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Abstract 

 

This chapter develops a typology of B2B platform business models. B2B platforms can be 

divided into three types depending on the nature of the platform market structures they enable. 

(1) The product-service platformizer business model creates a platform-like interface on top of 

a product or service and helps bring in production-side complements to join the focal firm’s 

value proposition. (2) The platform ecosystem orchestrator opens a multi-sided market on top 

of a B2B product-service value proposition and enables customers to select complements from 

an ecosystem. (3) The platform market guardian creates an open or semi-open platform 

marketplace for other B2B firms to transact products or services. For each type, we discuss and 

illustrate the B2B firm’s value creation and capture logic, platform governance, and platform 

architecture characteristics. 
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Preface 

 
The game-changing impact of B2B platform business models cannot be overstated as we 

approach the next decade. The B2B platform markets are experiencing an unprecedented surge 

in revenue, transactions, and participation by firms, fuelled by the accelerating digitalization 

and automation of business processes. B2B platform business models will be the ultimate tool 

for firms to connect, collaborate, and transact with one another, becoming the cornerstone of 

future business growth. The emergence of B2B platform ecosystems and B2B marketplaces is 

a game-changer for many industries as they offer access to a diverse range of complementors 

and customers – enabling radically new types of modular and connected value propositions. 

Technological advancements such as data analytics and artificial intelligence will add a new 

dimension to B2B platform offerings, catering to the ever-evolving customer needs. B2B 

platform owners are currently in the process of developing specialized ecosystems and 

marketplaces with the aim of strengthening their competitive position in industries such as 

healthcare, manufacturing, and logistics. Furthermore, certain B2B platform owners are 

committed to creating innovative B2B platform ecosystems that surpass the boundaries of 

specific industries, akin to the highly successful Amazon Marketplace and Google Play models. 

In light of the transformative potential of B2B platforms, it is imperative that any B2B firm 

striving to maintain competitiveness in the forthcoming decade to embrace the potential of B2B 

platforms. 

 

 
1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Digital technologies, especially digital platforms, have been the main driver of business model 

innovation in B2C markets for some time (Cennamo, 2021; Zhao et al., 2020). Platform 

business models1 are particularly attuned to wide audiences with heterogeneous needs, such as 

consumers of music (Spotify), mobility (Uber), and entertainment (Netflix). The most iconic 

examples of platform business models are embedded in the software platform ecosystems of 

Google and Apple, which serve almost all types of customer needs (Karhu et al., 2020). Such 

platform ecosystems are characterized by a winner-take-all approach and powerful indirect and 

direct network effects (Cusumano et al., 2019). Overall, the literature on platforms in the B2C 

area has started to consolidate and mature across different disciplines (Rietveld and Schilling, 

2021). The broad excitement around B2C platforms has, however, led to overlooking another 

important trend – the increasing emergence of successful platform business models in B2B 

markets. In fact, various types of platform business models have become of strategic 

importance to industrial technology providers (e.g., ABB Ability, Siemens’s Mindsphere), 

construction equipment industry leaders (e.g., Volvo Connect), industrial software providers 

(e.g., AppExchange by Salesforce), maritime firms (e.g., Kongsberg’s Kognifai), sustainable 

energy providers (e.g., Vestas’s Covento), and in many other industries. 

 
1 Throughout this chapter, we refer to “platform business models” when discussing different types of business 

models that operate on a digital platform. We use this as a generic term that encompasses all B2B models that 

involve a platform-like feature (we distinguish the three types later in the chapter). 
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The potential of B2B platform business models is massive (Ziegler et al., 2022). Many industry 

leaders have realized that even the capital intensive and high-technology firms are no longer 

best operated in a vertically integrated silo-organizations (Holgersson et al., 2022; Khanagha 

et al., 2022). Rather, firms are looking for new ways to attract different actors beyond the 

typical B2B partnerships, and fundamentally “change the game” for industrial incumbents and 

their business models (Jacobides, 2022). The benefits of platform and ecosystem approaches 

are increasingly available, as digital technologies and interfaces allow B2B firms engage with 

larger and more varied number of external actors (Daymond et al., 2022; Gawer, 2021). For 

instance, many B2B firms are pursuing to emulate the success of consumer platforms such as 

Apple’s Appstore in the attempt to attract innovative and valuable complementors to their 

offerings. Interestingly, this approach has started to bear fruit not only with digital-only B2B 

firms (such as with SaaS providers like Salesforce), but also with firms that develop and deliver 

tangible offerings. A typical example is a firm that has a competitive customer value 

proposition in the form of a product-service bundle which involves various sensors and 

software (Jovanovic et al., 2022b). For instance, Volvo provides construction equipment and 

Metso Outotec provides mining equipment to large industrial customers. Instead of capitalizing 

on digital capabilities of such smart products internally, Volvo and Metso Outotec unlocked a 

platform business model where different complementors may connect to their platforms via 

APIs and provide new functionalities to their value proposition, also allowing customers to 

choose from those functionalities. Here, the industrial incumbents would be moving to a fully-

fledged platform ecosystem model where complementors unlock innovations and the 

customer’s value grows as their ability to use the value proposition improves2. Some other B2B 

firms, as we will discuss more in detail later in this chapter, have pursued to build platform 

marketplaces (Lanzolla and Frankort, 2016) that lead to the elimination of intermediaries from 

electronic value chains (Giaglis et al., 2002). For instance, Firms such as Vestas and Floow2 

have set up multisided platforms for other B2B firms to transact different types of resources 

and materials in an efficient manner.  

 

Indeed, we are witnessing a surge of new B2B platform business models and the expectation 

is that this market will grow rapidly in the coming years. A report by Research and Markets 

estimates that the global business-to-business platform market size is estimated to reach USD 

25.65 trillion by 2028, expanding at a CAGR of 18.7% from 2021 to 2028. However, despite 

the increasing interest in the area and the potential benefits that have already been identified 

(Anderson et al., 2022; Jovanovic et al., 2022b; Pattinson et al., 2022), the B2B platform 

literature is still very much in its infancy. On one hand the real-world emergence of platform 

ecosystems in the B2B context is slow (Jovanovic et al., 2022a), and industrial firms 

experimenting with platform business models are struggling to build full-fledged platform 

ecosystems and related growth dynamics (Falk and Riemensperger, 2019). On the other hand, 

there is significant heterogeneity of B2B industrial relationships, which also implies a narrower 

 
2 We use Volvo and Metso Outotec here an aspirational illustration of the platform trajectory of large B2B firms. 

However, while both Volvo and Metso Outotec have “smart connected products”, neither of the firms are so far 

operating in full-fledged platform ecosystem model as envisioned here.  
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scope of B2B platform ecosystem and platform market dynamics that go beyond the winner-

take-all strategies witnessed in the B2C context (McIntyre, 2019; McIntyre et al., 2021). 

Indeed, building platform business models in B2B entails challenges related to the 

configuration of value creation, value delivery, and value capture mechanisms, both internally 

and in relation to the emerging platform ecosystems (Böttcher et al., 2022; Volberda et al., 

2021). For instance, there are challenges regarding the role of the prospective platform owner, 

the ecosystem partnering strategy, platform architecture, platform governance and engagement, 

and success metrics (Jacobides, 2022). Further challenges include the fact that that 

complementary firms joining B2B platforms might have a competitive relationship or a major 

bargaining power in relation to the platform owner (Yrjölä et al., 2023). In general, partnerships 

in B2B markets are characterized by high capital intensity, heterogeneity, transaction costs, 

and uncertainty (Kostis and Ritala, 2020), thus reducing the possibilities for quick scaling of 

platform ecosystems (Jovanovic et al., 2022b). Therefore, the prospective platform owners 

need to address challenges on both the supply and demand sides of its platform business model 

that involves substantial amounts of complexity and uncertainty (Bonina et al., 2021; Lanzolla 

and Markides, 2021). 

 

B2B firms do not often create platforms from the scratch, but build those within or on top of 

their existing offerings. In other words, “platformization” is taking place in B2B markets with 

firms engaging in the development of platform-based meta-organizations and other novel 

organizing forms (Gulati et al., 2012; Kretschmer et al., 2022). Yet, we still know little about 

how the process of platformization unfolds for B2B firms (Jacobides, 2022). Platformization 

challenges B2B firms to undertake novel reconfigurations across value creation, value delivery, 

and value capture (Snihur and Eisenhardt, 2022), leading to multiple and often conflicting 

business models (Visnjic et al., 2022). Furthermore, it has been shown in practice that B2B 

platforms are not a “winner-takes-all” game, but rather fragmented, heterogeneous, and 

organically developing field (Ziegler et al., 2022). Therefore, applying a holistic and 

evolutionary perspective of B2B platform business models is a major untapped opportunity 

(Hanelt et al., 2021), given the potential generativity benefits available in the platform markets 

(Thomas and Tee, 2022). 

 

This chapter develops a framework supported by examples of three types of B2B platform 

business models with gradually increasing levels of platformization. First, we identify the 

product-service platformizer. This business model involves a platform-like logic on the supply 

side of the B2B firm, in which different complementors may contribute to the core of the 

platform owner’s product-service offering (cf. contributors, Bonina et al., 2021). However, this 

business model does not yet unlock the customer side (e.g., demand side) of a platform market, 

so the integration of complementors remains the duty of the platform owner firm. An example 

of a product-service platformizer is the way many industrial firms approach collaboration with 

complementors. For instance, KONE has an ecosystem model in which complementors can 

experiment with KONE APIs (Application Programming Interfaces), and work with KONE to 

find the most feasible solutions that can be offered to the customer base3 (Huikkola et al., 2022). 

 
3 https://dev.kone.com/api-portal/inspiration/ecosystem. 

https://dev.kone.com/api-portal/inspiration/ecosystem
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Similarly, Volvo Connect allows Volvo to add complementors4 like drone manufacturers to 

improve the functionality of Volvo’s construction equipment in difficult environments like 

mining and machine fleets optimization (Jovanovic et al., 2022b; Saadatmand et al., 2019). 

Second, we identify the platform ecosystem orchestrator business model, which resembles the 

archetypal logic used in B2C markets. Here, the incumbent firm opens a platform ecosystem 

of peripheral complementors by allowing the customer to select from those complementors 

(Bonina et al., 2021). For instance, Kongsberg’s Kognifai platform helps users of maritime 

fleets acquire value-added digital complementors like engine propulsion analytics or other 

vessel and fleet operation management applications. Another example from the software 

industry is Salesforce AppExchange, which allows users of the Salesforce platform to choose 

additional applications to complement the core Salesforce B2B software offering. Third, we 

identify the platform market guardian business model, in which the firm creates a separate 

marketplace in which other B2B can transact (de la Boulaye et al., 2019), and that can involve 

some products, services, or technologies from the focal firm to support the creation and 

maintenance of the marketplace. For instance, Floow25 provides sharing marketplaces for 

matching the supply of and demand for industrial resources (Blackburn et al., 2022). 

 

Our chapter contributes to the nascent B2B platform scholarship and practice. First, we identify 

different types of B2B platform business models that have fundamentally different logics of 

value creation and capture, as well as how the platform markets are organized and governed. 

These results add to the ongoing discussion on value creation and value capture in the business 

model innovation (Sjödin et al., 2020a) and platform business models (Zhao et al., 2020) in 

B2B markets by unpacking the evolutionary trajectory of B2B platform development (Bonina 

et al., 2021). Second, we identify the key differences between B2B and B2C platforms 

(Jovanovic et al., 2022b), and use these differences to elaborate on how B2B firms – and 

especially industrial incumbent firms – can extend their existing resources and capabilities to 

create new types of platform business models. Relatedly, we also provide insights into the 

emerging literature on generativity that has mostly focused on B2C context (Thomas and Tee, 

2022) by distilling the key generativity components at different stages of platform development 

in B2B markets. Third, in practical terms, the chapter will help B2B firms and platform 

orchestrators make choices about platform design (Tura et al., 2018), platform market structure 

(Cennamo, 2021), and the investments they make on the supply and demand sides of platform 

business model innovation (Bonina et al., 2021; Lanzolla and Markides, 2021). 

  

 
4 Following the typical conceptualization in the platform literature, we refer to “complementors” when 

discussing the productive inputs to a platform (e.g., software applications or drones), and to “complementors” 

when discussing the firms providing those complementors. 
5 https://www.floow2.com/about-us.html. 

https://www.floow2.com/about-us.html
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2. PLATFORMS, ECOSYSTEMS, AND BUSINESS MODEL INNOVATION IN B2B 

MARKETS 

 

Digital transformation touches on organizational processes and structures and enables setting 

up platforms and ecosystems that reconfigure value creation and capture opportunities 

(Dąbrowska et al., 2022). The emergence of platforms and ecosystems has resulted in the 

expansion and dissolution of previously well-delineated supply chain activities, opening up the 

realm of digital competition (Jacobides, 2022) and expanding B2B collaborations across 

industry boundaries (Aarikka-Stenroos and Ritala, 2017). Ecosystems and platforms create a 

loosely coupled logic in which participants are simultaneously interdependent and independent 

and that challenges existing ideas about what is the best way to organize (Jacobides et al., 

2018).  

 

Thus far, the literature on platforms and platform business models has been dominated by B2C 

examples, so the main theoretical arguments fit best with B2C contexts (Cennamo, 2021; 

Rietveld and Schilling, 2021). B2B platforms are likely to include some similar features 

acknowledged in the existing platform literature, such as the existence of network effects in 

relation to the quality and heterogeneity of complementors (Boudreau et al., 2022; McIntyre 

and Srinivasan, 2017), the distinctive role of a platform owner (or orchestrator) (Thomas and 

Ritala, 2022), and the generative value of the B2B platform and associated ecosystem (Thomas 

and Tee, 2022). However, there are also major differences between the two contexts. First, the 

platform architecture in B2B markets are often built gradually as B2B actors are well aware of 

the captive power of the focal platform, which subsequently involves resource intensive 

orchestration by the platform owner that includes dyadic contracting with a limited number of 

complementors (Ceccagnoli et al., 2012; Jovanovic et al., 2022b) with potentially large 

bargaining powers and variety of competitive positions (Yrjölä et al., 2023). Consequently, 

both direct and indirect network effects are significantly weaker in B2B markets, implying that 

the rapid platform market growth and winner-take-all platform strategy used in B2C markets 

are unlikely to occur (McIntyre, 2019; Ziegler et al., 2022). Second, B2B markets often include 

tangible assets like industrial machinery, industrial sites, and a variety of raw materials and 

components. As the number of these assets is high and their nature is often capital intensive, 

they are usually controlled by a few industry-specific players making their mobility less 

dynamic than in B2C markets. Still, the potential upside is the emergence of sensors and 

Internet of Things (IoT) technology, which allows for greater connectivity to industrial assets 

and opens the door to the creation of platform ecosystems in B2B markets (Karttunen et al., 

2021; Pushpananthan and Elmquist, 2022).  

 

One unifying foundation that portrays both B2C and B2B platforms is the recognition that 

digital platforms are essentially meta-organizations (Blackburn et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2022; 

Kretschmer et al., 2022); that is, organizations comprised of autonomous organizations (Gulati 

et al., 2012). A meta-organizational structure means that platform owners need to build 

incentive structures, technological interfaces, and other governance mechanisms to organize 

the inputs from different complementary actors (Blackburn et al., 2022). In B2B markets, this 

requires iterative multilateral negotiations, contracting, and a variety of trials to set up platform 
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ecosystems with valuable complementors. This development can lead to platform ecosystems, 

in which industrial firms gradually evolve into meta-organizations that “(1) federate and 

coordinate constitutive agents who can innovate and compete, (2) create value by generating 

and harnessing economies of scope in supply or/and in demand, and (3) entail a modular 

technological architecture composed of a core and a periphery” (Gawer, 2014, p. 1240). 

 

The early contributions to B2B platform research provide evidence of how platformization 

transforms B2B business models in different ways (Benbya et al., 2020). Emerging evidence 

also shows that B2B firms are struggling to create and scale workable platforms and platform 

ecosystems (Falk and Riemensperger, 2019). Given the relative novelty of the phenomenon, 

and the emergent nature of B2B platforms on top of existing businesses, research has often 

focused on early phases of B2B platform development or to organizational transformations 

towards platform logics. For instance, the processes of platform and ecosystem emergence, 

transition, and evolution have garnered significant scholarly attention (Daymond et al., 2022). 

For instance, Sandberg et al. (2020) conducted a longitudinal case study of digital transitions 

phases at ABB and argued that different stages have inherently different platform organizing 

logic, while Jovanovic et al. (2022) demonstrated in a multiple case study that industrial firms 

move from product platforms toward full-fledged platform ecosystems. Pushpananthan and 

Elmquist (2022) describe a case where Volvo autonomous driving technology platform started 

to gradually involve platform ecosystem features. Jääskeläinen et al. (2021) analyzed a 

longitudinal case in the media industry where an established news agency opened a platform 

market for one of its products, thus transforming a legacy business model into a platform 

business model. Khanagha et al. (2022) explored how Cisco simultaneously participated as 

complementors in the Cloud platform and a platform owner in the Fog platform. Similarly, 

Tian et al. (2022) present a sequential and simultaneous business model adaptation path for 

developing a platform business model. Overall, the emerging evidence in the B2B platform 

literature points out different levels of platformization, a notion that serves as the starting point 

for the remainder of this chapter, in which we identify different types of B2B platform business 

models. 

 

3. THREE TYPES OF B2B PLATFORM BUSINESS MODELS 

 

The aforementioned foundations related to meta-organizational features of B2B platforms, 

specifically platform architecture and platform governance, and the trajectory of 

platformization, help us to characterize different platform business models in B2B markets. 

We identify different platform business models in relation to various evolutionary stages of 

platform ecosystem development (Gawer, 2009, p. 59). Using a number of empirical examples, 

we expect that many B2B platforms are first trialed as core platform architecture development 

with various complementors on the production side that is tightly coupled with the platform 

owner’s value proposition. We call this phase the product-service platformizer. The second 

stage is the platform ecosystem orchestrator, in which customers can select peripheral 

complementors to platform owner’s ecosystem value proposition, orchestrated by the platform 

owner. Finally, the third stage, the platform market guardian, creates a marketplace for B2B 

firms that is operated by the platform owner, but the added value is generated through the 
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exchange of supply and demand with other firms in the marketplace, with the focal firm playing 

a variety of roles. Table 1 summarizes these types; we discuss and provide examples of each 

in greater detail below. 

 

 Product-Service 

Platformizer 

Platform Ecosystem 

Orchestrator 

Platform  

Market Guardian 

Platform 

business model 

transformation  

Opening access for 

complementors to co-

create a joint platform 

value proposition that 

is tightly coupled by 

the platform owner 

Opening a multisided 

platform with two 

ecosystem value 

propositions: one for 

complementors and one 

for customers 

Creating an open or semi-

open marketplace for B2B 

actors’ transactions, partially 

or completely disconnected 

from the platform owner’s 

operations 

Platform Business Model 

Value creation Improved focal firm’s 

B2B offering by 

integrating core 

complementors’ 

inputs to existing 

product-service 

bundles  

(e.g., specialized 

platform services) 

Generative ecosystem 

with peripheral 

complementary inputs 

that add to the platform 

owner’s ecosystem 

offering (e.g., advanced 

optimization and 

autonomous solutions) 

Open or semi-open 

marketplace for industry-

level competition and 

collaboration (e.g., an 

industry materials exchange 

platform that is neutral and 

accessible to all participants) 

 

 

Value capture Bundling 

complementary 

products and services 

into an integrated B2B 

offering with different 

pricing schemes (e.g., 

tiered pricing, usage-

based pricing, 

dynamic pricing) 

Capturing the focal part 

of ecosystem value via 

profit split among B2B 

partners or increasing 

customer willingness-to-

pay for the overall 

ecosystem value 

proposition 

Charging a fee for the 

platform marketplace 

transactions and/or platform 

use 

 

Indirect benefits via future 

market growth or serving 

existing business model by 

bringing in new customers  

Platform Ecosystem 

Platform 

architecture  

Core platform 

architecture  

 

Leveraging 

modularity (e.g., APIs 

and interfaces)  

 

 

 

Core and peripheral 

platform architecture  

 

Open APIs and 

interfaces 

 

Data aggregation (e.g., 

different 

complementors’ data 

contributions) 

Core, peripheral, and 

distributed or decentralized 

platform architecture 

 

Ensuring platform data 

neutrality in relation to 

efficient search and 

matchmaking 

 

 

Platform 

governance  

Accumulating 

innovative and 

specialized 

complementors on the 

production side and  

securing or 

contracting 

intellectual property 

rights aligned with the 

proprietary platform 

Accumulating a wide 

range of complementors 

while ensuring that 

platform governance is 

based on value-adding 

data-driven 

contributions  

Market-based governance 

that balance the supply and 

demand sides of the platform 

market with additional 

contractual and relational 

governance when needed 

 

 

Table 1. Platform business model archetypes in B2B markets 
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3.1 Product-Service Platformizer 

 

First, the product-service platformizer describes a model in which a firm focuses on the 

production side partnerships of the platform business model. Often, this relates to the building 

of platform-based smart solutions that augment its products and services (Kohtamäki et al., 

2022; Raff et al., 2020). In the literature the production- or supply-side partners have been 

called contributors (Bonina et al., 2021) or complementors (Adner, 2017), with the common 

feature being that they add value to the focal firm’s value proposition in the eyes of the 

customer. 

 

The product-service platformizer business model typically emerges by increasing possibilities 

to engage with digital partnerships (Sjödin et al., 2022) on the production side of incumbent 

firms (Subramaniam, 2022). This development is in line with the more general and well-known 

multilateral B2B partner engagement process (Reinartz and Berkmann, 2018; Vivek et al., 

2022) that includes establishing unique partnerships among different B2B actors in relation to 

the focal firm’s business model (Pauli et al., 2021). In the product-service platformizer business 

model, the B2B partnerships are plugged in via digital interfaces that resemble the functionality 

of a platform while retaining the focal firm’s governance and control over partner selection and 

the substance of the collaboration, an approach that is similar to classic B2B partnerships. 

 

Value creation frequently starts with the installation of a wide range of sensors (e.g., motion, 

environmental, level, optical etc.) that allow the connectivity of industrial assets to the platform 

(Subramaniam, 2022). Through such sensors, monitoring and visualizing different product- 

and service-related processes unlock the initial complementary features to existing B2B 

offerings. As they become more digitally mature, firms often combine different streams of data 

and identify patterns that allow higher-order value creation to their customers, such as 

industrial optimization services. The concept of value capture refers to the ability of firms to 

generate revenue from its products or services. One way that firms can capture additional value 

is by bundling existing products and services with new offerings. Another strategy for value 

capture is to offer new services for free, but with the expectation that customers will eventually 

purchase other products or services from the firm (e.g., free trials). Finally, firms may adopt a 

subscription-based pricing model for their products and services. In this model, customers pay 

a recurring fee for access to a product or service over a set period of time (e.g., monthly or 

annually). By extending the contract timeframe in this way, firms can capture additional value 

from their customers and build predictable revenue streams (Visnjic et al., 2018). 

 

While it is possible to build a platform architecture from scratch, it is often challenging for a 

focal firm for develop adequate digital capabilities internally. More frequently, firms seek a 

partnership among large software providers (such as Microsoft or Amazon cloud services) or 

specialized technology providers to develop the required level of platform architecture. In 

either case, the platform architecture focuses on enabling modularity and related scalability 

(Holgersson et al., 2022) to the core product-service value proposition. In terms of platform 

governance, the product-service platformizer archetype often emerges as a proprietary platform 
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(closed) where intellectual property rights are carefully guarded (Eisenmann, 2008). Therefore, 

a relationship with production-side complementors is often set up under strict non-disclosure 

and collaboration agreements. Finally, the complementor visibility to customers is limited due 

to tight coupling with the focal firm’s product-service bundles.   

 

A good example of a product-service platformizer is Volvo Connect, a bundle of connected 

B2B services and technologies offered by Volvo. It allows the firm’s customers to access a 

range of services and dashboards through the Volvo On Call app, including real-time traffic 

status, remote start, climate control, and the ability to locate and lock a vehicle. The Volvo 

Connect also includes services for fleet management, such as fuel tracking and maintenance 

alerts. Moreover, Volvo is engaging with drone manufacturers in mining for a variety of 

purposes, such as conducting inspections, surveying mine sites, and even remote operation of 

equipment. Additionally, drones can provide a safer and more efficient way to perform certain 

tasks in the mining industry. For instance, they can be used in the development of tunnels in 

mines and in the analysis of conditions and security prior to sending in personnel. By tightly 

coupling core complementors into the Volvo Connect product-service bundle, the firm is able 

to effectively use the platform-like complementarities in its value proposition while keeping a 

close watch on the overall business model and the quality of its products and services. 

 

3.2 Platform Ecosystem Orchestrator 

 

Second, the platform ecosystem orchestrator archetype establishes a platform ecosystem 

(Kretschmer et al., 2022) via multilateral B2B partnerships (Jovanovic et al., 2022b). Like in 

the first type, complementor engagement represents a critical activity for the success for the 

focal firm (Saadatmand et al., 2019). However, here the focal firm uses open APIs or other 

interfaces to allow peripheral complementors to innovate on top of its existing value 

proposition; it thus represents the classic understanding of a modular ecosystem (Adner, 2017; 

Jacobides et al., 2018). 

 

The key value creation challenge for platform ecosystem orchestrators is to establish a double 

ecosystem value proposition that creates value for customers and for ecosystem complementors 

(Jacobides, 2022; Jarvi et al., 2010). In B2B markets, the offering is often complex, such as 5G 

connectivity solutions for various applications, improving the efficiency of people flow, 

optimizing multi-vendor fleet management, or maximizing materials extraction in mining. In 

those cases, complementors are specialized industrial or software firms that are certified and 

visible to customers (Ceccagnoli et al., 2012). Therefore, a complex solution is underpinned 

by a platform ecosystem. More importantly, expanding the platform ecosystem value to 

peripheral complementors is as relevant as for customers as the focal solution represent a clear 

win-win-win for the platform owner, complementors, and customers. The value capture is often 

resolved as a revenue split between the focal firm and the complementors. However, B2B 

actors are often aware that their role may change from one project to another, requiring a 

readjustment of the value capture mechanism for each project (Lingens et al., 2021). Thus, in 

B2B platforms the value capture logic may not be as standardized as in B2C platforms (such 

as the typical 30% revenue share model popularized by the Apple app store). 
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The platform architecture represents a data aggregation from both supply- and demand-side 

participants that requires a more open platform than the product-service platformizer. Data 

aggregation includes increased data volume and data variety that may be utilized for developing 

innovative services (Jovanovic et al., 2022b). Additionally, the focal firm needs to guide and 

train complementors and customers to integrate specific APIs and co-create platform services. 

As a result, an agile software engineering approach has become more prominent when 

developing B2B digital solutions (Sjödin et al., 2020b). Platform governance is extremely 

important for this archetype, as the focal firm needs the support of a broader range of 

complementors. Moreover, the focal firm often needs to seek and onboard global or digital-

native complementors that may have no connection with the focal firm’s experience and 

knowledge base, requiring the development of mechanisms for knowledge sharing and for 

contractual and relational governance (Oinonen et al., 2018). Finally, customers often consume 

products and services from a wide range of vendors, which requires interoperability between 

and the combination of different platform ecosystems with coopetition-based platform business 

models (Ritala et al., 2014; Yrjölä et al., 2023). 

 

The platform ecosystem orchestrator archetype is exemplified by Kognifai, an open platform 

ecosystem developed by Kongsberg, a maritime firm. The purpose of Kognifai is to assist 

companies in various industries, including maritime, oil and gas, and renewable energy, in 

collecting, analyzing, and sharing data to enhance their operations and decision-making 

processes. The platform ecosystem comprises a variety of tools and services for data 

management, analytics, and collaboration, as well as access to a community of complementors 

that can assist the platform owner and customers in implementing and realizing the benefits of 

Kognifai. The Kognifai platform ecosystem operates on top of different vessels and fleets, 

creating value for a broad range of maritime B2B firms and their customers. 

 

A second example is ABB Ability, which is offered by ABB, a leading technology firm that 

operates in the fields of energy, automation, and transportation. While ABB Ability represents 

a proprietary platform (e.g., product-service platformizer), the ABB Ability Building 

Ecosystem is an open platform ecosystem and is focused on solutions for the building industry, 

including products and services for building automation, energy management, and other 

building-related applications. The ABB Ability Building Ecosystem is designed to help 

building owners and operators improve the performance, efficiency, and sustainability of their 

buildings by leveraging various complementary applications from the ecosystem. 

 

Finally, B2B software vendors are also increasingly building platform ecosystems on top of 

their software offerings. Salesforce AppExchange is a typical example of such a model. While 

Salesforce’s enterprise customers enjoy the core software offering, a customer relationship 

management tool that empowers the support, sales, and marketing teams’ operations, 

AppExchange enables Salesforce to extend its offerings with a large number of complementary 

applications that enterprise customers can purchase from a dedicated app store. Effectively, 

Salesforce has turned itself from a software-as-a-service firm into a full-fledged platform 

ecosystem orchestrator. 
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3.3 Platform Market Guardian 

 

Finally, the platform market guardian refers to a separate platform market structure (such as a 

marketplace or decentralized data platform) set up by a focal firm who may be the platform’s 

owner to serve the needs of a whole industry or industry segments (Blackburn et al., 2022; 

Jovanovic et al., 2022a). In the B2B context, firms are often reluctant to share any sensitive 

information, especially through technology suggested by a platform owner that may be a 

potential rival. For instance, due to data security concerns, a centralized database may not be 

the best approach to building an industry platform. Therefore, we are witnessing an increasing 

amounts of B2B platform marketplaces that are effectively separated from the platform owner 

that established them (thus the “guardian” reference) or loosely connected to the platform 

owner’s core technologies, products, or services. 

 

Value creation and value capture are derived from the typical two-sided platform economics 

comprised of buyers and sellers (Parker et al., 2016). Buyers and sellers gain access to one 

marketplace, where ideally the products and services are accessible – and neutral in terms of 

competitive tensions – to an entire industry or beyond. Such platforms increase transparency 

around terms, products, and services and enhance efficiency across product and services 

transactions. Value capture is achieved by charging a fixed fee, earning commissions from 

buyers and sellers on the market, or adopting the “generative appropriability” approach (Ahuja 

et al., 2013), in which future profits and opportunities for the platform market guardian come 

indirectly. Examples of such future benefits include increased support for the platform owner’s 

technologies and product-service portfolios or attracting in new customers. 

 

Platform architecture and governance are determined by the platform market guardian, often 

in collaboration and coordination with other industry players (e.g., consortium). Ensuring 

platform owner neutrality is the critical aspect and often involves advisory boards representing 

the major players on such platforms (Jovanovic et al., 2022a). In fact, given the heterogeneity 

of B2B markets, platform market guardians often need to adopt additional contractual and 

relational governance processes to ensure the smooth adoption of a platform market and 

effective matchmaking, which goes well beyond the typical B2C multi-sided platforms. 

Additionally, platform regulation, standardization and interoperability may enhance the 

adoption of such platforms (Cusumano et al., 2021; Jacobides and Lianos, 2021). 

 

The aftermarket of the renewable energy sector, comprising of spare parts, components, and 

consumables, is often fragmented across different vendors and technologies. Vestas Covento 

aims to address this issue by providing a two-sided platform that facilitates connections and 

collaborations between buyers and sellers within the renewable energy landscape. The platform 

aims to increase transparency and efficiency in transactions related to parts and services. By 

providing a single platform for buyers and sellers, search costs are significantly reduced. 

Additionally, the platform has the potential to expand to other segments of the renewable 

energy industry such as solar, storage, and power-to-x technologies, ultimately contributing to 

the growth of the sustainable energy sector as a whole. It is worth noting that while Vestas 
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initiated the development of the Covento platform, it also participates as both a buyer and a 

seller on the platform. This serves as an example of how a company can successfully create a 

functioning platform marketplace in which it also participates as a customer. 

 

In the context of a circular economy, many interesting B2B platform marketplaces are 

emerging (Blackburn et al., 2022). For instance, Floow2 involves B2B firms exchanging their 

industrial (often excess) resources in a platform marketplace that matches supply and demand. 

Such B2B platforms require substantial amounts of work from platform market guardians and 

core platform users, given the initially underdeveloped markets for exchange of highly specific 

industrial resources and materials. 

 

An interesting example is the recently discontinued TradeLens, a global shipping platform 

developed by IBM and Maersk, aimed to improve the efficiency and transparency of the global 

supply chain through the integration of blockchain technology (Jovanovic et al., 2022a). The 

platform sought to digitize and standardize the exchange of shipping data between various 

stakeholders, including information regarding vessel schedules, among other logistics data. 

The incorporation of blockchain technology was intended to provide a secure and transparent 

method for managing and sharing this information. However, despite its ambition to increase 

collaboration across the global supply chain, the platform faced challenges with regard to 

industry-wide adoption and trust, ultimately leading to its discontinuation in November 2022. 

This example highlights the difficulties associated with implementing a winner-take-all 

approach to B2B platform design, particularly in terms of concerns surrounding open 

marketplace neutrality and the potential for captive power within a single platform. 

 

4. Implications for research 

 

4.1 Evolutionary model of platform business model innovation in B2B markets 

 

A key question for B2B firms is whether to consider a platform business model in the first 

place; after that, the type of platform business model to choose is important, given that this 

selection will resonate at the different evolutionary stages of the platform ecosystem 

development (Gawer, 2009, p. 59). In this chapter, we have demonstrated how B2B firms can 

transform their business models from classical value chains into product-service platformizers, 

platform ecosystems, and finally, platform marketplaces. The business model transformations 

required at each step are different and revolve mainly around the structure of a platform market, 

as well as the production- (e.g., supply-) and demand-side choices regarding the platform 

governance and platform architecture (Jacobides et al., 2018). At each step, the platform and 

ecosystem logic can be unlocked to different degrees (Jääskeläinen et al., 2021). The trajectory 

and the key choices along the way are depicted in Figure 1. 

 

 



 

14 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Evolutionary model of platform business model innovation 
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The product-service platformizer model necessitates the provision of access to production-side 

complementors. However, this modification alone does not comprise a platform ecosystem, as 

the various components of the product-service offering are consolidated by the platform owner, 

and the complementors do not function autonomously (Williamson and De Meyer, 2012). 

However, the platform owner exhibits characteristics akin to a platform ecosystem in its 

approach towards engaging with its complementors. The utilization of open and connected 

APIs, as demonstrated by car manufacturers like Volvo (Pushpananthan and Elmquist, 2022), 

allows for industrial firms to engage with various complementors and facilitate collaboration, 

effectively mimicking the production-side complementary innovation commonly observed 

within platform ecosystems. Next, the platform ecosystem orchestrator model subsequently 

enables the multi-sided platform ecosystem paradigm, allowing the platform owner’s 

customers to independently select and curate from the various complementors offered within 

the platform ecosystem. This customer-driven complement selection feature also differentiates 

ecosystems from traditional value chains (Autio, 2022). Finally, the platform market guardian 

establishes a marketplace in which the supply and demand are matched and coordinated. In this 

scenario, an autonomous or semi-autonomous platform market is unlocked. In some cases, the 

marketplace may be overseen by a guardian who assesses the functionality of the market but 

does not necessarily intervene in transactions or incorporate them within its own business 

model.  

 

The evolutionary model also provides insights into the emerging literature on generativity by 

distilling the key generativity components at different stages of platform development in B2B 

markets (Thomas and Tee, 2022). In particular, we demonstrate the layered nature of 

generativity in B2B platform business models, including generative architecture, generative 

community, and generative governance. Initially, B2B firms may rely on the generative 

architecture of platforms in which the platform owner actively engages with various 

complementors that aid in the advancement of the platform core and product-service bundles. 

Herein, the generative governance in relation to the design of the boundary resource is rather 

securing than resourcing (Ghazawneh and Henfridsson, 2013). Therefore, the choice to open 

the platform architecture to carefully selected complementors does not necessarily indicate the 

establishment of a platform ecosystem. More likely, many industrial firms leverage generative 

governance to invite complementors via APIs and other interfaces, and subsequently 

collaborate with the most promising complementors to assimilate new components into their 

product-service offerings, as exemplified in the case of Volvo Connect. We also pinpoint that 

B2B firms can extend into broader layers of generativity by using the generative community 

to attract heterogenous complementors and establish a multi-sided platform ecosystem. This 

form of generativity is known to optimize customer choice and diversity within platform 

markets (Cennamo and Santaló, 2019) and is achievable for many B2B firms to different 

degrees. The concept of generative community is exemplified in its purest form in software 

firms such as Salesforce and SAP, which have been demonstrated their ability to serve their 

customers by opening their own app stores. In other, more asset-heavy B2B settings, 

establishing a generative community is also possible, as discussed with the example of 

Kongsberg’s Kognifai. However, the generative community can extend into an autonomous 
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platform marketplace, where the B2B transactions are not necessarily bounded to the product 

and service offerings of the focal firm, as we demonstrated using the example of Floow2.  

 

 

4.2 Implications to B2B platform literature 

 

In this chapter, we aim to contribute to the emerging body of literature on B2B platforms by 

highlighting the distinct characteristics of B2B platforms in comparison to B2C platforms. We 

have demonstrated that platforms in industrial markets are primarily connected to a set of 

industrial resources, assets, and capabilities, which serve as the foundation for the platform's 

business model. Given the capital-intensive nature of these operations, B2B platforms tend to 

have a smaller number of actors, involve more negotiations and contracting, and exhibit slower 

growth rates than their B2C counterparts. 

 

An interesting and notable characteristic of B2B platforms is that they often incorporate 

elements from both innovation and transaction platforms (Cusumano et al., 2019; McIntyre et 

al., 2021). B2B platforms enable interfirm collaboration and complementary innovations in 

variety of ways that escape simplistic definitions and categories. Indeed, B2B platforms tend 

to be highly specialized and make use of advanced technologies and methods to attain 

maximum levels of innovation (thus resembling innovation platforms). On the other hand, they 

also possess characteristics commonly found in transaction platforms. These “hybrid features” 

provide the potential for B2B platforms to minimize transaction and search costs, and ideally, 

maximize innovation and generativity. First, the transaction cost reduction by B2B platforms 

is potentially meaningful; for instance, by utilizing APIs, firms like Volvo and KONE have 

significantly reduced integration costs and enabled seamless data sharing. It should be noted, 

however, that in the context of B2B firms, a greater degree of negotiation, quality assurance, 

and contracting is typically required when integrating complementary innovations into 

product-service bundles, in comparison to B2C platform ecosystems. Second, the search costs 

for both providers and customers of products and services, may be diminished within the 

context of B2B platform ecosystems and marketplaces. For instance, Floow2 intermediates 

industrial resources (Blackburn et al., 2022) and thus reduces search costs for firms trying to 

obtain (or get rid of) a particular type of material. However, it is expected that the market size 

will be relatively smaller in the B2B context, thus reducing the advantage of lower search costs 

for B2B platforms. Third, and as mentioned in the previous section, B2B platforms have the 

potential to facilitate generative contributions from the platform ecosystem participants, and in 

some cases, support the build-up of a “generative community” (Thomas and Tee, 2022). The 

aspect of generativity, however, is yet to show its full potential. Beyond many relatively simple 

B2B marketplaces and B2B software-as-a-service app stores, generative communities of 

complementors are rather rare to come by. However, we expect that in the future B2B firms 

will develop new and more flexible ways to reduce search and transaction costs and increase 

generativity via their platform business models. 

  

Platform architecture and platform governance (Rietveld and Schilling, 2021) are essential 

aspects of B2B platforms. Platform architecture determines the underlying design of the 
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platform. A well-designed platform architecture can enhance security, trust, seamless 

integration between different actors, which are crucial factors for prospective participants in 

the B2B markets. Furthermore, the utilization of a platform architecture enables scalability and 

flexibility, as B2B platforms frequently entail complex and high-volume transactions. Platform 

governance is also a key feature of B2B platforms but also an extremely complex task. 

Effective platform governance is crucial in ensuring the smooth operation and efficiency of the 

platform, its ability to adapt to variations in the number of solution-based complementors, the 

establishment of trust among actors, and fair and non-discriminatory practices. 

Given the specific characteristics of B2B platform markets, including the presence of 

contractual and relational governance challenges, the high capital intensity of economic 

exchanges, and the limited scope, it is probable that these markets will not exhibit the winner-

takes-all dynamics commonly observed in other platform markets (McIntyre, 2019; Ziegler et 

al., 2022). Furthermore, these markets may be more susceptible to the competitive strategies 

and tactics employed by other B2B firms (Karhu et al., 2020; Karhu and Ritala, 2021). 

However, further research is necessary to operationalize and examine the various types of B2B 

platform business models in greater detail. 

 

5. Managerial implications 

 

B2B firms are grappling with the question of whether to adopt a platform mindset and open 

their boundaries to complementary players. One potential strategy is to establish a platform 

ecosystem model, in which customers can choose from a selection of complementary modules 

and functionalities. Alternatively, firms may choose to establish their own platform 

marketplace, which serves the needs of the entire industry or even beyond. These questions are 

both lucrative and challenging, and it is important for firms to carefully consider their options, 

opportunities, and challenges before making a decision to invest in platform business models. 

 

Not all industrial firms are well-suited for a platform business model. For instance, firms that 

specialize in highly specialized technology components, which are always integrated and 

tailored to the customer's systems, may not draw substantial benefit from a platform model. 

Instead, these firms may be better suited to adopt a "component strategy" (Hannah and 

Eisenhardt, 2018) and focus on superior modular innovation with high technological novelty 

(Habib et al., 2020). However, even in these cases, the offerings may still become embedded 

in other actors' product platforms, making the platformization of the B2B landscape relevant 

even for component-focused players. In such cases, firms may focus on developing a strong 

complementor position within established platform ecosystems (Jacobides, 2022). 

 

Firms that operate products that have embedded software or sensors, often referred to as "smart 

connected products" (Porter and Heppelmann, 2014; Raff et al., 2020), are fitting for 

developing a platform business model. The data generated by these products is a valuable 

resource for complementary innovations and functionalities that can be provided by various 

complementors. These firms may include other technology firms, but more often than not, 

complementors from other industries such as large software firms or specialized software firms. 
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A good way to start the platformization journey is to experiment with APIs and "sandboxes" 

that allow complementors and, for example, individual app developers to test the functionalities 

of their add-ons on the product portfolio. Depending on the need for quality control, firms may 

choose to keep a tight leash on which apps and complementors are allowed on the platform 

(Rietveld et al., 2019), or alternatively, move towards an app store model, where customers 

have a greater degree of freedom in choosing from a growing number of ecosystem-based 

"apps". 

 

Finally, setting up a B2B marketplace is a complex task, but may be a worthwhile endeavor. 

B2B markets are often quite heterogeneous, and there is likely to be a great deal of variation 

among potential customers and providers. As such, there is a great deal of "fieldwork" that a 

platform market guardian must do. Additionally, as some recent major failure cases have shown 

(such as the closure of the Maersk Tradelens platform), building and maintaining industry-wide 

B2B platforms can face significant competitive and operational hurdles. The less risky 

marketplaces may be those that can be operated on sufficiently standardized items, goods, 

materials, or resources, and which are sufficiently neutral to the marketplace participants' 

competitive strategies. 

 

 

6. Conclusion  

 

In this chapter, we have presented a typology that aims to convey the choices that B2B firms 

make when establishing a platform. The typology is based on the platform market structure and 

differentiates between product-service platformizers, platform ecosystem orchestrators, and 

platform market guardians. The three types involve distinct logics for creating and capturing 

value, as well as crafting platform governance and architecture. Our framework is a valuable 

contribution to the literature on digital business model and business model innovation, as it 

illustrates how B2B firms can transform and reconfigure their business models using digital 

platforms. Additionally, our work makes a significant contribution to the nascent field of B2B 

platforms, which has thus far been highly idiosyncratic and fragmented. We anticipate that 

future research will reveal additional types and forms of B2B platforms, beyond those we have 

described in this chapter. Nevertheless, we believe that our conceptualization provides useful 

initial steps for understanding how B2B firms can innovate and implement platform business 

models. 
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