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As a matchmaking tool digital open innovation platform creates new potential for companies
to enhance open innovation. It allows to research value creation in different phases of
collaboration. In computer-mediated environment the role of trust has at least three different
dimensions: trust between persons and between organizations, and trust to the system.
The main objective of this qualitative research is to create a holistic view of value
expectations of the stakeholders on a digital open innovation platform. The second objective
is to study how and why different stakeholder value expectations differ from each other. The
third objective is to research how a matchmaking platform provider can create value for
diverse stakeholders. The fourth objective is to study, how a matchmaking platform provider

can build trust among its stakeholders.

Findings indicate that value creation is a dynamic process and varies in time. Value creation
is challenging. St a k e h o Valdeeexpediations depend on both their business maturity
and goals. Expectations can vary in each three phases of the collaboration: in the beginning,
during and after the collaboration. A platform provider can create value for diverse
stakeholders by knowing their needs. In a short-term, value expectations rely on the
personal relationships, practicalities of a platform as a tool, new network opportunities,
cross-industry connections, learning aspect and active communications. Firms are
interested in counterparties with a good reputation and successful open calls which provide
good results and references. In a longer-term, firms are seeking a global reach, wider
networks and business opportunities. Platform as a strategic partner means availability of
expert and support services for its stakeholders. Trust is a critical factor in each phase of
collaboration, and interpersonal, interorganizational and impersonal levels. By offering right
competences, wider global network, additional support services and a reliable workable
system a matchmaking platform provider can build trust between the stakeholder groups in

the platform.
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Digitaalinen avoimen innovoinnin alusta on kiinnostava tytkalu, joka luo yrityksille uusia
mahdollisuuksia edistédé avointa innovointia. Se antaa mahdollisuuden tutkia arvonluontia
yhteistydn eri vaiheissa. Tietokoneavusteisessa toimintaymparistdssa luottamuksen roolilla
on vahintaan kolme erilaista ulottuvuutta: luottamus ihmisten ja organisaatioiden valilla seka
luottamus jarjestelméén. Taman kvalitatiivisen tutkimuksen paatavoitteena on luoda
kokonaisvaltainen nékemys sidosryhmien arvo-odotuksista digitaalisella avoimen
innovoinnin alustalla. Toinen tavoite on tutkia, miten ja miksi erilaisten sidosryhmien arvo-
odotukset eroavat toisistaan. Kolmas tavoite on tutkia miten valittajan roolissa toimiva taho
voi luoda arvoa erilaisille sidosryhmille digitaalisella alustalla. Neljas tavoite on tutkia, miten

valittajan roolissa toimiva taho voi rakentaa luottamusta sidosryhmien keskuudessa.

Havainnot osoittavat, ettd arvon luominen on dynaaminen prosessi ja vaihtelee ajassa.
Arvon luominen on haastavaa. Sidosryhmien arvo-odotukset riippuvat sekad yrityksen
kehitysvaiheesta ettd tavoitteista. Odotukset voivat vaihdella yhteistydn kolmessa eri
vaiheessa: yhteistytn alussa, sen aikana ja sen jalkeen. Valittdjan roolissa toimiva taho voi
luoda arvoa eri sidosryhmille tuntemalla heidan tarpeensa. Lyhyella aikavalilla arvohyddyt
nojautuvat alustan tarjoamiin henkilokohtaisiin  suhteisiin, digitaaliseen alustaan
kaytannollisend tyokaluna, uusiin verkostoitumismahdollisuuksiin, toimialojen valisiin
yhteyksiin, oppimisprosessiin ja aktiiviseen viestintddn. Yritykset ovat kiinnostuneita
kumppaneista, joilla on hyva maine, ja onnistuneista yrityshaasteista, jotka tuottavat hyvia
tuloksia ja referenssejd. Pidemmalla aikavalilla yritykset etsivat alustan kautta
maailmanlaajuista ulottuvuutta, laajempia verkostoja ja liiketoimintamahdollisuuksia. Alusta
strategisena kumppanina tarkoittaa asiantuntija- ja tukipalvelujen kehittdmista. Luottamus
on kriittinen tekija jokaisessa yhteisty6vaiheessa ja kaikilla tasoilla: ihmisten valilla,
organisaatio- ja jarjestelmatasoilla. Tarjoamalla oikeanlaista osaamista, laajempaa
globaalia verkostoa ja muita tukipalveluja seka luotettavan toimivan jarjestelman valittajan

roolissa toimiva taho voi rakentaa luottamusta alustalla toimivien sidosryhmien valilla.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Digital platforms are a relatively novel phenomenon impacting many industries, products
and services. In addition, the introduction of digitalized products and services, digital
platforms and new business ecosystems are fast restructuring the traditional forms of doing
business. The platform is a concept that is radically and widely changing businesses and
effecting to the economy and society (Choudary, Van Alstyne, & Parker 2016, 3). At the
same time firms are seeking new business opportunities and growth and investing in new
ways of doing business. Therefore, digital platforms are opening new potential for
companies and other stakeholders of various industries, who are searching for new contacts
and broader collaboration possibilities and willing to enhance innovations together with

capable partners and other stakeholders.

Business ecosystems

Growth-oriented firms are networking, scanning potential business partners and business
ideas constantly rather than operating in an isolation. As an active member of the industry,
these firms can be part of business ecosystems. At the heart of focused business
ecosystems industry platforms, which are consisting of firms and their partners, relates to

managing innovations and to dealing with technological and market disruptions. The term

business ecosystem, first suggest empalyganiddoor e

viewed not as a member of a single industry but as a part of business ecosystem that
crosses a var i Ahegthybdsinessredosystént, ds Essili & Levien (2004, 3-
5) define, can be measured with three critical factors, namely productivity, robustness and

niche creation.

Innovation ecosystems

Except the digital platforms acting as a place for finding interesting business partners they
can provide a template to explore novel business ideas and innovations. In other words,
digital platform can be a place for new experimental value creation. Apart from being part

of a business ecosystem, firms can be part of focused innovation ecosystems as well. Adner

(2006,2) describes innovation ecosysttéhrugawshiciit he

the firms combine their individual offerings into a coherent, customer-f aci ng s ol
interesting diversification of focused stakeholders of the platform can be a fuel for the novel
ideas and even further for new business models. An operative innovation ecosystem can
connect various institutions, entrepreneurs, venture capitalists and other participants to

execute even the national objectives (Wessner 2007). According to Gawer & Cusumano

ut

C

on
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(2014, 428) industry platforms can facilitate the generation a potentially very large number
of innovations and boosting of innovation capabilities by providing technological foundation
and access to external actors. The perfect matches between firms can lead for example to
collaboration in some new combinations of various stakeholders such as corporations, start-

up firms and investors.

For the development and management of the exploration of novel ways and the collective
value creation the concept of industry platforms is a useful foundation and an enabler of a
dynamic development process (Gawer & Cusumano 2014, 428-429). On the computer-
mediated platform the meaning of time, place and even geography is diminished as well. In
case where several linked networked actors are involved multi-sided platforms are built on
interactions and interdependence between multiple sites and versatile stakeholders
(Boudreau & Hagiu 2008, 163-164). Companies and other stakeholders who understand
the long-linked process and value of the multi-sided platforms will have an advantage

compared to the competitors (Miles, Snow, & Miles 2000, 300).

Value creation

The expectation regarding the value creation can vary in stakeholder groups. Also, on the
digital platform the value creation can happen in different phases in time. The process can
have a starting point, the actual collaboration phase and the end-point. In the beginning,
when joining the digital open innovation platform, the firms are showing for example an
interest of expanding the collaboration dimension to a new level due to a strategic change
(e.g. Kunisch, Bartuek, Mueler, & Huy 2017), exploring ways to external knowledge (e.qg.
Pittaway, Robertson, Munir, Denyer, & Neely 2004, 145) and seeking collaboration (von

Krogh & von Hippel 2006). However,many mul ti si ded pl atf or ms

€eggo sit uajoining of the side apends on others existence on the platform or
willingness to join it (Hagiu 2014, 72). On the other hand, during the collaboration phase
all stakeholders learn more and achieve added-value, for example reduction in search or
transaction costs (or both) (e.g. Anderson 1995, 348; Hagiu 2014, 71-72), new
combinations of information, products and services, innovative integrations of resources,
and relationships among business experts
43). When the collaboration phase is over, the stakeholders evaluate the actual
performance and reflect the outcomes of the collaboration to the expectations and achieved
results by considering carefully the usefulness, added value of the digital platform and

readiness for future commitment accordingly.

f

(e.

ac

C
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Digital platforms and stakeholders

Participants of the digital platforms are increasingly diverse and having diverging starting
points and maturity for collaboration. In other words, their interests, needs and expectations
are distinct and therefore increases the complexity in collaboration. In practice, the
ecosystems involve and consist of multiple different stakeholders (El Sawy, Malhotra, Park,
& Pavlou 2010). In the core of the digital platforms are its owner and firms, which are
operating throughout the platform. Both the platform owner and connected firms can
increase the value of innovations by forming innovation ecosystems. In the perspective of
specific technological systems innovation ecosystem is defined as a building block, in which
the firms can develop products, technologies or services (Gawer & Cusumano 2014, 417;
Gawer & Cusumano 2008, 28), where the platform owner is in a critical role being even
depend on innovations and investments from other firms. Moreover, platform owner can
establish necessary and beneficial business relationships between participants of the
ecosystem and enhance mutually defined business models. (Gawer & Cusumano 2014,
423) Also, platform owner can be a central player in an ecosystem management and
important accelerator and match-maker between firms and organizations, without
participating in practical innovation process, which happens between firms. According to
Pauwels, Clarysse, Wright, & Van Hove (2016) the ecosystem builder is an accelerator that
develops an ecosystem of customers and other stakeholders and actively involves

stakeholdersint he accel er atandabtisitiem per ati ons

Barret, Oborn, & Orlikowski (2016, 704) claims that increased value creation in online
communities requires encompassing more complex and multi-dimensional relationships
involving a wider ecosystem of stakeholders rather than just dyadic relationships between
the community and the firm. The key actor of the platform faces various barriers in each
phase of the collaboration, and at the same time can enhance the enablers of the
collaboration to build on for the future cooperation. Therefore, the existence of trust, namely
the key factor in collaboration and value creation, and trust building are necessary in each

step of the collaboration (e.g. Blomqvist & Levy 2006).

Stakeholdersotrust

In stakeholders6and organizationsoérelationships trust is a crucial element and key factor in
value creation. Managing stakeholder trust is an essential task for platforms yet difficult,
because there are many different stakeholder groups, each with its own needs,
expectations and perspectives. Most organizations understand the need to manage

stakeholders trust, but they do not really understand how to manage it effectively. One of
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the reasons for the difficulty of managing of stakeholdersétrust is that trust is multi-
dimensional, and it is unclear which dimension is needed to focus on when dealing with any
particular stakeholder group (Pirson & Malhotra 2008, 43) There is not much in the literature
that systematically describes the level of a firm& relationship with a stakeholder, and how
a particular type of stakeholder treatment leads to a competitive advantage. Trust clarifies
why particular type of stakeholder management may lead to competitive advantage.
(Harrison, Bosse, & Phillips 2010, 150-151)

Therefore, the trust as a key factor in collaboration and in value creation particularly on the
digital open innovation platform is important yet limited researched topic.

1.1 Research problem, statement of purpose and research design

Due to the novelty of the digital platforms, there are several interesting aspects to be
researched. First, the digital innovation platforms are providing a new place for collaboration
and value creation of businesses (e.g. von Krogh & von Hippel 2006; Gawer & Cusumano
2014; Gawer & Cusumano 2008). Therefore, the approach of understanding and examining
of the value creation in the platform collaboration is interesting. It requires further
understanding by considering the temporality (e.g. Barrett, Oborn, & Orlikowski 2016). To
start with the status of stakeholderséexpectations, it is important to define their needs and
targets in the beginning of the collaboration (e.g. Pirson & Malhotra 2008). Next, while
stakeholders have connected to new partners and possible started a project, they start to
evaluate the possible benefits (e.g. Anderson & Narus 1998), results of the collaboration
(e. g. D ét Aaln 2013g Rittaway et al. 2004; Miles, Snow & Miles 2000), potential
challenges (e.g. De Oliveira & Cortimiglia 2017) and estimate the created value (e.g.
Bharadwaj, El Sawy, Pavlou, & Venkatraman 2013; Faraj, Lakani, Monteiro, & von Krogh
2016). Lastly, it is essential to understand that how the stakeholders see the potential of the

finding new partners and collaboration throughout the digital platform in the future.

Secondly, in many cases the platforms are disrupting the existing organizational models by
creating new collaboration forms. The digital platform is in a salient role in innovative
ecosystem (e.g. Gawer & Cusumano 2014; Gawer & Cusumano 2008). It is an extension
to the face-to-face interactions and dyadic relationships, where the relations are created in
a computer-mediated system. At the same time, it facilitates the effective interaction apart

from time and place (e.g. Boudreau & Hagiu 2008). On the other hand, depending of the
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selection of the potential members of the platform or the existence of attractive open
challenges, it might create burden between stakeholders. They have different maturity
levels, various needs, and expectations concerning the value creation for their businesses
(e.g. Barret, Oborn, & Orlikowski 2016). Therefore, the platform owner has to decide how
to consider, meet and maintain stakeholdersdexpectation levels, while concurrently creating

and developing reliable processes.

Thirdly, there are uncertainties like how the digital platforms are shaping the collaboration
forms of businesses (e.g. Bruce, Leverick, Littler, & Wilson 1995; Hagiu 2014). Yet, it is not
fully understood, that how the platforms really emerge, and what are the critical assets.
Also, there is no experience, that how they impact to the ability to create and maintain long-
term partnerships (e.g. Pera, Occhiocupo & Clarke 2016). As there are no existing models
available yet, it is essential first and foremost to understand the expectation of all
stakeholders operating on the digital platforms. To the platform owner it is useful to
determine whether and how it can successfully become a trustworthy platform owner and a
long-term partner, and how to build an underlying infrastructure and applicable community
management system (e.g. Moore 1998; Moore 1993). To the participants of the platform it
is valuable to know the platform owner and other stakeholders, and can they trust them
(e.g. Pirson & Malhotra 2008). Further, before full commitment it is essential that
stakeholders understand what the platform can offer to them and understand the business
and operational model of platform (e.g. Gawer & Cusumano 2008). At least these are the
key factors the stakeholders are interested before considering the continuation of the

collaboration together over the long term.

In this master thesis the research goal is to understand stakeholderséexpectations on digital
open innovation platform. In addition, the intention is to examine how trust is built between
a digital platform owner and its stakeholders. Also, the target is to research how a platform
owner can facilitate trust building between various stakeholders, and what are the factors

affecting to the trusting relationships.

The main research question of this study is: How can a matchmaking platform provider
meet its stakehol d er s 6 e xfqr eatue caedtion? n s

To answer this the following sub-questions are posed:

1) How and why do different stakeholder value expectations differ from each other?, and
2) How can a matchmaking platform provider create value for diverse stakeholders?, and

3) How can a matchmaking platform provider build trust among its diverse stakeholders?
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To answer these questions nested case study was carried out. The research was limited to
a one existing digital open innovation platform. The case company, named as i B e ,twaso
acting as an owner, an accelerator and a matchmaker of the digital open innovation
platform. It was cooperating with various stakeholders in the limited and focused industry
network. Therefore, this research focused on the three key stakeholder groups on the
platform, namely large firms, small and start-up firms and investors. In terms of value
creation, the aim was to gather data from these stakeholder groups and understand their
perception of the collaboration on the digital platform and with the platform owner. In this
research the target was to examine the dynamic value creation process in temporal aspect
in three phases: before the collaboration, during the collaboration and after the collaboration
with a matchmaking platform provider and other firms.

Data collection of this research focused on both the platform owner i B e taral ¢he three
key stakeholder groups on the platform. Data was collected in total 22 semi-structured
thematic interviews as follows: a) four representatives of the case company were
interviewed in five different sessions, and b) from three different stakeholder groups totally
17 persons were interviewed. For the analysis of the interview and to bring qualitative rigor
to the inductive research, the Gioia methodology was conducted to get a systematic holistic

approach to a new concept development (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton 2013).

1.2 Key definitions

Multi-stakeholder business ecosystem i The term business ecosystem characterizes
Abusi ness e doosklyistarcemectedapsrticipants who depend on each other for

their mut ual ef fectiveness and survival o

Platform 7 The term platform characterizes fproducts, services, firms or institutions that

mediate transactions between two or more groups of agentsd0  ( R o cTinoe 2003R).

Online community (OC) i The term online communitiesa r e d eds a aoleeaive Bpaces
of knowledge flows characterized by a continuous morphing and mutually constituted by
digitalt ec hnol ogi es af(rata g al.r2016,0669 Solutios providers do not
interact as a community, but they disclose their ideas and innovations directly with the
intermediary or the firm in one-to-one interaction, but not with the other members of the
platform (Frey, Lithje, & Haag 2011, 400).

(Ian
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Value creation i The conceptual framework of value creation incorporations and adapts
value orchestrating in business and industrial markets from Lindgreen, Hingley, Grant, &
Morgan (2012) which consist of three phases: 1) building phase of value creation, 2)
analysing of value and potential challenges related to it, and 3) defining the future value

creation potential.

Stakeholderso trust T A Trtusent ai | s positive expectations
behaviour and intentions, and that these expectations are based on the attributions the
trustor makes regarding the trustworthiness of
Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer 1998; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman 1995).

1.3 Structure of the thesis

The structure of the thesis is as follows: first, | introduce the digital innovation platform as a
value creating collaboration model by introducing both diverse definitions around the topic,
and concept of value creation on a digital platform. Secondly, | conceptualize stakeholders6
trust on a digital open innovation platform. In third chapter | explain the methodology of this
research following the fourth chapter, which consists the analysis of the data. The findings
of the data are explained in the chapter five. Lastly in chapter six, | summarize the
theoretical implications, evaluate this study and propose some managerial suggestions

including some proposals for further research.
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2 DIGITAL OPEN INNOVATION PLATFORM AS A VALUE CREATING
BUSINESS MODEL

This chapter presents the context of the study, which is the expectations of the value
creation on the digital open innovation platform. In this research the focus is on a digital
open innovation platform which creates business ecosystem as well as multi-stakeholder
ecosystem around it. Innovation platforms differ from traditional platform-business since
they are closely oriented to innovations. Moreover, digital open innovation platforms can
connect information technology, customers, solution providers and experts and tasks in a
virtual and cost-effective environment detached of time and place. For the various agents
attached to the digital platform it opens broader markets, networks and possibility to link
other stakeholders. Innovations are not limited solely to producers, but increasingly the
users and other stakeholders are able and willing to engage and participate in collaborative
innovations (Baldwin & von Hippel 2011), which is the case especially on technology-

oriented platforms.

In next chapters | start by introducing the concept of a digital open innovation platform its
general, yet diverse forms related to this context. Secondly, the definitions for digital
business ecosystem, innovation ecosystem, cluster and online community are clarified.
Thirdly, | present the stakeholder focus including the different actors and their roles in this
context. Then, | outline the platform leadership. And lastly, | explain the value creation
approach on the digital innovation platform.

2.1 Concept of a digital open innovation platform

The recent development of the information technology has increased the ability to
cooperate, collaborate and innovate between and across organizational boundaries by
using platforms as a site for leveraging innovations. The definition of platform has become
nearly ubiquitous and varies depending of the context. Choudary et al. (2016, 5) claim that
the platform provides an open, participative infrastructure for interactions between
participants and sets governance conditions for them. Due to a novelty of platforms, relevant

concepts and practices the definitions are versatile and diverse, see Table 1.
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Table 1. Some key concepts of digital open innovation platform.

Concept

Definition

Author

Platform

irefers to a tdaaieag:

(something serving as) a pattern or

model 0O

The Oxford English Dictionary

ficharacterize prod

or institutions that mediate transactions

bet ween two or mor ¢

Rochet & Tirole (2003)

flas a col | esqdcomponentso f

processes, knowledge and people) that

are shared by a set

Robertson & Ulrich (1998)

ffas a bundle of st g

around which buyers and sellers

coordinate efforto

Bresnahan & Greenstein
(1999)

fextensi bl e & sditealra
based system that provides core
functionality shared by modules that
interoperate with it and the interfaces
through which they

Baldwin & Woodard (2009);
Eisenmann, Parker, & Van
Alstyne (2006)

Internal company
specific industry
platform

fas a set of asset g

common structure from which a
company can efficiently develop and
produce a stream of derivative

productso

Meyer & Lehnerd (1997)

External industry-

wide platform

Aiproduct, services
are similar in some ways to the former
but provide the foundation of upon
which outside firms (organized as a
Abusiness ecosyste
their own complementary products,

technol ogies, or s

1

[

Gawer (2009); Cusumano &
Gawer (2002); Gawer &
Cusumano (2014)

Innovation industry

platform

flas a building bl o
essential function to a technological
system, which acts as a foundation

upon which other firms, loosely

Gawer (2009)
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organized in an innovation ecosystem,
can develop complementary products,

technologies or services

Multi-sided platform ficharacterized by i Boudreau & Hagiu (2008)
interdependence between multiple
sites, and which enable interactions
between multiple groups of surrounding

consumers and compl

The concept of platform refers to distinct aspects depending on the perspective. Platforms
can create new forms of competition and collaborative innovation across firms (Gawer 2011,
3). In engineering design Baldwin & Woodard (2009, 20-21) introduce platform structures
which have common base in three main waves: 1) in product development the term platform
to describe a next generation of family of products for a particular firm, where platform
thinking (Sawhney 1998) can be mentioned as an example; 2) according to technology
strategists the platforms are valuable points of control, where a platform leadership
framework (Cusumano & Gawer 2002) is an example, and 3) according to industrial
economist the platform is to characterize products, services, firms or institutions that
mediate transactions between two or more groups (Rochet & Tirole 2003). The latter
definition is applicable to this study, where the aim is to understand the value creation of
stakeholders in the digital open innovation platform. When compared to the traditional
vertical model, where supplier of a solution is in direct transaction to the buyer of the
solution, the platform model describes the network of actors and their possibility for multiple

transactions between more than one stakeholder groups, see Figure 1.

Vertical model Platform model

Y
Product/ Service
Provider

B —

(e.g. start-ups, SMEs)
Product / Service

Matchmaking”
by platform
interphase

Buyer of a product “Innovation challenges/ open calls”
! service by Corporations

"Innovations”
by Product / Service
Providers

"Financing”
by Investors

Figure 1. Comparison of a vertical model and platform model.
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As this thesis focuses more on industry platform it is presented next in more detailed.
Pl atforms can be connect ed taocollabbrationf Gawan&s i nt
Cusumano (2014, 418) introduce two dominant forms of platforms: internal or company-
specific platforms, and external or industry-wide platforms. Industry platforms exist in a
variety of industries, especially in high-tech, information technology driven business (Gawer
& Cusumano 2014, 417). Industry platform offers technology or service which is a
foundation for broader, interdependent ecosystem of business (Gawer & Cusumano 2008,
28). External industry platform is defined fas products, services, or technologies that serve
as foundations on which other firms can build for example complementary products,
services, or technologieso (Gawer & Henderson 2007, 1; Gawer & Cusumano 2014, 418).
The concept of industry platforms provides a place for a dynamic process and a useful
template for the exploration of possible new directions and potential value creation.
Moreover, platform can link various actors. Multi-sided platforms coordinate the demand of
distinct but interrelated groups of stakeholders and can create value by facilitating and
coordinating interactions between the different or multiple groups of actors. (Evans 2003,
191)

Innovations are a fundamental basis for the firms and organizations who are aiming to
continuous success, ensure the competitive advantage and keep the market position also

in the future. For example, Moore (1998, 167) defines innovationbr oad | y itmeetst h at
or creates new customer needs and does so by bringing together previously unmatched or
less-well-int e gr at ed rAdassigrurulefer andeffective industry platform is that the
interfaces around the platform is open, which enables participants such as firms to connect,

innovate, earn income and create value (Gawer 2014, 1244; Gawer & Cusumano 2014,

421). According to Chesbrough (2003) Afan organi
strategy when it is willing to interact with stakeholders outside the closed boundaries of the
organization, to use resources such as methods, ideas, knowledge, and technologies, and

exploit internal and external paths to market

2.1.1 Digital business ecosystem, innovation ecosystem and stakeholder ecosystem

Most recently technological platforms have been found to operate within larger networks of
firms also known as platform ecosystems (Cusumano & Gawer 2002). Some key definitions
of the area of innovation and digital business ecosystems are collected in Table 2. In the

field of business research, the term ecosystem is relatively new concept as well.
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Ecosystems promote innovation performance and effecting on novel business processes

linked to digital business ecosystems. Nachira, Dini, & Nicolai (2007, 7) argue that

ecosystems ii ni ti ative aims at hel ping | ocal econ
gl obal ivalosigingbo nt,hedi r | ocal culture and vocations
create value networks at the global 1l evelo.

Table 2. Some key definition of innovation and digital business ecosystems.

Concept Definition Author
Platform& ithe coll ection of the pl Cusumano &
ecosystem specific to itbo Gawer (2002)
Digital business fa decentralized envir oni Isherwood &
ecosystem interact and establish c qCoetzee (2011)
Innovation fi t h e -oiganizagianal, political, economic, Stanford
ecosystem environmental, and technological systems through Uni versity
which a milieu conducive to business growth is Innovation
catalysed, sustained, a n q Ecosystem
Network
Stakeholder fii n whi ch-cneaed bydhe complex o Gyrd-Jones &
ecosystem interaction of a network of stakeholders each holding | Kornum (2013)
specific and individual i

Firms can be part of a business ecosystem. The ecosystem community includes customers,

suppliers, lead producers, competitors and other stakeholders interacting with one another

to produce products and services of value to customers. They co-evolve their capabilities
around a ne wMdone (1998, Z6; 1968n X68-169) defines business ecosystem

as fan economic community supported by a fou
individuals of the business world. lansiti & Levien (2004, 8-9 ) characterize f
ecosystems as loosely interconnected participants who depend on each other for their

mut ual ef fectiveness and survival o.

In addition to the traditional business interactions, the digitalization allows firms to interact
in a new way. As an analogy to the ecological ecosystem Chang, West, & Hadzic (2006, 6)
proposes so that the digital ecosystem is defined fas an open, loosely coupled, domain

A

clustered, demand-driven, self-or gani sing agentsd environment



proactive and responsive for its own benefit or profitd A computer-mediated platform

enables a cost-effective networking and communications.

Research in economics, business, technology and others explain innovation ecosystem by
& Mal iuli
369) have compared different ecosystem concepts, such as innovation and digital business

providing many theories and frameworks. For example, Pi | i nki en a

ecosystems. Valkokari (2015, 21) have summarized the difference between ecosystems,
for example business ecosystems and innovation ecosystems (see Table 3). Wessner
(2007, 5) definest h a mh innfvation ecosystem captures the complex synergies among a
iTmeVirm$, forexdamplen
financing institutions and technology providers, can be organized as a business ecosystem,

vari ety

and can patrticipate in platform-based ecosystem innovation. (lansiti & Levien 2004, 2; 10)
Innovation ecosystem enables a greater value-creation compared to a possibility of an
isolated firm (Durst & Poutanen 2013) and enhances competitiveness (Wessner 2007).
However, Durst & Poutanen (2013) remind that the successful implementation of the
ecosystems depends on synergy of factors, for example governance, strategy and

leadership, organizational culture, resources, human resources management, people,

of coll ective efforts

partners, technology and clustering.

Table 3. Comparison of characteristics of business ecosystem and innovation ecosystem.

(Valkokari 2015, 21)
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Ecosystem Business ecosystem Innovation ecosystem
Baseline of Resource exploitation for customer value Co-creation of innovation
Ecosystem

Relationships

Global business relationships both

Geographically clustered

and competitive and co-operative actors, different levels of
Connectivity collaboration and openness
Actors and Suppliers, customers, and focal companies Innovation policymakers, local
Roles as a core, other actors more loosely involved | intermediators, innovation

brokers, and funding

organizations

Logic of Action

A main actor that operates as a platform

sharing resources, assets, and benefits or

Geographically proximate

actors interacting around hubs

br

I
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aggregates other actors together in the facilitated by intermediating

networked business operations actors

While the role of all stakeholders and the growing importance of their integration more in
practices has been debated by academics Gyrd-Jones & Kornum (2013, 1484) have
proposed a broader perspective of stakeholder ecosystem (either virtual or non-virtual)
Afencapsulating both the network nature fof t h
subcultures that make up this ecosystem. Ecosystem is normally used to refer to the
systemic interactions within biological environments consisting of both physical and
biological components. When applied in the organizational context it refers to the system of
interactions between the socio-c ul t ur al el ements among a given
broader definition allows to review the context from the perspective of many stakeholders

rather than focusing in solely on dyadic interactions between two stakeholders.

2.1.2 Online community

Recently the information technology and digitalization have enabled the formation of new
organizational structures. For example, online communities (OCs) are novel forms of
participating various organizations and firms, reorganizing innovation and collaboration

between them, and therefore creating economic and relational value for its participants.

Due to this novelty the definition of online communities is incoherent. For example, Kraut &

Resnick (2012, 1) defineOCas fAa vi rtual pl ace where peopl e
converse, exchange information or other resources, learn, play, or justbewitheac h ot her o
Further, Sproull & Arriaga (2007) emphasize the creation of a common interest in the

collective welfare within shared experience, conditions, goal and conviction. On the other

hand, Faraj et al. (2016, 669) define nOCs a sknoaledgedlbwse ct i v
characterized by a continuous morphing and mutually constituted by digital technologies

and partic i pant so. The |l atter definition instead
social interactions or monetary value, is more widely introducing OCs as a digital space

where participants are having a focus on sustaining knowledge flows and having a choice

of engaging in the other online activities.

To shed light to the type of platform in this research it is perhaps relevant to have a closer
look to innovation communities and innovation platforms. Firms, which are interested in

widening their knowledge base and accessing external resources, may have at least two
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ways how to proceed: they can interact directly with innovation communities or set and open
an innovation challenge on innovation platform. Communities consist voluntary institutions
who are sharing the same interest, for example the development and adoption of
innovations of a product or service (West & Lakhani 2008). Ebner, Leimeister, & Krcmar
(2009) reminds that internet-based innovation platform and community-based innovation
are not synonymous. Thus, many platforms are managed by firms themselves or run by
intermediaries, e.g. knowledge brokers (e.g. Verona, Prandelli, & Sawhney 2006). In this
case solution providers do not interact as a community, but they disclose their ideas and
innovations directly with the intermediary or the firm in one-to-one interaction, but not with

the other members of the platform (Frey et al. 2011, 400).

2.2 Stakeholders on the platform

In this chapter | introduce the stakeholders, i.e. actual actors, who are operating on the
platform. In this context platform is a place where different users and groups are connected
and interacting with each other. Different stakeholders and actors can collaborate and
cooperate within the platforms and business ecosystems. The central actor of the platform
(i.e. owner of the platform) is connected to various stakeholders, and similarly they are
linked to the digital platform operated by the central actor. Therefore, stakeholder theory
and particularly stakeholder management in multi-stakeholder network is an interesting

approach.

Perhaps the most cited definition of stakeholder is by Freeman (1984, 25), where
stakeholder is any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of
the firm& objectives. In turn as an alternative definition to Freeman®& Roloff (2008, 238)
pr op o s eisturii grauy or individual who can affect or is affected by the approach to
i ssue addr es s e dCldrkgon {1998) suygeststhatrstekeholder has some form
of capital, either financial or human, at risk, and therefore, has something to lose or gain
depending on an organization® behaviour.

Roloff (2008, 236) summarizes that stakeholder management is defined by the focal
organization, which determines who is a stakeholder and evaluates their characteristics,
and accordingly, the managers of the focal organization decide on an interaction strategy
for each stakeholder. The stakeholder perspective envisions a firm being at the centre of a

network of stakeholders (Rowley 1997) acting as a complex system for exchanging goods,
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services, information, technology, talent, influence, money and other resources (Freeman
1984).

Brenner & Cochran (1991, 452) argue that a stakeholder theory of the firm should describe
and predict how organizations will operate under various conditions. According to Rowley
(1997, 890) a stakeholder theory of the firms requires both understanding of the types of
stakeholder influences, and how firms respond to those influences. Furthermore Rowley
(1997, 906-907) claims that to build a stakeholder theory of the firm, researchers must
analyse beyond the dyadic relationships, and that firms must answer the simultaneous
demands of multiple stakeholders instead of treating them individually. However, multi-
sided platform forms a complex and shifting ecosystems involving multiple stakeholders, of
which expectations vary and change over time.

In this study the key stakeholders are firms that are interested in collaboration on the

platform, or via the platform, which is managed by the platform owner.

2.2.1 Platform owner as leader and accelerator

The fully operational platform is led by a central actor who is the leader of the platform. In
the industry platforms there are constitutive agents involved such as platform owner or
leader, and participative actors (Gawer 2014, 1244). Platform owner is fa firm that for
example owns a core element of the technological systemo(Gawer & Henderson 2007, 4);
holds core services, for example, identity management, workflow management,
communications, and social network, and specific supporting services (Spagnoletti, Resca,
& Lee 2015, 369); and protects information security (Baskerville, Spagnoletti, & Kim 2014).
Moreover, platform leaders are forganizations that successfully establish their product,
service, or technology as an industry platform and rise to a position where they can
influence the overall technological and business system of which the platform is a central

elemento(Gawer & Cusumano 2014, 423).

The central actor and the owner of the open digital platform can also be called as an
innovation accelerator. For example, Cohen & Hochberg (2014) defines accelerators as
forganizations that aim to accelerate successful venture creation by providing specific
incubation services, focused education and mentoring, during an intensive program of

limited durationsa To promotion of ecosystems Sivonen, Borella, Thomas & Sharapov
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(2016) proposes that ecosystem accelerator can be used to attract new participants to the
ecosystem. Accelerators can enhance an access of participants and resources by creating

and providing supportive mechanisms (Isabelle 2013, 16).

2.2.2 Other stakeholders

In this thesis i B e ts eelated to a specific focused network of industry. Each stakeholders
group or community has a relationship with the platform owner or the central organization
(lansiti & Levien 2004). The platform owners when playing a role as innovation accelerator
are in a key position in engaging and involving the partners and commercial actors to the
platform. In this chapter | introduce the different stakeholder groups and actors potentially
involved within the case digital innovation platform.

Large firms

In the key role are large firms that are seeking new partners and innovative solution to their
challenges on the platform. In the ecosystems large players such as corporations may have
a significant role and that is the case with platform owners toward the group of other
stakeholders as well (Gawer & Henderson 2007, 1). Information technology has changed
the innovation processes to a more disperse in terms of geography (e.g. Dhanaraj & Parkhe
2006). Corporations are seeking creativity and innovations outside their own organizations
by looking for new sources of innovations beyond their organizational boundaries, forming
new type of organisations and novel ways of organizing, for example open innovation
(Boudreau 2010; Chesbrough, Vanhaverbeke, & West 2014), innovation challenges

(Boudreau 2010), and online communities (Faraj, Jarvenpaa, & Majchrzak 2011).

Start-up firms and SMEs

The digital platforms can also open interesting opportunities to growth-seeking small firms.
Along with large firm start-ups and small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) can have
a key role in emergency of future sustainable business and innovations. For example, as
described by the BUnd(spegidl start-upf éan IeMie potential
incubators for eco-innovations, and can bring to the market new, less environmentally
damaging product s, S e Imechnol@yy-orieateddentrppreaetirs srgle s 0 .
ventures success in connected networks of partners and other organizations, but they can

have a lack of resources or the challenges of commercialization of their ideas. Therefore,
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business acceleration can be a solution and a supportive mechanism enhancing their

economic development.

Investors

Close to especially start-up and small firms are investors. Investors are involved by having
an important supportive role, particularly because of the risky and long-term relationship
between venture capital and entrepreneurs. In their role investors select entrepreneurso
venture ideas (Marcus, Malen, & Ellis 2013) by scouting, identifying and selecting the future
potential and coaching entrepreneurs to realize potential (Baum & Silverman 2004). Above
all, investors are interested in ventures that fit their investment portfolio (Kaplan &
Stromberg 2001) targeting a profitable deal. Therefore, in the emergence of businesses
venture capitalistsérole is to make start-up firms grow faster, create more value and
generate more employment and innovation (Keuschnigg 2004; Bocken, Rana, & Short
2015).

The investment decisions are based on investment criteria. In the literature review Sudek
(2007, 91) lists the following investment criteria and factors that attract the investors most:
quality and understanding the entrepreneur itself and the management team,
entrepreneurs6 honesty, commitment, expertise, trustworthiness and track record. As
Zacharakis & Meyer (2000, 342) observe, that fin reality, venture capitals would (1) have
access to a multitude of possible information cues and (2) use interactive due diligence and
other methods to clarify and assess reliability of chosen cues. A common theme in the follow
up interviews is that venture capitals prefer to reserve final judgment until they have a

chance to meet withtheleadent r e pr eneur 0.

2.3 Expectations of value creation in digital innovation platform in time

In previous chapters | explain the context of the thesis, digital open innovation platform and
stakeholders involved within the platform and their roles. Next, | present the conceptual
frame of value creation within the platform. Multisided platforms are novel forms of
organizing knowledge creation and innovations. When considering the role and the purpose
of the digital open innovation platforms for its stakeholders they are based on achieved
benefits, created opportunities and added value. In this context the focus is limited on value
creation rather than value capture, which is also quite often introduce alongside the value

creation. In this chapter, first | define value and value creation including temporality in multi-
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stakeholder ecosystem. Secondly, | introduce the value creation process in which | review
the antecedents and consequences, barriers and enablers of value creation. Lastly, |
introduce the conceptual framework of value creation on the digital innovation platform in

relation to time.

2.3.1 Definition of value creation in multi-stakeholder ecosystem in time

In business relationships parties are seeking value for their input and efforts to achieve a
successful performance and continuation of the business. In marketing studies value is
considered as a main concept and basis for all marketing activities (e.g. Anderson 1995).
Value can be linked to goods and service by providing financial value when the customer
benefits can be for example technical, economic, service or social (e.g. Anderson & Narus
1998). Moreover, value can be incorporated into relationships between business partners
(e.g. Lindgreen et al. 2012, 208). For example, Barrett et al. (2016, 704) have studied and
identified Avalued (e. g. ck irepuationdl),aahd plattonmjast e mi ¢
well as broader understanding of the stakeholders. As a digital open innovation platform is
a relatively novel phenomenon, | reflect the conditions of the online communities (OCs),

which represent the digital platform well, as described in chapter 2.1.2.

Value creation is a fundamental concept between organizations, groups or individuals.
Value creation is considered for example as a main goal of a business relationship, e.g.
between supplier and customer (e.g. Anderson 1995), including economic value of goods
and services (e.g. Lindgreen et al. 2012, 208) and use value (e.g. Lepak, Smith, & Taylor
2007). Further, the focus of value creation has recently broadened from collaborative
partnerships to wider complex networks related to strategic nets of different actors (e.g.
Corsaro, Ramos, Henneberg, & Naudé 2012; Gulati, Norhia, & Zaheer 2000). As very little
is understood about the value creation concerning open innovation and online communities
Faraj et al. (2016, 669) defines OCs as a form of networks differ from traditional hierarchies
in creating value for the participants and is found in the sociality of OCs (e.g. building social
ties). Lepak et al. (2007, 182) proposes that new level of value creation is depended on
subjective evaluation of the target-user regarding the product or service under
consideration. Barrett et al. (2016) add that value creation in OCs requires management
complex relationships in a wider stakeholder ecosystem rather than handling solely the

dyadic relationships with firms.
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Temporal aspect is involved when considering value creation as a core of firm, among the
targets and part of the performance. Successful management of strategic and
organizational changes requires managing of the different phases and stakeholders over
time. Organizations, particularly concerning strategic change (e.g. Kunisch, et al. 2017), an
organizational transformation (e.g. Orlikowski 1996), or even an operational level, for
example in the context of understanding of projects (e.g. Maaninen-Olsson, & Mueller
2009), are affected by time and a perspective of change. Temporal perspective can be
exploited in understanding of the processual dynamics of change in related to temporality.
Barrett et al. (2016, 706) have observed in their research, that there has been very little
research on how value is generated for different stakeholders within OCs over time.
Therefore, in this thesis and context the value creation on digital open innovation platform
over time i in the beginning of the collaboration, during the collaboration and in the future
i is useful for studying in the perspective of processual dynamics. Furthermore, the aim is
to understand the potential implications to the focal firm, i.e. owner of the platform, and how

it can promote the value creation in the future.

2.3.2 Value creation process

Digital open innovation platform enables new ways of organizing and integrating resources
to create value to the participative stakeholders. Web-based connection and online
interaction allows to set value creation models that benefits two or more stakeholder groups
at the same time. De Oliveira & Cortimiglia (2017) provide an understanding of the value
co-creation in web-based multisided platforms. As the process describes the
comprehensive and systematic way of value creation, namely the antecedents (input) and
consequences (output) of the value creation process including the enablers and barriers of
the process, | apply the framework for describing the value creation throughout the

collaboration within the digital open innovation platform, see Figure 2.
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Enablers /Barriers

J

Antecedent_s of » Value creation Cunsequenc_es of
value creation process value creation

Figure 2. Antecedents, consequences, enablers and barriers in the value creation process

of multisided platform (adapted from de Oliveira & Cortimiglia 2017).

Antecedents

To start with the antecedents, which are the elements of the inputs and beneficial conditions
to value creation, they are necessary to move forward to the value creation process and
build a relationship in the first place. Before the actual collaboration phase the stakeholders
are willing to seek new ways of creating business opportunities. Therefore, they are
motivated in many ways, and motivation can vary on a group level and even by a personal
level within the groups (Isckia & Lescop 2015, 100). In terms of the role of motivation and
knowledge Frey et al. (2011, 397) have studied the a ¢ t @erfer@ance and intrapersonal
factors such as positively affecting extrinsic desire for monetary rewards, and intrinsic
enjoyment, which increases the overall activity and participation; and knowledge diversity,
which facilitates all types of contributions to open innovation projects. In addition,
antecedents of participation in multi-stakeholder ecosystem for a value co-creation are for
example reputation enhancement, experimentation, and relationship building (Pera et al.
2016), and mobilizations of resources and new competences (de Oliveira & Cortimiglia
2017, 3).

Lepak et al. (2007, 182) suggest that new value creation depends on the target company
and the results of evaluation based on the novelty and feasibility of new service or product.
Further, as different actors can have various interpretations of the value creation and
ultimate value in the value chain, Lepak et al. (2007, 183) suggest that understanding of the
context of the evaluation and the usersbapproach is essential. West & Lakhani (2008, 227)
notices that in intra-community actions both direct interactions between members, as well
as collective creation of a shared information can act both an antecedent or primary

outcome of successful community.
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As a fundamental element in relationships trust has been frequently discussed as a critical
for network performance (e.g. Uzzi, 1997) and aspect to relationship that reflects the
positive expectations (McEvily, Perrone, & Zaheer 2003, 92). Provan & Kenis (2008, 237)
claims that almost exclusively the focus has been in dyadic relationships and on general
reputational effects between specific network members. The reputation of the focal firm,
and trust towards to the focal company are critical elements. For example, the core element
on the digital platform, and service by the focal company, is the protection of the information
security (Baskerville et al. 2014). Consequently, trust as a concept is examined more
detailed in chapter 3 that introduces the conceptualizing of stakeholdersétrust in this
context.

Value creation process

The value creation process consists of elements, which can explain the value creation and
the link between stakeholders. The key challenge for research of digitally enabled
organizations and ecosystems is to understand the sources and enablers of the value
creation. Due to a multi-faceted nature of value creation in management and organizational
research the value can differ based on whether it is created on individual, organizational or
societal levels (Lepak et al. 2007). In this context the individual and organizational levels

are in the main focus, rather than society level.

In the central role of managing the value creation process is the platform owner or leader.
To becoming a platform leader requires a strong and attractive vision and a business model
that persuades and works both for the platform users and potential partners (Gawer &
Cusumano 2008, 35), and responsibility for the strategy (Gawer & Cusumano 2014, 423).
Moore (1998, 179; 1993) claims that the ecosystem leaders earn the appreciation by the
community if the shared vision, actions, roles and overall approach creates support to the
community members own business plans. Thus, both the strategic choices and their
implementation on the platform and the operational aspects, such as engaging the other

actors, leading and operating the platform, play a central role in the value creation.

Business interactions are often based on individual relationships, and therefore require a
relationship building and management. The value of a relationship consists of features like
reputation, location, innovativeness of partners (e.g. Lindgreen et al. 2012, 208), and is
meaningful to the stakeholders who are seeking business opportunities with selected
partners. The relationships are typically established by interpersonal interactions. This is

not necessarily an example and structure of an online community, because the exchanges
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of ideas and innovations usually take place in one-to-one-interactions. In this case the
innovation concepts are disclosed either to the virtual knowledge brokers or the participating
firms, but not to other registered members. (Frey et al. 2011, 400) The digital business
ecosystems brings together actor who are interested in the business potential in the
business area and enables the interaction. Also, the digital business ecosystem consists of
processes which aims to enable unobstructed interaction, build trust and commence the
business between partners. ( D6 A net al. @13, 43)

The role of userséengagement and collaboration are important to sustain value creation
over time. Digital innovation platform allows to research the collaboration in a different
environment compared to traditional interactions. The importance of platform of digital
capabilities has raised due to the recent penetration of pervasive digital technology (Yoo,
Boland, Lyytinen, & Majchrzak 2012, 1398). According to Isckia & Lescop (2015, 101)
platforms are as a scene for inter-organizational collaboration and cooperation to innovate
and create a competitive advantage, which can provide useful information about utilisation
of external resources and availability of potential partners, and where platform owners

develop renewal processes.

Value is created within business interactions, networks and relationships. The stakeholders
of the platform are seeking and appreciating the availability of trustful partners. However,
aligned interests and expectations can be unclear. Thus, the different stakeholders on the
platform and their competing interests make the value creation complex. For example,
investors might prefer value-creating activities that lead to short-term profits, whereas
corporations build on investments on a longer term. Lepak et al. (2007, 185) emphasize the
importance of the recognition of different stakeholders and their differences in expectations

and perspectives that organisations must translate and reconciliate them to create value.

The value creation process is typically based on functionalities, practicalities and supportive
mechanisms, which are maintained and developed by the focal firm. Once the digital
innovation platform is created it needs to provide value in long-term as well. Isckia & Lescop
(2015, 102-105) introduces three core stages how platform owners can sustain the
continuous innovation and develop a platform strategy accordingly: ignition stage (including
community building and establishment of pricing structure), development stage (including
interaction stimulation and focus on profitability), and renewal stage (including competing
with another platform-based ecosystem and experimenting and evolving). In the context of

non-equity alliances Toon, Robson, & Morgan (2012) mention that two value-creations
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interactions are asset-specific investments and exchange of technical information. In the
field of dynamic capability literature on how organizations can create new value and
advantage, the importance of target groups and users, their perceptions and desires, and
alternatives are highlighted (Lepak et al. 2007, 184). Further, Ring & Van de Ven (1994, 97)
consider s devel opment of cooperative relati
repetitive sequence of negotiations, commitment, and execution stages, each of which is
assessed in the terms of efficiency and

Consequences of the value creation process

Digital ecosystems can provide substantial benefits to the business strategies. The added
value and business potential are mainly resulting from new combinations of information,
renewal or creation of products and services, or innovative integrations of resources, roles

and relationships between business partners ( D 6 A n et al. @13, 43).

In the fast-changing business environment innovation ecosystems and digital platforms can
be used as source of value, such as continuous innovations. Firms can leverage the shared
knowledge and to influence design of the services or products (e.g. OMahony & Ferraro
2007); receive benefits from access to new networks and external resources with new
knowledge, risk sharing, access to new markets and technologies, commercialization speed
and protection of property rights (Pittaway et al. 2004, 145). On the other hand, the
disadvantage of collaboration with partners for innovations is a risk of strategic information

leakage (Bruce et al. 1995).

Digital multisided platforms can create a place for competitive advantage (Miles et al. 2000,
300) and open many entrepreneurial opportunities (Kenney & Zysman 2016, 68). Multisided
platforms create value by enabling interactions between two or more participant groups by
reducing search or transaction costs (or both) for its members (e.g. Anderson 1995, 348;
Hagiu 2014, 71-72), and governance benefits (Hagiu 2014, 77). In turn, Isckia & Lescop
(2015, 94) claims that pricing policy is irrelevant in innovation platforms since the focus is
on interaction, collaboration and innovation rather than transactions and exchange, and
where commercial agreements between partners are for defining the pricing and monetary

value.

On the digital innovation platforms, the owner as a host of the site is willing to increase the
attractiveness and generated the value to the members, whereas the participants and

members are seeking several new opportunities and benefits for their businesses.

onshi

equit
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According to El Sawy et al. (2010) multiple different enterprises are involved and linked to
complex ecosystems. Therefore, communities can emphasize aspect like collaboration
between firms as a source of innovation (von Krogh & von Hippel 2006). Moreover, Sproull
& Arriaga (2007) impress userséengagement, collective welfare and social bonding within

the community.

In the context of OCs, the value is based on a collective flow of knowledge (Faraj et al.
2016). On an individual level, OC collaboration can be considered as offering of own
knowledge and contributing to others (Faraj, Jarvenpaa, & Majchrzak 2011, 1224) and
building of collaborative behaviour and attitude (Pera et al. 2016, 4039). Researchers find
also that goodwill trust is stronger in the asset specific investment interactions than in low
operational compatibility partnerships (Toon et al. 2012). In addition, for example Fontenot
& Wilson (1997) have identified ten important dimensions for relationships, namely
collaboration, interdependence, commitment, trust, opportunistic  behaviour,

communications, conflict, power, shared values, and relationship outcome.

Barriers and enablers

Platform-based ecosystems rely on value-creation approach. The successful platform
owners in platform-based ecosystems should have an ability to dynamically orchestrate the
three central processes of coordination, platform governance and renewal to support the

open innovation strategies and continuous innovation (Isckia & Lescop 2015, 91).

The value creation process can be constrained by several barriers. Unlike the benefits and
new opportunities for the value creation, the collaboration between actors and companies
can be challenging. The means of value creation may vary in the firms and across various
digital platforms (Bharadwaj et al. 2013), and broader multi-stakeholder ecosystems (Lusch
& Nambisan 2015; Barrett et al 2015). In many multisided platforms the most challenging
problems is so call ed Awhdra jairning of tha sidd depegds On
other or others existence on the platform, or willingness to join it (Hagiu 2014, 72). Further,
in the context of innovation ecosystems the legitimacy, resourcing and growth of the new
initiatives can be inhibited by institutional and system-level barriers such as regulative,
normative and cognitive barriers (Ritala, Almpanopoulou, & Blomqvist 2017). Particularly
challenging to the platform owner is to navigate through the complex strategic landscape of

different actors within the platform (Gawer & Cusumano 2014, 421).

Si tu:
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On the other hand, the value creation can be supported by ensuring the existence of
selection of enablers. Success factors of innovation ecosystems can be such as talent,
density of researchers, entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial culture, facilitating institutions
and access to capital (Oh, Phillips, Park, & Lee 2016, 3). Concerning technological
infrastructure for example Frey et al. (2011, 415) propose that platforms software should
provide structure and interaction tools to facilitate tasks in collaborative problem solving.
The following four fundamental strategic decisions a multisided platform entrepreneur and
investors should consider 1) the number of sides to bring on board (attraction of more or a
fewer sides), 2) design (functionalities and features), 3) pricing structure, 4) governance
rules (Hagiu 2014, 72), and concurrently with effective management of IPR (Isckia & Lescop
2015, 101). Spagnoletti et al. (2015) proposes for online communities the digital platform
should support in information sharing, collaboration and collective actions.

Stakeholdersoétrust is a pivotal element of a competitive advantage and collaboration, and

an enabler of value creation. In the context of value co-creation in multi-stakeholder
ecosystem Pera et al. (2016) defines three fundamental enablers: trust, inclusiveness, and
openness. Gillespie et al. (2016, 243) has identified areas of recommendations and
strategies how to enhance trust by highlighting four priority areas as follows: building trust,
increasing transparency, improving effectiveness and addressing concerns. Stakeholders

trust is dynamic, i.e. it can increase and decrease over time (Gillespie et al. 2016, 242-243).

In the context of network Provan & Kenis (2008, 238) <c¢l aim that Atrust
so that perceptions of trust are shared among and betweennet wo r k meathuserok 0 .

the multisided role of trust in value creation between the various actors in the digital platform

the concept of trust is studied separately in section three.

2.3.3 Conceptual framework of value creation on digital innovation platform

Participants of the digital platforms are increasingly diverse and having diverging starting
points, maturity for collaboration, interests and needs. The ecosystems involve and consist
of multiple different stakeholders and companies (El Sawy et al. 2010). Barret et al. (2016,
704) claims that increased value creation in online communities requires encompassing
more complex relationships involving a wider ecosystem of stakeholders rather than just
dyadic relationships between the community and the firm. The key actor of the platform

faces various barriers in each phase of the collaboration, and at the same time can enhance
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the enablers of the collaboration in order to build on for the future collaboration. The

existence of trust and trust building is necessary in each step.

As a result, value is seldom created in isolation but more often within the network of firms
which collaborate and innovate together (e.g. Dhanaraj, & Parkhe 2006, 659-669). Barrett
et al. (2016, 706) has shown that multi-stakeholder OCs may generate different kind of
value for the stakeholders. Ring & Van den Ven (1994) emphasize that in the central of
cooperative interorganizational relationship there are the cyclical developmental processes
of which explain how interorganizational relationships emerge, evolve, and dissolve over

time.

The stakeholders can estimate the successes and challenges of the collaboration, and
potentially consider the future continuation of the collaboration. In this thesis the proposal
of the conceptual framework incorporations and adapts value orchestrating in business and
industrial markets from Lindgreen et al. (2012) which consist of three phases (see Figure
3): 1) building phase of value creation, 2) analysing of value and potential challenges related
to it, and 3) defining the future value creation potential. Further, the concept takes into a
count time element, and is strongly linked to trust factor. Therefore, in the next chapter |
introduce the trust as a concept and as well an antecedent and an enabler of the value

creation on digital open innovation platform.

Initial trust Required trust
( TRUST ’
Current trust \
Starting pon"_lt of value } I Value creation —b( Future value creation
creation
Starting phase Current phase Future phase

» TIME

Figure 3. Conceptual framework of value creation and trust on digital open innovation

platform in time (adapted from Lindgreen et al. 2012).
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3 CONCEPTUALIZING STAKEHOLDERSOGTRUST ON A DIGITAL OPEN INNOVATION
PLATFORM

Following the introduction of the context, a digital open innovation platform, and the value
created for the relevant stakeholders involved within the platform, | present next the role of
trust in this context. Trust is both antecedent and consequence of value creation, as
introduced in previous chapter. Therefore, in this chapter the intention is to provide a closer
view to the concept of trust between the actors of the digital innovation platform. It refers
both to the interpersonal and interorganisational forms of trust. In addition, due to a nature
of a digital open innovation platform as a form of an online computer-mediated transaction
service, itis relevant to conceptualize trust reflecting to the digital platform as an institutional

phenomenon, namely system trust (i.e. impersonal trust).

In business relations, trust is seen a critical resource in and between organisations and
stakeholders. Trustis a core element in professional relationships (Lewicki & Bunker 1996).
Trust facilitates efficiency in business transactions (e.g. Williamson 1993) and promotes
cooperative behaviour between organizational stakeholder groups (e.g. Uzzi 1997),
commitment (Ganesan & Hess 1997), motivation (Dirks 1999), creativity, innovation, and
knowledge transfer (Kogut & Zander 1992). It is argued, that trust reduces complexity (e.g.
Luhmann 1979; Lewis & Weigert 1985, 968-969), transaction costs (e.g. Das & Teng 1998;
Dyer & Chu 2002), and increases transaction benefits (e.g. Blomgvist, Kylaheiko, &
Virolainen 2002). Moreover, as a critical antecedent trust enables efficient and effective
communication, collaboration and knowledge creation (e.g. Camarinha-Matos,
Afsarmanesh, & Ortiz 2005, 47).

On a personal level, trust can arise following two preconditions, namely the existence of
dependence (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer 1998) between trustee and trustor, and a
need for trust in case of risk (Luhmann 1988). The latter includes both uncertainty (e.g.
Gambetta 1988) of the outcomes, and vulnerability (e.g. Blomqgvist 1997; Rousseau et al.
1998) in case of losses. On an interpersonal level risk can be considered either as an
antecedent to trust or outcome of trust. However, risk is not a prerequisite to a cooperative
behaviour, because cooperation does not necessarily put a party at risk. (Mayer et al. 1995,
711) Fulmer & Gelfand (2012, 1172-1173) also argue, that the number of definitions refer

to vulnerability as fAri sikesdo. fiuncertainty, o

an
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On an organizational level, trust has been widely recognized as a key enabler of competitive
advantage and success of the organization (Davis, Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan 2000; Barney
& Hansen 1994); and a fundamental coordination mechanism for knowledge-based
economy (Adler 2001). Trust explains cooperation (Gambetta 1998, 225), and the
cooperation without trust is limited (Gambetta 1998). Therefore, some degree of trust is
needed for collaboration to evolve (Miles et al. 2000). According to Miles & Snow (1992)
trust enhances new organizational forms such as networks. However, Pirson & Malhotra
(2011) claim that there has been a lack of research on trust and its dimension between
different stakeholders and how they base their trust in organisational forms. Zaheer,
McEvily, & Perrone (1998) address economic exchange is based on both interpersonal and

interorganizational trust.

On a system level, business-to-business and business exchange relationships have partly
or fully transferred to the internet. It brings along a next level of analysis, nhamely system
trust, where objects of trust are diverse: the persons in charge of the system, including their
organisation; information system and technology; and information in the system (e.g.
Harrison, & McKnight 2001). This indicates that trust is located in different levels and

different levels of trust are nested (Shapiro 1987).

In all, the role of trust in economic exchange has been challenging in conceptualising as
the phenomena exits in several analytical levels, such as from individual to organizational
levels. In addition, due to computer-aided transactions and novel technological possibilities
between firms the object of trust can be a system. The focus in this thesis is with trust and
levels within the persons, i.e. interpersonal trust between firm representatives and platform
representatives, with different organizations collaborating on the platform, i.e.
interorganizational trust, and actors trusting a digital open innovation platform an

operational system, i.e. impersonal trust.

In this chapter | explain briefly the conceptualizing of trust. Then | discuss three levels of
analysis, namely interpersonal, interorganizational and system trust so that | define each
concept, their referents (object), antecedents (input), and consequences (output) of trust on
each level. Thirdly, | review trust as a process. At the end of the chapter | summarize the

concepts and factors concerning this case.
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To starting with the basis of trust the concept of trust has many definitions, depending on

the context and discipline. Some examples of the main concepts have been reviewed and

listed in Table 4. The list indicates that the term of trust is used in variety of district ways,

and defined differently in various disciplines, for example economists view trust as

calculative (Williamson 1993); psychologists as personal attribute (Rotter 1967), and

sociologists as socially embedded properties of relationships among people (Granovetter

1985).

Table 4. Examples of definitions of trust (applied Rousseau et al. 1990; Lane &
Bachmann 1998; Blomqvist 1997).

Author

Definition of trust

Luhmann (1979)

=13

being in vulnerable position

Rotter (1967)

ilan e x paadtbgandndividual or a group that the word,
promise, verbal or written statement of another individual or

group can be relied upono

Barney & Hansen (1994)

i mut ua tlence that hd party to an exchange will exploit

another& vul nerabilitieso
Lewicki, McAllister & Bies|Aiconfi dent, positive expectat
(1998)
Rousseau et al. (1998) Aithe willingness to accept \

expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another within a

particular context, i.e. in interdependentand r i sky s

Lewis & Weigert, (1985)

At he perceptions hel d by on

abilities, expertise, knowl ed
Blomqvist (1997) flas an actords expectation of
goodwi |l Il o
Kogut & Zander (1992) Atrust i s s eoedar orgamizing prindipkg krdancing

knowl edge sharing and transf ¢
Mayer et al. (1995) fas a beliefod
Gabbay & Leenders (2003) fas a set of beliefs about t

one (trustor) to assume that the t

positive consequences for the
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Trust has been often connected to positive expectations. Zaheer et al. (1998, 143) defines

trust as the expectation. Similarly, Robinson (1996, 576) defined trus t Afas a pers
expectations, assumptions, or beliefs about t
be beneficial, favourable, or at least not detri ment al to oneods i nt
considered as an attitude or expectancy about other people and the social systems (e.qg.

Luhmann 1988). Perhaps the most cited definition is by Mayer et al. (1995) who define

trust dAas wil |l i albhressisdefined adadactor ofldevelop and maintain
relationships between parties (Zaltman & Moorman 1988). Pirson & Malhotra (2011) define

trust fAas the psychological willingness of a
party (individ ual or organization) based on positive

motivation and/or behavi our 0.

In sum, by integrating several proposed definitions (e.g. Pirson & Malhotra 2011; Rousseau

et al. 1998; Mayer et al. 1995) the following definition is broad enough but aggregated the
definition of trust appr opspadsitive expeftations regardirgy con't
another partyds behaviour and intentions, anc

attributionsthet r ust or makes regarding the trustworthi

Yet, there is disagreement about how trust should be conceptualized (Jong, Kroon & Schilke
2015, 9). Trust as a concept is addressed by many disciplines such as psychology,
sociology, economics, and organizational theory. As a result of various researches, it has
been widely acknowledged that trust is complex and multidimensional (e.g. Blomgvist
1997).

Trust is a psychological and social phenomenon. The psychological research aims to
understand the complex intrapersonal conditions of trust, including expectations, intentions,
affect and dispositions (e.g. Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al. 1998). As a psychological
state, for example Lewis & Wei geruandeftakiggdBa, 971
risky course of action on the confident expectation that all persons involved in the action
wil act compet ently and dutifullyo. Researchers F
conceptualized as a more complex, multidimensional psychological state including affective
and motivational components (e.g. Kramer, Brewer, & Hanna 1996; Lewis & Weigert 1985).
Lewis & Weigert (1995, 975) introduce two conceptualizations of trust: trust as a
psychological construct or trait that reflects for example to personal experiences; and trust
as operationalized choice of a behaviour. From a sociological perspective trust must be

formed collectively in dyads or group, not isolated individuals. Although trust is critical factor
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in social relationships, it involves elements of risk and doubt. (Lewis & Weigert 1985, 968-
969) In addition, Zaheer, McEvily & Perrone (1998) argue that the conceptualization trust
as a behavioural expectation reflects the uncertainty of person& future behaviour, possibility

of betrayal, and an inherent dynamic trust (Zaheer et al. 1998).

Analytical dimensions

Another agreement is pending regarding analytical dimensions. On the interpersonal level
trust can be cognitive-based (or fragile-based), affected based (or resilient trust) and
calculus-based. Dimensions of trust is defined such as cognitive vs. affective, competence
vs. goodwill, or institutional vs. process-based (Jong et al. 2015, 9); calculus-based vs.
knowledge-based vs. identification-based (Lewicki & Bunker 1995); and contractual vs.
competence vs. goodwill (Sako 1992). Further, Zaheer et al. (1998, 143) recognize
relational trust (as an individual trait), and dispositional trust (to the counterparty in dyadic

relationships).

In the context of interorganizational relationships Connelly, Crook, Combs, Ketchen, &
Aguinis (2015) research competence- and integrity-based trust, whereas in the context of
business relationships cognition-based trust (e.g. Zucker 1986) and affected-based trust
(Lewis & Weigert 1985) are studied. Shapiro, Sheppard, & Cheraskin (1992, 366) suggest

deterrence-based, knowledge-based and identification-based trust.

Individuals act within and through systems. Concerning the trust in technology for example
McKnight, Carter, Thatcher, & Clay (2011) investigate initial, calculus- and knowledge-

based trust. Thus, the analytical levels are diverse and multi-dimensional.

Micro and macro levels

Furthermore, trust has many levels. Trust is a multidimensional social reality by linking micro
and macro levels (Lewis & Weigert 1985). Dyer & Chu (2002) claim, that trust is a micro-
level phenomenon based on individuals, because conceptually organizations cannot trust
each other. Korsgaard, Brower, & Lester (2015) provides a view of dyadic-level extensions
of trust, distinguishing between mutual, reciprocal, and asymmetric level. On the other hand,
macro level studies focus exclusively on the trust experienced by only one of the parties in
the relationship and to implicitly assume that trust is mutual and symmetric (Jong et al.
2015, 16). Despite the many evidences that trust is important in organizations, the focus of
the research has been mainly on individual level (e.g. Lewicki, Tomlinson, & Gillespie, 2006;

Kramer, 1999; Mayer et al. 1995; Rousseau et al. 1998). According to Rousseau et al.
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(1998) trust originates within the individual. Zaheer et al. (1998) suggest that trust should

be examined both on micro end macro levels.

Trust factors in business relationships

Trust in relationships consists of some key factors. A model of trust by Mayer et al. (1995,
715) suggests that organizational trust is determined by three major factors, namely
characteristics of the trustor, characteristics of the trustee, and the perceived risk (see
Figure 4). The propensity of the trustor and the elements of trustworthiness that the trustee
possesses influence the current level of trust. Mayer et al. (1995, 717-720) identifies
attributions and three primary dimensions along which the trustworthiness of the target may
be evaluated (see Figure 4). ability is that the group of skills, competencies, and
characteristics that enable a party to have influence within some specific domain;
benevolence is the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor,
and that the trustee has some specific relationship to the trustor; and the relationship
between integrity and trust involves the trustor® perception that the trustee adheres to a set
of principles that the trustor finds acceptable. (lbid) Other attributes have been included
such as fiidentificationo (Sitkin & Roth 199
(Blomgvist 1997).

Factors of Trustor’s
Perceived Propensity
Trustwothiness

Ability

I
|
| Perceived Risk
I

L e — L |
|
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|
|
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1 v A i i i
| Benevolence —_— Trust Risk Taklng n Outcomes
: ! Relationships
_— ]
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i — /
. )
i Integrity |
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Figure 4. Proposed model of trust. (Mayer et al. 1995)

Trust is as an attribute of the relationship between parties, and trustworthiness is as an
attribute of individual exchange partner (Barney & Hansen 1994; Blomqvist 2002).
Trustworthiness can be evaluated by using indicators, which are linked to the component

creating trust as described in Figure 5 (Blomqvist 2002).
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Indicators Components
e ~N s N
Substance knowledge Competence
Collaboration cabability P
\ J \ J
e - : ™ e A
Intensions, motives
Interests, respects & care Goodwill Trust
L Moral y L )
" |dentity, values & goals h q \/
Ability to make choices  — Identity
\_Realistic perception of self ) L )

Figure 5. Evaluation of trustworthiness. (Blomqvist, 2002)

Online and offline trust

Online and offline trust are intertwined as multichannel organization may have both online
and offline presence in their business ecosystem. Trust is an important factor in online
transactions (e.g. Harrison, & McKnight 2001). In the context of e-commerce, Grabner-
Krauter & Kaluscha (2003) introduce trust constructs that reflects both system trust and
personal and interpersonal trust (i.e. disposition trust, trusting intentions and trusting

behaviours).

In a virtual computer-mediated environment the uncertainty of economic transaction is
increasing compared to the traditional settings, where the trust-based relationships are not
only created between persons and organizations, but also between persons and computing
systems and technology. There has been a rapid increase in various online tools such as
digital innovation platforms, which aim to linking counterparties in a new way and conducting
online transactions. Trust plays a central role in this kind of structure as well. To outline the
model of trust in this context the simplified and integrated framework is described in Figure
6.



Ve

Characteristics

SN
( Trusting beliefs in

v

44

Perceived / 4 Outcomes
Reputation of a of Organization specific technology/ / TRUST e.g
Business Partner / eg Institution (or ( | | Tust
i J Trusw system)-based trust ~ Performance
B (ability, eg. /’ — Commitment
Vs - benevolence Structural Trusting beliefs of Trusting Trusting Trusting Positive economic
Propensity to integrity) assurance trustor to trustee intentions behaviour attitudinal outcome (e.g.
Trust / Culture Situational eg eg. eg eg turnover)
Disposition to Governance normality Trust Willingness to Information Cooperation Non-economic
Trust Values Trust facilitation Vulnerability depend sharing Risk-taking ™ outcome (e.g.
eg. ) Faimess Practices and Competence Subjective Communication knowledge
Faith in humanity Roles and routines Trustworthiness. probablity of Cooperation sharing, leaming)
Faith in general \ routines Functionality (ability, depending Viability
z;_rchn_utogy N / Helpfulness f_:enevchaﬂce‘ Performance
rusting stance . integrity) i
Trusting stance “ \{?%-/ Honesty Commimet
in general Faimess
\ technology d ( Web vendor's  Reliability )
- interventions | N Predictabilty _/\ AN AN _/ /
Characteristics s9 /
Privacy policy
o of Trustor 3rd party seals \\-, . S
W?ﬂ ligness to for | Reputation building +
new relationship —
Perception to
other’s
trusworthiness
(ability,
benevolence,

\_ Integrity) J

Figure 6. Integrated multi-level framework for understanding trust on digital innovation
platform. (integrated and adopted for example from McKnight & Chervany 2002; Burke,
Sims, Lazzara, & Salas 2007; Mesquita 2007; McKnight et al 2011; Schoorman, Mayer, &
Davis 2007; Schilke & Cook 2013; Barney & Hansen 1994; Kroeger 2012)

3.2. Levels of trust

In this context it is relevant to research the role of trust not only on a personal and
organizational levels but on system level as well, because in a computer-mediated
environment personal trust alone is a limited mechanism to reduce uncertainly in the

business relations. These three levels are introduced next.

3.2.1 Interpersonal trust

Trust is essential part of interactions between individuals. As a psychological attribute trust
originates between individuals (Rousseau et al 1998, 395), and trust is as an expectation
to other (e.g. Rotter 1967), confidence (e.g. Blomgvist 1997; Ring, & Van de Ven 1992;
Luhmann 1979), belief (e.g. Blomqgvist 1997; Giddens 1990) and faith (e.g. Giddens 1990;
Zaheer et al. 1998). In common, interpersonal trust is considered as a social tie between a
specific trustor and trustee (e.g. Mayer et al. 1995), for example organization when an
external observer places its trust in an organization as the trusted object (Kroeger 2012). In
a relational approach, individual trust is an emergent property of relationship rather than

solely an attitude or behaviour between persons (e.g. Zaheer et al. 1998). Interpersonal
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trustisconsider ed an individual s willingness t
positive expectation of the actions of the other party (e.g., Mayer et al. 1995; Rousseau et
al. 1998). Moreover, interpersonal trust is differentiated from the disposition of generalized

trust or trust propensity (e.g. Mayer et al. 1995).

Referents

The referent of trust, i.e. target and object of trust, varies depending of the context. In
behavioural tradition trust is considered as a rational expectation, where the referent of trust
to events produced by person(s) or by impersonal agents (Lewicki et al. 2006, 993). Trust
can be targeted towards different objects such as another person or group of persons, for
example individuals and members of an organization, or organizations, and a specific other
or others such as a leader or a negotiation partner. (Fulmer & Gelfand 2012, 1170) Zaheer
et al. (1998, 143) argue that origin of trust is always grounded in an individual perspective,
even if the individual is part of a certain group (stakeholder group) and share a similar

orientation.

Mayer et al. (1995) defines two basic referents of trust: individual& competence and
goodwill towards their own organization. However, Fulmer & Gelfand (2012, 1172) argues,
that there is a lack of theoretical justification and mutual agreement in the literature on
relevancy of dimensions and variation of expectations of different trustees at different levels.
For example, respect to positive expectations, some definitions for the interpersonal
referent focus on benevolence, and to a lesser extent on integrity and some extent on ability
(Fulmer & Gelfand 2012, 1170). Further, Zaheer et al. (1998, 143) propose that
interorganizational trust is based on three components: reliability, predictability, and

fairness, with individual as both the referent and objective of trust.

Antecedents and consequences

As for the antecedents (i.e. input of trust) of interpersonal trust the factors are diverse
depending of the point of view. According to Mayer et al. (1995) some people have a
propensity to trust (i.e. a personality trait) which can lead to generalized expectations (Rotter
1967). The preconditions of trust are for example dependence (e.g. Rousseau et al. 1998)
and reliance (e.g. Blomqgvist 1997; Giddens 1990; Zaheer et al 1998) between trustor and
trustee. The element of risk in relationships creates need for either reducing trust (e.g.

Giddens 1990) or increases risk taking (e.g. Mayer et al. 1995).
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Trustworthiness is a perceived likelihood between trustor and trustee. The key factors of
trustworthiness are ability, benevolence, and integrity (Mayer et al. 1995; Pirson, & Malhotra
2011). In the behavioural approach level of trust increases as a result of the other& choice
to reciprocate cooperation (e.g. Axelrod 1984). In their literature review Fulmer & Gelfand
(2012) emphasise individual-level characteristics of trustor and trustee, such as attitudes,
behaviours, emotions and predispositions. Moreover, Ashnai, Henneberg, Naudé, &
Francescucci (2016, 130) claims that the main source of interpersonal trust is emotions.
Schoorman et al. (2007, 351) propose that culture affects to trust through the propensity
variable, and the antecedents of variables are for example personality, experiences and

culture.

In the psychological approach for example Ferrin (2003) describe more than 50
determinants of the level of trust in relationships or covariant with the level of trust, such as
characteristics of trustee (e.g. disposition of trust); characteristics of trustor (e.g. general
trustworthiness, ability, benevolence, integrity, reputation); characteristics of past
relationship between the parties (e.g. successful cooperation); characteristics of
communications process (e.g. openness in communications); and structural parameters,
which affect to the relationship government (e.g. availability of third parties; availability of

communication mechanisms).

In the context of virtual communities Ridings, Gefe, & Arinze (2002) define perceived
responsiveness, confiding personal information and disposition to trust as the antecedents
of trust. In the psychological approach, the antecedent of trust is frequency, duration and
diversity of experience. In the psychological and transformational approach, trust is
developed for example in intensive, repeated and varied interaction when parties learn to
know each other. (Lewicki et al 2006) In the context of e-commerce, seller assumes for
example that internet service provider is trustworthy, i.e. honest in transactions and capable
to deliver as promised (trusting beliefs); is to be depended on the seller, willingness to use
the service and perceived usefulness of the Web-site (trusting intentions); assumes
perceived risk (trusting behaviours) (e.g. Grabner-Krauter & Kaluscha 2003). Dispositional
trust is stable and increases the likelihood that a person trusts another individual (Mayer et
al. 1995).

As for the consequences interpersonal trust is expected to influence partner& commitment
positively. Trust is a key factor for commitment (e.g. Morgan & Hunt, 1994) and developer

of confidence in the long-term benefits of the relationship between business partners (e.g.
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Anderson & Weitz 1989). In the relational norms perspective, information sharing is a result

of expectation and reliance (Heide & John, 1992).

3.2.2 Interorganizational trust

Research have highlighted the central role of trust in organizations even for decades. Due
to its essence for economic exchange the research has contributed to a better
understanding of trust in interorganizational relationships in dyadic and network
relationships such as strategic alliances, partnerships, R&D consortia and various forms of
networks (e.g. Ring & Van de Ven 1994, 90; Child & Faulkner 1998; Miles & Snow 1986).
However,Jong et al . (2015, 9) notes that schol arsé
entities, that are capable of experiencing trust psychologically or whether they only choose
to trust in a behavioural sense. Interorganizational trust is described as trust belief held by
one firm in another firm (Krishnan, Martin, & Noorderhaven (2006); and as a collective trust
of organizational members towards a partner firm (Zaheer et al. 1998, 142). Interestingly,
interpersonal and interorganizational trust are similar as in both a trustor makes decisions
based on fAgood reasonso, taking risks, reduci
of unfavourable future actions, therefore making themselves vulnerable (e.g. Bachmann
2001; Luhmann 1979). In this context is a valuable to note that according to Kroeger (2012)

organizational trust exists between interpersonal and system trust.

Referents

Organizations can be both objects and subjects of trust, i.e. referents. As a concept of
organizational trust, it refers to both trust in individuals and trust in the organization
(Shockley-Zalabak, Ellis, & Winograd 2000). In case of interorganizational construct trust is
placed in a group of individuals such as a partner organization (Zaheer et al. 1998, 143).
Kroeger (2012) refers organization trust as an aspect in which trust is placed between an
external observer and an organization as the trusted objective. From this perspective
organization, which is managing and operating a digital open innovation can be considered

as an object of trust.

Antecedents and consequences
In organizational context trust has a profound role. By adapting to the economical
perspective trust is calculative (e.g. maximizing gains and minimizing losses) and by

reflecting to the sociological and psychological thinking it is relational (e.g. social orientation,
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identity and trustworthy behaviour). While integrating of these perspectives on
organizational trustworthiness it allows to research the antecedents of the trustworthiness,
which refers more specifically to the perceived characteristics of a trustee as a person
(Schilke & Cook 2015), and a collective actor or firms (Schilke & Cook 2015; Schoorman et
al. 2007). The key factors of trustworthiness are ability, benevolence and integrity (Mayer
et al. 1995; Pirson, & Malhotra 2011), which can apply to interpersonal and
interorganizational levels (Schoorman et al. 2007, 345). In the context of strategic alliances,
the sources of trustworthiness of partners are contractual safeguard (calculative trust), and
organizational culture (relational trust) (Schilke & Cook 2015, 278); and distributive fairness,
and partner similarity (Robson, Katsikeas, & Bello 2008, 651-652). Other key drivers are
governance mechanism and values (Barney & Hansen 1994). Schilke & Cook (2015, 279)
believe that the lack of k nowl edge of t he par t paadimirfishthendbs cf
cultural antecedent of trustworthiness. To mitigate the information asymmetry, the
researchers propose two mechanisms: familiarity reflecting to relational perspective, and
reputation to reflecting to calculative trust (ibid). According to Kroeger (2012) trust refers to
institutionalized roles and routines within organizations. Further, Zaheer, & Harris (20086,

190) see that routines can be both antecedent and consequence to trust.

When choosing a strategic partner, trust plays an important factor. Trust can be based on
partner® competences, i.e. technical skills, experience and reliability needed to fulfil its
obligations (Lui & Ngo, 2004). In contrast, Sitkin & Roth (1993) argue, that trust is based on
partner& integrity, i.e. motives, honesty and characters. Connelly et al. (2015) have found
that integrity-based trust is more potent for reducing transaction costs compared to
competence-based trust. Further, Johnson, Cullen, Sakano, & Takenouchi (1996) have
brought up two other dimensions of trust is strategic alliance: credibility trust as a rational

component of trust, and benevolence trust as a subjective or emotional side of trust.

Referring to the consequences (output) of trust an interorganizational trust effects to direct
economic performance, intermediate relationships (e.g. flexibility in strategy, increased
information-sharing, joined goals, and greater exchange success) and indirect effects (e.g.
mediation model and moderating roles) (Zaheer & Harris 2006); is an important source of
competitive advantage (e.g. Barney & Hansen 1994; Schoorman et al. 2007), and it may
lead to lower transactional costs (Dyer & Chu 2003). In interfirm level trust lowers
negotiation costs, reduces conflicts and improves performance (Zaheer et al. 1998).
Organizational trust reduces social complexity, which further reduces risk of trusting

(Kroeger 2012). Jong et al. (2015) mention performance as the most critical consequence,
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and recognize elements for example communications, cooperation and conflict behaviour.
Zaheer, & Harris (2006) has found indications from several researches that culture, region,
and institutional forces can have an effect to the antecedents and consequences of
interorganizational trust. Moreover, Kroeger (2012, 4) claims that organizational trust is not
solely system trust, but existing between interpersonal and system trust. The latter, namely

system trust is introduced next.

3.2.3 Impersonal trust

Abstract systems and information systems such as digital open innovation platforms
combine both technical means, guidelines and procedures, and professional expertise and
competence. Due to the vast amount of available internet technology business interactions
and transactions have moved, if not all but at least partially, from face-to-face interactions
to computer-mediated forms of actions. Trust is embedded both on people and system, and
therefore in this context trust is a potential determinator and factor of economical exchange
on a digital open innovation platform. It seems to be relevant to consider the upper trust
element, namely an impersonal trust. In addition, the other applicable factors for example
system trust, institutional trust, and online trust are introduced for clarifying the trust

perspective on the digital platform.

Organization trust includes impersonal element such as institutional trust (e.g. McKnight et
al. 1998) or system trust (Luhmann, 1979). On top of existing web-based environments and
operational systems impersonal trust is an interesting aspect, as knowledge work is
increasingly initiated in computer-mediate matchmaking and carried out in temporary and
technology enabled task forces and projects. Impersonal trust refers for example to trust in
impersonal organizational factors such as vision and strategy, top management, the
management groupbs goals and c ap alzompétence,,
justice, fair processes and structures, roles, technology, reputation, and communications
(Vanhala, Puumalainen, & Blomqvist 2010). Based on different disciplines dimension of
impersonal trust can vary. On social psychology elements like justice and norm of
reciprocity (e.g. Rousseau 1989) are critical. In the research of economics and strategy,
trust can see enhancing for example knowledge sharing (Kogut & Zander 1992). In the
organizational context impersonal trust consists of the dimensions such as capability and
fairness (Vanhala et al. 2011, 504).

ec



50

According to Shapiro (1987, 634) impersonal trust arise when social ties and direct contacts

are weak or unavailable. The change from a face-to-face interaction to the society in which

the interactions happen either at demographically large areas or more structurally complex

systems the modern society depends on system trust (Luhmann 1988; Lewis & Weigert

1985). For example, Luhmann (1988) mentions system trust whereby a system is assumed

to be operating in a predictable way, and where trust is placed in the function rather than in

the people. System trust can be al solstdigufei ned
has been put into place enabling one party to anticipate successful transactions with

anot her partyo (Pennington, Wilcox, & Grover
McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany 1998; Shapiro 1987).

In the context of e-commerce Harrison, & McKnight (2001) define institutional trust existing
in web-based transaction environment. In context of vendor& Web sites, the institutional
trust is created by ensuring that the impersonal structures and a place for successful
transactions are available (Pennington et al. 2003, 200). Bachmann & Inkpen (2011, 284)
propose t hat Ifasedstitust refets itoo thea phenomenon that individuals or
collective actors develop trust in the face of specific institutional arrangement in the

business environment 0.

In the context of online economical exchange onlinetrustisdef i ned as fAa relia
by its stakeholders with regard to the first business activities in the electronic medium,
especially in its websited (Shankar, Ur ban, 8
defined as fAan at tdctatiordir an oriline Gilatidniofdrisknthat oceedp

vulnerabi | i ties will not be exploitedo (Corritore.

Referents

As referents of trust the technology (for example, the Internet and Web sites) is considered
as an object of trust (Shankar et al. 2002, 4). In case of impersonal trust, the object of trust
can be the organization structure (e.g. McKnight et al. 1998), organization (e.g. Robinson
1996) and top management of the organization (Mayer, & Davis 1999). Regarding system
trust for example Blomqvist (1997, 281) claims that system trust can overtake the need for
trust at the interpersonal level. Further, Luhmann (1979) argues that personal trust involves
more emotions between individuals which in not the case with system trust. Instead, system
trust rests on presentational base, i.e. appearance of a proper order (ibid). In context of
online the objects of trust are technology and the organization which deploys the technology
(Shankar et al. 2002).
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Antecedents and consequences

As for the antecedents (input) of system trust in the very early stage, i.e. initial trust phase,
users of the system focus on factors such as firm& reputation, structural assurance, quality
of the web page, customer® dispositional trust, and perceived situational normality. Next
stage, when they have some experience the factors include such as service provider®
ability, benevolence, integrity, and quality of web page. (Salo, & Karjaluoto 2007, 609)
Shankar et al. (2002, 332) find that the two important dimensions of online trust are
credibility and benevolence. Giddens (1990) observes that the central sources of system
trust are for example institutional arrangements, standards of expertise, rules and

procedures, and advocated by individual.

Face-to-face experience enables the representation of interests and expectations to the
business partner. System trust refers to the implementation of organizationséaims and
values, which needs adequate roles and routines of individuals (Luchmann 1979), and
acknowledgement and insights to system of legal regulations, financial arrangements, and

interests between business partners (Bachmann 2001, 349).

Online transactions are riskier for example concerning data protection (Salo, & Karjaluoto
2007, 608). System trust can reassure business partners (Kroeger 2012, 5). Referring to
risk taking in relationships many control systems are an alternate mechanism for the risk
management (Schoorman et al. 2007, 346). If the risk is greater than trust (i.e. willingness
to take trust) the control system may lower the perceived risk to a level which can be
managed by trust, for example by fAopen book
(ibid). In the context of e-commerce, people are willing to use on-line services as they for
example provide good quality services (Salo, & Karjaluoto 2007, 608; Gounaris, & Venetis
2002), and customer bonding (structural bonding and social bonding) (Gounaris, & Venetis
2002). In the context of online trust feature like ease-to-use (e.g. Davis 1989) is an important
factor. In the online context Shankar et al. (2002, 332) define the potential antecedent of
trust for example firm®& reputation and size, user® experience with the firm and its Web site,

user& dependence on the firm and communications between the firm and user.

The consequence of trust related to impersonal approach Granovetter (1985) observes that
individuals and organizations opt to transact with established firms, and their members who
are engaged to repetitive transactions, or preferring ongoing relationships. Institutional trust
leads to a successful future if the structural assurance (for example regulations) or contracts

are in place, and situational normality is in a proper order (e.g. McKnight et al. 1998). Online
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trust leads to a success of an online enterprise or initiative (Beldad, de Jong, & Steehouder
2010). In the information system research Hart & Saunders (1997) claim that duality of
technology (i.e. electronic data exchange) is the consequence of trust and an enabler of
control. Other potential and relevant consequences of online trust are satisfaction,
uncertainty reduction, commitment, and long-term interaction with the Web site (Shankar et
al. 2002, 331, 332).

3.3 Trust as a process

In the previous chapters | have introduced the definitions of trust, the concepts of trust and
levels of trust in this context. Albeit trust is conceptualized and measured in many business
relationships less attention has been given to the dynamics and evaluation of over time.
Huang & Wilkinson (2013) considers business relationships as complex adaptive system
and propose a dynamic process model by describing the interplay among for example the
perceptions, experiences and interactions over time, and evolution of trust. Further,
Rousseau et al. (1998) distinguish different phases of trust as follows: trust building phase,
where trust is formed; trust stabilizing phase, where trust already exists; and dissolution,
where trust declines. Also, Lewicki & Bunker (1996) share an idea about stage wise
evolution of trust. In addition, in the context of interorganizational relationships Ring & Van
de Ven (1994) propose a process framework consisting of temporal explanation for

emergence, evolution and dissolution of cooperative.

Further, in interpersonal relationships trust can grow and decline over time being dynamic
in nature (e.g. Lewicki et al. 2006). In terms of attitude that trustor holds towards trustee
Lewicki et al. (2006) introduce four areas in interpersonal trust development: behavioural
approach and three specific psychological approaches (unidimensional in which trust and
distrust are bipolar opposites; two-dimensional, in which trust and distrust are differentiable
dimension: and transformational, in which trust takes different forms that develop and
emerge over time). The latter dimension supports the idea of trust transforming and
developing in phases, see Table 5. In case of online trust, it is a dynamic phenomenon
rather than static (Grabner-Krauter & Kaluscha 2003).
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Table 5. Transformational dimension to trust development (adopted from Lewicki et al.
2006)

Factor Transformational

Trust definition The basis of trust (expected costs and benefits, knowledge of the other,

degree of shared values and identity)

Trust measurement Measured by scale items where trust is rated along different qualitative

indicators of different stages

Level of trust to Trust begins at a calculative-based stage

beginning Trust initiated by reputation, structures (provide rewards for
trustworthiness and deterrents for defection)

Causes the level of Trust grows: positive relationship history, increased knowledge and
trust to change over | predictability of the other; when parties come to develop an emotional

time bond and shared values

Trust declines: positive expectations are disconfirmed

Trust formation phase

Trust is considered as a precondition to collaboration (e.g. Lane & Bachmann 1998). In
addition, the starting point of a trust can differ. In a model described by Lewicki et al. (2006)
all relationships start in calculus-based trust phase, where an actor evaluates the benefits
and costs of the relationship, and elements such as vulnerability, risk, predictability and
reliability are critical. Movement to the next stage, knowledge-based trust happened in
extended relationships, where the parties are getting more information from each other®
and engaging to repeated and varied activities and interactions. The last transition to the
identification phase trust happens very rarely, for example in cases where with a very close
relationship or when the focus moves from own interests towards joint benefits. (Ibid) In
contrast, Rousseau et al. (1998) claim that the core elements are calculus-based trust (i.e.
based on rational choices and economic exchange) and relational trust (i.e. based on
repeated interaction and availability of information). Shapiro, Sheppard, & Cheraskin (1992)
emphasize the calculus-based trust in business relationships, when parties aim to
determine the nature of interdependence and prior experience with partner targets to
minimize the risks and uncertainties. In addition, both prior experience with the partner (e.g.
Das & Teng 1998), or in case of lack of experience, the good reputation of the partner (e.g.

Pera et al. 2016; Lindgreen et al. 2012, 208) are basis for the collaboration to start. In case
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of services which are characterized as a low-level of asset specificity only low level of trust
is required, and institutional-based (i.e. system-based) trust can enhance the transactions
(Bachmann & Inkpen 2011, 295).

Ring & Van de Ven (1994, 96-98) propose that in the interorganizational relationship the
development and evolution phases consists of three sequences. First is the negotiations
stage (i.e. for example development of joint expectations about motivations, investments
and perceived uncertainties). Second, in the commitment stage for example establishment
of governance, informal handshakes and formal legal agreement are reached. Lastly, the
execution stage in which for example commitments and actions are put into effect and the

persons involved are familiarizing other® as persons. (lbid)

Initial trust

Das & Teng (1998) argue that some initial trust is required the collaboration to start. In
business relationships the early interactions are often business oriented, or in case they
have interacted or otherwise introduced before, they have something in common. Formation
phase of trust is more cognitive and calculative based on prior knowledge, beliefs and
information of partner which is used to evaluate for example the partner& resources, skills,
reliability and interests (e.g. Das & Teng 1998; Lewicki & Bunker 1996; Shapiro et al. 1992).
Initial trust is an anticipation of something forthcoming (e.g. Lane & Bachmann 1998) or
based on part satisfactory experience (e.g. Gulati 1995). The formation of initial trust phase
includes faith in humanity (i.e. goodwill and reliable) and trusting stance (i.e. belief of better
interpersonal outcome) (McKnight et al. 1998). It is suggested by Rousseau et al. (1998)
that initial trust is not a control mechanism against vulnerability but a substitute for
controlling. Trust determines the likelihood that people are willing to trust, and for example
by the prior availability of data about others (Mayer et al. 1995). Open and fluent
communications is a key factor to a relationship (e.g. Anderson & Narus 1998) including

proactive information exchange which both builds the initial trust (e.g. Das & Teng 1998).

Trust in implementation phase

As well as the initial trust formation trust implementation happens in different levels: in
interpersonal interactions, in interorganizational level and in the level of institution or
system. Kroeger (2012, 8) raises the aspect that how a subject of trust moves from
interpersonal to the interorganizational level, and how this type of trust persists over time.
According to Schoorman et al. (2007, 346) at the very beginning of the relationship the

propensity, as a dispositional quality, is an important factor. During relationship, judgements
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of ability and integrity will form relatively quickly, whereas judgement of benevolence will

take more time (ibid).

In the actual transaction phase both parties define the form, rules and governance to the
collaboration, which can consist of contractual agreements (e.g. McKnight et al. 1998) and
governance mechanisms (e.g. Isckia & Lescop 2015). Despite of the control mechanisms
the relationship can also rely on social knowledge. In the relation between formal contracts
and psychological contracts trust can be seen a reason not to use legal controls (e.g. Ring
& Van de Ven 1992).

Trust evaluation against performance

Trust is built on an individual level to gain long-term benefits of the relationship between
business partners (e.g. Anderson & Weitz 1989). Cooperative and participative firms invest
to economic exchange (e.g. Anderson 1995), economic and technologic resources and
social commitments (Ring & Van de Ven 1994, 106), credibility and efficiency (e.g.
Williamson 1993). However, the accurate estimation of the performance is quite

challenging.

In sociology trust is only about the past, whereas economists focus on the prospects for
future gains or losses (Zaheer, & Harris 2006, 181). The continuance of the relationship in
the future encourages collaboration between organizations (Heide, & Miner 1992). Role of
the past in trust creation can depend on previous interaction between organizations and
familiarity, and lead to increased trust (Gulati 1995). However, other researchers (e.g. Lui,
& Ngo 2004) claim that the length of the relationship, or presence of prior relations are
unrelated to trust. On the other hand, the valuation of future trust depends on the
organization® rate of time discount: if the rate is low, it values for example the future benefits

and cooperation more, than is case the rate is higher (Zaheer & Harris 2006, 181).

In sum, trust is dynamic phenomena and transformational by changing over time. Trust
changes over time by having various drivers such as processes, mechanisms and events,
which effects to the process. Trust is built in every step of a business relationship in time:
in the initial phase of the relationship. Temporal aspect is also related to the levels of trust,

which in this context are interpersonal level, interorganizational level and system level.



56

4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, firstly the research strategy and design of this study are presented following

the description of how the methodological choices support the research question, which in

this thesis is how can a matchmaking platform provider meetits stakeho | der s6 expect
for value creation? Secondly, the empirical setting of the research is introduced. Thirdly, the

process of the data collection is described. Fourthly, data analysis is explained, and

following fifthly, the estimation of the quality of this research.

4.1 Research strategy and design

A qualitative research aims to understand the phenomenon of the research problem. The
target is to clarify the meaning or purpose of the phenomenon, and to gain a holistic and
deeper understanding. In practice, this means for example givingfivoi ce t o t he i n
(e.g. Gioia et al. 2013) and space to the perspectives and experiences of people, and
getting acquainted with the thoughts, emotions and motives associated with the
phenomenon (e.g. Hirsjarvi, Remes, & Sajavaara 2010, 164). The main purpose of a
qualitative approach is to get a proper understanding of the operations in the company
rather than explaining and controlling of them (e.g. Alasuutari, Koskinen, & Peltonen 2005,
16). According to Guba & Lincoln (1994, 106) the so-called dimension of discovery, which
is based on the data from qualitative research, is much more useful compared to the
guantitative normative methodology. Given the interest in elaborating the value creation, its
challenges and future potential on the digital open innovation platform, this study and
individual case accordingly gives an opportunity to get meaningful information and to study
and the expectations of the matchmaking platform provider and its stakeholders. Therefore,

the choice of a qualitative approach seems appropriate for this research.

Case study is the most common way and a suitable approach in order to get a deeper
understanding of a phenomenon and new information from a defined individual company or
organization. According to Yin (2009, 4; 9) case studies are relevant when the researcher
seeks to understand the complex social phenomenon, for example behaviour in small
groups, organizational and managerial processes, or maturation of industries, and
addresses either a descriptive question fdwhat
this study the former appr oach applies moret abapmpmengdda,l

the Ahowo fits well p ar tandduiltirgoftrusm case of val
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To the new topic of the research area inductive, case-oriented approach is especially
appropriate when the case study allows to test the applicable theories, or even build novel
theoretical constructions from existing case studies and empirical evidences in area for
which existing theories seem inadequate (Eisenhardt 1989, 532; 548). On the other hand,
an abductive discovery-oriented research leads for example to critical reflection of empirical
data by creating fia mysteryo (Alvesson &
Golden-Biddle, & Feldman 2008, 908), and it combines both inductive and deductive steps
of the process (Klag & Langley 2013, 151). Even though most empirical studies proceed
from theory to data, the accumulation of knowledge involves a continual cycling between
theory and data (Eisenhardt, 1989, 548). In this sense, despite the investigation of the
theoretical background regarding trust and trust building in the beginning, the empirical
evidences gathered through the case offer valuable insights to the particular case, as well
as discovery of new aspects regarding value creation on the platform.

Most social phenomena are processes and related to time (Bidart, Longo, & Mendez 2016,
743), and temporal object is a central factor in process analysis (e.g. Pettigrew 1997, 345).
In processual analysis, case study allows to search patterns in process, compare different
case, and to observe process in order to find any mechanisms that shape it not forgetting
the possibility of interaction between inductive and deductive pattern recognition (Pettigrew
1997, 339). Thus, in this study the value creation can be seen as a process, where certain
elements have been influencing how the value is seen in the beginning and during the
collaboration phase. When the collaboration proceeds actors can find out elements which
are causing challenges and need to be fixed in order to create new value potential. At the
same time this particular case allows comparison of these factors in a certain stakeholder

group and between the different stakeholder groups. According to Langley et al. (2013,1) a

Ka&rr

processual and dynamic view e x pl ores fAhow and whlp, grdwiangs e

terminate over time [é], thus, focuses empir.i

theorizing that explicitly incorporations temporal progressions of activities as elements of

explanation and understandingo.

Gehman et al. (2017, 15) emphasize that qualitative research is about finding an
appropriate theory-method fit and that methodology provides orienting principles and tools
that are to be modified and customized for the purpose. The defining the unit of analysis,

i . e. i t hreeaningfd regardingithe data as it distinguishes between data about the

subject of the case (Athe phenomenono) and

2009, 32). The formulation of the research question as well as the research strategy and

n

da



58

the interview questions are based on the previous literature and theories regarding the value
creation and stakeholdersétrust. The unit of analysis in this research is the digital open
innovation platform. A nested case study research design (Yin 1989) was chosen because
of its inductive power to expose the complex social phenomenon (Yin 2009, 4; 9). In this
so-called nested set of cases the focal actor is the open innovation platform owner, i.e.
matchmaking platform provider, who is sustaining relationships and collaborating with its
ecosystem of stakeholder groups, and firms within the groups (see Figure 7).

/ Stakeholder groups
Corporations

®. 1

Platform Owner/Leader,
i.e. Innovation Accelerator

= Key individuals @
K SME's and Startups] /

Figure 7. The nested case.

In this research the stakeholdersdexpectations on the digital open innovation platform is the
phenomenon of interest, which consist of different interesting areas, namely various
expectations within the stakeholder groups, value creation and trust building activities by
the central actor on the platform. The research problem, i.e. how can a matchmaking
pl atform provider me et i tfos valset cee@ttienR, dsl potentialyd e x p
linked to several theories and the phenomenon is relatively new, so the approach is selected
to get a holistic view of case, reflect to the existing theories and define new concepts. To
study the phenomenon further and increase understanding about the case, the following
sub-questions are formulated accordingly:

1. How do different stakeholder expectations differ from each other?, and

2. How can platform leader create value on the digital innovation platform?, and

3. How can platform leader build trust among different stakeholders?

The case research allows the utilization of versatile material including data repositories,
observations, and interviews, which helps getting answers to the research problem. Yin
(2009, 106) emphasises that interviews are essential sources of case study information.

Especially, if the phenomenon of interest is episodic and infrequent of nature, interviews
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are highly efficient way to gather rich and empirical data. If focal events are recent, the
interviews are particularly accurate. (Eisenhardt & Graebner 2007, 28). In this study the
identified secondary data sources, which provided a valuable background information for
the orientation to the case, were internet pages, press releases and the digital platform,
whereas the primary data sources were the owners of the platform, and individuals who
worked for the firms and were involved with the case. Given the interest in studying the case
regarding the sequential processes of value creation retrospectively it allows to understand
the current value creation factors throughout the previous programs, open calls and pilots
within the platform, identify the potential challenges or burdens, and define the future
success factors for development of digital platform to a next level. Essential is also the
comparison of the expectations within the stakeholder groups and between different
stakeholder groups. It enables broader exploration of research questions and theoretical
elaboration (Eisenhardt & Graebner 2007).

4.2 Empirical research setting

Next the empirical setting of the research is described. The setting of the empirical study
consists of three parts. Firstly, explaining the reasons why this setting was selected in order
to study further phenomenon of the interest in this thesis, and secondly presenting of the
case. Thirdly, the data gathering method explained and the key informants are introduced

in this context.

4.2.1 Selection of the empirical research setting

The case was selected due to own interest in digital open platforms, which initially emerged
firstly from the previous experience of new ways of organizing collaboration, and secondly
the interest in the potential of developing the business opportunities parallel in a national
and global levels. Further, there was a possibility of an access to the digital platform owner
and its network, which is in relatively early phase and focusing niche markets both, at this
stage, in geographically (i.e. Nordics) and in specific business area. In line with the aim the
single empirical setting is selected to study relatively rare phenomenon and to understand
the related expectations within and between different stakeholder groups, i.e. how they see
the value creation and how they trust to the platform and central actor of the platform, i.e.

matchmaking platform provider.
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4.2.2 The case description

This research focuses on studying an existing digital open innovation platform, which is
owned by a platform leader, in this case called as a matchmaking platform provider. The
platform is multi-sided, external industry-wide platform (e.g. Evans 2003; Boudreau & Hagiu
2008; Gawer & Cusumano 2014; Gawer & Henderson 2007). The aim is to examine the
value creation of the platform to its stakeholders (corporations, SMEs and start-up
companies, and investors) and the facilitation of trust building by platform matchmaker. The
platform is referred as i B e to disguise its real identity.

The A B e platform was launched in 2013 and is based on the concept developed by a
large international corporation. As a pilot B e t l@osted a corporation program in 2015,
where three selected corporations set open calls for the SME® and start-up firm to join with
their solutions. The SME® and start-up firms, which were selected to the piloting phase with
corporations, had a possibility to get additional strategic support during the program from
fi B e and ibs partners.

i B e® pudpose is to offer an effective way for large corporations to find innovative
solutions for renewal, and for start-up and growth companies to find new business
opportunities. A B e & ser@ices include online tools, in which the corporations can set open
calls, and where different stakeholders can find each other and open a dialogue regarding
the possible business opportunities. In addition, A B e brgafizes a yearly event, in which
stakeholders can meet face-to-face, and for example the SMEs and start-up firms are able
to pitch their business cases and meet potential investors. Until now i B e & facus has
been mainly the Nordic area, in the next phase fi B e isaiming at building more global

network in collaboration with other clusters worldwide.

4.2.3 Interviews and the key informants

Probably the most commonly used data gathering method in qualitative research is
interviewing (e.g. Mason 2002, 62). In this study along to the access to the secondary
sources for example internet pages and digital platform as a source of background
information of the case, the primary source of data is interviews. The data material is

focused on semi-structured interviews, where the purpose is to allow interviewee providing
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his or her own insights in an open, not leading manner (Yin 2009, 107), and discover of new

aspects.

The main approach is using numerous highly knowledgeable informants, who are able to
give diverse perspectives to the phenomena (Eisenhardt & Graebner 2007, 28). In this
research the levels of informants are versatile. The key informants of the study are first of
all the digital platform owner and workers, who are able to shed a light to the history of the
platform, business model, customers, targets and future plans. First and foremost, they are
the focal point to the firms they collaborate with on the platform. In addition, to gather diverse
experiences regarding the previous programs, calls or other collaboration with the digital
platform owner and reflecting to their expectations, it is essential to give the voice to the key
stakeholders of the platform. They were in different organizational positions, located in
various countries and having various experience and perspective to the platform. The key
informants, their organizational level, background (nationality, gender), and their level of

experience within the platform are introduced in Table 6.

Table 6. Key informants.

Interviewee group

Organizational level

Background
(nationality, gender)

Level of experience with
the platform

Platform owner /
matchmaking
platform provider (*

Executive level

European; country A,
male

board member

Executive level

European; country A,
female

established the platform;
board member

Executive level

European; country A,
female

development role; CEO

Operational level

European; country A;
female

development role

Corporation 1

Executive level

European; country A;
male

setting of corporation call;
participated events

Corporation 2

Operational level

European; country B;
male

setting of corporation call

Corporation 3

Executive level

European; country A;
female

participation to a
corporation venture
program; setting of
corporation calls

Operational level

European; country A;
male

participation to a
corporation venture
program; setting of
corporation calls
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Corporation 4

Executive level

European; country C;
male

partner of t
platform; having similar
type of an own platform

Executive level

European; country C;
female

partner of t
platform; having similar
type of an own platform

Corporation 5

Operational level

European; country A,
male

participation to a
corporation venture
program

SME and start-up 1

Executive level

European; country A,
male

responding to corporation
call; participated to event

SME and start-up 2

Operational level

European; country A,
female

responding to corporation
call

SME and start-up 3

Executive level

European; country D;
female

responding to corporation
call; participated to event

SME and start-up 4

Executive level

European; country A;
male

participation to a
corporation venture
program; responding to
corporation call;
participated to event

SME and start-up 5

Executive level

European; country A;
male

participation to a
corporation venture
program; responding to
corporation call

male

Investor 1 Executive level European; country E; | participation to event
male

Investor 2 Executive level European; country A; | participation to event
female

Investor 3 Executive level European; country F; | participation to event
male

Investor 4 Executive level European; country G; | following-up the platform
male

Investor 5 Executive level European; country A; | participation to event

*) CEO and manager of the platform were interviewed together in three sessions.

Regarding the purposeful sampling the key question is the access to the data with the right

focus. In addition, the consideration of size of sample and number of categories should help

to understand the process rather than represent a population or all similar categories. The

size of the sample is dictated by the social process under scrutiny, meaning that the

saturation point is reached when the data stops telling anything new. (Mason 2002, 134-

135) In this case the main drivers are the access to the data, i.e. to the informants, and

saturation point. The sampling criteria of informants were as follows: interviewee shall

represent one of the key stakeholder groups of a platform (either corporation, SME and
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start-up firm, or investor) and being involved and having connections to the digital platform.
As the platform is in a relatively early phase, some limitations and challenges were
recognized for the number of interviews. Typically, one person only had used the tool, or in
fact the size of the firm was so small that only one person was in contact with the
matchmaking platform provider. Therefore, the setting of the interview groups ended up to
having at least five firms per each stakeholder groups, where at least one representative
was interviewed. In addition, in some point the saturation point was reached, and the data
started to partly repeat itself.

4.3 Data collection

In this chapter the data collection phase is followed through. Qualitative research is always
based on appropriate rather than statistical samples. Data collection is about how best to
generate data from chosen data sources (Mason 2002, 53). Semi-structured interviewing
has some core features, for example the interactional dialogue; rather informal in style;
having a thematic or topic-centred approach; and ensuring that the interview produces the
situated and contextual knowledge (Mason 2002, 62). According to Gioia et al. (2013, 19)
semi-structured interviews provide both retrospective and real-time statements from the
persons experiencing the phenomena in focus. The main data of this study was collected
through semi-structured theme interview in order to get descriptive answers from the
interviewees. The main themes of interviews are typically based on the conceptual
framework (e.g. Hirsjarvi et al. 2010, 208), for example in this research the following themes
were established: start of collaboration, experience before joining the platform, current
activities within the platform, goals, comparison between traditional and platform
collaboration, motivation, expectations, collaboration, elements of successful digital
platform, trust, communications, development of business ecosystem, and the future. The

themes and supportive detailed questions under the themes are introduced in Appendix 1.

In this study the actual data collection started with acquiring pre-understanding about the
platform. Pre-understanding is crucial in gaining an overall view of the case (Gummesson
2000, 106). Therefore, the data gathering started with introducing the research plan to the
representatives of the platform and gathering of a background information by interviewing
four persons working with the platform. Two person works for the board of open innovation
platform, one is a CEO of the platform and one is working for the operational site of the

platform. the data collection process is introduced in Figure 8.
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Contacting the Conducting the

Introduction of Selecting the informants and one-to-one
the research representative agreeing the semi-structured
plan informants interview interviews
schedule

Figure 8. Data collection process.

The interviewees consisted of the stakeholders, i.e. persons and their companies, involved
with the platform and having practical experience with the central key actor, i.e.
matchmaking platform provider (see Table 6). The contact information of the persons in
three key stakeholder groups was gathered from the owner of the platform. After the list of
representatives was set the short introduction, background and purpose of the research
was sent by email proposing the data and time for the interview. The themes of the interview
were not sent in the first place to get open, honest and transparent answers from

interviewees.

The data collection and interviews of the stakeholders were conducted in January -
February 2017, and they ranged between 45 to 60 minutes. All interviews were conducted
by phone due to distance constrains, and both in Finnish and English depending of the
nationality of the interviewees. In the beginning of each interview it was clarified that all
information regarding the interviewee information and the content of the interview will
remain confidential, and asked permission for recording. The interviews followed the
interview plan what comes to the themes and questions, but both additional questions were
asked when applicable, and some questions were left out in case they were not relevant
due to the level of the interviewee® true experience with the digital platform. All interviews
were recorded and transcribed, and some additional notes were made during the interviews
as well. In addition to the five interviews with platform representatives, the overall 16
interviews were conducted to the stakeholders, half of them (8 interviews) was done
together by me and the supervisor of this thesis, Professor Kirsimarja Blomqvist, and
another half (8 interviews) by myself. The interviewees were positive and shared quite
openly their experiences, view of points and opinions including a wide range of development
aspects. Last interview was the validation discussion in August 2017 with i B e abaud the

preliminary results of this study.
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4.4 Data analysis

In this study the guiding theories, when defining the interview themes and questions, were
about trust and building of trust. However, the eventual process is closer to the abductive
data analysis strategy as moving back and forth between gathered data, own experience,
explanations and broader concepts (e.g. Coffey & Atkinson 1996; Mason 2002, 180).

The data was analysed on three levels: each case firm was analysed separately, then each
stakeholder group was analysed, and lastly, all stakeholder groups were compared (see
Figure 9). The findings of the analysed themes, namely the value creation phase, the value
creation challenges and the value creation potential, are introduced closely in the next
chapter 5. fFindingsa

( 3) ) _
~
14 N\ )
4 Corporation
Corporation 2
Value creation 2) Corporations 1)Corporation 3
Corporation 4
C tion 5,
\_ orporation Y.
[ —
P
R
4 SME 1 R
Value creation 2 Small and 1) EME %
challenges ) start-up firms SME 4
SME 5
-~ - J/
v
e~
)
Investor 1 N
) Investor 2 1) Each case firm analysed separately
Value creation 2) Investors 1) Investor 3
potential Investor 4 2) Each stakeholder group analysed
Investor 5
\ N Y, 3) All stakeholder groups compared

~—

Figure 9. Levels of analysis of findings.

Gioia methodology is a systematic holistic approach to a new concept development and is
designed to bring qualitative rigor to the inductive research. Instead of imposing a kind of
the preferred prior constructions or theories on the informants and their experiences,
already in the early phase of data gathering and analysis the voice is given to the informants
themselves. It creates an opportunity to discover new concepts rather than relying on the
existing concepts. (Gioia et al. 2013, 11; 13) Thus, during the preliminary thematic analysis
of the data (e.g. Clarke & Braun 2013, 120) certain new three themes emerged, namely
value creation of the platform, i.e. how the stakeholders see the already realized value,

value creation challenges, and value creation potential. In addition, the following themes
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were observed: communications, operational collaboration with the matchmaking platform

provider, and time.

In this study the Gioia methodology is applied to define the aggregated dimensions. These
socalled2™®or der fAaggregated di mensi"barderdchemes afteral | y
they have developed from the 1%-order analysis (Gioia et al. 2013, 16). The Gioia
methodology was followed so that firstly the data was organized into 1%-order concepts and
secondly to 2"-order categories, see Figure 10. According to Gioia et al. (2013, 16) 1°-

order analysis tries to echo faithfully to informantsécomments and terms. As the analysis
proceeds the 1%-order concepts forms more abstract 2"-order themes, which suggest the
theoretical concepts, that potentially helps explaining the observed phenomena. (Ibid)

Summary of
aggregated
dimensions per

Observations of

the main 2nd-order

themes linked
to the theory

1st-order
analysis of the

interviews each

stakeholder
group

"aggregated
dimensions"

Figure 10. Data analysis process.

Qualitative research enables discovering and finding of interesting aspects throughout the
data analysis. Therefore, the use of multiple investigators has its advantages by enhancing
the creative potential and likelihood of surprising findings of the study, and confidence in
the findings (Eisenhardt 1989, 538). Bearing this in mind the nearest colleagues were
involved in the data analysis phase by giving their perspectives to insights of the data. In
practice, the immediate outcome of the interviews was discussed already right after the
interview sessions, and the more through data analysis was conducted so that as a first
step the transcribed interviews were read through separately by me and Kirsimarja
Blomqvist. The aim was trying to understand what the informants say. First, we went
through the transcribed interviews, and proposed the 1%-order concepts for the supportive
Apower quoteso, which illustrate the data in
Then, we had a joint session where we together discussed, developed and agreed the 15'-
order concepts. These joint sessions were organized for in corporationséstakeholder group
for three interviews, for two SME and start-up interviews and for two investor interviews.
The rest of the interviews | did alone, but based on proposals, which were together

discussed and developed by Kirsimarja Blomqvist and myself. For the data analysis the
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qualitative research tool NVivo 11 was used as the software makes it possible to store and

organize the material by information source and content. One example of the 1%-order

concept is in Table 7.

Table 7. Example of the 1st-orders for by large firms.

as we are seeking globally start-up

firmso

Code 1st ORDER CONCEPT AGGREGATE
DIMENSION

it he si grengthened and s | Need forinnovation VALUE CREATION

there is a need?o collaboration

ithe most <chal |l en| Corporation culture and VALUE CREATION

internally, to get people changing mindset CHALLENGE

their mindso

ithis i s s o mebedaise | Learning new tools VALUE CREATION

we have now a dig CHALLENGE

iwe have | i mialoemted | Limited internal resources VALUE CREATION

to open innovatio CHALLENGE

Aglobal reach is Global reach VALUE CREATION

POTENTIAL

Next, referring to the literature review in the beginning of the thesis process, | proposed the

2"d-order concepts by myself. Then, we conducted together with Kirsimarja Blomgvist and

Laura Olkkonen, who is researcher and expert on stakeholder expectations, the researcher

triangulation to refine the 2"-order concepts, which is explained in chapter 4.5. Example of

the 2"-order themes are introduced in Table 8 and in Appendix 2.

Table 8. Example of the 2st-order themes for by small and start-up firms.

15t ORDER CONCEPT

2" ORDER THEME

AGGREGATE
DIMENSION

Getting information about challenges

(calls)

Proactive communication on platform

activities

Communications

VALUE CREATION
POTENTIAL




68

Direct and personalized emails

Getting information about challenges

(calls)

News about new members on the

platform

Communication about the concept to

stakeholders

Feedback about interest (views) on

the platform

Proactive communication on platform

activities

Easiness as platform and challenges

free for start-ups

Responding to calls (challenges)

Efficient use of time

Efficient use of time

Digitalization provides convenience

Reliable platform

Basic filling-in web forms on the

platform

Easy application process

Efficient innovation tool

VALUE CREATION

Showing the path from data to aggregated data is critical, as it allows to assess the

credibility of the theory and concepts (Pratt 2009, 860). Therefore, the data analysis is

gathered in tables so that first the main aggregated dimensions are introduced according to

each stakeholder group. The main findings are explained detailed in chapter 5.
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5 FINDINGS

In this chapter, the results of the empirical data analysis are presented. As described earlier
in chapter 4. Data analysis, the case involves three key s t a k e h gloupe whicrdare
collaborating with the matchmaking platform provider fi B et aadopotentially within the
digital open innovation platform. Members of the stakeholder groups have different level of
experiences regarding the collaboration (see Table 5. Key informants in chapter four): they
have joined so called corporation venture program; they have participated the yearly events;
they have either set a corporation call or a few calls; they have responded to a call with an
application, or they have had a pilot project with corporations. In this respect the analysis of
value creation over time is divided into three phases (see Figure 11): 1) value creation, i.e.
experience regarding the collaboration with fi B e aina other stakeholders or other type of
participation (e.g. the events), 2) value creation challenges, i.e. how stakeholders see the
challenges to a future value creation based on their experiences so far, and 3) value
creation potential, i.e. stakeholdersdopinion how a digital open innovation platform could

create value for them, and maintain a value-adding platform.

Past value creation Value creation
potential
. . St + Stakeholders” past negative « Stakeholders” future
g,t(f,‘;ﬁ'éﬂlggf past posilive experiences, or expectations
+ Stakeholders' unfulfilled
expectations
Value creation
challenges

TRUST >

TIME

-

Figure 11. Trust as a foundation of a collaboration, and value creation over time.

Value creation happens and is created in the temporal phases of the relationship. Ring, &
Van de Ven (1994, 112) propose that development processes (such as negotiations,
commitment, and discharging stages) of interorganizational relationships are cyclical, rather
that sequential, and seeking balance between formal (e.g. legal) and informal (e.g. social
psychological) processes. In this case, the value creation phase is about the experience
the stakeholders have had wth iBet ad¢ whi l e participating cor

joining the digital innovation platform, collaborating within the platform or participating to the
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annual events. In this chapter | also analyse the value creation challenges and value
creation potential presented by the stakeholders. They are partially based on personsd
experiences, and partially their opinions and visions. These themes i value creation, value
creation challenges, and value creation potential i are introduces per each stakeholder
group in sections 5.1 17 5.3. In section 5.4 the key findings are summarized in all
stakehol derlis éadditign, the padue creation dynamics in collaboration are
summarized in section 5.5. Then, in section 5.6 | analyse the trust building on the digital
open innovation platform. Lastly, the time related factors in different phases of collaboration
are introduced in section 5.7. The data is listed in Appendices 3 - 5. The quotes from the

interviews are in italics.

5.1 Large firmsogroup

At first, | analyse the findings of large firm group regarding the value creation followed by
introduction of the value creation challenges. Thirdly, | present the indicated value creation
potential. Lastly, | summarize the key findings of the stakeholder group concerning value

creation, value creation challenges and value creation potential.

5.1.1 Value creation

In this chapter, | analyse the key findings of value creation in the large firmségroup. The

| arge firms are called Acorporationso in the

Regardingthe pr evi ous experience with the digital C
have set an open call and participated the yearly events as well. So far, the firm sees that

the platform is a cost-effective and agile tool for collaboration. It offers a potential to get

novel ideas for firm& operations and business development:

fiéin digital platform the good point is that is a

and coll ect and analyse mat erciaall se x[péan sainodn .poot ent i a

The interviewee also appreciates the personal interactionwi t h @& Bgrdsentatives and
other participants during the events. The communications have been smooth and clear:
ié active, agile, flexibl ganzadidnamwthek ¢y vperexpres i[ed]c e

al ways received quick answers and commentséod
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Thought, despite the limited size of a network when the corporation program started,

ACor por at i o nfocused, erasd-indestial ant global network as an asset:

il apprecdadsydthem [ é] that consists of a broad net
firms of different sizes, investor s, influencers,
new business opportunities and business development opportunities . 0

Compared to ACorporation 10 t he , kas a dimitdd arg

experi ence Dedpitebfit,thBeetcadd .l aborati on and communi c

satisfied the interviewee. Interestingly, A Cor por at i on 2 oOarningsthetnavelg et i n

innovation tools, which fits well to a corporation mind-set and needs. Even though they have
known the matchmaking platform provider for a while they started the collaboration only last

year by setting an open call. However, the firm sees the value in a same way as

ACorporation 106, namely the platfor nltcanseysv er y ¢

the information and templates in one place without forgetting the possibility of managing
both internal and external platforms in one place. This is obviously very important to a
globally acting corporation. The tool fits well with the current needs, as they are looking for

partners from an industry sector with ideas, and improvements for operations:

fiéfrom the beginnéhgtwatuhtdesstosod@dhpexdctwlaynta tmatdo

ACorporation 30 has ver sathelplatformm Xipeg havealnecadg wi t h

joined the corporation venture program a few years ago by setting an open corporation call
and collaborating with start-up firms. Some of the projects even proceeded to a pilot phase.
In the meanwhile, the corporation has strongly refocused its strategy. They are generating

business-driven innovation solutions and has increasing collaboration with small and start-

ups firms:

fiegit was recognized that these things needep o b
fiimsand digitalization, focus more [€é] then our stra
tothestartup f i rms t oo. ¢exdellent, hexauseithmneadgvaswvecognized by us, but

an applicable tool had notowhherewas & fostactdr wgochad.agrjpé ] | f
toastatup and | arge firmsé coll aboration [é] fnsnd ne\
or ability to deliver the solutions thatwe havend had so far [é] Our strategy
Personal interaction a nd smoot h col | ab ohaeet heennvaluablet th nBel

iCor por afthey mve Yained new solutions and innovations to improve their
operations. As a reflection to the new strategy, they have lately promoted the collaboration

and piloting with start-up firms. In addition, they mention the value for their end-customers
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and consumer s. ACorporation 30 hasagiteosfited

efficient, flexible, and end-to-end service. They are focusing on development of an own tool

as well.

ABetaodo has a closer partnership with ACorpora

as well. Reflecting on their profound practical experience and continuous development work
of design and technology of the tool it is evident that the representatives value the platform
widely. Cost efficiency, easy-to-use characteristics, accessibility and availability for the
whole global organization, sharing of information, openness, agility and reliability are
valuable. In addition, digitalization plays an interesting role, while the open ideation site can
be opened to the external partners case by case. The tool connects different parties

virtually . From the network point of view, AnCorpor

previous corporations, namely cross-industry innovation and global reach. However, in the
sense of openness of both internal and external platforms, the company appreciates the
possibility of more focused matchmaking for certain selective campaigns within the tool.

Throughout these possibil i t i es fACor poration 40 val ueu-

of-the-b o x , which create novel i deas ehtionstwb hew y

points as well: a platform is seen as a catalyst for technology transfer, and a provider of low

risk approach for all counterparties.

ACor por at i on a%wyepraagd a corpom@ton verdure program, where they set
an open challenge, and as a result of program, they collaborated and piloted with some
start-ups firms. Like other corporations, i Cor p o r a wpprecmted Stlie  smooth
col |l abor at i andusaof muitipldicBrerturication channels diversely. Regarding
thenetworkv al ue fi Cor p o atthe tailormade progfam,lad beingla relatively low
risk alternative witha knownpar t ner (i . sewell tditlieie neads gnd exgectdtion of
the novel ideas for the business at the time. They gained visibility within the network and

matching with limited innovation network. On the contrary, they were expecting a larger

t he

bus

net work. About the platform as a tool AGor por

made concept and handy tool. It enables the handling of applications, evaluation of ideas,

collaboration, information sharing, and keeping up contacts in an effective, systematic and

goal-oriented manner. An interesting point is the learning aspect. i Cor p o r & willing n

to learn new tool, to learn from start-ups firm the agility, and to establish pilot projects. All

in all, ACor por at i o ncapabidity buikingi thraugh rthe gprogeach arid n

collaboration with start-up firms.
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5.1.2 Value creation challenges

In this chapter | clarify the large firms6opinions on the value creation challenges on the

digital open innovation platform.

Inordertoavoi d bur den ACorporation 10 consider
the platform as key factors. A major potential value creation challenge is that the large firms
are establishing their own platforms. Presumably, it means that they are not as fully
committed to the platform as in the beginning of the collaboration.

For ACorporation 20 the commit me nEForexanpld he

large firm can alternatively use external brokers who evaluate the innovations for it. On the
other hand, an accelerator could potentially be part of the service portfolio and among other
competing tools or resources of which the large firms select the most suitable alternative
for its needs at a time. Concerning the large firm& internal resources, the open innovation
is a new way of organizing innovation process. Therefore, a large corporation might have a
limited or inoperative organization structure for the purpose. There are some challenges in

the following phases: time-consuming internal evaluation phase, or the actual

i mpl ementati on phase including i ts cost

communications break between an accelerator and the large firm during the evaluation

phase of the proposals is unpractical.

t he

pl a

ef

Further,A Cor po2@athas obser ved duhfiansingesheely bmalhextent st ar t

to the applications and innovation process as it can cause transactional costs to them. The
large firm is concerned about small and start-up firmsépotential of releasing (accidentally)

too confidential data:

iThen there is a risk of confidentiality [ é] al v
ACor por at i on atZhe engegement af differerit firms outside the industry might

be a confidentiality risk anyway. On the whole, the success of calls determines the value

creation in the future even. However, i Cor por ati on 20 admits that
accelerator® own hands.

Due to a nature of its industry ACor pavalag i on ¢

creation is the need for vast and long-term investments which are required for the

implementation of innovations. A Cor por at i on 3that thellage firménndernala t e s
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commitment issues (e.g. lackingt he t op man ag e mrganizaosal changep,or t ,
the overall minds-set and culture, capability to collaboration and selling ideas, linkage

between innovations and the business units) mighthi nder t he value <creat
30 reminds t hat -upawndoelsof haverather substitutesomls for internal

innovation. If the tool is available and used it should be technically workable.

ACorporation 30 c omralackaf readinessoof small ard Btart-up fonse n

They are probably not aware of all criteria of an industry, or they are technically unprepared

for a piloting. The quality or a final success of an open call can cause value creation

problems. Compared to the other previous large frmsthe Ai Cor por ati on 30 al s
the potential legal barriers (e.g. intellectual property rights or competition law) as factors
diminishing the value creation on the platform:

AiCertainly, the paiauragea son dftheiditial pheage gueovation warksthat fisst ¢

ofall IPRisalwaysapai n point [ é] another pain point is cu

competition law which needs to take into account so that what kind of actors can do collaborati o n . 0

ACorporation 40 echoes the previous sHingthge f ir
value creation: existing corporation mind-set and culture, limited or lack of resources or
organizational structure, need for large investment, engagement of top management and

internal resources, collaboration for open innovation with internal and external
counterparties, and firm& engagement to the platform:

fét he most challenging part is to worieitnt]é&rnavlel ya,
dealing with very conservative business. It& difficult to have, people, even if they are, as individual

very excited by the innovationséo

Concerning the internal collaboration, the value creation can be challenging: there is a
missing link between strategic objectives and the operative level and its process; the needs
and preferences vary generally; or the link between innovation programs and corresponding
processesarel acki ng. Accordi ng t oatigh@Qudrcglaboraionicann 4 0
be either too novel or too open to large firms. Also, the collaboration with potential business

competitorsdis problematic.

Further ACorporation 40 introduces the | ack o
other stakeholders, i.e. investors and small and start-up firms, which might hinder the value
creation. It is partly related to the overall competences in the large firms, i.e. how to innovate
and collaborate with third party partners. On the other hand, the value creation does not

materialize if the internal decision making is imperfect. Finally, the integration to open
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innovation processes and tools might be incomplete. Above all, the large firm can change
its strategic focus so that it does not fit to the open innovation and collaboration accordingly.

Then value creation can slow down or even finish.

ACorporation 50 presents some new aspects whi
yet. The lack of a proper coverage of the network, for example global reach, can diminish

the value creation. On the other hand, the large firm potentially might not have an
experience or resources to collaborate within the platform.Lar ge f i r msd commi tr
platform can be weaken due to the availability other potential service providers in large

firm& service portfolio. i Cor por ati on 50 reminds that organi

to value creation.

In case the collaboration is actual the technological and architectural boundaries can be too
incompatible between large and small and start-ups firms which prevents or finish the

further development:

fié f or -rumning comgany the technological architecture and interphases are not ready for
flexible integration of the small actors [é] the e
so that small flexible actors could operate in this ecosystem. Piloting can be done but the integration

to the actual production infrastructure is quite ¢

Interviewee thinks that balancing with small and start-up firms without promising too much
is critical. ACor porati on 50 r e prbgeamtwhkeretthe supporefromp ane vi 0 U ¢
accelerator to start-up firms obviously was insufficient. However, lack of the materialized,
concrete cases and references accordingly are elements which can cause value creation

challenges to a platform.

5.1.3 Value creation potential

In this chapter, | analyse the perception of value creation potential by large firms on the

digital open innovation platform.

AiCorporation 10 believes that twotkiedevelopedrmorecr e at |
to a global and comprehensive direction, for example providing wider ecosystem, larger
network, and more opportunities for partnerships. In addition, he sees the value of additional

expert services for the stakeholders within the platforms, who are lacking appropriate
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experts of their own. I nterestingly, iCorpor at

they create continuity of the collaboration.

In addition to the availability of expert services and global innovation network A Cor por at i o

20 encour ag e sortd dneance thereldvant cantpetences, skills and additional

resources.
ié support to even as a Ilegal, from a | egal poi
management [ é] I't would cemuetrendesé&doping interna

On the other hand, the value creation can be achieved by building a closer partnership with
corporations. The cost efficiency is somethin

focus on the quality of calls and role of communications, especially during the process.

Al so fACorporation 30 r ecommen ddgventeRpert sdreicese | o p me
along the platform, and wider global reach within the network. In addition, he points the
capability of an accelerator to the selected the right actors in the network. Fori Cor por at i o
30 value creation is coming mainly from the p
tailor-made solutions and an additional resource for corporations being part of their
tool boxes. HoweBér retGgmp a e at decdanintousdearninyd.e.at i on

building own platforms, can diminish i B e @ salde creation in the future.

For ACorporati on ,(4a& expeh servisesa, foeused and giabal innovation
networks, and partnership, play a critical role in value creation. Also, the network with
investors is an added value. Moreover, the importance of versatile communications is

valuable and part of the collaboration.

ACor poration 50 considers the valauablestarth@t i on
point is that the corporation® top management supports the platform and collaboration
within innovation. The platform enables the cross-industry collaboration, where the
accelerator can for example by facilitate the process. Moreover, the accelerator can provide
expert services (e.g. with ratings, orchestrating virtual organizations, and involving experts
for evaluating the proposals). Based on their experience the platform is useful as an efficient
and practical tool, where the accelerator is a focal actor. Reflecting on versatile

communications the marketing of the firms on the platform increases visibility.
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5.1.4 Summary

In this chapter | summarize value creation, value creation challenges and value creation

potential in large firmségroup (see also Appendices 3 - 5).

Summary of the value creation for large firmsostakeholder group

To sum up, value creation within the stakeholder group of large firms points the three factors
that all corporations agree as a creating value: platform as an effective tool; focused and in
some extend global and cross-industry network for innovation; and possibility of creating
novel ideas for their operations and business. The communications and a smooth

operational coll abor at i onm thevplattorm &nB edopetationa r e a

In turn some of the themes are more scattered, such as digital connectivity of partners,
transfer of technology, platform and innovations as a low risk alternative, and network as
an asset. The facilitation is more linked to start-up firms and based on corporation&®
observation during the corporation program. Overall, corporation expectations were more

operative and modest than strategic and large.

An interesting theme is learning, as it might have been a good motivator at least for some
of the corporations to participate on the platform and build their own capacity and capability,
for example for setting of own company specific platforms. Even though personal interaction
is highlighted only twice it has played an important role when matchmaking provider has

engaged large firm to join platform and participate programs.

Summary of value creation challenge for large firmsastakeholder group

Concerning the value creation challenges on the open innovation platform large firm
stakeholder group seems to have basically a one factor in common, namely lack of
commitment to the platform. Thr ee firms out of fi ve -seatandt i ons
culture as a critical factor in value creation challenges, as well as success of a calls, i.e.

creation of references. Two firms mention the technological requirements in the industry.

The following themes are linked and related to an accelerator: lack of timely
communications, technical usability of the platform, transparency regarding competitors on
the platform, support to start-ups, and global network. Concerning other stakeholders, the
elements of the value creation challenges are as follows: collaboration with others, lack of

commitment of start-up firms, confidentiality, start-up readiness, engagement of start-up
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firms. In addition, confidentiality, legal barriers, novelty, quality of calls, references, and

suitability of technology are mentioned by single corporations.

An interesting group of themes is the large firm®& internal barriers. The value creation
challenges are major in case collaboration concerning the innovation process is out of the
strategic focus, or the top management or internal resources are not fully engaged. Then,
the internal competences, experience in open innovation and collaboration, decision
making, structures and processes can be lacking behind. In addition, internal collaboration
can be inefficient, or there might be other substitute tools is use and available. At the end,
the implementation process can be challenging along with the continuous change
processes which can disturb the proper integration.

Summary of value creation potential for large firmsostakeholder group

As a summary of the perception of value creation potential within the large firmsé
stakeholder group, there are three themes which are common to all large firms: availability

of expert services, existence of global innovation network, and high quality of the calls. Also,

partnership with other stakeholders or with an accelerator is an important value creation

factor. Active and versatile communication especially about the process is given as a

suggestion who to increase value of the platform. The value of network attracts large firmsé
stakeholder group, i.e. cross industry and focused innovation network, and networking with

investors and start-ups firms,

5.2 Small and start-up firmségroup

In this chapter, | analyse the findings of small and start-up firmségroup regarding the value

creation. Secondly, | introduce the value creation challenges as they have experienced in

the past while collaborating with # Botehtalo.

indicated within this stakeholder group. The data is in Appendices 31 5.

5.2.1 Value creation

In this chapter, | analyse the findings of each small and start-up firm separately regarding

the value creation. Typically, small and start-up firms have participated the face-to-face

Th
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events organized by fABetaodo by pitching their

innovation platform by sending applications to the open calls.

ASmal |l aunpd fsi tr anrst arficipateld she evenipwhich offered an opportunity for

personal interactions and networking. The event also encourages the participation on

platform and to an open call. Therefore, he remarks the tool as easy a n d  ffdr-stast-e
upso. Al so, isibiityof thenficnrirettee setwark, particularly when firm is seeking

financing, investors and connections with large firms, is valuable:

ié we have t hese c ourlyoama]tThay ars, because ofehs larfie corporations

are attractive, thatt hei r exi stences help to get visibility.o

ASmal | armpd fdgtrar t2-bandeaperierce dboutresponding to an open call last
year. The open call was introduced in fBe t & rewsletter. The call was clear enough, so
the firm responded to the call with an idea on a common level. Thought, while drafting the
response, they required some details regardin
focal information point between the firm and the corporation, which worked well. To a start-
up firm | ike -igmlail i maaa phktatrtorm is eflfli cien:
provides visibility in the network. The platform provides an opportunity to build networks,
and connections to large firms, and to create new business ideas not forgetting the learning

aspect.

ASmal |l aunpd fsitramm t30 has participated the vyear|l
corporation call. The firm sees the whole concept of a platform and the event as a valuable
network of focused industry companies. It offers business opportunities, networking and
contacts with investors and large firms. As the firm is seeking actively financing, they are
actively updating the key investors of their recent activities. At the same time, they are
interested in the personal interaction during the event, for example speed-dating with
investors. Firm appreciates i B e & positive attitude and quick responses to emails. Via
open call s A& malfli rantiddtéd ini ganihgeeferences throughout pilot
projects and testing with | arge firms. 't hel

the latest process of an open call was still on-going.

ASmall armpd fdatrar t40 has | odntrepglogtarh and ser applicatioat i o n
to an open call. He considers platform reliable and convenient because of its digital nature.
What comes to the value of a network and direct business contacts, he mentions particularly

the network building and face-to-face meetings with right corporation and investor contacts
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in the event, which enhance the trust buil din
up firm 40 gi v elshasgrodddd suppart auririg Bhe pregtam, events and

open call process. In generally he sees that the business ecosystem is right for creating

new business:

ié this business area where we are operating [é] t
it is well networked, and probably it is far better for the business that there is a large group of firms

who can benefit [é] we were | ooking for more exper

Similarly, A-Smafirmné8dshast been part of the
participated the event and sent application to an open call. The platform has been a basic

tool by making the application process easy for a star-up firm. He is echoing the previous

firm that the event enables the meeting right contact in large firms, and it consist of well
matching firms. At the same time the ideas and innovative solutions can be directed to the

right firms:

iéthis enabl ed us tBoadaygwith arelatively snall owm affgteas ih somerother
situations when a small firm is trying to sell to the large firm, it is difficult, because radar does not

even vibrate when you contact them. Whereas in this case the large firm was willing to collaboration,

and therefore creating a great value for us. o

ASmal |l anpd fsitramt 50 wunderlines the I mpee@tance
individuals create value not solely on the platform, but for example to the end-customers.

He appreciates the direct personal introduct.i
of meeting interesting persons during the events. The firm is seeking commercial pilots with
corporations in order to g estgoodeguatioreensuressthe | n h
involvementofstart-up f i rms with ideas on the platform.
a great value, i.e. facilitation in the beginning of the collaboration, the project management
throughout the program, and thorough understanding of corporation& expectations and

start-up firm& and project& needs.

5.2.2 Value creation challenges

In this chapter | analyse small and start-up firm& perception on the value creation

challenges on the digital open innovation platform. In the end of the chapter | summarize

the key findings of the whole stakeholder group.
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ASmal |l ainpd fsitrammt 10 wunderlines severhelvalleact or
creation. Firstly, some of observations are related to the accelerator: the business models

and patrticularly the earnings logics including the clear business goals; the importance of

the pro-active, up-to-date and process related (i.e. match-making) communications; the
acceleratords own exper;iinereasirgg campetitiannwithesimilar e pr e n
platforms in relatively small market area; and the missing signals of the continuity of platform

in the future. Acc o-opdiimn d e tdminidtratioraof dlatfoamtitought a r t
e.g. contracts and the overall equal management of its stakeholders are important. One of

the burdens for value creation is passiveness of the platform:

ié the investors very | it tadtiely afterall that they areé sumprisiongtyh i t |

passive using such platforms, it is my own impress

Some of the points are connected to other stakeholders within the platform. For example,
small and start-up firmséproducts are not ready, so pitching is not timely yet. They are
lacking references or restricted with resources. In turn, investorsdéexpectations are unclear,
or they are too passive on the platform. i Sma | | aurpd fsitranr t1 0 platommi nd s
must be usable (i.e. easy fill-in of information, easy finding of other members, and

availability of a contract data).

ASmal | aunpd fsitraammr t20 presents three main obstac
maturity and resourcing issues of small and start-up firms, and lack of pro-active
communications during the process by an accelerator:

iféthat to know a bit of the status of the process

what the next steps are, and did we get to the end or, how does this proceed, overall. As far as |

rememberlhavend got the wupdate. o

ASmal |l aurpd fsitrar t30 sees at | east three communi
cause value creation challenges: responsive, accurate and process-related
communications to the stakeholders, particularly during the open call phase. The firm also
dscuss the platformés passiveness, Ooortacts, his can |
an exampl e. On the ot hep fhiamm, 3d Smamar lasn dt sata
similar with passiveness of small and start-up firms. He reminds that the usability of the tool

is important.

ASmal | aunpd f si boagernd about the accelerator®& business model. Particularly

the cost sharing structure should be clear and transparent. Other aspects which might
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hinder the value creation are the lack of proactive communications or lack of updated
information by an accelerator. As the created references are important to this stakeholder
group the true number of contacts throughout the platform is unclear. In addition, he
remarks that the large firms are unclear with their goals and that they are sometimes lacking
relevant resources. The firm claims, that investors are not very active on the platform, nor

interested in seed phase investments.

ASmal |l aipd fstrar 50 0 b s especes £onceroing éhe wakiavcreation
challenges. He is sceptic and experiences lack of evidences of value creation so far. He
reminds that for small and start-up firms it is a question of investing, allocating time and
resources to something which does not necessarily create value. It is impractical for a small
firm. In generally, the finding of right- cont:
up firm 50 suspects that | arge f i-opfisns,ahicek | acKk

can harm the value creation of a platform.

5.2.3 Value creation potential

In this chapter, | analyse the small and start-up firm stakeholder groupséperception of value

creation potential on digital open innovation platform.

ASmal |l aurpd f si tr aggdstslsévera themes in which the value creation can be
improved. Accelerator® business model can be reconsidered what comes to the earning
logic or development of the collaboration with local development agencies:

ié they could c¢come asndthendidfareateldcal pitthiegnevents,vaed thereby

acquiring new customers [ é]

An accelerator®@ communication effort can be focused on targeted and active information

about the open calls. He seeks for a broader and complementary expert network with other
supporting firms, and additional practical support services, for example organizing extra

pitching events locally. Concerning the network, the firm suggests a focused network with

a global expansion, for example via licensing the platform concept:

fThe target should be definitely to be as global as

further, so absolutely a goal shouldbetobecome mor e gl obal . o
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In his opinion the network when working efficiently and having more open calls can enhance
the business opport umript ifeissharefl8dmiden Ithat metwdrk st ar t
opportunities can be expanded to other platforms, universities, and potentially international
customers. For small and star-up firms the partnerships with large firms is essential and
creates valuable references. Also, year-through marketing opportunities with local
development agencies is another way of increasing visibility of small and start-up firms.
ASmal | aumpd fsitramw t20 summar i zes tihfeur manithermes:icr e at
maintaining proactive communications, ensuring investment opportunities, creating a

network and business opportunities, and creating a user-friendly tool.

ASmal |l aurpd fsitranr t30 echoes the same taddéianegts as
promotes the value of continuous connections between small and large firms, also after the

call, where an accelerator can act as an intermediary. The firm indicates the important

factors for SME®&, namely financing, investing, visibility and mar ket i ng. Thus 0
starttup firm 30 s ugg ekné aevents and ondixegitcipirig @s dweat way to

reach potential investors:

il was thinking about, maybe having an online pitc
not so close to the Nordics so for us it& also cost and time goingtotheevents [ é] s0 maybe ¢
online connections to the investors. So maybe an e-pitch and e-meetings or something that could be

more digitalized. 0

ASmal |l ainnpd fsitram t 4 0 s e eation potemtial voenihgu feom the epen
communications of the concept, and proactive communication of the activities on the
platform, including engagement of stakeholder by informing them directly about the open
calls. For the firm the importance of references (e.g. low risk pilots with large firms) is
significant. Essentially, the personal interaction enhances trust to key persons, and the
platform encourages to networking and being connected to a wider global innovation

network:
ié it is esseqrowpg ,wavhtes et d hgo t o, that theptacti on
works, and it is communicated to the stakeholders. This is the way how the spiral starts moving, and

then the only way is to succeed, and when the gl ob

The same asthe previous firmpAS$Smalm 5and ndtraudiuces
building, and the proactive communications about open calls and platform activities,

including the network opportunities as part of the value creation of the platform. Along the

networ k ASmaldupahdrmsabd sees that atethapenpgals sonal

within the right ecosystem of firms motivates to participate. They value the marketing and
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visibility for the potential customers, i.e. large firms. The firm quotes also the platform as an

efficient tool, which eases the handling of applications.

5.2.4 Summary

In this chapter | summarize value creation, value creation challenges and value creation

potential in small and start-up firmsdstakeholder group, see also Appendices 3 - 5.

Summary of the value creation for small and start-up firmsostakeholder group

To sum up the value creation of small and start-up firms, they agree with the efficiency with
the tool and personal interaction whether it is in the event with potential counterparties (e.g.
large firms and investors) or with a matchmaking platform provider. Mostly the firms value

the focused network as a provider of business opportunities.

However, in a minor part are the clear role of platform and platform owner& reputation. In
some extent small and start-up firms are looking from support from an accelerator, but less
than thought. Interestingly, themes like platform as a way to share financing information,
and networking with investors have been less of a value. Even though it might be the
opposite in reality, in case the firms shall introduce themselves to potential investors. Also,
the creation of references and their value is less highlighted, as well as marketing and

learning value on the platform.

Summary of value creation challenge for a small and start-up firmséstakeholder group

In the stakeholder group of small and start-up firms there is not common theme shared by
all firms. Three firms share the concern about investor& passiveness on the platform, and
maturity and resourcing of start-up firms. Communications including lack of communications
whether it is about general, or process specific communications is relevant. Two firms are
concerned about the business model of an accelerator, following the fluent usability of a

platform.

Mostly firms have individual opinions. Reflecting mainly on platform management and an
accelerator® performance, stakeholders are referring to for example competence, and
equal management of stakeholders on the platform. The competition and importantly the

access to large firms are minor as well.
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Small and start-up firm& own perception, for example on a possibility of a match-making,
creating of references, own activity and marketing (visibility) on platform, and the expected
maturity level (i.e. no product or references yet) is an interesting observation, even though
they play an important role for example in relation to investors and financing. Despite being
slightly concerned about large firm& resources or their clear goals this stakeholder group is
seeing their own resources sufficient, or not as a challenge. Also, the stakeholder group
does not underline the investor@ expectations as a major challenge. All in all, the
passiveness of the platform, stakeholder group& own activity or lack of connections are not
shared concerns of value creation. However, two firms discuss the lack of experienced

value creation on the platform.

Summary of value creation potential for small and start-up firmsastakeholder group

As a summary small and start-up firmso stakeholder group shares the value creation

potential if the communications by an accelerator is proactive and dedicated, marketing and

visibility in the network is possible. Moreover, the networking and business opportunities

enhance the possibility of creating references. The key elements of the network are its

focused characteristics, global reach, and even potential to be expanded via licensing the

platform. In addition, the firms are expecting expert or support service from an accelerator.

To get financ i al support for thei-upblusimésst aemhbl

appreciates the possibilities of financing and investment opportunities.

On the other hand, this stakeholder group is inconsistent in their opinions concerning the
accelerator® business model, and platform as a tool which are mentioned only by a few
firms. Interestingly, one firm sees the network opportunities even wider by broaden the
collaboration and partnership to new directions, for example other platform, universities,
and global customers. The following interesting perspective appears singly from small and
start-up firms, namely their engagement by an accelerator, which apparently is a key factor
in the starting phase of the collaboration. On the other hand, it is perhaps done properly by
the accelerator without any complains. Surprisingly, the development of partnerships is not
in a big role, but it might be hidden behind the value of the network which is having a rather
strong ground. Personal interaction and its link to trust building are basics for a profound

collaboration.
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5.3. Investors group

In this chapter, | analyse the findings of the value creation, value creation challenges and

value creation potential in the investorséstakeholder group. the data is in Appendices 3 - 5.

5.3.1 Value creation

Next, | analyse the value creation on digital open innovation platform for the investors.
Almost solely the investors have patrticipated the events because of the networking and
matchmaking opportunities or listening the pitching sessions.

il nv e s toperating id Europe and focusing on energy sector. For many years he has
participated the events, which provides an excellent opportunity to face-to-face meetings
and networking with the community. He is expecting business opportunities and deal-flows
accor di ngly. The participation means to hi m,

in the sect or 0.-upfrmstheindtwork ahd thedeveats enthaace visibility and

t

createconnect i ons. I n addition, fi | nvthes invegtors.1The appr ¢

platform provides an easy access to large firms in the Nordics as well. Regarding the
platform as a tool it is efficient, i that .

openness as a part of the business model of the accelerator is a valuable.

req

Al nvestor 20 has actively supported the accel

following-up t he potential business opportrunad i ®esed

the platform as a complementary tool to direct discussions and face-to-face meetings with

the start-u p s . Al nvestor 20 claims, that the platfo

which are seeking new innovations:
fi él have under saimdsordthertthh help biy ltogporations, which try to find new

i nnovations¢éo

Al nvestor 30 invests maupnfirys which ar&neadytp go,to aa n d

market with a prototype. As they have participated the events a few times he welcomes the
expansion of the event to the digital platform which improves the efficiency. Even though
he joined the platform immediately as part of the networking he admits that he is inactive

user:

iWhy | never used it is fir sgaged $ometinds jf you hatehonsnokwork bn wa s

yourdesk,youneed t o be pushed into something.o

t

n c
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On the contrary 0l nv e-srganized Seants affpring aagocsl badance he we
between existence of investors and star-up firms and providing novel contacts.
Communication from ABet ao id the newsletterasmebliskedt e n d

approximately once per quarter.

Tolnfiestor 40 the platform is a tool with seve
the both existing and novel problems, and providing a win-win-win situation to large, start-

up firms and investors. In addition, it is efficient and simple enough being a good match-

maker:

Al think they [platforms] are good really good in
the need of innovation and that the innovationisusuallyonl y happening in the smal
and you need to work with the small companies in a win-wi n f or everybody [ é] T
platform is 1|i ke a -dbtactoinmdg sWiketis nedde Jorehawe a rfelatianshiph

and youdondwanttolo ok at -détm@amoh any mor e. 0

During t he ev eardates cdntactsy Whatt isoworth4hodmentioning he is very
active concerning his own network of start-ups firms as he regularly shares the information

about open calls in his network.

Al nvestor 50 explained that even they have pa
have a specific strategy concerning the industry, and it& not currently their core business.

He admits that the platform or the event as such have not provided any added value yet.

5.3.2 Value creation challenge

In this chapter | analyse investorsdperception on the value creation challenges on the digital

open innovation platform.

Concerning value creaton c hal | enges WAl nvestor 10 is echoi
communications as the other previous firms. However, the interviewee presents a few
interesting aspects, for example the goal conflict whether it& between investors and large
firms or stakeholdersébe x pect ati ons in generally. As a res
pl atform the number of direct contacts i s |

complementing or substituting tools for investors. Obviously, investors are focusing on firms
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incertainl ev el of maturity, and yield of the deal

that open calls might be sometimes too broad.

For Alnvestor 20 the challenges of wvalue <c¢crea
as she does not use the platform regularly. Therefore, investor doubts the real adding value
of the platform, as she already knows the local firms and actors (due to limited market) and
has enough deal-f | ows . I n addition, @Al nve gttwdhrstarBPup pr ef
firms and their founders. She suspects that the information of start-up firms expires quickly
on the platform if not updated regularly. The visibility of a firms, e.g. web pages and the

presentations, is critical:

i one pr otheldatabasesiare that howwellt he entry i s made [ €é] and
the first thing [é] due to years of commitment it
Al so Al nvestor 30 is passive wuser ivelyengagep | at f o
by an acceleratoras a user . Al nvestor 30 reminds the

competing events, which might harm the value creation. Even though he is suspicions
regarding the added value or the current need for deal-flows through the platform, he is still
interested in news including other appealing communications in a compact form. As
Al nvestor 20 he also prefers a personal i nt
concerned about data accuracy on the platform, i.e. lack of control of data or risk of wrong

information shared by start-up firms

Al sbnvdistor 40 sees the following points as a
criteria, passiveness of investors and availability of other complementing or substituting
tool s . il nvest ordthatdargd fanss have estabfshed their own platforms as

well, or they are lacking the right innovation focus yet.

il nvestor 50 see that the wvalue creati on c ha

mainly because the specific industry is not on their strategic focus. He doubts the platform

model. He reminds, that the maturity level of start-up firms is critical.

5.3.3 Value creation potential

I n this section the percepti on oréation potestiglisor s 6

analysed.
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Starting wit htheylare foduding eneirsvdstment ctitéria, which in their case
requires start-up firms focusing on energy, hardware and digitalization, and having a right
business model accordingly. Therefore, the access to the right focused network is essential.
The firm sees that the platform can be created as an efficient tool. What comes to the
devel opment of the platform Alnvestor 10

for example the development of start-up firms to a more mature phase and support them to
improve management skills. Concerning smooth communications, the firm proposes a push

function in order to speed up the information flow.

Comparedto the previousfirmi | nvest or 20 i ntr oduc egtievaue
creation potential. The firm sees that the tool is having a potential of enhancing the personal
interaction and matchmaking for investors. This is linked to the right and focused network
of counterparties, where also the contacts of other investors can bring the value to the
pl atfor m. filnvest or 20 p aupfrmsaas they mded to e rebdy

for global markets:

val ue

mat u

filnternational ity is deci shawe a sglweb alr ep dtnevretsitalnég

In addition, the accelerator can provide support, for example by adding the more interactive
marketing opportunities for firms (i.e. video clips, interactive events), and improving the
quality of open calls:

ié it coulskcitnolnuderai nvest or n@tom foreexampe 5{6 élifles ar

some 20 sec video clips where an investor could summarize the areas they are interested in and the

short

type of firms they are keen on with the contact in

Al nvesetgri v8s a diverse det an fdotential. Canemingacan
accelerator® communication, the newsletter can be regular with novel content, right length

and visually attractive including a push function to speed up the communications. The lack

val

of active engagement of members of the platform concernst he r epr esent ati ve.

proposes specific expert services as follows: filtered data and insights of markets, network
information about start-ups, and introduction of stories, trends and summaries. Platform can

be more active on matchmaking of investors by providing effective deal flows within the

focused networ k. Al nvestor 30 considers he p
use, consisting of accurate, providing filtered data, linking people and companies easily. On

the other hand, il nvestor 30 observes t he val ue
i nvestor s, as platform can disrupt venture ¢ceé

moneyo, or strat-epgic funds and start
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I n addition to previoaus4 oi rsveeesst arh ef ivramhsu efi lorfv el se
is exploring the new forms of organizing innovation. To this investor the success cases (i.e.

references) and start-up firmséreadiness to global markets creates value.

The same aspects asrteorp o5 ontceodmpbayr efidl ntvoe t he pr e
Ailnvestor 50 remarks the current business mod
incentive model and enhancement of openness. Regarding the tool it can be flexible in
terms of software, and resource (time savings) efficient. The global nature of the network is

more attractive as it can even enhance scalability.

5.3.4 Summary

In this chapter | summarize value creation, value creation challenges and value creation

potential in investorsostakeholder group, see also Appendices 371 5.

Summary of the value creation for investorséstakeholder group

At least two aspects are shared within the group, namely the role of a platform as an efficient
tool and the value of the platform as a provider of business opportunities for stakeholders,
especially for start-up firms. Two firms mentioned the potential business opportunities. Only

one interviewee, Investor 5, were unable to name any value yet.

On the other hand, investors do not share the value of openness of business model
openness or marketing and visibility within the network, not the communications from
ABet ao, a smertitnedyonlywby sirgle investors. The reason for this is probably
their passiveness on the platform itself, even though they participate the events actively.
Therefore, the role of personal interaction is manifested relatively low despite the nature of
regular engagement of start-up firms in face-to-face meetings by investors. Due to the

passiveness investor& group is gaining less add-value yet.

Summary of value creation challenge for investorséstakeholder group

Concerning the value creation challenges in the investor stakeholder group there are not a
single topic shared with all investors. However, three or four investors remarks that
communication from accelerator and platform actions is important. However, as investors

follow the investment criteria, that might slow down the value creation of the platform.
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Generally, they are critical regarding the adding value of the platform. It might be the reason

for their commitment and passiveness on the platform.

The value creation challenges that only single investors mention are for example business
model of an accelerator, quality of calls or large firm& commitment or strategic focus.
Interestingly the personal interaction plays a role only to two investors albeit the evaluation
of a start-up firm is quite often based on personal encounter. Even though the investors
are interested in new firms their lack of visibility is not widely noted. Moreover, as investors
follow their investment criteria the maturity of small and start-up firms is a value creation
challenge only for two investors. In addition, data accuracy seems to be relevant only for
two investors, although the investors are used to evaluate firm data. Goal conflict between
stakeholders is mentioned also two time, but its role and wider understanding of it is
valuable when developing the platform. Despite to a low activity on the platform investors
are not concerned about their engagement, the novelty of the tool, nor the lack of awareness

of new possibilities for them.

Summary of value creation potential for investorsdstakeholder group

Three common factors which can create value are platform as an efficient tool, existence of
right and focused innovation network, and availability of support and expert service from an
accelerator. Platform, which is providing valuable references is mentioned by three

investors.

The following factors play a minor role for investors in creating a value potential: the
business model (i.e. openness and potential incentives) of an accelerator, communications,
and learning aspect. In addition, the quality of calls is mentioned only by one firm. In
addition, the awareness of investment criteria and a right maturity of start-up firms are
essential factors for investors. Investment criteria can be seen both limiting but also a factor

of setting the right focus to the platform.

Surprisingly the global innovation network is not that important to investors when creating
value on the platform. Another interesting observation from one investor is the role of an
accelerator as a competitor to investors in their traditional role in financing. Investment

criteria and the maturity of the firms are taken as granted, or business-as-usual, as well.
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5.4 Summary within all stakeholder groups

In this chapter | summarize value creation, value creation challenges and value creation

potential within all stakeholder groups.

5.4.1 Value creation within all stakeholder groups

The key findings regarding value creation of a digital innovation for all stakeholder groups
involved are as follows (see Figure 12): All stakeholders share the value of platform as an
efficient tool and personal interaction.

For corporations the active collaboration with the accelerator including the communications
particularly the open call phase has been useful. Corporations have seen the platform as
valuable cross-industry innovation network, which has a global reach. The network is seen
a new way of getting novel ideas for developing their businesses. Learning and learning of

a new innovation tool have been partly a valuable element for large firms.

For small and start-up firms the platform is a network, which enhances their business
opportunities, particularly with large firms. Support which small and start-up firms have
gained from the accelerator has been useful. Corporations together with small and start-up
firms see the value of having a focused innovation network involved, including the learning

aspect as well.

For investors the platform is a place of business opportunities, which they see valuable
particularly for start-up firms. Investors and small and start-ups firms appreciate both the

networking opportunities within the platform and event.
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Figure 12. The main themes of value creation within all stakeholder groups.

5.4.2 Value creation challenges in all stakeholder groups

To sum up, value creation challenges varies among the all stakeholder groups. There is no

shared common view any of the themes (see Figure 13). A few themes are shared between

two groups, but still there is no major agreement on those as well. All the other themes are

mentioned only by one or two firms.

| analyse a few similarities between two stakeholder groups as follows:

Concerning accelerator two small and start-up firms and one investor are concerned

about the accelerator 6s kmall and stast-ap firme ahd
three investors see the lack or quality of a communications as one factor which can
burden value creation.

Corporations and investors have a few points in common. One corporation and one
investor point out the role of a quality of a call remarkable, whereas one corporation
and one small and start-up firms pay attention to lack of references. Similarly, one
corporation and one investor see the novelty of the platform as an issue for value

creation.
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- Regarding the lack of maturity of small and start-up firms it is important especially
to the small and stat-up firms and investors, which makes sense in terms of a normal

collaboration between these two stakeholders.

. Small and start-up
firm’s maturity
Investment criteria
Lack of investor commitment Lack of add value

Figure 13. The main themes of value creation challenge within all stakeholder groups.

Thus, the value creation challenges are very different for stakeholders, and therefore the
tackling of the challenges requires a good understanding of the expectations before and

during the collaboration to create value on balance.

5.4.3 Value creation potential in all stakeholder groups

As a summary of value creation potential all three stakeholder groups (see Figure 14) they
value the proactive communications and availability or development of expert services as
an additional value. Both large firms and investors indicates the development of the platform
as an effective tool. Moreover, the same stakeholder groups relay on focused innovation

network also in the future.






































































































