightly adapted from Rice, 1996
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Appendix A – Overview of Focus Groups and Research Activities
Type

Venue

Duration

Date

60min

12.04.2016

60min

14.04.2016

60min

15.04.2016

60min

15.04.2016

60min

18.04.2016

60min

18.04.2016

Arbon (CH)

60min

Expert Focus
Group (EFG)
1

Kappel
am
Albis (CH)

GFG 2

Filzbach (CH)

Expert
Interview
Expert
Interview
Expert
Interview
Expert
Interview
Expert
Interview
Expert
Interview

Video
conference
Video
conference
Video
conference
Video
conference
Video
conference
Video
conference

General
Focus Group
(GFG) 1

Main Objectives

Overall Results

Problem Identification and
Definition

Set of prioritized questions and challenges for
companies operating in interconnected BMs.
Validated approach to further contextualize BMs
through BEs

02.06.2016

Problem Identification and
Validation

Validated practical relevance of identified conceptual
and practical questions related to suggested research
area and structure (WHY, WHO, WHAT, HOW,
VALUE dimension)

90min

15.09.2016

Requirement Collection

Discussion and prioritization of design requirements
for WHY and WHO dimension

60min

15.02.2017

Requirement Collection and
Testing
of
component
structuration framework

Validation of design requirements for the WHY and
WHO dimension. Validated need-oriented SERVICE
structuring approach

Table-A 1: Overview of Focus Groups and Research Activities (1/2)
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Interview
Expert
Interview
Expert
Interview
Expert
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Video
conference
Video
conference
Video
conference
Video
conference
Video
conference
Video
conference

60min

31.03.2017

60min

03.04.2017

75min

10.04.2017

75min

10.04.2017

75min

11.04.2017

75min

11.04.2017

Challenging of the specified WHY and
WHO
dimension
of
the
artifact
Requirements Collection and Validation for
the WHAT, HOW and VALUE dimension

Set of consolidated practical requirements
related to the design of the components for
the five dimensions of the artifacts
Set of additional requirements related to the
further specification of the SHARED VALUE
PURPOSE / SERVICE, ACTOR / ROLE
ARCHETYPE, NEEDS / GOALS components

Validated practical design requirements for all
components
across
all
dimensions
List of improvements for the alpha version of
the model
Consolidated list of conceptual and graphical
improvements to enhance model's usability
and usefulness

GFG 3

Lindau (D)

60min

06.09.2017

Validation of the collected practical
requirement, presentation of alpha version
of ABMC and visualized model

EFG 2

St. Gallen
(CH)

480min

15.11.2017

Practical
application
and
detailed
evaluation of the alpha version of the model

GFG 4

Schwägalp
(CH)

75min

21.02.2018

Validation of specified components
(attributes) regarding their completeness
and understandability

Set of prioritized attributes to further specify
the components

Usability & Utility evaluation of the ABM

Qualitative and quantitative assessments
related to the model's usability, utility,
applicability and worth to be recommended
List of additional conceptual and graphical
requirements to further increase practical
applicability of the model

GFG 5

Bad
(CH)

Horn

180min

16.05.2018

Table-A 2: Overview of Focus Groups and Research Activities (2/2)
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Type

Bank Verlag

IT Service Provider

Credit Suisse

Universal Bank

DXC Technology

BPO/ITO Provider

DZ BANK

Fiducia

Finnova
Hypothekarbank
Lenzburg

Cooperative Bank

Financial
Provider

Financial
Provider

Software

Software

Regional Bank

Table-A 3: Overview of Focus Group Participants (1/2)

Participant (Function)
Senior Product Manager
Product Manager
Director Securities & Asset Servicing
Strategy & Enterprise Architect
Chief Industry Architect (Banking)
CTO Banking & Capital Markets
Innovation Manager
Innovation Manager
Head of Sales
Head of Customer Relations
Sales Director Private Banking
Technology Product Manager
Business Architect
Head of Product Management
Senior Product Manager Business
Architecture
Head
Product
Management
Ecosystems
Ecosystem Product Manager
Project Manager
Divisional Manager Services

Expert Focus
Group
1
2

Expert
Interview

General Focus
Group
1
2
3
4
5
x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x

x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x
x

x

x
x
x

x
x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x
x

x
x
x

x
x
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PostFinance AG

Raiffeisen

SIX

398
Universal Bank

Retail Bank

Cooperative Bank

Financial
Infrastructure
Provider

Swisscard

Credit Card Issuer

Swisscom

BPO/ITO Provider

ti&m

IT Service Provider &
Consultancy

UBS

Universal Bank

Voralberger Landes- &
Hypothekenbank AG

Retail Bank

ZKB

Cantonal Bank

Table-A 4: Overview of Focus Group Participants (2/2)

Enterprise Architect
Head of Requirements Management
Digital Manager
Enterprise Architect
Division Manager Financial Services
Product Manager
IT Architect
Head of Online Banking
Head of Division Organization
Head of Organization Management
Senior Strategy Manager
Senior Project Manager
Product
Manager
Custody
&
Innovation
Head of Process Engineering
Enterprise Architect
Head of Transformation Consulting
Principal Digitalization
CTO
Head of Products
Senior Business Architect
Application Architect
Enterprise Architect
Digitalisation Manager
Head of Digitalisation
Head of Technology Innovation
Enterprise Architect

x
x

x

x

x
x

x
x
x
x

x

x
x

x
x

x
x

x

x
x
x

x

x

x
x

x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x
x
x
x

x

x

x

x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x

x
x

x

x

x

x
x
x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x
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Appendix B – Usefulness Evaluation Survey Template
Dimension
Usefulness
Usefulness
Usefulness
Usefulness
Ease of use
Ease of use
Ease of use
Ease of use

Evaluation Statement
The components of the model help to design
collaborative business between mutually complementary
partners (e.g. customers, partners of my company)
The components of the model are difficult to understand
for others that have not been involved in the modelling
process
The components of the model lead to confusion in
understanding the collaborative nature of a BM
The model helps participants to shape their mutual value
creation
The components of the model were easy to apply
The application of the components was difficult to
understand
The components of the model can be applied without
much prior knowledge
The application of the model in my company would be
easy

Table-A 5: Usefulness Evaluation Survey Template (1/2)

Disagree

Evaluation
Partially
Neutral
agree

Agree

Fully
Agree

Additional
Comments

Appendices
Re-usability
Re-usability
Re-usability
Recommendation

400
I would use the components of the model to design
and analyze collaborative BM within my company
Compared to other frameworks that I know; I
consider this model to be of particular relevance to
design collaborative BMs
I would not re-use the components of the model
I would recommend the use of the model to my
colleagues

Table-A 6: Usefulness Evaluation Survey Template (2/2)
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Appendix C – Overview of Usefulness Evaluation Participants
Company
Bank Verlag

Type
IT Service Provider

Credit Suisse

Universal Bank

DXC Technology

BPO/ITO provider

DZ BANK

Cooperative Bank

Fiducia

Financial Software
Provider

Finnova

Financial Software
Provider

Hypothekarbank
Lenzburg

Regional Bank

LBBW

Universal Bank

PostFinance AG

Retail Bank

Raiffeisen

Cooperative Bank

SIX
Swisscom

Financial
Infrastructure
Provider
BPO / ITO Service
Provider

Ti&m

IT Service Provider
& Consultancy

UBS

Universal Bank

Voralberger Landesund Hypothekenbank
AG

Retail Bank

ZKB

Cantonal Bank

Participant (function)
Senior Product Manager
Director Securities & Asset Servicing
Strategy & Enterprise Architect
Chief Industry Architect (Banking)
CTO Banking & Capital Markets
Head of Sales
Head of Customer Relations
Sales Director Private Banking
Business Architect
Head of Product Management
Senior Product Manager Business
Architecture
Head Product Management Ecosystems
Ecosystem Product Manager
Project Manager
Divisional Manager Services
Head of Requirements Management
Digital Manager
Product Manager
IT Architect
Head of Division Organization
Head of Organization Management
Senior Strategy Manager
Senior Project Manager
Product Manager Custody & Innovation
Enterprise Architect
Head of Transformation Consulting
Principal Digitalisation
CTO
Head of Products
Senior Business Architect
Application Architect
Enterprise Architect
Digitalisation Manager
Head of Digitalisation
Head of Technology Innovation
Enterprise Architect

Table-A 7: Overview of Usefulness Evaluation Participants
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Appendix D – Intended-Use Evaluation Survey Template
Evaluation
Dimension

Construct

Evaluation Statements
KS1: The ABM enables me to share ideas and
suggestions related to new or existing offerings
with my partners.
KS2: The ABM provides me with enough
insights to understand the players involved in

Co-

Knowledge

Production

sharing (KS)

the mutual value creation process.
KS3: I am willing to invest time and effort to
design ideas and suggestions with the ABM
because it helps me to better share my insights
with my partners.
KS4: The ABM offers enough conceptual
flexibility for my partners and me to share our
thoughts with each other.

Table-A 8: Intended-Use Evaluation Survey Template (1/4)

Disagree

Partially
agree

Neutral

Additional
Agree

Fully
agree

Comments
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E1: Through the ABM I could visualize and share
my personal motivations and expectations with my
partners in a simple way.
E2: The ABM allows me to align my own activities
and resources with those of my partners in the best
Equity (E)

interest of all participants.
E3: The ABM allows me and my partners to design
our collaboration on equal footing and provides
support for a transparent governance.
E4: The ABM enables all parties involved, no
matter their role in the VALCO, to play an equal

Co-

part in determining its outcome.

Production

I1: The ABM allows me to express my preferences
related to the interaction with my partners.
I2: The ABM allows me to structure the mutual
interactions that I have with my partners.
Interaction (I)

I3: The ABM allows me and my partners to design
our interactions on an equal footing and does not
disadvantage me or my partners.
I4: In order to get the best benefit out of the
VALCO, the ABM provides different perspectives
on the interactions I have with my partners.

Table-A 9: Intended-Use Evaluation Survey Template (2/4)
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EX1: The ABM supported me and my partners to
find complete expression in the design of our
VALCO.
EX2:
Experience (EX)

The

ABM

contributes

to

a

better

understanding of my personal needs and my
partners needs and expectations and has a
positive effect on our empathy for each other.
EX3: The ABM allowed me and my partners to
experiment with different configurations during the
value co-creation process

Value-in-use

P1: The ABM offers enough personalization
flexibility in the design of my mutual value creation
with my partners.
P2:
Personalization
(P)

The

ABM

allows

individual

VALCO

relationships between me and my partners.
P3: Depending on their own preferences, the
participants can participate differently in the design
of the joint BM.
P4: The use of the ABM supports a positive
collaboration besides its functional benefits related
to the BM conceptualization.

Table-A 10: Intended-Use Evaluation Survey Template (3/4)
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R1: The ABM provides me and my partner a better
understanding of our mutual value creation
relationships.
R2: The ABM allows me and my partners to
consider other actors that could affect the success
of our VALCO.

Value-in-use

Relationship (R)

R3: The ABM animates me to contribute resources
(time, money, knowledge/skills) to enhance the
strategic and operational collaboration with my
partners.
R4: The ABM supports me and my partners
willingness

to

share

personal

/

business

information to strengthen our collaboration.
Table-A 11: Intended-Use Evaluation Survey Template (4/4)
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Appendix E – Overview of Intended-Use Evaluation Participants
Company
Computershare
CH

Type
Financial
Provider

Administration

Participant (function)
Service

DZ BANK

Cooperative Bank

Fiducia

Financial Software Provider

Finnova

Financial Software Provider

PostFinance AG
Raiffeisen

Retail Bank
Cooperative Bank

SIX

Financial Infrastructure Provider

Swisscom
Synacts
ti&m
UBS

BPO/ITO provider
FinTech Startup
IT Service Provider & Consultancy for
SME's
IT Service Provider & Consultancy
Universal Bank

ZKB

Cantonal Bank

Taktwerk

Table-A 12: Overview of Intended-Use Evaluation Participants

Number of workshop
participations

Member of the Board of Directors

2

Innovation Manager
Head of Customer Relations
Sales Director Private Banking
Senior Product Manager Business
Architecture
Head Product Management Ecosystems
Product Manager
Head of Organization Management
Senior Project Manager
Senior Market Developer
Head of Innovation Payment Services
Innovation Manager
Innovation Manager
Software Engineer
Enterprise Architect
CTO

2
4
4

CEO

2

Head of Products
Senior Business Architect
Head of Technology Innovation
Enterprise Architect

2
2
2
2

6
4
2
2
2
2
2
4
4
4
2
2
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Appendix F – Overview of Research Diffusion Activities
Type

Title
CC Sourcing 6 - WS4
CC Sourcing 6 - WS5
CC Sourcing 6 - WS6
CC Sourcing 7 - Pre-WS
CC Sourcing 7 - WS1

Consortium
Research
Workshop

CC Sourcing 7 - WS2
CC Sourcing 7 - WS3
CC Sourcing 7 - WS4
CC Sourcing 7 - WS5
CC Sourcing 7 - WS6
CC Sourcing 7 - WS7
Business Engineering Forum 2017

Events

Handelsblatt Bankentechnologie 2018
SIX - Genie in the Bottle Event Series

Additional
Publications

Burkhalter, Marc; Betz, Christian; AugeDickhut, Stefanie; Jung, Reinhard (2019).
Orchestrating VALCO in Ecosystems,
Wendt, K.; Godwyn, M. (Hrsg.), Creating
Ecosystems in Business and Network
Organizations and its relations to Impact
Entrepreneurship, Springer Palgrave Mac
Millan.
Betz, Christian; Burkhalter Marc; Jung,
Reinhard (2019). Prerequisites for Value
Co-Creation in Business Ecosystems.
Emerging Research Forum (ERF) at
Twenty-fifth Americas Conference on
Information System. Cancun

Table-A 13: Overview of Research Diffusion Activities

Venue
Filzbach
(CH)

Date

Arbon (CH)

02.06.2016

Kappel am
Albis (CH)
St. Gallen
(CH)
Filzbach
(CH)
Gottlieben
(CH)
Lindau (D)
St. Gallen
(CH)
Schwägalp
(CH)
Bad Horn
(CH)
Saigerhöh
(D)
St. Gallen
(CH)
Frankfurt
(D)
Zürich (CH)

n.a.

Cancun
(Mex)

24.02.2016

15.09.2016
02.11.2016
15.02.2017
17.05.2017
06.09.2017
15.11.2017
21.02.2018
16.05.2018
05.09.2018
02.11.2016
04.-05.12.
2018
01.04.2019

Autumn
2019

15.-17.08.
2019
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Appendix G – BMO Requirement Fulfillment Analysis
Dimension

The
“WHY”
Purpose

Generic
component

Vision
(BMV)

Theoretical Requirements (TR) & Practical Requirements (PR)

TRBMV 1:
The vision
should be
understood
as a shared
purpose that
unifies the
BM operator
and different
BM
participants.

TRBMV 2: The
vision should
be based on a
service
that
represents the
mutual
application of
resources
between
complementary
BM
participants.

Table-A 14: BMO Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (1/5)

TRBMV 3:
The vision
should be
understood
as
a
process
towards a
future,
more
favorable
shared
outcome
that the BM
participants
want
to
achieve.

PRBMV1: It
is important
to
differentiate
between a
shared
purpose
and
the
individual
goals BM
participants
try to reach.

PRBMV2:
The
purpose
should be
formulated
in a way
that
several
offerings
can lead to
its
realization.

PRBMV3:
The
outcome is guided
by BM participants
goals
but
the
solutions can vary
along time.

BMO
Components

Conformity
degree

n.a.

0
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Actor
(ACT)

Focal
organization
(FOC)
The
“WHO”
Actors

TRACT1: Each social
and / or business actor
should be viewed as an
independent, purposedriven, decision-making
entity.
TRFOC1: As the BM
operator
the
focal
organization
should
propose a shared value
purpose to the other BM
participants.

Customer
(CUS)

TRCUS1: The customer
should not be seen as a
passive
value
consumer. Rather as a
value co-creator that
participates in VALCO.

Partner
(PAR)

TRPAR1:
Partners
should not only be
defined
from
the
perspective of the focal
organization.

TRACT2: Participating in a
BM, the same actor can
occupy multiple functional
roles in relation to the shared
value purpose around which
the BM is built.
TRFOC2: As the BM operator,
the focal organization should
be
in
charge
of
the
coordination of other BM
participants
around
that
shared value purpose.
TRCUS2: Rather than a
passive buyer of products and
services, the customer should
be viewed as a beneficiary of
a service outcome by using
particular
products
and
services that lead to that
outcome.
TRPAR2: The particular roles
of partners should be visible in
the BM.

Table-A 15: BMO Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (2/5)

PRACT1: There should be
additional information on
the necessary capabilities
an actor needs to perform to
take
in
a
particular
functional role.

Focal
organization

7

PRFOC1: The shared value
purpose depends on the
needs and capabilities of
different BM participants.
PRCUS1: The way a
customer should participate
in the VALCO has to be
visible, easy and beneficial.
Otherwise the customer
does not have any incentive
to engage with others.

PRCUS2:
The
customer wants to
freely decide with
which partner to
interact.

Customer
Segment

0

PRPAR1: Different types of
partners have to be defined.

PRPAR2:
The
prerequisites
to
take in different
roles have to be
visible.

Key Partner

7
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Governance
(GOV)

TRGOV1: Governance
should
take
into
consideration
the
multilateral relationship
among different BM
participants.

TRGOV2: All BM participants
have some degree of agency
and
hence
governance
power.

PRGOV1:
The
BM
operator plays a particular
role when it comes to the
governance of other BM
participants.

PRGOV2:
Governance
is
something
that
happens
between
partners and should
not be specific to one
particular
BM
participant.

n.a.

0

Need
(NEE)

TRNEE1: The goals and
underlying needs of BM
participants should be
considered
when
defining
how
they
mutually create and
capture value.

TRNEE2: Different types of
needs (wants) have to be
included in the BMC.

PRNEE1: Needs have to
be considered in relation to
the
value
proposition
component.

PRNEE2: The needs
should
play
an
important role when
defining the benefits
of
the
BM
participants.

n.a.

0

The
“WHO”
Actors

Table-A 16: BMO Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (3/5)
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Value
proposition
(VAP)

The
“WHAT”
Value
Proposition

Value
offering
(VOF)

TRVAP1:
Value
propositions should be
defined from a multilateral
perspective by including
the ones of other BM
participants than the BM
operator.
TRVOF1:
The
value
offering has to consider
the multilateral exchange
of a set of resources (i.e.
products,
services,
money,
information)
among BM participants.

TRVAP2:
Different
forms
of
value
elements should be
included in the value
proposition
(i.e.
functional, emotional,
etc.).

PRVAP1: The value
propositions should be
related to the needs of
particular
BM
participants.

TRVOF2: The same
value
offering
can
result in different value
propositions
for
different addressees.

PRVOF1: It should be
clear
how
these
offerings relate to the
capabilities
a
BM
partner brings in.

Channel /
interface
(CHA)

TRCHA1: Channels have
to be understood as
engagement
interfaces
between BM participants.

TRCHA2: The mix (e.g.
virtual vs. physical) of
different
interaction
channels has to be
taken into account.

PRCHA1:
The
difference
between
communication
and
distribution
channel
should be taken into
account.

Relationship
(REL)

TRREL1: Besides the type
of a relationship, their
multilateral nature has to
be shown.

TRREL2: Relationships
should
indicate
success measures in
relation to the BM
participants VALCO.

PRREL1:
The
relationship component
should be merged with
the
governance
component.

Table-A 17: BMO Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (4/5)

PRREL2:
Metrics
should be included to
measure and govern
the
multilateral
interactions among
BM participants.

Value
proposition

2

Channel

4

Customer
Relationships

1
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Capabilities
(CAP)

The “HOW”
Value creation

The “VALUE”
Value
capturing

Activities
(ACTI)

TRCAP1: Capabilities should be
conceptualized in relation to the
particular
roles
of
BM
participants.
TACTI1: Activities should be
understood as a set of tasks
necessary to perform a specific
capability.

TRCAP2: Capabilities should refer
to a possible outcome an actor
wants to reach through its
participation in the BM.
TACTI2: Particular activities of
different BM participants should be
specified.

Resources
(RES)

TRES1: Each actor should be
defined as a resource integrator.

TRCHA2: Different types of
resources should be taken into
consideration.

Revenues
(REV)

TRREV1: The revenues of
different BM participants have to
be taken into account.

TRREV2: Different types
revenues have to considered.

Costs
(COS)

TRCOS1: The costs of different
BM participants have to be taken
into account.

TRCOS2: Different types of costs
have to considered.

Table-A 18: BMO Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (5/5)

of

PRCAP1: The BMC should
clarify
how
capabilities,
resources and activities relate
to each other.
PRACTI1: Activities should be
specified by respecting a
pragmatic
degree
of
granularity.
PRRES1: Resources should
be specified by respecting a
pragmatic
degree
of
granularity.
PRREV1: Aspects such as
learning
and
satisfaction
should be considered in the
revenue component.
PRCOS1: Threats should be
taken into account in the cost
component.

Key Activities

2

Key Resources

3

Revenue
Streams

2

Cost Structure

2

OVERALL
EVALUATION

1
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Appendix H – e3 Value Ontology Requirement Fulfillment Analysis
Dimension

The
“WHY”
Purpose

Generic
component

Vision
(BMV)

Theoretical Requirements (TR) & Practical Requirements (PR)

TRBMV 1:
The vision
should be
understood
as a shared
purpose that
unifies the
BM operator
and different
BM
participants.

TRBMV 2: The
vision should
be based on a
service
that
represents the
mutual
application of
resources
between
complementary
BM
participants.

TRBMV 3:
The vision
should be
understood
as
a
process
towards a
future,
more
favorable
shared
outcome
that the BM
participants
want
to
achieve.

Table-A 19: e3 Value Ontology Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (1/5)

PRBMV1: It
is important
to
differentiate
between a
shared
purpose
and
the
individual
goals BM
participants
try to reach.

PRBMV2:
The
purpose
should be
formulated
in a way
that
several
offerings
can lead to
its
realization.

PRBMV3:
The
outcome is guided
by BM participants
goals
but
the
solutions can vary
along time.

BMO
Components

Conformity
degree

n.a.

0
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TRACT2: Participating in a BM,
the same actor can occupy
multiple functional roles in
relation to the shared value
purpose around which the BM
is built.

PRACT1: There should be
additional information on the
necessary capabilities an
actor needs to perform to
take in a particular functional
role.

TRFOC2: As the BM operator,
the focal organization should
be in charge of the coordination
of other BM participants around
that shared value purpose.

PRFOC1: The shared value
purpose depends on the
needs and capabilities of
different BM participants.

Customer
(CUS)

TRCUS1: The customer
should not be seen as a
passive value consumer.
Rather as a value cocreator that participates
in VALCO.

TRCUS2: Rather than a
passive buyer of products and
services, the customer should
be viewed as a beneficiary of a
service outcome by using
particular
products
and
services that lead to that
outcome.

PRCUS1: The way a
customer should participate
in the VALCO has to be
visible, easy and beneficial.
Otherwise the customer
does not have any incentive
to engage with others.

PRCUS2:
The
customer wants to
freely decide with
which partner to
interact.

Partner
(PAR)

TRPAR1:
Partners
should not only be
defined
from
the
perspective of the focal
organization.

TRPAR2: The particular roles
of partners should be visible in
the BM.

PRPAR1: Different types of
partners have to be defined.

PRPAR2:
The
prerequisites
to
take in different
roles have to be
visible.

Actor
(ACT)

Focal
organization
(FOC)
The
“WHO”
Actors

TRACT1: Each social
and / or business actor
should be viewed as an
independent, purposedriven, decision-making
entity.
TRFOC1: As the BM
operator
the
focal
organization
should
propose a shared value
purpose to the other BM
participants.

Table-A 20: e3 Value Ontology Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (2/5)

Actor;
Market
Segment

7
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Governance
(GOV)

TRGOV1: Governance
should
take
into
consideration
the
multilateral relationship
among
different
BM
participants.

TRGOV2: All BM participants
have some degree of agency
and hence governance power.

PRGOV1: The BM operator
plays a particular role when
it comes to the governance
of other BM participants.

Need
(NEE)

TRNEE1: The goals and
underlying needs of BM
participants should be
considered when defining
how they mutually create
and capture value.

TRNEE2: Different types of
needs (wants) have to be
included in the BMC.

PRNEE1: Needs have to be
considered in relation to the
value
proposition
component.

The
“WHO”
Actors

Table-A 21: e3 Value Ontology Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (3/5)

PRGOV2:
Governance
is
something
that
happens between
partners
and
should
not
be
specific to one
particular
BM
participant.
PRNEE2:
The
needs should play
an important role
when defining the
benefits of the BM
participants.

n.a.

0

n.a.

0
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Value
proposition
(VAP)

The
“WHAT”
Value
Proposition

Value
offering
(VOF)

TRVAP1:
Value
propositions should be
defined from a multilateral
perspective by including
the ones of other BM
participants than the BM
operator.
TRVOF1:
The
value
offering has to consider the
multilateral exchange of a
set of resources (i.e.
products, services, money,
information) among BM
participants.

TRVAP2:
Different
forms of value elements
should be included in
the value proposition
(i.e.
functional,
emotional, etc.).

PRVAP1: The value
propositions should be
related to the needs of
particular
BM
participants.

n.a.

0

TRVOF2: The same
value offering can result
in
different
value
propositions
for
different addressees.

PRVOF1: It should be
clear
how
these
offerings relate to the
capabilities
a
BM
partner brings in.

Value object;
Value
offering

4

Value
interface;
Value port

4

Value
exchange;
Value
transaction

3

Channel /
interface
(CHA)

TRCHA1: Channels have
to be understood as
engagement
interfaces
between BM participants.

TRCHA2: The mix (e.g.
virtual vs. physical) of
different
interaction
channels has to be
taken into account.

PRCHA1:
The
difference
between
communication
and
distribution
channel
should be taken into
account.

Relationship
(REL)

TRREL1: Besides the type
of a relationship, their
multilateral nature has to
be shown.

TRREL2: Relationships
should indicate success
measures in relation to
the BM participants
VALCO.

PRREL1:
The
relationship component
should be merged with
the
governance
component.

Table-A 22: e3 Value Ontology Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (4/5)

PRREL2:
Metrics
should be included to
measure and govern
the
multilateral
interactions
among
BM participants.
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Capabilities
(CAP)

The “HOW”
Value creation

The “VALUE”
Value
capturing

Activities
(ACTI)

TRCAP1: Capabilities should be
conceptualized in relation to the
particular
roles
of
BM
participants.
TACTI1: Activities should be
understood as a set of tasks
necessary to perform a specific
capability.

TRCAP2: Capabilities should refer
to a possible outcome an actor
wants to reach through its
participation in the BM.
TACTI2: Particular activities of
different BM participants should be
specified.

Resources
(RES)

TRES1: Each actor should be
defined as a resource integrator.

TRCHA2: Different types of
resources should be taken into
consideration.

Revenues
(REV)

TRREV1: The revenues of
different BM participants have to
be taken into account.

TRREV2: Different types
revenues have to considered.

Costs
(COS)

TRCOS1: The costs of different
BM participants have to be taken
into account.

TRCOS2: Different types of costs
have to considered.

Table-A 23: e3 Value Ontology Requirement Fulfillment Analysis (5/5)

of

PRCAP1: The BMC should
clarify
how
capabilities,
resources and activities relate
to each other.
PRACTI1: Activities should be
specified by respecting a
pragmatic
degree
of
granularity.
PRRES1: Resources should
be specified by respecting a
pragmatic
degree
of
granularity.
PRREV1: Aspects such as
learning
and
satisfaction
should be considered in the
revenue component.
PRCOS1: Threats should be
taken into account in the cost
component.

n.a.

0

Value activity

2

n.a.

0

n.a.

0

n.a.

0

OVERALL
EVALUATION

1
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Appendix I – Finnova Case Study Participants & Research Activities
Evaluated ABM
Functions

Description

Group Workshop
(GW)

Steering Board (SB)

Individual validation
Session (IVS)

Design, Analysis
& Communication

Different ABM configurations around corporate
banking services have been designed, analyzed,
re-defined, discussed and evaluated during
multiple design thinking innovation workshops
and steering board meetings internally as well as
with external partners.

In total 18 group
workshops with an
average duration time
of 240min have taken
place.

In total 10 Steering
Boards including 2
Board Meetings with
an average duration
time of 60 min took
place.

In total 12 individual
validation
sessions
with
an
average
duration
time
of
60min took place.

Table-A 24: Finnova Case Study Research Description
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Participant
(function)
Senior
Product
Manager
Business
Architecture
Head
Product
Management
Ecosystems
Technology Manager
Partner Relationship
Manager
Ecosystem Product
Financial
Manager
Finnova
Software
Chief Product Officer
Provider
Chief Services Officer
Head
Product
Management Digital
Banking
Product
Manager
Digital
/
Open
Banking
Product
Owner
Online-Banking
Development
CEO
Business
Head of Competence
Engineering
Consultancy
Center Sourcing
Institute
Project Management
Assistant
Table-A 25: Finnova Case Study Participants (1/2)
Company

Type

Venue

Lenzburg (CH) /
St. Gallen (CH) /
video calls

Time
Period

January
2017-March
2018

# of GW
participation

# of SB
participation

# of IVS
participation

16

9

5

10

3

1

5

0

0

16

0

1

2

2

2

0
1

10
9

0
0

5

0

1

2

0

0

2

0

0

14

10

0

9

0

0

9

0

0
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Retail Bank
Business
Software
Start-Up
Software
Provider

Head Digital Banking
Chief Architect IT

2
1

0
0

0
1

Head
Management

2

0

1

1

0

0

Product

Software Engineer

Table-A 26: Finnova Case Study Participants (2/2)
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Appendix J – PostFinance Case Study Participants & Research Analysis
Evaluated
ABM
Functions
Analysis

Description

Physical Interviews (PI)

Virtual Interviews (VI)

During the interviews the ABM has been used to describe,
understand and discuss the PostFinance Benefit Case. Furthermore,
the strengths and potential avenues for further development of the
BM have been discussed by the means of the ABM.

In
total
4
physical
interviews with an average
duration time of 90min took
place.

In total 2 virtual interviews
with an average duration
time of 60min took place.

Table-A 27: PostFinance Case Study Research Description

Company

Type

PostFinance

Retail Bank

Business
Engineering Institute

Consultancy

Table-A 28: PostFinance Case Study Participants

Participant
(function)
Product Manager
Product Owner /
Project Lead
Project Management
Assistant

Venue
Bern (CH) /
Telephone Interview

# of PI participation

# of VI participation

2

2

2

0

2

2
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Appendix K – SIX Case Study Participants and Research Activities
Evaluated ABM
Functions

Description

Group
Workshop (GW)

Group
Validation
Session (GVS)

Company –
specific
validation
Session (CVS)

Design, Analysis,
Manage & Innovate
/ Communication

Along the project the ABM has been used to design multiple
configurations that have been discussed, analyzed,
assessed, re-configurated, tested and validated with
internal and external direct (BM participants) and indirect
(board members) project stakeholders. Additionally, the
concept has been used and evaluated as a communication
instrument on various level of granularities within internal
meetings as well as during external events (demo-shows,
pitching sessions with investors etc.).

In total 12 group
workshops with
an
average
duration time of
240min
have
taken place.

In total 8 group
validation
sessions with an
average duration
time of 60 min
took place.

In
total
32
company-specific
validation sessions
with an average
duration time of
60min took place.

Table-A 29: SIX Case Study Research Description
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Type

Financial
infrastructure
Provider

Consultancy

V-ZUG

Household
Equipment
Manufacturer

Vom Fass

Local Merchant

Di Bennardo
Local Merchant
Schwarzenbach
Local Merchant
Freshbox
Local Merchant
Freshshop
Local Merchant
Schärer Getränke
Local Merchant
Table-A 30: SIX Case Study Participants (1/2)

51

Acted either as moderator and / or observer

Participant
(function)
Head eCommerce
Innovation Manager
Innovation Engineer
Software Engineer
Head
Merchant
Services
Division CEO
Head
FinTech
Ventures
CEO
Head
of
Competence Center
Ecosystem
Consultant
Innovation Manager
Innovation Manager
Head Innovation Lab
Chief Digital Officer
Local
Branch
Manager
CEO
CEO
CEO
Branch Manager
CEO

Venue

Zürich
(CH) /
Zug
(CH)

Time Period

September
2017 –
December
2018

# of GW
participation
12
6
10
2

# of GVS
participation
8
2
8
6

# of CVS
participation
(12/12)
(0/12)
(10/12)
(8/12)

0

2

(1/12)

0

1

0

0

1

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

10
2
2
1
0

8
2
0
2
2

(32/32)51
(3/3)
0
(3/3)
(2/3)

1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

(2/2)
(2/2)
(2/2)
(2/2)
(2/2)
(2/2)
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Local
Logistic
Service Company

Logistic
Service
Company
Klar EDV
IT Service Provider
Table-A 31: SIX Case Study Participants (2/2)
Camion Transporte

CEO
Logistic
Manager
Logistic
Manager
CEO

0

0

(2/2)

0

0

(2/2)

1
2

1
2

(1/1)
0

Project
Project
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